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Introduction: 
Rethinking International Ethics 

I f :  is possiblc to encupsul6zt.e ulE thc several ~zornmtive questiotzs in thc one ccmtral 
qz~esfinn: "Millat in gerleral is a p o d  reason for aclior? by or z~il/r regard to ~ f : a f ~ s ? '  

Memyn Frost, Ethics nnd Inter~zntional Relations, 1996 (p. 791 

We act riglzfly 'zaijterz the fimc mnzes' frof out. of ' s f r~ngf l~  of will hut su f  offhe qualify 
of our tlslial uf lrzc/znzfn ts nrzd t l z ~  kilzd of et~ergy and disccmmenl ujlzich we I.raz~8 

avnilablc. And to this the I U I Z O ~ P  uctiz?ify of our cotasciousnc.ss is rell~~ntzt. 
Iris Murdoch, hislentinlists and IWysti"cs, 1997 (p, 357) 

This book p ~ s e n t s  a critical analysis of both commonplace assumptions 
md dominmt modes of reasmh~g about ethics h hternational relations 
and attempts to work towards a new understmding of l.he nature and 
purposes of moral enquiry in the context of global social relations. I start 
fmm the general assun-tpticm that ethics is m t  disti~nct from, but ernbed- 
ded in, bath the practices and the theories of international relations, 
Moreover, I assume that those practices and theories are themselves mu- 
tually constitutir~g. 'Ethicsbnd 'international relationskannot be re- 
garded as the oppositrio~~ of ' s u g h t k d  'is'; the way that we live and or- 
ganize ourselves can be understood only through reference to the 
historicalty developed and evolving ideas and beliefs that we hold- 
ideas and beliefs which have value and thus reflect our ideas about 
moraliq 

These starthg points might be ~ g a r d e d  by many as counterintuitive. 
Commonsetwe reasoning seem to tell, us that ethics plays no part in the 
ruthless business of international politics. :Moreover, until recently, most 
t;heorists of international refations have sought, not wit;hout some consid- 
erable d e g ~ e  of success, to distmcc the discipfjl~e from moral considera- 
tions and ethical reasoning through the development of increasingly 
scimtific theories and methcrdolcrgies. fn spite crf this, however, the deve- 
lopment of orthodox international ~ la t ions  theory has relied heavily cm 



c lahs  regarding howledge, truth, m d  the nature of existe~~ce that are 
inherent in and intimately lisrked to the domhmt traditions in Western 
moral theory. This influence is evident in the 'new ncnmative theoryyn 
international relations, much of which remains narrow in its modes of 
moral reasoning and use of moral concepts and is preoccupied with 
questions rqa rdhg  the justification of moral action-of the 'righh-ress" 
or 'wrongness' of moral claims based on their epistentolagical stat.us. 
The aim of this book is to broaden the scope of our thinking about 
ethics fn the contexl: of global social relations, first, through a critique of 
the 'leading &aditionsf in interndional ethics, alld second, through an 
exploration of the way"n which certain strands of feminist mord phi- 
losophy may offer us an alternative perspective from which to view 
ethics in international relations. 'This single aim, then, serves a dual 
purpose in that it addresses and seeks to broaden and enrich not one 
but two academic debates. 

First, it seeks to expand the debate on 'normative theory' in interna- 
tional relations by brQing in the important ccmtributions from feminist: 
moral theory-contributions which are noticeably absent h m  the debate. 
C)ne of the b y  objectives of this book, then, is to demonstrate &at a femi- 
nist etf.lics-md particularly ideas surrounding what is widely known as 
the 'ethics of careLcan offer insights regarding the nabre of mcrrality, 
moral motivatio~~, m d  moral relations which could move the debate in in- 
ternational relations theory beyond its currently narrow frontiers. 

I'he arguments of this book also adcJress the literature on and debates 
surram~dhg fes~hist ethics, m d  specifically the common criticism of the 
ethics of care that it is personal and parochial and therclfore "nable to ad- 
dress large-scaie social or global problems', and that its focus m "atten- 
tion to intimates and proximate strangers can lead to neglecthg those 
who are furfier away"," I argue that it is in.deed. the case that an 'ortho- 
dox' reading of care ethics may be an untcjnable basis on wbich to cm- 
struct an approach to moral relations for the contemporary global con- 
text. What is required, instead, is what :I call a 'critical ethics of care', 
Mxhich is characterized by a relational ontology-that is, it starts from the 
prclnise that people live in and pet-ceive the world within social relation- 
ships; moreover, this approach recognizes that these relationships are 
both a source of moral motivation and moral respmsivencss and a basis 
for the constrractim and expression of power m d  k~~owledge. The moral 
values of an approach to international ethics based on care, then, are cen- 
tred on tbe mair-rtenance and promotion of gwd personal m d  social rela- 
tions amollg co~~crete persons, both witkin and across existing communi- 
tics. These values, 1 argue, arc rclevant not only to smal-scale or existing 
personal attachments but to all levels of social relations and, thus, to in- 
ternational or global rclaEior~s, 



Ethics and International Relations 

:It has been argued by Stew Smith that we are experienciw a reslrrgence 
of normati .~ theory in IR.%lndeed, he made trhis claim in 1,992 in a revi,clw 
of a new book by Chris Brown called htemnfialzal Kelnfiolzs Theory: New 
Norrltatiue Ayyroaclzes.~rown gawe rczaders an introduction to normative 
theory in IK, which he descsibed as 

that body of work which addresses the moral dimension of international re- 
lations and the wider questions of meaning and interpretation generated by 
the discipline. At its most basic it: addresses the ethical nature of the relatians 
between cornmunities/states, tzrhether in the context of the old agenda, 
which focused on violence and war, or the new(er) agenda, which mixes 
these traditionat concerns with the mcjdern demand E C I ~  international dis- 
tributive justice. 

This was in contrast to empjrical theory, which Brown described as 'de- 
scriptive, explanatory and predictive, attempting to provide an accumte 
account of how the world works'? Six years earlier, Mervyn Frost" book, 
Tozimuds a Nornative Theory of Internatioml Relations-ttihich was rewrit- 
ten and republished in 19%-argued that normative problems in IT;t: artr 
those that require ol us that rue make jzcd8cmenf.s ahoz~f w h ~ t  11t18ht to he 
done. Norm.ati:vc questions, he claimed, arc not. answered by pointing to 
the way thhgs arc. in the world.' 

I would argue, hocvever, that: while such a conceptua1izatim of norma- 
tive theory has been botlil importmt and useful in highlight4 and reviv- 
ing the debates in ethics and political philtrsopby which have been ig- 
nol-ed by, despite being cruciai to, IIZ theory, the strict delineation of \iYhat 
counts as nornative fieory could also be seen as harznful and restricting, 
Much of what is currt-lntly described as ethics in international ~ la t ions  is 
characterized by, first, ethical arguments which arc prjnaarily justificatory 
in nature, m d  second, the use of a limited number of mnral concepts in 
buildi~~g those argumcmts: specifically rilr;hts, clbligations or duties, con- 
tracts, fair~~ess, reciprocity, autonomy and justice. When I say that. the ar- 
guments are justificatory, I mean that they focus m constructhg princi- 
ples which can be appkd  to situatiom to firtd reasons which justgy the 
taking of action; as Frost says, all Ihe normative questims in IR can be en- 
capsulated in me central questim: 'What in general is a good rclason for 
action by or with regad to stateeh 'T"hese arguments are concerned with 
the epistemological status of moral judgements-the constructio~~ of prin- 
ciples to determine right and wrmg, Because the moral concepts de- 
scribed earliur are limited in number, the modes of moral ~ason ing  used 
are, in gez~eral, deontological-liberal or liberal-cantractualist in nature, 



'This, 1 argue, has led to the creation of a body of work which is highly 
abstract, fomdized, and d e n  conservative. Far from challenging the sta- 
tus quo in II\1 theory this sort of normative thcrry can ~infortlc! it, As 
Roger Spegele has argued, the rise of positivist-empiricist epistemology 
in contmporary IR theory is inextricably bound up with a certah type of 
ethics, which is characterized by five features, namelllr, that moral reason- 
ing is &ligational, universal, impartial,, p~scriptive, and rational. This 
kirrd of ethics poses no threat to the leading positivist-empiricist idca that 
scimce is the realm of observation and ethics is the realm of 'the norma- 
tivef; understood in this way; he argues, it is not hard to u~~derstmd why 
positivist empiricists have been attracted to neo-Kantian nonco~itivism,~ 

Both the e~~istc.mnlo,ry-concerning the nature and status of knowl- 
edge-and the m~fo10gy-mnerning the nature and status of being or 
existenreof the dominant liberal &aditions in Wstern moral and polit- 
ical theory resonate strongly in the so-called settled norms of inter- 
national retations."~ has been suggested, this is rarely the way that the 
relationship between international relations and ethics is understood. Be- 
cause versions of Kantimism and neo-Kmtimism are (mistakenly) taken 
'exxcltrsivf.ly to define what an argument in elhjcs must be', the universal- 
ism of such theories is usually understood to be at odds with the appar- 
ent denid of universalism evident fn the most basic premises of reaiism.g 
But as Rob Walker has observed, the ethical universalism of Kmt and the 
'realrst submission to a Weberim power politics-n international rela- 
tions are "ere@ tl-te twin ofhprings crf modemity"."%us, while we tend 
to concentrate on the chasm bet wee^^ 'justice' or 'the good' as the lofty 
aim of ethics and 'order k r  "stability ' a s  the more immanent aspiration of 
international ~ la t ions  tl-teory, these turn out to be, on closer inspection, 
two sides of thc s m e  coin rather than an intraethle oppositinn. 

Moreover, while we may contrast the universalism embodied in Mant- 
ian deontologicd ethics with the apparently 'amoral cclmmunitarimism" 
of reaiist theory, and while international relations theorists, especidly in 
the United States, tend to make much of the lilocral/realhst controversy in 
international relations, these popular oppositiclns again belie the degree 
to hvlnich all prevailing fR theory has been heavily influetnced bp the m e  
broad. traditions of ethnical and political thought: specifically, by the ideas 
embodied in Enlightenment rationalism, liberalism, and contractarian- 
ism. Indeed, in spite of the differrznees between realjst and liberal ac- 
counts of international rclations, both perspectives share ideas about au- 
tonmy a d  agency-the s t ~ s s  cm explaining the behaviour of separate 
and typically self-interested units of action." It is because they merge 
historically out of the same tradition of thougbt that these two h o s t  pop- 
dar9tbeoretical perspectives overlap and =inforce each other by speak- 
ing to common concerns and issues.12 



Indeed, it is no accident that, as David Mapel and Terry Nardin note in 
the concluding chapter of their book Zj.dditl'0l.1~ flrlternatinnnl Elbzics, 
'most of the traditions discussed in this book employ the idea or at least 
the language of rights'." "ey da so because virtudy alX of the traditions 
represent, broadly speakng, a si~zgle tradjtion-one which emphasizes 
rights and other &er& values such as non-interkrence, auf;cmomy self- 
determination, fajmess, rcciproety, and rationality Certainly, w:hile we 
can isolate and distinguish among the various traditions of ethical 
thoul;ht in international relations<lassicd and contemporary realism, 
natural law, Kmt's gglbal rationalism, utilitarimism, contractariarrism, 
liberalism, and rights-based ethics-the tendency to isolate these as 
"competingf traditions serves, nahtrally, to obscure their similarities and 
cmmon historical m d  ktellectual foundatior~s* 

Moreover, although MapeI a d  Nardin frame the debate in inter- 
national ethics in terms of the conflict between "rule-orientedf and 'conse- 
quence-oriented" traditions, the emerging consensus is that the more 
salit3nt opposition is between 'uni:versalistbr 'cosmpolitan"thics and 
"aticuiarist' or 'cmmunitarianf approaches. 'f'his dkhotomy is used by 
Bro\vnt4 and Ljnklater'vo expore the historicd devclopntcnt fsom the ra- 
tjondism of Kant to the historicist romanticism of F-ferder and Hegel. 
?"his latter tradition is thought to be based on appeds tro Aristotelian 
virtue, local communities, and republican conceptions of citizer~ship- 
thus, to a more organic notion of c0mmuni.V rather than to the hditridu- 
alistic, deontological conception of indiwiduals co-operating for the sake 
of mutual gain" Certainly, these two 'traditions' represent contrasting 
views of the nature of persons, and of ideas such as liberty and commu- 
nity Rut here again, the differences between these approaches arc. often 
overstated; communitarianisrn retains a broadly liberal agenda, so that 
these two positions are competing mly over the question of the source of 
moral vdue and hence the sctl~,e of our moral ccrmmunity(ies), rather 
than mticdatjng radically differrant views rclgarding the nature of moral 
relations, Moreover, as shown in chapter 4, the particularist ethical start- 
ing point of commrrnitarianism, its tmdency to draw moral boundaries 
around established political communities (natio11-states), m d  its associa- 
tion within international. relations theory with theories of nationalism 
and even realism, have meant that most attempts to articulate a theory of 
ifztrmakitlnal or gbbal ethics have, h r  obviorls reasons, rejected communi- 
tarianism and. resorted, via either Kant or Man< (and occasionally both), 
to some form of cosmopolitanism." As I argue at lengtb in chapter 4, the 
cosmopo:[itan/communitarian debat-e is a h i t e d ,  often misttnderstood, 
and &creasjngi)i il-rclevant debate between two equally untenable posi- 
tions; the result is not only an impoverished cclncephaal debate m inter- 
national ethics but h i t s  on the s e a ~ h  for red, usczlui. answms to pressistg 



questions about what motivates people to ide~ztify with and care for one 
mother* 

If we =cognize the extent to which fie defhing principles of the orlho- 
dox nea-realist m d  neo-liberal. theories h htemational relations-auton- 
omy, sovereignty, reciprocily-are historically constituted through the 
dominant traditions of Western moral and political phitosophy we will 
also recognize that ethics must not be seen as something separate from 
international relations but as somethixlg which is hherent in both th re- 
lations themelves and our dynamic and socially constructed under- 
stmdings of them. The theory of international. relations as m acade~aic 

ot be separated from those ideas in moral and political 
philosophy from whjch it has evoked.. Rut mcrw than this, if we truly re- 
ject the assumptions of positivism and the rigid separation of pditics and 
ethics, then we must reject the Lieontological distinction between 'noma- 
tive judgements', on the one hand, and 'the way tbings artr in the world' 
on the other, indeed, we must begin to think about a &Merent kind of 
ethicsYda less mle-bound phenmnology"'" that is contextual and situ- 
ated, that starts from our experience of the world, and that focuses on 
real, paticdar indjviduals whose lives rind meaning only withh webs of 
personal and social rel.atimships. It is to this task that the rernahder of 
this book is devoted. 

Outline of the Book 

Chapter 2 explores the central questions m d  controversies s~~rroulzdhg 
the ethics of care and approaches the idea oi care in the global context. :lt 
exmines three contentious debates surrounding fie ethics of care: first, 
the 'genderhg' of ethics and, specifically; the alleged 'esse~ztialism' and 
practical "antifeminisd of care (some critics argue that identifying a 
woman" smorality is not only false and exclusive but can support and 
uphold the s t ruc tu~s  that have sl,lhmdinated women); second, thc de- 
bate between 'justice thhkingbnd 'care thinkirrg" and the contention 
that only a combination of these two types oE mord thinking cm prowide 
an adeqmte apprnach to ethics; and third, and most important, the al- 
leged parochialism of care, Finally, this chapter sketches a picture of a 
critical ethics of care that seeks ta combine the strengths of care ethics 
wif-;h an attention to structural m d  normative inequalities in the global 
system. 

Chapter 3 sets out in more detail the arglament for a fexninist interna- 
tional ethics based on the idea of a critical ethics of care, It discusses the 
nature and purpose of feminist: theory and, specifically, fennirtist ethics. :l 
argue fiat an ethics of care shares with pragmati"" and other philosoph- 
ical critiques of deontologjcal ethics a scepticism ~gardi,ng ethical ZheoryF 



favourhg instead an approach which pays close attention to particulars 
in our efforts to understand the nature of moral and other social rela- 
tions. Thus, this feminist international ethics does not resemble m ethical 
f t leoy but rather a kind of moral pl?enometnology, which explores the so- 
cioyolitical. conditions, the moral and psychological dispositions, the per- 
sonal and social ~lations, and the individual and institutional strategies 
which may work towards overcoming exclusio~n and promotbg care and 
fcxrused moral attention on a giobal scale. 

Chapter 4 exflores the dominant traditions in intemationd ethics. 
First, it exmines w:hat I see to be strong links-in terms of both ontology 
and value advocacy-between liberal contractarianism and rights-based. 
ethics, on the c ~ n e  hand, and mainstream modernist approaches in inter- 
national relations theory on the other. 1 argue that shared assumptions 
abwt the primacy of values such as autmom)i, independence, non-inter- 
ferencelnon-interventicrn, self-determinatictn, reciprocity, fairness, and 
rights have led to liberal ethics representing the 'acceptable voice of 
moralit)l-in international relations. This, I argue, has resulted in the cre- 
ation of a global 'culture of neglectf through a systematic devaluing of 
notions of interdepetndcnce, relatedness, and positive involvernetnt in the 
lives of distant others. This chapter also exmines the cosmopolitan/ 
communitarian debate in international rczlaticms theory, argrtint; that the 
portrayal of these perspectives as antit-hetical is overstated and based on 
a confusion, and that neit.her picture offers a plausible or meacrhgful po- 
sition from which to understand moral relations in the contemporary 
global cmtext. 

Chaptcr 5 looks more cliosely at the w q d n  which a critical ethics of 
cart? mfght be situated in the contemporary world. 1 argue that, in the 
current- era of globalization, the nature of tirne, space, and sllcial relations 
is changing and ollr assumptions about identity and community in the 
world are in vestion. It is suggested. that the commonplace assumption 
that a 'gglbalizhg' world is 'one which demands an account of ethical 
possibility that begins with the priority of people as peoplef is fundamen- 
tally flwed, in that it regards this priority as a precondition for both 
moral relatio~ns m d  m a l  enquiry.'What chnracterizes Che contempo- 
rary glhal  order is not ethical convergence, rani@, or a sense of seamless 
%humanityf, but rather the pcrlrsistence and somet.imes the exacerbation of 
structures and processes of exclrnsion., margi.na:lization, and domination.. 
M i l e  it is certahly the case that the nature of individual identities and 
patterns of relaticmships across borders is changing rapidly, we must be 
wary of universalizi,ng solutions in a world which is still fundamentally 
characterized by difference. 

Chapter h argues that an adequate approach to morality in the contem- 
porary world must respond to the patterns of exclusion discussed in 



chapter 5. 'The first section of the chapter explores arguments from criti- 
cal theory m d  po~tmodemism, which offer some Of thCI more p r m i h g  
respcmses in intemational relatims thecny to the problem of social exch- 
sion on a global scalc. I argue in favour of a socid-~lations approaeln to 
difference and exclusion; this approach draws upun the strengths of criti- 
cal theory but argues that the current wodd order demands an interper- 
sonal, rcllat.i.mal moraXjty which focuses on the red contexts of relation- 
ships a m o q  particular persons. Such an approach recognizes that 
patterns of exclusion cm a global scale are systematic m d  structural, and 
that an adequate global ellhics must address Chese pat-Eerns through the 
adoption of m appropriate mtoiogy, based on relationships, and episte- 
mology, based on the sociat constmction of knovvledge. 

Finally, chapter 7 exploms a crit.ical ethics of care in the sociopolitical 
and economic cmtcxts of international relations.. 1 explorc the notion of 
ethicat 'issuesf in intemational relatims and the preoccupation with the 
problem of sovereignty and htervention. 'Through an analysis of el.hical 
approaches to humanitarian intervention and the wider prdblem of 
poverty irr a North-South context, this chapter demonstrates the ways in 
which a aitical ethics of care casts a new light on the moral nature of, and 
appropriate moral respunses to, global social and. political relations. This 
chapter does rtrtt argue that 'a more caring worldf is one in which global 
poverty and human suffering will be eradicat-ed. Rather, it suggests that 
the ways in which we confront the profound moral questions arising 
horn these issues will be radically and ir~kievably altered when W re- 
nounce our principled moral theories of obli(gat-ion in favotxr of a vision of 
ethics which recognizes the moral incompleteness, and the profound con- 
texhal inappropriatreness, of an ethics which seeks to uphold hnpartiality 
by mainta,inj,ng a depersonaliaed, distancing attitude tocvads o&ers. 
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The Ethics of Care 

This chapter explores the hcrcasingly prolific work in moral and politi- 
cal phflosophy vvhich has challenged the traditional focus on the au- 
tonomous, abstract, rational t?$eW and on 'j justice' ras the frst virtue of so- 
ciety. Specifically, it examines the work of feminist theorists who have 
developed what is now widc.1~ known as 'the ethics of caref. 'This litera- 
turc has its origjns in the work of mord and social psychologists such as 
Nancy Chodorow and, most notably, Carol Gilligan, who farnnusly ar- 
gued that many girls and women tmd to interpret moral problcms differ- 
ently Eram the way boys m d  men tend to kterpret them., Feminist theo- 
rists who developed these initial insights have argued that a moraliy of 
caring sees persons as interciepmdent rather than independent fndividu- 
als, and that et-hics should address issues of caring and empatby and rela- 
tionships between people rather than d y  or primarily the rational deci- 
sions of autclnmout; moral agents.' 

So influential has this work been among femhists that it is tempting 
to take the phrases 'ethics of c a r e h d  'fembist ethicshs synonymous, 
However, as Susan tlekman points out, k w n  a cursory examination of 
the literature on feminist ethics reveals that there is no sjngle "feminist 
moral theory": Thus, while it is clear that %discussions of the ethic of 
care, and of the "differentf" moral voice of women, have been an impor- 
tant force in femhist ethics in the last decade" it would be incorrect to 
suggest that all or even most feminist moral: theorists whuleheartedly 
embrace the ethics of care, or indeed to suggest that they categorically 
reject the notims of autonomy, justice, rights, and duties entbodied in 
'traditionalhmol theory.' Moreover, it would also be wrong to sutggest 
that it is only feminists who have rejected the central assumptions of tra- 
ditional Kantianis~n or utilitarianism; although their argzxments cer- 
tainly differ in many important ways from those emhodied in the ethics 
of care, many moral philosophers who argue in fawour of %lternatiwf or 
untraditional approaches to ethics arc dearly sympathetic to both the 
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concerns and the ethical starting points articulated by many feminist 
moral theorists." 

With this aim in mind, this chapte~explores in some detail the emer- 
gmce of &c idea of an et-hics of care and traces the development of this 
alternatke understanding of mnrality and moral relations. It addresses 
three central cmtroversies surroundirrg care: first, the debate over the al- 
leged 'essenti,alisxnr of much trheorizing about: care, kvhicfi edraces  the 
question of whether there can be such a th-ing as a morality of and for 
women; second, the debate between 'justicehand 'care', which addresses 
the alleged incommemuraE7ility of the two perspectives and asks 
whether an adequate moral theory must, or indeed can, include d m n t s  
from both; and third, whether 'careAescrihes what is essmtially a per- 
sonal moral. response k that it relies on relationships between particujar 
individuals and ignores the wider moral kplications of social structures 
and instibtions, which may he largely rmponsihle for exclusion and suf- 
fering. Related to this last westion, of course, is the queslion which is of 
central innpottallice to this book: whether care ethics is intrinsically 
parochial and thus ignows (or is ill-equipped to address) questions of 
moral relations among distant strmgers h the global co~~text:. 

An analysis of these questions demonstrates that, far from being three 
separate debates, they are very closely related. Indeed, these debates 
have arisen among both the critics and Ihe advocates of care owing to 
fear, or skepticism, about t h  ability of "are30 act as a startilrg poislt for 
moraf reasoning and to deal effectively with a broad range d moral 
dilemmas. I argue, however, that all three of these questio~~s arise only 
when care is understood in a particular way. If care ethjrs is understood 
solely as a kcctrrectivef to universalistic, impartialist theories, or simply as 
a "usekl addjtionf to ottr moral vocabdary, them it will always retain its 
image as a "private" "personal" morality which is antithetical to justice 
and most relevant to women as mthers  and, more generally, occupiers 
of thc privae spbcre ol the housebld and the family. This chapter illus- 
trates that care can transcend these apparent limit-atims when it is under- 
stood not simply as a narrow psycholctgicai disposition, or a kmcrral the- 
ory', but: as a value and a practice which hforms our daily lives, with the 
capacity to transform, our tmderstanding of both mmli ty and politics 
andf ultimately, of the relationship between them. 

Morality and Psy~holow 

'The philosophers of deontological ethics-fmm Kant to G. E. Noore- 
have been staunch in their conde ation of the "naturalistic fallacy "the 
conflation of the way h u m  beings ~zlgltf to behave with the way they 
actually do behave. As a resuit, elhics as a philosophical field has re- 



mained, for some time, almost totally severed from psychology m d  soci- 
olugy. Althuugh psychologists like Jean Piaget and Lawrence KohEberg 
have done interesting cmssover wcrrk in mcrral psychology, their cmtri- 
butions have been largely consigned to the mrgins of 'mainstream" psy- 
chology and have received rather cool responses from mainstream moral 
 philosopher^.^ It coufd be argued, however, that cognitive and develop- 
mentai psychologists have recently becomc increasingly jnterested in 
moral reasoning, and that, likewise, moral philosophers have come to 
recopize the importance of psychology in their own work.5 

For example, I:.,awrence Slm's  M m l  Pe~q l i c ln  arzd 12artir~larE'fy repre- 
sents his kcontinuixlg effort to help bring m r a l  psychology into more di- 
rect contact with cmtempcrrary moral Lheory'. He argues that owing to 
moral philosophers' focus on rational principle, ixnpatiality, and univer- 
sality and on rules and codes in ethics, the importance of the psychologi- 
cal dimension of moral life has been masked, implicitly denied, or at least 
neglected. Drawhg on the work of Iris Tvf~rdoch~ Bl~~ln  explores what he 
calls the psychic capacities involved in m o d  agency anct moral respon- 

motion, perception, imagination, motivation, and judgement.* 
Murdoch hersdf, ever critjed of 'English' or '&ford' phi:fosophy, has ar- 
gued that a working "hil.osophica.l: psychology 9 s  requimd, even if mly 
to connect the language of modern psychology with the lmguage of 
virtue: 'We need a moral philosophy which can speak significantly of 
Freud and Marx, and out of which aesthetic and political views can be 
generated. VV41 need a moral phiosoghy in which the cclncept of love, so 
rarely mentioned now by philosophers, can once again be made central'.' 

This movement twasds an examination of the psychology of moral 
agency is evident in the work oE many feminist developmental psycholo- 
gists and social theorists, who have rcllied on both empirical psychology 
and psychological theory in the development of new understandlngs of 
the nabre of morality and moral motivation. Of these, perhaps t.he most 
impo"tant for the development of the ethics of care is Carol Gffligan, 
whose work was partly a response to that of her former colleague, the 
psychologist Lawrence Kahlberg. In the devebpwnt of her own ideas 
and trheories, Gilligan was jnfluenced bp N'amcy Chodorow, whose work 
has focused on psychoanalysis and the sociology of gmder. 

I19 T72e Reymductiot~ ~fh/lotheriplg; Chvdorow analyzes 'the way womenfs 
mothering is reproduced across generations. She argues that the contem- 
porary reproduction of mothering occurs througfn social, structurally h- 
duced psychological processes. Specificaily, she suggests that the needs 
and capacities of mothering in gkls are built into and grocv nut of l.he 
mother-daughter relationship itself. By contrast, women as mothers (and 
men as not-mothers) produce sons whose nurt-urant capacities and needs 
have been systematically curtailed and repressed, 'This process, she 
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argues, prrzpares m n  for their less dfective family rde and .for prjmary 
participation in the imperwon"lxtrafamilial world of work and public 
life, Thus, Chodorow offers an explanation not: only for the reproduction 
of motbcring hut for the contrasting moral-psychological. 'startkg poi.nlsf 
of men and women: The sexual m d  Imilial division of labor In which 
wlrmen mother and are more invoked in interpersonal, affective ~ l a -  
tionships than men prodwes in dashters and sorls a &vision nf psycho- 
logical capacities which leads &m to reproduce this sexual and familial. 
division of labor <,K 

Chodorow cites two contributions to femhist theory as having influ- 
enced her work. First is the 'sex-gender systernL'a set of arrangements 
by which the biological raw material of human sex and procreation is 
shaped by . . . social intervention'. 'This system is analytically separate 
from the domjnant mode of production in any society, but the two must 
be seen as 'empirically and structurally intert~irred'.~ The second cm- 
struction extends the first by sqgestkg that: nsle can dislj,ngzlish analyli- 
cally in afl societies between domestic and public aspects of social organi- 
zation, Because mothers and children form the core of domestic 
organization, men find a primary sncial ha t ion  in the public sphere. The 
public sphere, unlike the private, defines its institutions according to nor- 
mative/social, rather than 'nnatral" criteria. Society is thus del'ined as 
mascuiine, and this gives men the power to create and enforce institu- 
tions of social and political control-hcluding those which control sex- 
ual reproduction. l') 

Even at this early stage in her argument, it is clear that Chodorow does 
not limit it to narrow, psychological concerns, Hers is a critical analysis of 
the institutional a d  nonnative social arrangements which perpetuate 
the hierarchical, structucal differentiation of domestic and p u b k  
spheres. It is within this context that she seeks to explain why women, 
rather than men, are 'mothczrs". Rejecting 'aqgurneMs from nature', 
Chodorow relies on psychoanalytic theory to demonstrate how the fam- 
ily division of labour in which women mother gives socially and histori- 
cally specific meaning to gender itself. Specifically, she uses object-rela- 
tions theory to show how women grow up to have gelzeralized relational 
capacities and needs, and how women and men create the kinds of intctr- 
persmal relationsPlips which make it likely that women wili rc.ma111 in 
the domest.ic sphere-in the sphere of reproduction-md, in turn, 
mother the next generation. 

Not surprisingly, there has been much criticism oE object-relations fie- 
ory, both as a psychoanalytic theory and as the basis for ascribing differ- 
ent moral voices to different genders. As Lois McMay notes, while many 
feminists have found in Chodorow"s theory a cogent account of the psy- 
chic didfertnces between rnen and women, it nevertheless has problem- 



atic foundations in ahistorical and essentialist assumptions. Lacanian 
theorists have criticized the object-relations theoristskover-stable concep- 
tion oE the subject, art;uing that the uncomcious must be recogl.lized as a 
source of discontinuous and chaotic drives which rcllnder the ego a per- 
petually unstable phenomenon, By claimkg that certain kinds of identifi- 
cations are prirnary, ohject-relations theorists make the relational life of 
the infant primary over psychic devclopntcnt itself, conRating the psyche 
with the ego and relegating the ranconscious to a less significant role." 

Feminist anthropologists, mort?over, criticize the extent to which &- 
ject-relations t-heorists give the role of the mother as nurtures a celrtral 
place in tl-reir historical, acdtural: definition of women. Thus, the theory 
is accused of focusing on Western societies-where the notions of 
'wommf m d  'motherf overlap-and ignoring the link in particular cul- 
tures between the category of woman and certain attributes of mother- 
hocrd such as maternal bve, nurturance, krtility and so on. It has been 
argued that despite its claim to ~ralue heterogeneity; mothering theory 
does not develop the methodological tools to ded with difference related. 
to class, ethic, and other cultural ~ar imts .~ '  

When exploring the link between feminist ethics and object-relations 
theory, it is also important to address the more general dangers in linking 
morality to psychology. In spite of the importance of bringing pvychol- 
ogy into moral and political phjlos1)~7hy, we must he vi,gilant in ensurjng 
that the advances made by an exploration of morality which considers 
qualities such as perception and motiwation does not =treat too far into 
the relatively narrokv hntiers of h m a n  cognition, Icaving behind the 
human suffering and inequaliw of the social and polit'tcal world. Ch the 
other hand, while traditional moral theorists may claim that the greatest 
dmger of linking ethics to psychology lies in the conflation of h a t  'is' 
with what 'ought to be', it could be arigued that this is not a problem but 
rather a step towards the sdution. n h k i n g  about morality- must start 
from experielnce of the way that people actually behave, and it must ex- 
plore how that behaviour is socially constructed, asking how attitudes 
and practices mmifest themselves at the level of social relations. :l.f an ex- 
ploration of the psychological capacilies involved in perception of and 
responsiveness to moral situations can help us in constructing such a 
view of ethics, then its cmtribution ougbl: to be taken seriousiy. 

Gilligan and the Wifferent Vaicef 

Wile  importmt in its own right, Nancy Chodorow" work is now well 
known for its influence on Carol Gilligan and her research. It was in 1982 
that the first edition of CilLigan's book, n Diflerent Voice, was prablished. 
Between that. time m d  1993, kvfien Ihc second editio~n was published, it 
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would not be m exaggeration to claifn that the book influelnced the entire 
direction of hglo-American moral philosophy. Whether to support it, 
develop it, or cmdemn it, a wide range of moral phiosophers began to 
address Ihe chajlenge posed by care ethics to traditional r(antjan or utili- 
tarian moral reasming. Today, five years after the publication of the sec- 
ond edition, the debate continues. 

ITz U Dflere1~1. VOke is the result of empirical rclsearch in dcvelopmentd 
psychology. Gilligan tells her maders of how her subjects spoke about 
themsehes, about mwality and abouf; their judgements and responses to 
a variety of 'moral dilemmas" She claims to have heard a distinction in 
these %voicesf-two ways of speaking about mord problems, two modes 
of describing the relationships between other and self. In recording these 
different voices, Gilligm posits that the disparity betwee11 women's ex- 
perience and th representation of human development, rather than sig- 
nifying a problem in wcmlcm's development, may in fact signify a prob- 
lem in the represcntation-'a limitation in the conception of hlaman 
condition, an omission of certah truths about lifef.14 

Specifically Gilligan challenges the model of moral etevelopment put 
forward by I,,awrernce I(ohlberg-a six-stage, three-level progression 
fPom an egocentric understanding of fairness based on in.dividual need 
(stages one and two) to a conception of fairness anchored in the s h a ~ d  
conventions of societal agreement (stages three and fo~lr), m d  finally to a 
principled, understanding of fairness that rests on the free-standing logic 
of e p d i t y  and reciprocity (stages five and six). Moral maturity accord- 
ing to Kohlherg, results when the suhject has reached an ul-rderstixnhg 
of moraliw as a principled conception of justice." GGilligan challenges this 
model using empirical and interpretive analysis of g i r l s b d  womm's re- 
sponses to a series of moral dilemmas, She arglaes that the 'different 
voicehof girls and women does not signify that women simply stop at an 
"Eerier stage' of moral development but rather that the voices of women 
rclpresent a differenl. but equal moral orie~~tation which is morally valu- 
able. For example, Gilligan describes how %my" a young female subject, 
W the particular moral dilemma not as 'a math problem with htxmms" 
but: as 'a narrative ol rciationships that exklnds over time'; she describes 
Amy" view of 'a world comprised of relationships rather than of people 
stmdirrg atme, a world that coheres through human ccmnectictn rather 
than through systems of rulesf.lVhis 'different voice', Gilligan argues, is 
a sign not of dcve1opmenta.l failure but of the failurc oi moral philosophy 
and developmentat psychology to understand, or even ercplore, the expe- 
riences, kelings, and pe~epli.ons of womn. 

Since the first edition of Ilr a Diferenf Vuicc war; puhlishtrd, thew has 
been a substantial amount of research, primarily by feminist moral and 
political philosophers, around the idea of care and the ways in which it 



can help us to explain, understmd, and ultimtely transform the nat-urtl 
of moral, poijtical, and social relations. Here X refer to the excellent work 
of Annette Baier and Marilyn Friedman, who have broadened the debate 
to include analysis of Ihe ideas of trust (Baier) and hiendship (Friedman); 
the writings of Virginia Held on care and noncontractad society; and 
Joan Trc,nt<tFs '"plitical argument for an ethic of care'.'; Even those 
philosophers ~lrho have remained sceptical about this kind of ethjcs, such 
as Susan James, AIison Jaggar, m d  Susan MolZer Okin, bave recognized. 
its impo&ta"w as a critique of liberalism md, ~peeificaily~ its importance 
to debates regarding citizezzship and justice.18 

La-~rrence Blum has argued that C a d  Gil&gan"s body of work h moral: 
developmental psychology is of the first importmce for mmal philosophy 
in terms af the questiozzs it raises. If there is a 'diffexnt voi,cef-a coherent 
set of moral concerns disthct both from the objective and the subjecthe, 
the impersonal and the purely personal-then moral theory needs to give 
som piace to these concerns,'Vlurn's work also reminds us that in Gilli- 
gm% aargurnents une can detect a clear resonance oi the ideas of Iris Mur- 
doch-the novelist, dramatist, critic, and philosopher who was writing 
about ethics more than twe~~ty  years before Gilfigm. As early as the 1950s 
Murdoch criticized 'Oxford" philosophy, which exalted freedom, right, 
will, power, and judgement and focused exclusively on 'right actiod m d  
the prhciples and rules which allow us to make moral choices. Agaiinst 
this, Murdoch argued h favour of a moral philosopky which helps us 
learn how to focus our attention on others whom we can recognize as 
'real'; she argued that human beings are natlaraily 'attached', and that it is 
the development, purification, and reorientation of those attachments 
Mxhich must be the task of morals. Morality is not just about action, she ar- 
gued, but can be about learning %low to wajt, be patient, trust, and listem."" 

Similarities between Gilligan" a rgumen t~nd  M d o c h "  pphilosoph y 
demonstrate that the ethics of care may be located in the context of a 
wider critique of Kanfian m d  neo-Kantian ethics. %yla Benhabib has ob- 
served that the widespread recognition and. controversy surrounding 
Gilligan's work arose not only because it re&cted the coming of age of 
women's schniiarsfiip hvithin the paradigm of normal science; equally 
significant was that the kirrds of questions which Gilfigan was asking of 
the Kohlbergian paradigm were also b e i ~ ~ g  asked of universalist necr- 
Kantian moral philosophies by a growhg m d  influential nulnber of crit- 
ics, includilrg communitarians, neo-Aristotelians, and even neo-Heg- 
elians. Th.~s, she argues, there is a remarkable convergence between the 
Gilligan-type feminist critique of Kantian miversalism and the objec- 
tions raised by these other thinkers.?' 

That said, it is clear that Cilligan"~ work has been regaded as so sipifi- 
cmt not just because it represents m alternative approach to ethics, but be- 
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cause of i ts  specifically femhist orimtation.. S u m  Hekman has mggested 
that what Gil.ligan proposes is an alternative framework in whirh wmen's 
%stories%= interpreted as genuine moral statemmts. If we intevret rela- 
tionship, care, and co~lrrectim as inklgrai to h m a n  life and developme~~t, 
then we wiII interpret women" stories as genuinely mural narratives, dis- 
tinct from, but every hit as mofal as, those based on ahstract prhc ip le~ .~~ 

As suggested earlier, however, the ethics of care has not been unani- 
mously accepted by all h in i s t s .  Indeed, Gilligan's work has received 
both praise and criticism from feminist and amfeminist m r a l  philoso- 
phers and poltical theorists, As Heklnan notes, 

[Gilligan's work] has been I-tailed bath as the harbinger of a new maral the- 
ory and as the final blow to the exhausted masculinist tradition of moral 
philos.ophy. It  has also been ccjndemned as methodologically unsound, theo- 
reticaiiy confused, and even antifeminist. Gilfigan's critics and defenders 
have cast her, respectively; as either t~illain or savior in the ongoing intelfec- 
ttlal debate of the 1980s and 1 990sez' 

One cJf the most common interpretations of GilTipn's ~seartlh-rather 
than of the idea of an ethic of care as such7is that she makes strietly em- 
pirical claims and argues that it is a statistically provable fact that men 
and w m e n  have different moral vcrices. Defined as an empirical claim, 
Gilligm" thesis is dismissed by critics who argue that her research lacks 
abjectkity and is not adequately supported by evidence. Gifligan herself, 
however, states unepivocaily that her point is interprtrtive rather than 
empirical; indeed, as Helkman argues, these empi,ricist criticisnns may 
persist because Gilligan's theory not onlly threatens to displace tradi- 
tional moral theory but also chalienges the foundations of empiricist, ob- 
jective scxial science. Claiming that Gil.liga,n"s work is factually inxcm- 
rate, she points out, is one way of dismissing its rdiral  implication^.^" 

In addition to this criticitcm of Gitfigm's methodology and her specific 
elnpirical and interpretive findings, the idea of an ethic of care itsell, and 
the ambiguities and potential dangers contained within it, has also begun 
to be criticized. This criiticisrn l~as  been directed at the literature on femi- 
nist ethics which has sought to defhe and advance Giiigan's initial 
claims, For example, negative critiicism of Gilligan"~ research came, un- 
surprisingly, from Kol-rlherg himelf, and f m  the moral and poiitical 
theorists who sought to defe~zd their "justice' perspective against Gilli- 
gan" claims, Kohllserg's respunse to Gill.iganrs feminist challenge was to 
resort to a reaffirmation of moral boundaries along extremely traditional 
lines: he suggested that the moral vallues identified (by Gilligan) with 
women are associated with the private t;phere, with the world of family 
and friends. Thus, tbr ethics of the plablic sphere-the ethics of justice- 
remains htact, Read in this way care becomes not a new way of thinkng 
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about the nature of morality, but somethi~~g outside of the sphere of 
morality altogether. As FIabermas has claimed, comparisons between 
what Gilligan discusses and morality amount to 'a category mistakef.*" 

The social and politieai impf,ications of Gilligan's work have also been 
addressed by liberal moral and political philosophers, In his book Jzlstice 
as X~~parf ia l i ty~  Brim Barry interprets tbr ethics of care as an invitation to 
dispense with moraiity and replace it with nepotism, favourjt.ism, m d  in- 
justice. CZtaracterizirtg caring as a determjnation to advance at any cost to 
principle t k  interests of tkose to Mlhom we are closely related, Barry 
fears trhat children cvhn gmw up in such an atmosphere are 'liable to be- 
come monsters" H e  concludes that a caring society would mavoidably 
be one in which 'wcmlen would have to be excluded from all public re- 
sponsibilities [becarnse] it would be impossjble to trust them to carry out 
public dutjes conscientiously'. 

It would have to be concluded that women were incapable of practising 
first-order impartiality in cases where that is required by holding same pub- 
lic office. Thus, the many leading Western political philosogl~ers who have 
held precisely this view of women would have got the last laugh,;?" 

While it could be argued that Barrjfs criticisms demonstrate a funda- 
mental misunderstanding of Be eaics of care, hir; conclusion that a societljl 
based on caring m i e t  reinforce structures m d  noms which o p p ~ ~ s  a d  
exctllide women must be taken seriously not teast because it is one which 
is shared by many olher philosophers, kclud-ing a nurnber of feminists. 

Arguing from a Kantim perspective, Onosa ONNeill argues that femi- 
nist critics of the liberal perspective c m  end up endorsing rather than 
chalfenging social and economic structures that marginalize women and 
confine them to a private spherc. Sparatism at the level of ethical theory, 
she argues, km march with acceptance of the powers and traditions that 
be'. Like Barry, she predicts that such a philosophy would reinforce 
stereotypes and c0nfin.e women to the private sphere: 

A stwss on caring and relationships to the exclusion of abstract justice may 
endorse relegation to the nursery and the kitchen, to purdah and to poverty. 
In rejecting 'aabstrad liberalism', such feminists converge with traditiom that 
have excluded women from economic and public life. An appeal to 
"women's experience" 'wc)ments trad i tions>and "women's discourse' does 
not escape but rather echoes ways in which women have been marginalized 
c>r c)ppressed .27 

Even femi~~ist theorists, such as Joan Tronto and Sarah Lucia Hoag- 
land, have voiced fears about the 'essentialismkf care ethics and the 
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identification of care as 'women's soralitf. %nto, for exafngle, Wues 
that %the view that mnrality is gendcred reinforces a nurnber of exjsting 
moral boundaries and mitigates against change in our conceptions of 
politics, of morality and of gender roles'.2s Moagland refers to care ethics 
as an 'ethics of: dependence" which is "often explored wit-hh the frame- 
work of mothering in which the idea oE dependmcy can be explortrd and 
is often rounantici~ed'.~~ 

While these concerns over the essentialism of care ethics must be taken 
sericrusiy, I would argue that it is only a narrw, "orthodox' ethics of 
care-the view of care as essentially a morality for women, belonging in 
the private sphere and valorizing "ependencekover "independence'-to 
which these criticisms ackaliy apply. Indeed, as suggested in subsequent 
chaptfzrs, care ethics can provide the basis for an international elhjcs only 
if it is supported by other critical-selatiod approaches-h social and le- 
gal theory, and critical artd feminist political economy-which problerna- 
tize the structures of inclusion and exclusion which exist in the cmtext of 
glabal social relations. 

In the following three sections, I a d d ~ s s  three centrat areas of criticism 
in turn; first, the idea that c m  may be specifically a women's moratity; 
second, the notion that care and justice are disthct moral orientations; 
and finally, the claim that care is a personal, private, and hence pmchial 
morality which is ill equipped to address wider social and political con- 
cerns, 

Gendering Ethics? 

111 her influential and controversial book Matenzal Thinking, Sara Ruddick 
argues that the practice of mot.hering-kvhich includes, among other ac- 
tiviCi.es, protecting, nurturing, and training-gives rise to specific meta- 
physical attitudes, cognitive capacities, and conceptions of virtue. 
.Among these virtues, Ruddick identifies attentive, clear-sighted love, but 
also th! abiht). to wait and the ability to trust and be trustworthy. Mater- 
nal actiofi, she argues, is prompted by the ability to act, and when it is 
most successful, it gives way to the actinn it informsew Mowever, accord- 
ing to Ruddick, maternal thinkir\g is not only relevant to the 'private 
spherekf the family and M e  but also has a public, and indeed a politi- 
cal, significance. The political importance of maternal thhkng, then, is 
that it provides 'an engaged and visionary standpojnt from which to crit- 
icize the destructiveness of war and begin to invent peacef. 'lihus, mater- 
nal thinking and practices are important resomes for developing peace 

In support of her arglament, Ruddick cites Nancy Harstock's Mazxist 
notion of a privileged political and epistemological 'standpointy-'an en- 



gaged vision of the world opposed and superior to dominant ways of 
thinkinghhich is hared by those who aIso sharc socially and political 
significant characteristics. Thus, Ruddick describes the feminist stand- 
point as a superior vision produced by the politicat conditions and dis- 
tinctive work of women. This, she argues, provides not d y  the episte- 
motrtgicai and political base for maternal thinking but the critical power: 
'by looking and acting from a leminjst standpoint, dominant ways of 
thinking . . . were revealled to be as abstract and. destructive as 1 sus- 
pected"."" 

'Stmdpoint' feminists argue that their perspective accounts for the 
achievements of femhist theory because it is a politically engaged ap- 
proach which starts from the perspective of the social experimce of the 
szxbjugatcld sexigendes, But the idea of: a djsthctly feminjlle standpoint 
fPom which we can arrive at a less partial, less distorted understanding of 
social relations is contested Zly other feminists. For some, the idea of a 
fel~inist standpoint. appears still too firmly rooted i,n djsthctively mascw 
line modes of being in, the world, Sb argue for an authentic feminist 
standpoint is to put farward yet amther falsely universalizing prcrject. 
Moreover, although it is clear that standpoint. femjnism seeks to identify 
the common aspects of womeds social experimce cross-culturally, it has 
been suggested by pomodem and cultural femi~~ists that it cannot be 
prcsumed that &re are comnonatitics to be detected in all women's so- 
cial experienre or woridviews. Thras, the critique of standpoint ferninism 
concludes that no particdar womenfs experience cm uniquely generate 
groundings fnr t-he visions and politics that will emancipate all women 
f rom gender hierarchy.'" 

This debato has ilnportilnt implications for the ethics of care. Giltigan 
herself has been interpreted as a standpoint fcmhist, insofar as Che atter- 
native way of tfiinkhg about morality m d  moral refations which she ad- 
vocates is linked to a distinctly 'womedskay of knowing. Moreover, 
both Ruddiek and Gilligm have been accused of an impicit esse~~tia,lism 
which, in discusshg wmen"s roles h mothe r4  m d  caretaking, fails to 
make a clear distinceion between what is naturally-physiologically and 
psychologically-fe~nhine and what is a socially cmstructed account of 
gender roles and characteristics. %in& Paicholson, fur example, bas ar- 
gued that the lack of an historic& account in Giltigan's work leads to the 
tendency of: her analysis to igl~ore factors such as class, race, and histori- 
cal changes as variables. She argues that Gilligads map of women's 
moral development-from fnitiat selfishness to a position which inte- 
grates the needs of hnth self m d  othe an be explained within the his- 
torical context oi a highb hdividualistic modern Western society. En such 
a society she argues, &male children arc. encouraged to abandon selfish- 
ness in conjunction with their socialization in becoming 'feminine'. This 
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has been particularly true, she pobts out, for white, middle-class girls, 
for whom the ideal of femininity has been more directly influential in 
shaping behavicrur than it has been for many black, poor, and non-West- 
ern wornet.ze39imilaariy, iJawrence Blum has suggested that it is a defi- 
ciency of most of the literature on the morality of care that it does not ex- 
plore the constitwnts of individual identity wbich would need to be 
taken into account in true caring towards a particular inclividual. Morc? 
specifically, he cllabs that insuffjcient attention has been paid to the cul- 
tural/ e th ic  l religious dbension of identityS3' 

As well as pointhg out the limitations of basing a moral orientation on 
gender alone, many advocates of a caring approach to morality have ex- 
plicitly rejected the gendering of care ethics. Susan Moller Okin argues 
that, to the extent that findings about women's moral developmelnt are 
interpreted to m a n  that women are more attached than men to particu- 
lar others and less able to be impartial or to universalize in tbrir moral 
thinking, they seern not only to misread the data but to reinforce the neg- 
ative stereotyping of women that has been employed to exclude them 
from political rights and positions of authorityUf 

In defending her argment against such criticism, Wligan has pointed 
out that the title of her book is Irz a Difererzf Voice, not Irz a Woxnm's Voice, 
and that slze ercpiains in her introduction that tbis voice is identified not 
by gelrder but by thcme. Mtlhotlgh she does note the associalion of this 
voice with womm, she cautions the reader that 'this association is not ab- 
solute, and that the contrasts between m& and female voices are pre- 
sented here to highlight a distinction between two modes of thought and 
to focus a problem of interpretation rather than to represent a generaliza- 
tion about either sex". Thus, :;he claims, the care perspective in her rendi- 
tion is neither biologically determined nor u~zique to kvorne~z.~~ 

Despite her advocacy of care as a value m d  pmctice which can inform 
social and political life, Joan 'lronto has argued that, in its orighaI fomu- 
lation, the ethic of care did not disturb the basically exclusive logic of 
Kohlberg" theory. There is no victory, she suggests, in the admission that 
caring deserves to be seen as a part ot' moral theory as bng as it is kept in 
its place, especidy in the househod or in 'relationshjps. An ostcnsjhly 
'femininehpproach to caring, she argues, cansrot serve as a starting point 
for a broader questioning of the proper role of caring in society If the 
fe~nhine is constructed as the antit;fiesis of the masculhe, then the con- 
struction of women as tied to the more pargcular activity of caring for 
others stands in opposition to the more public and social concerns of 
me~z. The 'attentivezzess' which criharacterizes caring could then be seen as 
a survival mchanjsm for women who are dealkg with oppxlessjve con- 
ditions-a way of anticipating the wishes of one's superior* Thus, a femi- 
nine approach to ci?ri,ng bears the burden of accepting traditional gender 



divisio~~s in a society that devalues what w m e n  do. From this perspec- 
tive, she argues, caring will alway~ be a corrective to moralily, m 'extra" 
aspect of life, neither suggesting nor reviring a hndamental re.t.1-tinking 
of moral categories." Tronta distinguishes a 'femhist' approach from the 
'kminhehpproach, described earlier. Her vision of a feminist approach 
to carirrg, in cmtrast, needs to begin by broadening our understanding of 
what caring for others means, both in terms of the moral questions it 
raises and in terms of the need to restructure broader socrial and political 
institutions it: caring fnr others is to be made a m m  central part of the 
everyday lives of everyone in society""" Xt is precisely such an approach, 
informed, by this vision of a political theory of care, that must provide the 
starting point for thinking &out the ethics of care in fie context of inter- 
national relations. 

Clearly, the hportance of the ethjcs of care, and its transformatory 
potential, does not, and indeed must not, rest on its association with 
women. Whi,k it is cruci.d to avoid undermhing its fentinist origins and 
orientation, the ethics of care is significant because it represents an alter- 
native view of ethics which is relevant beyond the role of women within 
the family or even within local or nationaj. societies. Indced, the transfor- 
matory potential. of an ethics of care extends beyond the persmal to the 
political and, dtimately, to the glob"1 context of social Life, Marilyn 
Friednan argtles that the differemt-voiee hypothcks has a significance 
for moral psychology and moral philosophy which wodd surviVe the 
demise of Lhe gclnder difference hypothesis. ShlJ i~~sists, conwincingl;v, 
that at least part of its si,g~~ificance lies in how it reveals the lopsided ob- 
sessim of contemporary theories oi morality with universal and impar- 
tial conwptions of justice and rights and the relative disregard for par- 
ticular, i~~terpersonal relatinnships based on partiality and affective 
ties,*" 

The Care-Justice Debate 

There has been extmsive discussion of the questim of whefier care and 
justice do indeed  present two distinct types of moral thking ,  and of 
whether care, on its uwn, can adequately a d d ~ s s  all types of m r a l  situa- 
tions c ~ r  whether what is ~ q u i w d  is m appoach to ethicr; that includes 
and inkgrates both care m d  justice thinkjng. Thus, as wel, as debates 
arnung femjnists about the tenabjlity of a 'feminist standpointhnd, in- 
deed, a Veminine%r 'feministf ethics, Gilligan" work has led to another 
debate about care and justic specifically, whet-her these i,n faet de~~o te  
two contrasting approaches to morality, or whether they articdate differ- 
ences not in et.hical position but in emphasis of one against the other of 
two types of moral duties.42 
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Marilyn Friedman has argued that the care-justice dichotomy is ratio- 
nally implausible and that the two concqts arc conceptually compatible; 
this argument, in turn, creates the emgirical possibility that the two 
moral concerns are intermingled in practice. She sees this p o d  as inte- 
gral to the argument against the 'genderingkf these moral outlooks: 
"That the genders do not, in reatity, divide along those moral lines is 
made possible, though not inevithle, by the conceptual limitalions of 
both a concept of care dissociated from considerations of justice and a 
concept of justice dissrxriated h m  considerations of caref? 

While not seeking to dispose of the different-voice hypctthesis, Fried- 
man argues that there arc ways in wfirich justice pertains to close personal 
relationships. A gerstrnal relaticmship, she clairns, is a minjatw social 
system which provides valued mutual intimacy support, and concern. 
Justlice sets a constraint on such relatimshiys by calling fctr an appropri- 
ate sharing, among the participmts, of the benefits and burdens which 
constitute their relatimship. 

Susan Moller Okin has also criticized the alleged dichotomy betwerrn 
justice and care-and between irngartiality and universalizability on the 
one hand, m d  the recog~~ition of othemess and differe12ce on the other, II- 
lustrating this claim Shrough m analysis of Rawls" Theoy ufJzrstice, Okin 
ar8ue"that an understanding of Rawls" tthecny must include a recogni- 
tion that, in order to develop the sense of justice rclquired of people if a 
well-ordered society is to have any hope of being achieved. or, once 
achieved, preserved, human beings must be nurtured and socialized in 

ent: that best devdops these capacities in them."" Rawls's po- 
sition, usually interpreted as excessively rationalistic, indlvidual.istic, ab- 
stract, and Kantian, does mly? she argues, on empafrhy, benevolence, and 
equal concern for others as for the setf if the parties are to come up with 
the prir"ciples they choose," In arguing that at the centrc of Rawls" work 
is a voice of responsibility, care, and concern for others, O h  attempts to 
deco~~stsuct the dichotomy between care and j~xstice that has been ereded 
by many feminist philosophers,& 

m i l e  feminist &eorists clearly differ in their understmdh~gs of the re- 
lationshjp between justice and care, kcv wodd sl,lggest that an, ethic of 
care can replace or eclipse the m r a l  problems that justice seeks to ad- 
dress. Certai~~ly, the idea of 'justice' is neither superficial nor morally ex- 
pcndable; moreovq the c u r ~ n t  global social, economic, and political 
context is certainly not one in which questions of justice no longer need 
to be addressed. Nor is 'justicef irrelevant to an in terpersd ,  rdational 
view of et-hics; indeed, the corxept of justice, in ge~neral, aises out of rela- 
tionaI conditions in which most hulnan bejngs have the oppmtunity, the 
capacity and, for too many, the fnclination to treat each other badly,."' 
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M i l e  most theories of justice do, thesz, clearly involve some notio~z of 
human beings living in relationhips, the particular type of justice think- 
ing-at is normally contrasted with 'care thinhg3tar ts  from the belief 
that the best way to eszst~re justice is to respect: the autonomy m d  indi- 
vidual rights of persons through the application of generalizablc rules 
and principles. It aiso maintains that individuds, as moral legislatrors, 
shovlld have a degree of emotio~zai indepszdtnce, in the sense of bejng 
able to distance themelves from their personal affections and interests 
when making political deci~ions.~Tinaally, on this account, it is the capac- 
ity for ralinnally arntonomous morall agarcy that makes a being a person 
and makes persons matter morally, Thus, as the Kantian view has been 
developed, respect for persons has come to be thought of primarily in 
terms of respect for each individual's equal, basic human rights-the 
rights that protect the defining capacity of persons-and especidly re- 
spect for the fundamental right of each person to live her life as she sees 
fiteJY 

Thusf it is not the idea of "justicehas such, but the individuajist, atom- 
istic ontdogy, the liberal-impartial view of persons as "generalized" 
rather than "concrete" and the concomitant relial~ce on abstract moral 
princiales which are corrected by the care perspective, That said., how- 
ever, it is not the case that we must jettison all of the moral notions re- 
gardi,ng scif and other associated with justice ethics. For examplc, the 
ideas of 'self-esteemhd krespectb~lay be integral to both justice and 
care.. Citing sdf-esteem as a basic p~supposition of liberal theory, Susan 
James nevertheless notes that self-eskem, wfiich is required to be able 'to 
speak in one" own voice" depends heavily on the apprwal of others for 
one's continued sense of sel.f.%"hilarly, Claudia Card suggests that self- 
esteem is contingent upon primary personal relationships and upon the 
sense we develop of ourselves in such rel.atimshiys-our sense of our- 
selves as capa:ble of faithfulness, understanding, wamth, and empathy, 
as esndocved with the qualities we wauM want in a personal atliliate, not 
only the qualities that it is rational to want in a Yellow citizenf.'" Thus, 
paradoxicallyF one of the vital conditions of liberal-impartiality-the 
elnotional autonomy and indepe~zdcnce of the moral agent-can be wen 
as being ensured only through self-esteem, which itself acts as an inter- 
mediary between the poles of emotional dependence and independence 
and thus requircjs, at least. to some degree, an adequate sense of caring, 
based on attentiveness and mderstandhg. 

Moreover, Robin Dillon's notion of respect, when joined with care, en- 
sures that care does not descelnd into arbitrary prekremce based on emo- 
tion. Although we might like something for no reason, she argues, we can- 
not ~ s p e c t  something for no =ason, nor for any old reason. Respecting 
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somethixlg r e q u i ~ s  having a certain kind of reason, namely, that I believe 
that there is some feature, characteristic, or fact about it that makes it de- 
serving of my attention and some further An ethics of care 
that is enriched with notions such as self-esteem and rclspect is one in 
which care and justice are no longer fixed in a djchotomws relationship; 
indeed, it is a new kind of mord thinking in which a strong smse of self 
goes hand in hand with the valuing of h m a n  attafiment and the focus 
on abstract, impersonal, distanced relations is =placed by a focus on mal, 
concrete, particular relations. 

In thinkhg about Ihe difference betwee11 justice and care, perhaps we 
would do well to remember that theorizing about justice is, in fact, a re- 
spcmse to the existence of injzlsfice in the world* Perhags, as Judith Shklar 
has sqgested, it is injustice, rather than justice, with \zrhirh we should be 
most concerned. As she has pointed out, felt h?ustice is a personal exye- 
rience, and it is evoked by particular incidents. It may well be that our 
subjectivef perso~~al experielzces are tas various and hcmmunieable to 
be fitted into general rules of conduct or, In other words, into any abstract 
theory of justice; this may be why, moreover, our attempts to impose 
them tend to backfire. Perhaps we are too ignorant (of others) and too di,- 
verse to be fitted into a y  single normative scheme, If injustice is, tben, as 
complex and intractable as =ems likely, a less rule-bound phenomenol- 
ogy, she sztggests, m y  he a better way of explorj,ng the matter." 

Shklas has argued that the emphasis in political theory on constructing 
what she calls the 'normal model' of justice has resulted in a lack of seri- 
ous attartion to the idea of 'hjustice'. There is an absemce, she dajms, of 
any 'claborate or seriolls understanding of injustice as a personal and po- 
litical experience or as a part of all societies known to history'. Most in- 
justkes, she wues ,  occw continuously within the framewnrk of m es- 
tablished polity with an operative system of law, in nurmal tirnes. They 
are? %banal historical rea1ities"hich remind us that the 'self-confident in- 
tellectual and moral claims of the normal modelf are unwarranted.% 

[l]n its co>gnjtive complacency the normal model fc~rgets the irrationality cu- 
pidity; fear, indifference, aggression and inequality that give injustice its 
gcwer. The normal model of justicc3, to which we cling, is not really given to 
investigating the character of injustice ar its victim, It does nat tell us every- 
thing we should know about either one. Indeed, its very aims prwent us 
from doing sa. The ethical ends of a thecjry of justice, as of justice itself . . . 
respond to the requirements of juridical rationalit3 impersonality, fairness, 
impartialiv. 1Prc)biv in this case acts as an inhibition to speculation. 

The tasks of political theory are, howeveu; quite different and less circum- 
scribed. They can and should raise every possible question about injustice as 
a persorznl clznracteristz'c, as a reIafior2 bctureerj indiztidzrulr;, attd as a politicat ylw- 
Eomcnon. Abcwe all, political theoxy canno>t turn away from the sense of in- 
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justice that is an integral part- of our social and personal e,zlyetiences, wkteflzer 
private or public, and that plays an essential part in demcratic theory and 
practice.'5 

Tn the language of moral and political theor)i kareys not the same as 
'justicr'. Rut that is not to say that, from a criticat perspective of care, we 
can neither deplore hjustice nor respond to it. hdeed, givezz the scope 
and intensity oi injustice and. human suffering in the global context to- 
day, no serious qpoaCt7 t ~ )  international ethics can ignore injustice; 
rather, W si.mply must westion the need, and indeed the possibility, of 
delivering Iheorks of justice and instead consider seriously how alf moral 
agents can learn to care about the needs of real others, and how healthy 
social relations, both kvithin and betbveen commu~~ities, might best be 
maintahed and promoted. 

From Private ta Public and Beyond 

W i l e  the debates rage on about the aIfeged essentialism of care, the 
plausibility of gerldcring moral orientations, and care's potential for rein- 
forcing oppressive stereotypes, perhaps the most important critique of 
care ethics for the pufposes of this book involves the claim that care is a 
moral orientation for the prhate, or intjnnate, sphen. of life, and thus that 
it has no bearing on pu:blic, or indeed international, social, relations. 

It is not surprising that advocates of rights-based ethics, and liberat 
theories of justice m e  generally, tend to be hostie to the idea of a 
morality of care for precisely this reasan. Caring about particular per- 
sons, it is argued, may indeed be a fact of life, but it is an inappropriate 
way to delb~rs morality, especially our moral relations to strangers. Xn- 
deed, a common response to the notion of care is to m k t  what Margaret 
Walker calls the 'sepaate spheres' move cJf mdarshg particularism for 
perso~zal or h t h a t e  relations and universalism for the large-scale or gen- 
uinely administrative cmtext, or for dealings with unknown or little- 
hewn persm~.'~ Impartialist critics of cartl argue that while care for oth- 
ers h the co~ztext of relationships may cmstitute a genuhely distinct set 
of concerns or mode oi thought and motivation irom that found in im- 
partialist moraiity and while these can be deeply important tcr individu- 
als' lives, nevertheless such concerns are not nnoral but only personal 
ones. Caring may be kportant, but actions which flow directly from it 
are in that respect without moral significance.": 

Grace Clement: devotes substantial space in her =cent book to an etfort 
to broaden the conventional boundaries of care. She focuses on the pub- 
liclprivate dichotomy and argues that the public sphere s h w s  features 
usually understood as private and thus calls for an ethic of care. Her first 
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argumnt draws on Robert Goodinfs Pmtecling the V~tlnemhle; foilowing 
Goodjn., Clement argues that our dligations to care for family and friends 
are based on the particular vulnerabiiity of our family and fricmds to our 
act.011~ and choices. We have special obligations to ottr family and kjel~ds 
because we can affect their interests to a great extent, But, she argues, 
many people beyond our family and friends are atso particularly vulnera- 
ble to out aetjons and choices, and thus the ethics of care has bplicatinns 
beyond our sph.ere of personal relations.'Tlement summarizes: 

First, our care obligations within the private sphere are based on our 
friendshnd family members~vuinerabilities to us. Scond, people beyond 
our private sphere are also vuinerabte to our actions and choices, and thus 
we also have caw obligations to them. This argument challenges one aspect 
of the publiclprivate dichotomy . . . by showing that: the moral concerns 
that call for an ethic al  care are present in pubtic as tzreJl as in private." 

While I am sympathetic to the project of seeking to demonstrate that 
care ethfcs is applicable to public as well as priwate moral cc,ntexts, 
Clement's argwent h a  cottld be seen as potentialfy damaging* First, it 
is not clear on what grounds she has determined that ca r iq  emerges 
specifically out of othc.rs"vulnerability to us (other than the fact that 
Goodin says so). This does not seem to have been an ass~~rnption of any 
p ~ v i o u s  theorists of care, nor indeed of Clement herself in the rest of her 
book. How can we justify this assumption? Do I care about my family 
and friends because they are vulnerable to me? Do I aet morally because I 
recognize that if 1 'withdrewhy care, they would be hurt and aban- 
doned? Or do I care about them simply because those ~ la t imships  in 
themsehes, and the &tention whi& they dc~nand, arc hsepmable from 
my moral responses of care and love? Do I not care because I understand 
myself in retation to those other persms, and because I recognize the 
moral value and the shared importance of listening, attending, and 
responding to those others? The notion of vutnerahility is tied, not ta the 
ethics of care, but rather tc:, the other moral concept raised by Clement, 
via Goodin, in this argumnt: obligrafions. Indeed, Clement uses a 
phras+"bligations to care2which is surely underminjng: to use such 
a phrase is ultimately to make cmcessiom to Kantian ethics artd to a d d  
that mordity is always, dtimately, a question of obl.i,f;ations. 

Clement also suggests that we could "inrerpret care priorities in terms 
of positive rightsY0 But just as one n-tight criticize the idea of kobligaticms 
to care', one rnight also object to concessions to rights which suggest that 
the language of rights is ultimately necessary to interpret the moral pri- 
orities of care. Indeed, it codd he argued that the opposite strategy is &- 
sirable: care lheorists shodd assert the futility of argujng for substantive 
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moral goods and basic needs in rights lmguage and hstead reassert the 
language of care to address the moral priorities of food, she1te.t; and 
proper heaith careb1 

In spite of these limitations, mmy of Clement's other suggestio~~s for 
moving car-ing beyond the private spherc are both creative and feasible, 
For example, she claims that wlnik public poiicy decisions may not allow 
for attention to be paid to particular features of individuals, they do al- 
low for attmtion to distinguishing features of groups. This is an impor- 
tant argument: 'The fact that we do not h o w  the il~dividud particulari- 
ties of the mern:bers of such a group wodd not prevent us k m  focusing 
on the group" special needs in makng public policy'. In this fom, she 
argues, the concrete standpoint of care is possible in the puhlic sphere. 
'The contextuai emphasis of the ethics of care need not limit it to the 
sphere of personal relations.62 

Clement's most valuable hsight, however, is surefy her point that it is 
a mistake to limit mordity to conflict resolLltion or, in other wmds, to the 
construction of abstract principles of right; the importance of an ethics of 
care, she argues, is its focus on p~venting conflict. 'I'hus, to prwent con- 
flict, crime, and kjustice, W need an ellkics of care and its recog~~ition of 
the importance of human connection in helping to avoid injusticeek3 

Wlters like Clement and Tronto have clearly made hraads towards 
the acceptance of care as a morality which extends beyond the private 
sphere and personal rclationshigs and. has a public, and indeed a politi- 
cal, ~ l w a n c e .  7'he purpose of a rights- or obligation-based ethics is to h- 
fine some criterion or procedure which allows us to derive all m d  o ~ ~ l y  
the things we are obliged to do," Many mnrai prublcms, however, re- 
quire more from an ethics than a procedural f r w w o r k  for the applica- 
tion of rules designed to adjudjcate, fairly, antong competing claims, 
Much of modern Western moral theory, as well as most of what passes 
for 'ethicsf in hternational relations, is about the resolution of conflict 
through the use of moral cmcepts like rights and obligatio~~s, reciprocity 
and fairness, But, as Clement argues, it is a mistake to limit xnoraliv to 
conflict resotrxtion, Ethics may also be about the creation of a society in 
which certah types of cmflicts no lo~~ger  occuc 

Thus, rather than providing tidily argued, phi)osoyf-iically rjgomus 
justificatians for the existence of miversal rights or universal obligations 
(based on the moral stmding of individuals as human beings), castl ethics 
asks not only zolzy should I case, but also hozu should X care, and how can I 
best prornote caring person& and social relations among others. This 
kind of ethics focuses less on providing prjnciples to establish right and 
wrong and more on exmining the actual, cmcrete conditions within 
moral relations that can and do occur, and seeking to understand the na- 
turc ol lhose mord rclahns. An ethies of care takes seriously both Ihe 
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problem of motivation and the problem of the nature of moral responses, 
rather than focusing solely on the derivation of principles of right action. 
Thus, an ethics of care must, in the ccmtext of social and pcriticai rela- 
tions, seek to uncover the relationshias whjch exist a m n g  and wilhin 
groups while, at the same time, maintaining a critical stance towards 
those relations. It shouid not be taken for granted, moreover, that we 
know how to care for others; care ethics involves learning hokv to listen 
and be attentive and responsive to the needs and suffering of others, 
?"his, in turn, illwolves a thomqh understanding of how relations are 
constructed and how difference is perceived and maintained Chrough in- 
stitutions and stmctures in societies. In this way an ethics of c m  for the 
global context must be a critical ethics which eschews complacency about 
our abilities to respond morally and especially about our ra"co12aX compe- 
tence to acknowledge individualshoral standjng on the basis of their 
humanity alone. 

Understood in this w y ,  the ethics of care can be seen to relate not only 
to personal and intirnate relations among particular indi:viduals but to all 
kinds of institutional and strucbral relations in and across societies. As 
Eva E Kittay argues, 

Each intimate relationship is in turn embedded in ties among members of 
neigkbc~urs, religious and ethnic groups, fellow citizens, a l  c3f which are 
deeply affected but not entirely determined by the political system and ecu- 
ncrmic circumstances. Connecting these relationships to a vibrant sense of 
responsibility would engage wide circles of peaplits, including even public- 
policy makers and voters, whc) would need to cmsider what soxial and ecck 
nomic structures are necessary tu permit continuum, caring human retation- 
ships especially responsive to those most dependent on such careab5 

Bringir~g care into the public, and indeed the global,  aim is not about 
"privatizing' the responsibilities of the state so that it falls to overworked, 
underpajd 'carers-o maintairr decency in the world. The polity c 
take for granted the contribution made by caregivers to maintaining the 
social, and political order; on the contrary, it 'mmusk take upon itself the 
primary responsibility of maintaini-s\g structures that will, support the 
principles of care"."" Moreover, to ensure that the full hnpact of the ethics 
of care is felt, it is crucial, that its relevmce not be seen as Ihited to those 
with whom we have an existing relationship of either intimacy or 
propinquity As E m t o  argues, if caring is used as an excuse to narrow 
the scope of our moral activiy so as to be concerned only cvilh those im- 
mediately around us, then it bas little to recommend. it as a moral theory. 
Rather, she argues, W(" must v e s t i m  the ways in which we, and others, 
are responsible for our narrow sphere, and hence for who rcceives our 



care, Ti, say that we wjll c m  for a stranger at our door but. not for starv- 
ing children in Africa is to ignore the ways in which the mndern world is 
intertwined and the ways in which hundreds of prior public and private 
deejsions dfect where we find ottrselves and which strangers show up at 
our 

Conceiving of care as both a moral orimtation and a practice that in- 
forms our daily lives removes the focus from the individual and recog- 
nizes that human well-being relies on the giving and receiving of care. 
Because care forces us to think cmcretely about people's real needs and 
to evaluate how those needs will be met, it: introduces questions about 
what we value into the public, and ultimately the international, sphere. 
Questioning Mxho is and who is not cared for in the world will force US to 
explore the role of social relations m d  structufal constraints in determin- 
ing who can and cannot lead a dignified and fulfilled Iife, This is not an 
abstract ethics about the application of rules, but a phmomenology of 
mord life wh.ich rccog~~izes that addressing moral problems involves, 
first, an understanding of identities, relationships, and contexts, and sec- 
ond, a degree of social coordination and co-operatim in order to try to 
answer questions and di,sputes about wl-io cares fnr whom, and about 
how responsibilities will be discharged. The ethics of care focuses not on 
the moment of rational moral judgement or of pure moral will, but cm the 
permanent- background to decision-making, which may often be charac- 
terized by apparent inaction-waiting, listening, focusing attention." 
Bringing care into international rhtions wlruld remove the focus from 
m ostensibly separate 'rmoral dimel~sion"o politics, characterized by the 
need to make "oral' decisions in the face of ecmornic and political pri- 
orities. The ethics of care would focus illstead on the continuous back- 
gromld of Interpersonal m d  social contexts in which all hulman relations 
occur, offering us a better starting point for thinkixlg about the claims, en- 
titlements, needs, interests, and dignity of persons. 

If we are gohg to integrate care into our moral and political vocabu- 
lary, it cannot simply be to clainn that we have a responsibility to care 
only for those individuals with whom we have a close or personal rela- 
tionship, such as our own children; to do so would be to leave in place 
the boundary that separates private from public Iife, so that, in the inter- 
national arena, we could be satisfied that our duties erctended only to re- 
specting othcrs' individnal rights. Moral resporlses camot be divided up 
into those which are appropriate for those to whom we have a 'special' 
relationship and those which "pply. mow generally, to 'all human be- 
ings'. As Tronto argucs, by focusixlg or1 care, W focus on the process by 
which. life is sustained; we focus on human actors acthg, By starting 
from the premise that tbese practices are central, we are able to place 
them at the center of our m r a l  and political universe," 
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The ethics of c m  undermines the il-tdividualistic moral logic that leads 
us to believe that r i e t s  and obligations arc somehow dkconnected f m  
the networks of social relations in which actors-from individuals to 
states-are situated. T.hus, enquiry into Che question of our nnoral re- 
sponses to situatims of human suffering would no longer be seen as 
solely a problem of jurjtificaticm, or of resolvirrg the conflict between uni- 
versal moral duty and individual self-ixlterest; rather, it becmes an exer- 
cise in understanding how human suffering and exclusion are shaped by 
a series of collecthe social, political, and economic decisions and social 
and economic rela.t.ions. The enquiry would idso look at the nature of 
those moral responses, and at huw we mi@t learn to care, rather than just 
provide a justification for why we 021tghf to care. It should, tbm, help us to 
c m e  to an understandhg that we, as moral agents and potential caress, 
are not isolated horn the moral situations which surround us In society. 
Finally, an appoach to ethics based on caring inwolves a recognition that 
accepthg our social responsilbilities, performing our public services, m d  
cultivat-ing the moral virbes needed to care adequately for others may 
be, in fact, an altogether better way of attending to our own intemsts, 
broadly dtfjned, than focusing narrowly on our individual rights. To il- 
lustrate this idea, Charlotte Bunch uses the example of a woman from 
West Africa who explained that gaining '.She right' to an abortion in her 
country had to be based on gettjng the commw~ity to understmd that- a 
wornan" control over her body is In the hterest of the community. She 
felt that she couldn? argue that women have this as m individual right 
because her cdture didn't conceive of individual rights as taking prrzce- 
dence over the community*n' 

Whether it is in the context of the family, the commlanim or the nation- 
state, we must struggle to prrzserve what Margaret Walker has called 'a 
lively sense of the moral: incompleteness or inadequacy' of prirrcipled, 
genera3ized treatment of indjvidual human beings." Deontological 
ethics upholds what: Walker has called 'the standard discursive forms of 
moral philosophy', including the stark absence of the second person and 
the plural in prf?jections of philosophicai deliberation; the virtual exclu- 
sion of collaborative and communicative rnodts of formdating and ne- 
gotiating moral problems; and relimce on schemtic examples in which 
the few 'morally relevant' factors have already been selected and thr so- 
cial-political cantext has been effaced. An alter~~ative view of ethics, h- 
formed, by the idea, of care, would force us to be more discemixrg in the 
construcrion and consideration cJf representations of our moral situa- 
tions. An ethics which breaks down the barriers between eirhics and poli- 
tics w d d  necessarily consider questions like: What actual communj.Q 
of moral ~spclnsibitity does this representatim of moral tbinking pur- 
port to represent? tSjho does it actually represent-? What cornnuni,c&ive 
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strategies does it support? Who will be in a position (concretely, socially) 
to depIoy these strategies? Who is h a position to tracrsmit and enEorce 
the rules which constrak~ them? 111 what foms of activity ar endeavour 
will they have (or fail ta have) an application? M o  is served by these ac- 
ti~ities?~* 

I'he ethics of care, then, must not be seen at; too partial or too pmchial 
to play a role beyond the personal and the private sphere. 'The criticism 
that care ethics is too particrrlarized-too connected to private and. par- 
ticular circumstances-should not lead us to reject care outright; rather, it 
shodd rn0tival.e the developmelrt of a po:litical t%leory of care wh,ieh can 
respond to wider moral concerns. Jcxm nonto has suggested that the im- 
poverishment of our vocabulary for discussing caring may be a result of 
the way caring i s  'privatized", and thus placed belneath our social vision 
for societies. She points out that the need, to rethink appropriate forms of 
caring raises bmatl ques.ticms about the shape of social and political insti- 
tutions in society." That is not to say; however, that the answer to the 
question 'Who cares for whom?"its either trmparent or unproblematic; 
indeed, it is not only a moral but a social and polit-ical questim, which re- 
q ra i~s  m analysis of the social construction of roles, relationships, c m -  
munit.ies, and. institutions in their different sociopolitical cmtexts. 
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Ethical Reasoning and the 
Global Context of Care 

Beyond Theories, Rules, and Justification 

As well as being inspired by and largely based upon the substantive 
ideas regadjng moral relations emerging (rum feminist ethics, the critical 
approach to ethics in international ~ la t ions  put forward in this book is 
informed by a profolmd scepticism about the usefulness of that elabo- 
rate, thoroughgoing, and mbitious kind of structure hewn as 'ethical 
theory", which may be defined as 'a theortrtical account of what ethical 
thought and practice are, cvhich . . . jmplies a general test for the correct- 
ness of ethical beliefs and principles".' Thus, the arguments in this book 
are influenced by tbr sugge"ticm that there may be a way of dojng moral 
philosophy that &arts from the ways in which we experience our eth,ical 
life, As Bernard Williams has argued, 

Such a philosophy would reflect on what we believe, feel, take for granted; 
the ways in which we confront obligations and recapise responsibility; the 
sentiments of guilt and shame, It tzrould involve a phenomenology of the 
ethical file. This could be a good philosophy, but i t  would be unlikely to 
yield an ethical theory;" 

These s~~ggestions for an alternative way of thinking about morality 
stem from Williams" deep scepticjsm about what he calls "phosophicai 
ethics'. 'The =sources of most modern moral philosophy', he argues, are 
not well adjusted to the modern world'.? 

This scepticism may be seen as part of wider misgivings about what 
Jean Bethke Elshtai~~ has called 'grand, formaIizable, universal throrf4 
and what Geoffrey Hawthurn has dcscsibed as 'fixed pict-ures of the social 
world".' Thus, as Wi1liams has expressed doubt about the ethical, theory 
Hawthorn expresses a simiar unease about ~ e o r y  in history and the so- 
cial sciences, and E1shtai.n about the possibility of theory in international 
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rcllali.ons. These writers share a terndency to see the world as composed of 
concrete, historical particulars-%h inelegant, messy, dense, historicaily 
suffused worldf6-and arc. critical of the way in wPlich social and political 
theories, like the rnoral theories from kvhich many of them derive, have 
made a habit of abstracting and categorizing agents and generalizing 
their experience and j~dgement.~ 

This insistelnce on. context and particularity in thinking about ethics 
also resonates strongly in American pragmatist philosophyf which, as has 
been argued recent15 bears many sknilarities to much ferni~~ist *ought? 
As Charlene Haddock %igried has argued, h r  prag~mtists, philosophi- 
cal reflectjon begins and ends with experience, as it does for many femi- 
nists. For both, experience is irrerctricably personal m d  social. Both prag- 
matism m d  femhism reject philosophizing as m htellectual game that 
takes purely logical anlalysis as its special task.5She points to the pragma- 
tist goal of philosophical discclurse-shared understanding and cornmu- 
nal pnlblern-solving ratrher than forced conclzlsims-arguing that such a 
goat values inclusiveness and community over exaggerated claims of au- 
tmorny and detachmmt."%is is not an argument for a kind of empirical 
ethics, nor is it a capitulation. to moral relativism. Rather, it is an hsis- 
tencc that, when thinkhg about ethics, we remember that it is real peo- 
ple, living red lives, about whom we are debating. h world h31 of struc- 
tural, institutional, and psycholcrgical obstaclies to the development of 
moral mlations is the context in which the possibilitjes of htemtional 
ethics must be discussed. 

Not surprjsingly, because they derbc from the same traclitions of 
thougfnt about the aims and purpose of theory, both kethicsbnd 'inter- 
national relations%have been notorious for the construction of such ab- 
stract, prjncipled, gemerdizabiie trheories. To cournter this tendency, I at- 
tempt in this book not to formulate a grmd theory of international ethics 
but rat-her to m a k  a plea fnr "heoretical modestyf based m the recopi- 
tion that 'whatever W believe we how,  we h o w  in virkne of the ways in 
which our hterests comect with the world" and that what matters is our 
experience: 'our experience of oursefwes a d  others at; particular agmts of 
practical, reason in what is, for my actual practice, an equally particular 
and often recalcitrant worldP.l%s bas been suggested, the fact that many 
of them approach ethics in this way is one reasm, among mmy, why the 
recent works of: a number of feminist moral phjlosophers provj,de the 
richest and most compelling startirrg points for &inking about morality 
and moral relations in the context of contemporary glcJbaI ~lations.  

Care is a practice rather than a set of rules or principles. As a result, 
care" s m l  qualities take a more ambiguous form, than a list of carefully 
designed moral prtrcepts.'"wever, it should be said that this practical- 
ity is, in itrseld, a defhing featurc of care. Becarnse it is a practicaj. rather 
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than a theoretical, prhcipled morality; care ethics must refer to particular 
contexts-specjficalv, particular relations among concrete individuals. 
:In general, t e  focus has been on the types of moral responses that 
emerge hln within close, personal rt?lationships, such as those between 
mothers, or 'mothering persons" and children. 

Another defining feature of care is its special "elation& nature; of 
course, all moral theories are, h some measure, relational-even individ- 
ualistic mnral ctnncepts like "rights9require the interaction between moral 
agents md subjects to make them coherent. Care ethics, hwever, starts 
from a rcldionai ontology-lhat is, fmm the position of a self delheated 
through cmection, and of life as dependent on this connection and 
based on a bond of attaebment rather than a contract: of agreement."" 
Clearlyf this differs fram the individuatistic onlology and ri$bts-based 
ethics of liberalism; from the liberal-contractarian perspective, relation- 
ships and social co-operation exist cmly to krrther the ends oE the inde- 
pendent, autnnomous members of the society. R'lo~over, although castl 
ethics may seem to have much in common with the communitarian cri- 
tique of liberalism, commur.litarian philosophy as a whole is a perZlous 
ally fos feminist theory. h their focus on established communities-fami- 
lies, neighbourhoods, natim-states+ommunitarians foster an uncritical 
and often cmserva.tive approach which differs radically from the aims of 
care ethics.I4 

While the form of care ethics may be described as "practical/contex- 
tualhand 'relational/interpersonalfY the substantive moral cmtent of care 
elhics is normally said to focus on three elements: at-lentive~~ess, wspon- 
sibility, and. responsiveness." These ekments are clearly reIated to the 
form of care ethics described earlier. A moral practice vvhich is pro- 
foundly contextual and focuses on the moral situations arisiz~g out of 
concrete relationships is necessarily one which is attentive and respon- 
sive to the needs, claims, fears, and hopes of particular morai subjects. It 
must be atte~~tive insofar as it can assume no 'ideal" absstsact, or universal 
moral situation but must listen to and learn from the particular stand- 
point of real individuals. It must be ~sponsive insofar as it is a practical 
morality-a morality which has a concrete vision of agency and action. 
Finally it takes responsibility as its primary moral value because it ar- 
guedhat m r a l  action and social change require a recopition of individ- 
ual and shared responsibilities. 

Moral reasoning and ethical enquiry which take care as its starting 
point do not seek to constntct a moral &eory at al. hstead, tbe ethics of 
care coxnprises 'a colfection of perceptive imaghative, appredathe and 
expressive skills and. capacities which put and keep us in unimpeded. 
contact with the redities of ourselves and specilie others".'" A critical 
elhics of care does not seek to arrive at an acclolmt of moral philosophy 
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which prese~~ts a justification for adion dependent on the application of 
principles and rules; rather, it is, as W k e r  suggests, a phnomenology 
which starts from the ways in which we experience our ethical lives: as 
'human beings comected in various ways . . . respo~~ding to each other 
by engagiq together in a search for shareable interpretations of their re- 
spcmsi2Dilitiesr." SSuch an approach, I would argue, is particularly useful 
and relevant i,n m era wl-ie~~ grand, formal lheories seeln increasingly un- 
able to offer useful glridance about how human beixlgs wght to live their 
lives. 

It is importmt to note, however, that m ethics which rejeds the con- 
struction and use of principled moral theories need not necessarily lead 
to a descent into radical moral relativism or antifsundationalism, Cer- 
tainly, an ethics of care is wither categorical nor universal-prcscriptive; it 
does not demand that we 'carehhollyI a d  equally, &out all individuals 
at all times in all places, nor does it regard a moral response as an act of 
pure will or judge~nent. Rather, it relies on existing and potential rela- 
tions among moral agents and the capacity of those agents to learn how 
to listen and respclnd to the needs of others. As such, however, the ethics 
of care may seem to offer no crit.eria for judging the relative validity of 
those moral clainrts-precisely what moral theories which rely on princi- 
ples do pmvide. It does not seem to provide an answer to the question 
that plagues normati.ve theorists of intmational relations: how to arrive 
at global or universal norms/values in a world of particular, competing, 
and often incommensurabie value systems. 

Recarnse Ihe idea of care does not prcsent itself as a unified eltnical the- 
ory, it does not provide us with universalizable rriles or principles for han- 
dling moral dilemmas and situations of conflict. Thus, we easily 
isolate and articulate the answers of the ' c m  perspective' moral 
prhlenls associated with, say, global poverty or intervention, This dif- 
fers from the cosmopditan or cornunitarian Esponses to such ques- 
tions: neat, although mhirnal, answers may be determined according to 
their respective positions regardhg the scope of our moral obliCqnfions and 
the source of moral value and the related epistemoiogicd status of moral 
claims. For example, wherc our obligations to our felXow citizel~s take 
priority over our Obligations to 'humani.WJi" as such, the ethical starting 
point of ccmlmunitarians on the questicm of global poverty is clear, Care 
elhics atso differs from, h r  example, Kantian or Habemtasim solations 
to the problem oi particular i n t e~s t s  and the clajms of justice. From these 

iversal principles-the p~requisites for justice on a 
be derived through inclividzlal ration&* or open dia- 

logue and communication, 
From the starting point of an ethics of care, hwever, no such formulaic 

mswers are possible. Depending on one's perspedive, this may be seen 
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as a strength or a weakless. The potential. weahess, as 1 mentioned 
earli@r, is that it prwides no easy answers about how to judge betwem 
right and wrcmg, or as to where, and to Mlhom, our moral obligations lie; 
it does not tell us we must care about everyone, nor does it. offer us rules 
for judging whom we should care for in situations wherc values and in- 
terests conflict. But in spite of this, the ethics of care c 
wif-;h the doctrhe of moral relativis~~.. hdeed, the two are incommensu- 
rable: they cannot be compared because they arc cmcmed with funda- 
mentally different questions. 

Moral relativism tells us that there can be no criteria for judghg be- 
tween moral systems or for ascertahing a sixlgle objectfie truth. By con- 
trast, relational approacheelike a critical ethics of c a r e a r e  sknply not 
concerned with establishing such criteria; rather, they stast from the posi- 
tjon that knowledge and. identities arc forged in relationtihip and that 
meaniq is social rather than natufaf, mutable rather than fixed.'Wnder- 
st..anding ethics from Chc perspective of care helps to explain what moti- 
vates individuals to care about olhers; from this perspective, we can un- 
derstand bmulatiftns of clifference and patterns of exclusion as existing 
in and through social relations, and we can locate m r a l  feelings in the 
particular relationships which promote m understanding and awareness 
of others as unique, irreplaceable, cmcrete individuals. 

Such an ethics does not tell us, however, that the existence of a relation- 
ship is the primary criterjon for judging what, or who, is morally right or 
wrong. An ethics of care does not valorize 'normal ties"; it does not claim 
that one must, for example, maintain an existhg relationship wi&, and 
cont&ue to 'care about', a rapist because he happen"o be one" brother. 
A caring approach to such a situation would, hwwex, require a sensith- 
ity to the relationships involved-between l.he perpetrator, the vi,ctisn, 
and their webs of relations-and an attempt to understand why and how 
personal and social ~ la t ions  broke down, and hcrvv, if at all, t h y  might 
be restored. It hvould. examine the context. of the given moral situation 
and use relationships-relationships not only of intimacy but of power- 
as a starting point for thinking about: responses. It would ask who has 
been harmd by the situation, what relahnships have been disrupted, 
who has been abandoned., left done, or hurt, Moreover, the type of moral 
respcmse that arises is not one based on the necessity of fulfilling a drity 
or seekkg to be fair; rathcr, it is a mode ol responsiveness hvhicb may 
vary accorda  to the nature oi the particular mord situation. Conkary 
to the claims of some critics, care ethics does not p ~ e l u d e  the possibil- 
ity-indeed, the frequent necessity-of judging between right and 
wrong, What it denies is that there are some principles which can allow 
us to determine wf-rat is right a d  wrong in all, or at least alZ similar, 
moral situations. 
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Indeed, the et-hics of care may deknd itself against the eharge that it 
camot tell us what to do by challengirtg the pretence that abstract norms 
ever 'tell u s k h a t  to do. Rules appear to be clear guides to action only af- 
ter all that makes a givm context mique has bee11 subtracted. An atten- 
tion to contextual detail, by contsast, neither rejects normative considera- 
ticms nor alters them on a premise that any value is as good as ano&er. 
Indeed, a commitmcmt to paying closer attention to the ~lationship be- 
tween particular contexts and. particular values may contain, in itself, 
some measure of moral value. As Nartha Minow has argued: "enying 
the rnultiplic2y of moral perspectives m d  dersnands does not make &em 
go away; instead, it marks a rigid eitherlor thinking that constrahs moral 
understa~dhg'.'~ 'This is shL1ar to tbr pragmatist approach, Mlhich denic3s 
that universalist and ~lativist approaChes to rnnrality are? the only two op- 
tions. In pragmatism, 'values are categorized, as relative to context but not 
relativistic, as applying to mortr situations than those in which they ini- 
tially arose without falling into fdse universalism, and as being objec- 
tively identifiable despite their origixls in the uniqueness oi each subject"."" 

By shaping an understanding of care Mthich can help us to cope with 
the moral problem of internatittnal relations, relational trhislking tran- 
scends the limitations which have brought criticisms ham both Ifemhist 
and nonfeminist tcheorists. Il-tdeed, while most writers on normative the- 
ory arc fnnd of minding us why ethics must he bm~.~gfzt ill or illcluded in 
the study of international. mlations, it is worth thhking nut just about 
what ethics can bring to international ~ la t ions  but about what intema- 
tionnl relations can bring to ethics. As a discipline with its share of ab- 
stract theories, but also one which is ixrtensely cmcerned with the worst 
situatiom of human suffering-war and vicrlent conflict, poverty and in- 
justice, environmental degradation-international relations simply can- 
not avoid actdressing (as ethics has often succctzded in doing) the difficult 
and often messy business of living in this world. Remembering that inter- 
national rclaticlns first emerged as a discipline concerned with ending the 
vioience and destruction caused by war, it becomes clear that what inter- 
national ~ l a t i o m  can brhg to ethics is the stark reminder that 'styles of 
moral thinking are not primarily phifosophicd brain teasers, data, beg- 
ging for the maxirnally elegant theoretical construction<.' As Bernard. 
Wllims has argued, 'the only serious enterprise is l i v i n ~  and we have to 
live dter the reflection; moreover (though the distinction of theory and 
practice encourages us to forget it), we have to live durirrg it as well"."2 

The Global Context of Care 

The p ~ v i o u s  chapter explort-d some cJf the key debates sufraunding the 
ethics of care, including the claim that care might have rnorai retevmce 
beyond strictly persmal, intimate mlatjonships, The remainder of this 
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chapter explores in morc detail the wsponses to, and potential for, the de- 
velopmnt of the ethics of care for the global context. 

In spite of what mfght be called the i~~tuitive links between the ~ l a -  
tioflinterpersonal rnorality of care and the interdcpemdent nature of 
the contemporaq globalizing world, the question of the glQhal d i m -  
sions of care has been met by feminist theorists with a mixture of corn- 
proxnise and silence. Indeed, the idea of 'globalizing tare' is rarely explic- 
itly addressed; more often than not, theorists are concerned with 
overcoming the 'problem' of parochiahm often seen to be irrherent in the 
theory of care, rather than with seeiag the global impications of care as a 
new and challenging avenue to be explored, 

The apparent particularism and parochialism of care have often m& 
it difficult: for eve11 the advocates of care ethics to intagjnc how caring 
could be translated into a world in which many of the most pressing 
problems are distinctly glcrbal problems. Care does not, at first sight, 
seeln to ~cl~pOnd well to distmce. This, of- cowse, contrasts starkly with 
justice ethics or rights-based moral reasoning, for which "distanceken- 
sures impartiality and is tbe~fore  fundamentai to sound moral judge- 
ment Give11 that it is a morality of closeness rather than distance, how 
useful could, an ethics of care be when applied. to the gl&al context? 
"How difficult is it to translate cart. and moral responsibility from family 
md hthates ,  to public and especially to international  level^?'^" 

Joan Tronto, fur exampae, argues that pasochialism is one of the "an- 
gers of caref. She claims that 

those who are enmeshed in ongoing, continuing relationships of care are 
likely to see the caring relatimships that they are engaged in, and which 
they know best, as the most important. . . . Care as a political ideal could 
quickly become a way to argue that everyone should cultivate one" own 
garden, and let others take care of themselves, too. 

Althoutgh Tronto goes on to articulate some radical ideas for 'politicizing" 
care, as welt as to vehemently criticize the claim that the ethics of care 
shovlld rclmain in Ihc 'private' sphere, she seems to feel compelled to ca- 
pitulate to justice ethics where the global cmtext is concerned. Her solu- 
tion to this dilemma-hdeed, the only solution she claims she cm see- 
is to 'hsist that care needs to be co~~nected to a theory of justice and to be 
relentlfzssly democratic in its disposition<."Thus, it would seem that 
while an ethic of care may be useful in the domestic context of the derno- 
cratic polity (the modern Ijheral democratic nation-state), only an ethic of 
justice can adequateb address and respond to the unique problems of 
moral relations across borders. 

Shilarly, Mari,lyn Friedman argues that global moral concerns raise a 
unique problem for the conception of a self whose identity is defhed in 
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terms of relationships to certain others; specifically, i t  leads us to ask 
whether concern for distant and d n o w n  people is an 
motiva.tion of the social self. Ultimately, she suggests, this vision of the 
self is unable to grottnd the widest: sort of concern for otbers; this, in turn, 
forces us to 'cmfront the apparent fragility of the human motivation of 
global concern"." Thus, her unique formulation of care-her feminist par- 
tialist view-is disabled whezz it confronts the international dhensions 
of these moral questions. 

hlison fal;gar argues that when we try to make care applicable to 
large-scale social or global issues by 'enlarghg our moral. imagination', 
we reduce care to 'a moral motive, not a disthctive mode of moral. re- 
spmse", which is 'incompatible with the characteristically interactive and 
personal rel&ion that defines care thinking'." Carhg about clistant oth- 
ers, she arguest cm amount to a "form of colmiza6m" since the distance 
that separates us from these others removes the islterpersonal elemcmt of 
care. Nel Noddings, who has adhssed  this question specificall,y, argues 
that when others are too distant or too numerous for personal carir\g rela- 
tions to be established with them, we must either prtrss their neighbours 
to care for Chcm or seek to elnpocver them to help thcmseives: 'l have to 
trust others to do the direct work of caring when :I cannot be present".'" 

Virginia Held's thougbts on what care might mean for 'distant others" 
arc sligf..Itly more? emcouraging. Held argues that to be adequae, moral 
theories must pay attmtim to the neglected realm of particular others in 
the actual relatimships and actual contexts of women" experiences. h 
result ol such a fncm might be that the salient moral yroblem wndd 
then be seen as %how we ought best to guide or to maintain or to =shape 
the relatimships, both close and more distant, that we hawe, or n-tigl~t 
have, with actual 0 t h ~  human beings. Particular others can be actual 
children in need in distant continents or the anticipated children of gen- 
erations not yet even close to being born"." In discussing the possibilities 
of moral rela"cions across distances of space and time, Held hirrt:~ at the 
possibility that an ethic of care Hlight bave dhensims beyond th family 
and domestic sockty. 

The alleged parwhialism of care, Eke its alleged essentialism and al- 
leged antiferninism, are all just that: allegations, even fears, which 
emerge from the widespread perception that cart. is primarily, if not ex- 
clusively, a moraiity of the private sphere, Thus, it is hardly surprising 
that theorists have been reluctant or unable to think about the global im- 
plication~; of care. fndeed, it has proven difficult mough to wrench cartr 
h m  Ihe private sphere of home and family rcllationships m d  into Ihe 
public sphere of domestic politics, Given that it is a mora1itJi of closeness 
rather than distance, how useM codd m ethics OE care p o s s w  be, 
wheln applied to the global context? Surely it is precisely that dista, 
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the physicallspatial, culkral, and psychological distmce between moral 
agents-that we must address and accommodate in thixlking &out hter- 
national or global ethics? 

According to many irheorists of globalizatio~~ and global, social change, 
however, the cmternporary world order is marked by a profound chmge 
in MIhat distance means. 7'he notion of the 'sshrhkhg worldhuggests 
that, in some important way, distances are eMectively being reduced, and 
that this shrinking, in turn, has a disembedding effect on places-the 
physical settings of social activity as situated geographicaily. 'I'he result, 
them, is Ihe 'fostering of" relations between ""absent" others, Incationally 
distant from any given situation of face-to-face intera~tion".~~ While this 
process is often described as a kab re  of mdernity (Mrhere mdernity is 
seen as the d e s  of social life and organizatim kvhich emerged in Eu- 
rope from about the sevmteenth century onwards), it is a process which 
has profoundly accelerated in the ccrntemporary pericrd of late or high 

It is precisely these sorts of transformations that Jean Trmto has in 
mind h e n ,  eschewing the strict deontologicat separation between 'is' 
and 'ought" she asks, '[Wlhat changes in Ue th& have occursed by the 
end of the twcntjeth century might c h g e  our perceptions of adequate 
moral argument?"qt is dear that these processes of change are sipifi- 
cant for ethics; ironically, however, the most c o m o n  reac.lion to global- 
ization has been to return to the uni:versalism of Kant. Notwithstandmg 
the cmtroversy over globalizatictn, it cannot be denied that the contem- 
porary world is increasjngly inlerdepcnde~~t; today we defy both time 
and space through advances in commnicatims, transportation, and in- 
formation technology. illore than ever before, the world is 'a single 
place" comprising humnn beings eqzlalty vulnerable to, for example, eco- 
logical threats; eleady, this is a world in which the idea of 'hum.anity%has, 
for many people, increasing relevmce. It is perhapmot surprising that a 
cosmopolitan ethics has many attractions in a world which, is in some 
ways more threatening, and in others, more united. 

It could also be aqued, however, that this vision of a united humanity 
is largely illusory; and that what is importmt about the contemporary 
glabal sikaticm is that it forces us to confront the unique paradox of in- 
creasing interrelatedness in the contr~xt of gmfound differcmces. Global- 
izdion has not repkced the exclusio~~ary mechanism of the modem in- 
ternational systern; it is still characterized by sovereign statehood, 
nationalisms, and a highiy unequal global ecmomy- Indeed, in spite of 
the rhetoric of globalization, a glnbalizi.ng world may even be a world in 
which existing asymmetries in power and welll-being are exacerbated. A 
global ethics, if it is to be at all useful, must address difference and exclu- 
sion; I would arguc, specifically, that it m s t  address difference by seeing 
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it as cmstituted in and through relationships. It must adopt a critical per- 
spective on knowledge and power, rejecting the notion of imgartialiv 
and ~ c o p i z i n g  that the 'nnf.rmf is actually an unstated but specific point 
of ~ference, and that the status qzto cannot be unpst ionhgly accepted 
as natural, uncoerced, or good.I2 An era of globalization is iYtdeed one 
that is characterized by new relatimships alld profound interdepen- 
dence; it is also, hocvever, characterized by radical differences, percep- 
tions of differences that are aifected by power relatiusls, and patterns of 
exclusion. An ethics for such an era cannot remain at a distance, adopt a 
'view Irom nowhere', or rentain behind a ' v 4  of ignorance', viewing 
glabal actors as autonomous, equal participants in cmtractuaj political, 
ecmmic,  and moral relations. An era of glob4 interdependence de- 
mands a relnllionul ethics which places Ihe highest value on the prom-  
thn, restoraticm, or creation of good social and personal relations and 
gives priority to the needs and concerns of'cmcrete' rat3-ter than 'gener- 
alizable' others. 

It is a criticd ethics of care which can provide the most fruitful starting 
point for thirrking about morality and moral ~spmsivemss  in the world 
today- What this means is not simply that Che powerfml must learn to 
'care about-the suffering and the destitute in what could possibly-al- 
though not necessarily-become a paternalistic act which preserves ex- 
isting pocver relations. It means that those who ,?re powerful have a re- 
sponsibility to approach m r a l  problerns by lookhg carefully at whese, 
why, alld how the structures of existing social and personal relations 
have led to exclusion and marginalization, as well as at how attachments 
may have degenerated or broken down so as to cause suffering. This 
kind of moral thinking encourages us to see such problems not only as 
moral but also as social and po:litical. To care for others and to foster tar- 
ing relations within and among families, social groups, and politicd 
communities involves the ability to rc-rcognfze persons as ccmcrete and 
u17jque (rather than as idealjzed, independent agents) and to learn how 
to focus attention on others. In the context of North-South relations, for 
example, strategies based on caring would eschew both paternalism and 
'charity', on the one hand, and the false hetoric of 'partnership' and for- 
mal equality on the other.'3 Instead., strategies for the eradication of 
poverty and fie promotion of human well-behg wodd start from the 
prclnise that responding morally to others is a capadty whicSl is learned. 
This involves a recognition that moral respunse is not a rational act of 
will, but an ability to focus attention on mother and to recognize the 
other as real. Such recowition is neither natural nor presocial, but rather 
sonnething that emerges out of connections and attachments. En the con- 
text of North-South relations, then, strategies wodd =p i re  sustained 
and conkued attention to thc lives, relations, and cownmunities of peo- 
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ple in develoiping coulztries, rather than to their hdividual rights, or to 
the scope and nature of our obligations to them. Specific projects not only 
would seek to understand and learn about the nature of social relations 
within a given community but would attempt to build relations amolzg 
members of those communities and members of agencies and institu- 
tions in the North. Building these relations would be done with the con- 
vktion that human beings can learn to focus and refocus their attartion, 
to revise what they regard. as 'importmt" and to =think what "counts' 
both as moraily valuable and, simply, as moral* 

C)nly a crificul, p0li"ccizt.d ethics of rare will be useful in the realm of in- 
ternational relations, AZison Jaggar has correctlqi observed tfiat, in much 
writing on care, the emphasis on the quality of individual = l a t h s  seems 
to prrzcludc the capacity of caring to address the structurd opposi.tions 
between the htercsts of socid groups that make car-ing difficult or un- 
likely between members of those groups. She also suggests that care 
thinking seem unable to focus on the social carnses of many individual 
pmblems, such as widesp~ad homelessness and hunger, both of which, 
she notes, have disproportionately severe effects on women." Oncrra 
OtNr\JLl articulates the prohlem in terms of the advantages of jlastke 
ethics over the ethics of care: 'Justice matters for ixnpoverished providrs 
because their predicament is one of institutionally structured pwerty, 
wh,ich cannot be banished by idealizing m ethie of care and insjsting on 
its place in face-to-face ~lationships".'~ 

W s e  criticisms must be taken seriously, Any approach to ethics which 
claims to address the moral problems of hternational relations cannot 
overlook the stmctural causes of patterns of moral inclusion and exclu- 
sion on a global scale. An ethics of care mmt not. only be about renercth~g 
upm and pmrnoling relations whi& motivate and elncourage the moral 
qualities of attentiveness and communication among moral agents. It 
must also reflect crilticdy on why certah~ @&a1 stmctures inhfhit the cre- 
ation and development of such relations, and nn whether patterns of 
'community-makhg", and h m e  exclusion, serve to undermine the ability 
of morai agcnts to idmtify and understand others as 'real' individuals- 
wit-,h real, special, unique lives. 

Thus, what is requirrzd for the glohal context is not a narrow or 'ortho- 
doxkderstanding of c m  as a moral orit.mtatian or disposition, but a re- 
1at.ional ethics supported by a critical wareness of the strwtures of exclu- 
sicln and oppression wb-ich restrict our ability to recognize or relate to 
others as particular indiwiduals, thwart the development of caring refa- 
tions, and ~ i b i t  Ihe abi.iijty of indi\rid,ual persolzs to speak freely in their 
own voices. A useful ethics h the context of htemational relations must 
be one, as Joan Tronto has argued, which breaks down the boundaries be- 
tween m o r a y  and pditi~s,~" ethics of care is not about the wptjeation 
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of a universal prhciple (We all must care &out all others" nor is it about 
a sentimental ideal ('A more caring world will be a better world"). Rather, 
it is a starting point for transformi~~g the values and practices of interna- 
tional society; thus, it requircs m exantination of the contexts in which 
caring does or does not take place, and a commitment to the crcation of 
mom humaniy responsive instibtions which can be shaped to emboeiy 
expressive and communicative possibilities between actors on a global. 
scale.37 When an ethics of care is combined with a critical examhation of 
how structural features of institutio~~alized relations enable or deform 
the abilities of all concerned to hear and to be heard, an ethics of care can 
combat exclusim and oppression in the international system* Seen in this 
way, the 'rreliltional tun?'-in t h i n h g  about ethics-represents not a de- 
nial or lack of: hterest in, co1zflict, pwer, domination, and oppression, but 
rather a focus on the "interpersunai and social contexts in which these 
and all other human relations occurf .31" 

Joan Tronto has argued that, in the cantext of Americm society, care 
can provide us with a 'critical standpoint', in that it 'becomes a tool for 
critical political analysis vvbm we use this concept to rweat relationships 
of power".'"This is equally true in the context of international relations 
and the global political economy. A useful global ethics must be pro- 
foundly aware of the context in MIhich caring relatims are created and 
szxstained. It must be a aitical morality which reflects on and seeks to ex- 
pose the structures of exclusion and oppression which inhibit the cre- 
ation of caring mlations or render i~~dividuals unable to speak in their 
own voice. Indeed, it is because weak hdividuaXs and gravure often 
unable to speak in th&r own voice that cmtractarian ethics-which relies 
on consent-md liberal theories-wfiich assume autonomy and formal 
equality-are often inadequate, A relational morality should encourage, 
not emotional or economic dependence, hut interdependence, through. 
the creatim of a sense of self-esteem and mutual respect and an atmos- 
phere of trust and responsibility among moral agents who recognize and 
respond to each other as cmcrete others. 

Thus, vvhile i n t c m a t i d  ethics must not itjnort? care, so care ethics 
must not ignore or subvert, but must embrace thc dile~smas of glob~l  
moral relations. We cannot Lafford to dismiss the wider kplicatims of 
care ethics simply because it is an idea M;hich takes as its ethical starting 
point the contextualized relationships between particular, concrete 
others-such as those between a mother and child, or between friends, 
?"he suggestion that care ethics is inappropriate in large-scale or gen- 
uinely administrative contexts, or for dealing with unk~~own or little- 
known persons (precisely the contexts with which the theory of intema- 
tional relations m s t  be concerned) demcrnstrates a narrow reading of 
'ccare3nd a limited moral imagiz~atiorr. We must not be led by SLEC!~ a 



Etl'zl'mE R e a s ~ ~ i l ~ g  and the Global Context of Care $9 

reading to dismiss the role of caring in international relations; instead, 
we must acknowledge the necessity of rethinking and reconstructing care 
ethics in the face of the inadequacy of strictly rights-based or justice 
ethics. Indeed, we must recognize that the suggestion that only im imper- 
smal, impartial, uni:versal-prescriptive ethics is useful in large-scale con- 
texts is h a t  lnaintains and upholds our disposition to "keep strangers 
strange m d  outsiders outside'; it is this disposition towards distant oth- 
ers which must be overcome,""" 

It is sometilnes argued that relations ;ICTC)SS large distances+specially 
global or trmsnational relations-require mediathg hstitutions, which 
necessarily deyersonalize relatiosls, therefore rendering care inappropri- 
ate or impossihie as a type of moral respcmse. However, as Margamt 
Walker argues, distancing, depersonalizing, or paternalistic attitudes 
may not really be the only resorts if roles and z'nsfituticzns can be slzaped fo 
e n b ~ d y  expressive nrzd c c r ~ n ~ ~ z i t z '  possihilitks. She points out that mom 
humanly responsive hstitutions are often said to be impractical. But, she 
argues, if moral-practical htelligence is understood consistently in terms 
of raring, it may inritead be correct to say that certain incorrigibly imper- 
sonal or depersonalizing institutions are too morally impractical to be 
tolerated. Thus, it is crucial fo exgrrrirzc hifro strucfwralfiat~.ires of insfitzlficzn- 
nlized wlnf iolzs colrzbilze zuifh typical sit~lat iorzs fif et.znble or defomz the abilifks 
of all concerned I-(I trmr and to be heard.41 

Some advocates of rights-based contractarian or obligation-centred 
Kantian stytes of ethical reasonh~g argue that individual rights, guaran- 
teed through the social cantract and enshrined in law, or universal du- 
tics, guaranteed througtn the categorical imperative, provide a %&ty net" 
for individuals who arc. alone and disempowered-thw for h o r n  no 
one cares. Certainly, this is a strength of such traditions; one should not 
dismiss uutright the rhetorical apped, and indeed the progressive force, 
of the human rights discourse. However, as &ora OfNeill has argued, 
the discourse about rights often makes do with a remarkably indekrmi- 
nate view of agency" Proclaimjng that the poor, the needyr and the pow- 
erless have rights tells us very little about why they are unable to exercise 
those rights, m d  about who is responsible for what sort of action to alter 
their state of poverty or powerlessness. Pvroreuver, even a vicw of global 
morality as universal obligations must rely on a highly implausible picr- 
turc of mord motiv&ion, m d  it does not, in fact, tell us very much about 
the actual content or nature of those obligations. Whife a wholesale rejec- 
tion oE notions of individual rights and obligations is surely undesirable, 
one may still accept l.he profnllnd nnoral incompleteness of an ethies 
dominated by these concepts In a world which appears to have been lit- 
tle moved by the repeated verbal bludgeoning of human rights declara- 
tions, universalistic references to 'human dig1?ityf, and the shared nature 
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of alS 'hutnmityf, an et-hics ol care offers us the oppmt~nity to move be- 
yond the rhetoric of cosmopol-itanism and the exclusiosrary and often 
conservative ethics of communitarianism. Care transcends the moral 
idea of communities-whether they are particular nation-states or the 
'gIObal communit)l of humankind"-giv.ing priority instead to "voicing 
and hearing, to being answerable in and for specific mcounters and rela- 
tianships"."? Idearnkg how to care adequately is about not strivhg to be 
an autonomous, moral agent who responds impartially to the moral 
ctaims of atl individuals. Instead, it is about 'sensitivity and responsive- 
ness to another person's emotimal states, indjviduating differctnces, spe- 
cific unic;lueness and whole particularity".s" 

&cause it it; an tnte~ersctnal view of ethics, care allows p d l e m s  of indi- 
vidual. seB-inte~st versus universal nllcs to recede into a rclgion m m  like 
backgromd, out-of-focus insolubility, or relative ranimportanre," Indeed, a 
critical ethics cJf care could eclipse the yuintessential problem of interna- 
tio~nal rclatio~ns theory: resalving the co~nflict betweell our "egoistic' roles 
and, duties as citizens and our 'altmistic" roles and dutins as human beings. 
736s problem, hamed fn  terns of the cosmopoiitm-co 
ill normative international rela'cions theory, dominates the iterature on h- 
ternational ethics. This debate, and the liberal-contractualist ethics on 
which both perspectives are based, are the subject of the next chapter. 
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Traditions of International Ethics: 
A Critical Reappraisal 

The Intrguages 4 rigFtls arzd liberalism are probably the n~rrstfreqzierrflp used in con- 
terny~or~zry intc?.tzaliunnl politic.s, The Ia~zgtlugc of rigJtf;s, in parficuial; has bcconrt* 
j?redonlinatzt.. . . . The corlfra-actauian z ,ocabufnry~f  ag?.eerrrenl, reciprocity, conlmc- 
tuul obligation, und esprciacirlly "fuirtzess'.----is wido"Ey used iilz p~~j~ulhzr drbatp on inter- 
rzafioftal isszdet;, partinllarly TUJI~*TI tI~e issui?s arc eeono~rt i~ o f m .  

Dawid ft. Mapel and Tiny Nardin, T~onvergence and Divergence in 
Xnternaeional Ethics', 1902 (pp. 328-3131 

Chapters 2. m d  3 traced the development of the titerabre on the ethics of 
care and explored the questions and co~~troversies surrom~dbg femhist 
ethics and the idea of glohatizing care. The notion of care as a feminine or 
even feminist moratity was rejected, based on the argummt that the gm- 
dering of moral outlooks can reinforce gender stereotypes by essential-iz- 
ing and naturalizing, rather than problematizing, socially constructed 
norms surmunding gender roles. On the question of the compatibility of 
justice ethics and the et%rics of care, it was argtted that notions of care can- 
not simply be added to liberal-contractarim or rights-based theories of 
justice in an effort to remedy the shortcomings cJf these approaches. What 
is rclquired, jnstead, is a reshaping of the idea and goals of et-hics in order 
that they may address not only the real needs and concerns of pnrticulas 
persons hut the normative and structural cmstraints MIhich erect exch- 
sive rnoral boundaries and inhibit the creation of caring relations both 
within and between social groups. 

Finally, on the af2eged parochialism of care, it was suggested that this 
assumption-that the ethics of care focuses on the IXn,j,CrOt moral dilem- 
mas of particular and, specificaIly intimate relations among concrctc indi- 
viduals, thus obfuscating the wider, often strucual causes and implica- 
tions of morai si.tuatims whieh generate the need far caring responses-is 
indeed a potential but not necessnrily arz u~znz?oidah%e limitation of care 
ethics. Howeva, it was argucd that any useful approach to ethics in the 
context of global social and political relations nzlcsir take seriously the 



wider structural and institutional obstacles to carirrg, as well as the extent 
to which alf relations are infused with power and conta& at least the po- 
tential for exploitation and domination. 

Before deveiopi,ng that argzlnnent, this chapter looks more crlosely at the 
domhmt traditions in international ethics and at how an adherence to 
these traditions of ethical reasoning has produced a narrow and limited 
debate. First, it explms the defining principles and historical develop- 
ment of liberal contractiilrianj,sm and rights-based ethics; the aim of this 
section is to demonstrate the extent to which the central norms of the 
international system of states-including autonomy reciprocity; non- 
intervention, and more broadly, the idea of freedom-may be traced to 
this traditicm in mord and political theory. As will be shorn, liberal cm- 
tractarian notiol~s of rights, justice, fairness, reciproci?, and no11-interfer- 
ence are crucial elements of most contemporary accounts, both cos- 
mopolitan and communitarian, cJf international ethics. 

The second sectim explorcs in more detait the opposition between cos- 
mopolitan and communitarim approaches to nornative international re- 
lations t-heory. First, it discusses the deontological, liberal, universalist 
el%lics which, defines the cosmopolitan position; second, it examincs che 
disthctive visions of the self and the nature of moral relations which char- 
acterize communitarianism. It is sugge"ed that, in many respects, the so- 
cial view of the sclf espoused by many commw~itarian philosophers is a 
welcome antidote to the metaphysical grandness of Kantian ethics and 
the rational individualism of liberal-contractarimism. However, it will be 
shown that, as a normative &eory of intematiol~al relatiol~s, cmmw~itar- 
imism has many limitations; because "pulitical cornmunity%as regularly 
been understood as synonymous with 'nation-state" this focus cm preex- 
isting, esta,blishcd comunities has obscured the possibi3it.y of alterndive 
cmmunitits, and hence, of a vision of global ethics which could emerlJe 
hcml a commmitarim understanding of ethics and politics." Cosmopoli- 
tan perspectives, moreover, ignore both the prticulnrify and the m~trnfcted- 
ness of persons and focus instead on their moral status as h u m n  beings. By 
regarding persons as abstract and autmmous, rather &an concrete and 
attached, these approaches overlook, a crucial facet of moral motivation 
and an important feature of what adequate moral respunsiveness actually 
means. It is a k a m e  of the dominant Western efiical perspectives that 
morality is regarded as wholly distinct from politics; hvithin Kanli.an and 
rights-based. moral theory, social and political disnensions of moral pxlob- 
lems are systematically obhscated m d  little or no reference is made to the 
relationships-personal, social, and political-and the structures-eco- 
nornic, social, and political-in which the m o d  problems of intematimal 
relations are embedded. 

The contribution of both cosmopolitm and cornmunitarian perspec- 
tives to mnral enquiry in the context of international relations will always 
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be limited. For although we may apply these perspectives to particular 
ethical issues in international rcllations, they cannot go very far towards 
actually helping us to understand the slrffering or the needs of real per- 
sons k moral crises. Because they are preoccupied wi& the questio~n of 
the source of m r a l  value and the question of the scope of our rights and 
obligations, they rc.d,ce what is a complex world composed sf overlap- 
ping networks of personal and social &ations to a world made up only 
of h e n '  and 'citizens" In assuming that the recognition of a shared iden- 
tity is a necessary prerequisite for the mcopition of rights and clhliga- 
tions, and in asserti,ng that morality, in the context of international rela- 
tions, can be subsumed within the moral concepts of rights and 
obligations, these approaches igncrre the fact that morai relaticms and re- 
sponses are a cmtinuous part ol all n~t r  connections with olhers, m d  that 
we use a vast range of mord qualities-including care, trust, and. pa- 
tience-in our everyday relations with slthers, 

T f  would be no exaggeraflion to say tllaf this nssurnpfion-----1"11at flze only coftereni 
idea of liberty is ftre negative one ofbei~zcp unemsfmined-fm tinderpi"nned the en- 
fire dtyvelopment of~noder~z carzfmct-ariarz fjlmzlglzt. 

QuenCin Skinner, "The Idea of Negative Liberty', 19811, (p. 194) 

Political philosophers would, no doubt, find it odd that MachiaveIIi 
m d  Mobbes are often introduced to stude~nts of bternatio~nal relations as 
representatives of a shared view m the nature of international politics; 
they are, students are told, the 'founding fathers of realism". Maehiawelli, 
it is said, brought us the idea that prhces must act to protect: themselves 
and their territories and. never be swayed by the demands of morality 
Hobbes, mwover, introduced the model of anarchy, as described in his 
'state of nature', and confirmed the naturally coqetitive and hvarring 
naturc of all pasticipants living under this anarchical structure, Many po- 
litical theorists, however, would make more of the differences between 
these two pfilosophers Ihm the simii,arities. Fm example, Mobbes's kdi- 
vidualistic, contractarian style of politicd reasonhg, and the view of 
"negative liberty90 which it gwe rise, is often contrasted with the re- 
vived classical republicanism of Macl-tiaveiU and the corresponding view 
of freedom as inextricably lhked with civic duties, As R. B. S. Walker has 
noted, however, it is characteristic sf international relations theory that 
the writkgmof political phiiosophers havc been narrowed and even cari- 
catured in order to demonstrate the desired historical antecedent.Thus, 
the civic republican notion of freedom articulated by Machiavelli has 
beern lost in rclalisds conceptual development and contemporary self-. 
portrayal as an amoral theory of power politics. There may indeed be, in 



cmtemporary realist theory, claims about the primacy of the state which 
echo these arguments regardhg civic parkipation, liberty, and virtue; 
when presented in realism, however, they have k e n  pwged of their nor- 
mative content, and the values associded with freedom and responsibil- 
ity becom su:borbinated to the demands of power and politics. 

Hobbes, too, is p s m t e d  as a reaiist in international relatims theory; 
his 'state of nature' provides the definitjve model of the anaschical inter- 
national system. Again, however, it is rarcIy seen as contradictory that 
while orthodox internatiod relations theory strongly associates Homes 
with rc?a:lism, polit.ical theorists recognize hirn as an early liberall (or, at 
least, the first to articulate what have become central liberal vahes), Per- 
hapdhere arc. fewer differences between realist and liberal appoaches 
than orthodox international relations theory has traditionally suggested; 
the strong, negative view of liberty as the right to non-interference whjch 
is reminiscent of Hobbes is a defi~~ing feature of certain strands of both 
liberal and realist acsou~zts. 

The followirtg section argues that it is a Hobbesian liberalism-accom- 
panied by the Hobbesian assumption that 'any theory of negative liberty 
must in eMect be a trheory of individual rights9-which has determ,jned 
both the type of nnaral: reasoning and the specific moral categories which 
define the nature of relationships in the internaticmal system.Thhese cm- 
tractud concepts and categories m a y  also he said to characterize the 
dominant mode of moral reasoning in Western ethics. As h n e t t e  Baier 
notes, modern moral philosophy has concentrated on the morality of 
fairly cool relationships hetwee11 those who are deemed to be rougbly 
equal in power to deternine the rules and to instigate sanctions against 
rule breakers.-l Because it leaves the power ~ l a t i o m  and organizing prin- 
ciples of the i n t e r n a t i d  system fundamentally unchallenged, liberal 
cmtractarianism-the ethics of rights and cibligations-is the acceptable 
voice oE morality in international ~Iations. TO understmd international 
ethics solely in these terms is to overestimate seriously the ability of this 
type of mnral reasming to address the anoral issues raised in contempo- 
rary international relations. 

Far liberal theorists in the classical cmtractarim tradition, the widest 
possible area of indlvidlaal freedom is required to protect the individual 
from arbitrary power. In this view, freedom is ensumd by minimizing 
the kterfere~~ce of the state. The wider the area of nm-interfere~?ce, the 
wider the individud" ffreedonn. This, Isaiah Berlin argues, is what the 
ctassical Englisb political philosophers meant when they used this word: 
simply, that there ought to exist a certain minjrnal arcla of personal free- 
dom which must on no account be vioiatcd; "for if it is overstepped, the 
individual will find himself h an area too narrow for even that minimum 
develoipment possible to pursue, and even to co~~ceive, the various ends 
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which men hold good or right or sacred'.." 1,iberty is guaranteed through 
a system of indjvidual rights, which exist in order to ensure that individ- 
uals are subject to no other vision of the gwd life than their own. 

The individualism mherent: in the theory of negative lihierty-the claim 
that the ideal human condition is one in which each individual is sur- 
romded by a kin.d of 'iinwisible fencekwhich separates and protects him 
from the interfemncc of the state and other groups in sodety-leads to an 
emphasis on indi:vidual rights over any other moral values. Indleed, it is 
chamteristic of the liberal position to advocate a society fn which citi- 
zens should be able to exercise their h m a n  and civil rights without the 
threat of intrusion-physjcal or psychologiraf,-by others. This is based 
on a strong belief that the indiwidual is t-he best and ody judge of his or 
her own good, on the grounds that 'he has privileged access to the con- 
tents of his own mind', and that society should be governed by a set of 
mhimal rules, the purpose of which is not to cfictate but to facilitate the 
seeEng of these individual emds."us, Brim Barry has described liber- 
alism as 'the vision of society as made up of independent, autmomous 
units who co-operate cmly when the terms of co-operation are such as to 
m& it further the ends of each of thc paties'.' 

The very fact that s o m  measure of co-operation is necessaryr more- 
over, is what introduces the need for a contract. Contractarian arguments 
use a procedure of cdective rati.onal choice to show hokv legitimate po- 
litical institutions might arise.Tarly contractarian arguments were em- 
ployed to explain the mve from arbitrary to rational rule, Civil society 
was conceived to be the outCme of hdividual negotiation; hdividuals 
surrender their Merent, absolute rights of liberty in order to obtajn a 
condition af civility conducive to their utility. Because af their natural 
eqrxality and liberty hdividuals can cmstruct sockty only through free, 
individual exchanges of equivalent benefits; reciprocity makes social life 
possible, and consent gives force to obligaticms."us, while in the state 
of nature indi\,iduals are free to exercise their natural rigMs, it is only 
through the social contract and. the c ~ a t i o n  of civil society that the rccip- 
rocal relatimship between rights and &ties is formed. By f ~ e l y  entering 
into the conl-raet, we consent. to sovcceign rule as a form of sclf-rde; 
at the same time, we enter into a moral relationtihiy with society as a 
whok in which we see rights and duties as two sicies of the contractarian 
coin. 

The early contractarian pofiticaf, theorists, in.cluding Hobbes and 
Lacke, argued that the law prc_.serves our liberty- essmtially Zly coercing 
other peopie. It prevents trhm from int-erfering with our acknowledged 
rights, helps us to draw around ourselves a circle withln wfirich they may 
not. trespass, and prevents us at the same time from interferkg with their 
fseedom in just the s m e  way. Our freedom-or, in other words, our 



rights-are our natural possession, a property of ourselves."Thus, in 
Hobbes" words, 

Liberli~ CIC Freedome, signifieth (properly) the absence of Opposition; 
. . . And according to this proper, and generally received meaning of the 
word, A FREE-MAN, is he, that in those things, which by his strength and 
wit he is able to do, is not hindred to doe what he has a will to.11 

Initiatfy, most crrntraetarian arguments conceived of social contracts as 
havhg force only within. particular political commw~ities; thus, classical 
cmtractarimism generally held., first, that circumstanccf; of distributive 
c ~ r  social justice principally arise between members of a co-operative 
scheme, and secmd, that the state is the largest such sche~~e.lThus, it 
mi@t be said that the dassical cmtractarims were not cmtractarims of 
international ethics, pcisely because they thought t-hat suf.ficic?nt wci- 
procity djd not exist in international affajrs." However, as Linklaer 
paints out, hternational Obligations are not necessarily incoolpatible 
with statist cmtractarimism. The importance of a ~Iatiwely stable inter- 
natio~~al candigion may give rise to a variety of internai-i011a1 practices. 
Diplomacy international favv, and the balance of power (crucial, e l m n t s  
of the modern states system) reflect the capacity of particularistic politi- 
cal entities to articdate their separate interests. mrotrgh the operation of 
mutual consent, states can extend the web of socrial, relations; reciprocity 
facilitates t-he developmat of a society of states."" 

Moreover, it codd be argued that it is the philosophy of Kant which 
has provided the strongest m d  most enduring statement of the union of 
crrntrartarianism and deontohgicai universalism. 'That said, it is certainly 
the case that important differences exist between Kantiaxl and contractar- 
ian views of mordit-y. Tn the latter vicw, our Obligations are dependent on 
what others have don-if you have benefi.ted me, I should benefit you 
in turn-kvhereas for Kant, our duties are categorical. Thus' it could be 
argued that reciprocity and fairness invoke a mre social und.erstandin.g 
of morality, whereas for K m t  obligations are grounded in a metaphysi- 
cal notion of the sclf and in the idea of autctnomy,':i In spite of this, how- 
ever, Kmt" iint.emiZonaE plidicr71 theoy demonstrates a conscious attempt 
to eliminate the gap between contractarianism and universalism. As 
Ljnklater argues, the fiction of a social conkact, wh,ieh Kant employs in 
his malyses of just domestic and international arranpments, overcomes 
the distinction between actual consmt which empirical men rnight give 
and the rational consant which they would give if they f d y  observed the 
moral law, Here the contract will be used to determine what would 
emerge from the rational consent of autonomous individuals." "Thus, 
Kant posits a contract which elicits the rational consent of moral agents.'' 
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Certainly; Kmt's eeirhics has provided the groundwork for a number of 
leading contemporary accounts of justice, including that of John IZawls, 
As Shapiro has cmincingfy argued, the primary concern of such cm- 
temporary liberals has been to find a way to hold on to the ontological 
conception of the individual of the seventeenth-century writers but si- 
multaneously to find an attemati\le moral basis that both acicnowletiges 
the centrality oE that individttal"~ freedom and limits his power to act: in 
any way he pleases. This has been attempted, he argues, principally by 
embracitlg a version of Kantfs ethics that appears both to acknowledge 
the centrality of Che autonomous indi,vidual and to generate ul-riversal 
moral injmctions. 

Not surprisingly, because of their universalist aspirations, Kmtian ver- 
sions of contractaria~ism have been attractive to theorists of international 
ethics. Charles Beitz, for example, constructs an argument fnr a Kmtian, 
cosmopditan conception of international morality which is concerned 
with the moral relations ol mernbers of" a universal community in which 
state boundaries have a merely derivative significance. H e  reasons that if 
global econcrmic and political interdependence is shown to be supported 
by a globat scheme of social co-operal.ion, we should not view national 
boundaries as havlng fundamental moral sipificance. Since boundaries 
are not: coextensive with the scope of slrcial co-operation, they do not 
mark the ljmits of social  obligation^.'^ Thus, Reitz takes kvhat may be 
called a Kantian contractual position: the moral terms of cmttactarian- 
ism are united with a universal code of obligatilrns to all hurnan beings. 

Michael Walzer takes a very differctnt contractarian position in Sphr?r(?s 
ofjzlstice. Arguirtg from a commmitarian position, Walzer p ~ s e n t s  what 
he describes as a "radically particularist' account of justice. At the outset 
he flatly denies that the global market can be described as a 'complete 
distributive systed, and hence he rejects the assumption that there is 
only one distributive system that philosophy can rightly encompas~.~"" 
Fm Waizer, the political cornunity i s  probably the closest we can come 
to a world of common meanings; in taking the globe as th setting for a 
theory of justice, we woulci have to imagine what does not yet exist: a 
commm~ity that hcludes all men and women every~here.~Valzer re- 
jects the notion of katuralkr %uman"ights. He asserts that men and 
women do ir~deed hawe some rights, but that they do not follow from our 
common hk~znmity, TT;hey follow he argues, from s h a d  conceptions of 
social goods; they are local and. particular in character." Moreover, al- 
though he claims that the purpose of a co unity goes beyond socially 
contrackd rights and &&gations (that is, what the members of the politi- 
cal cmmmit-Ji "owe to one another m d  to no one else", he suggests that 
kcontractkand 'communitf-'mutual aid' and "nnrozrr scicial"--art_. ~c ip ro -  
cal and mutually reinforcing concepts. 'Mutual provision", he clail-ns, 



'breeds nrrut~ality'.~~ 'Thus, in spite of his cornmunitarian approach, his 
phralism, and his hsistcnce on limiting the scope, or %@et, of justice, 
Walzer 's f mgrtage is u istakahly cmtrxtarian: 

Here, then, is a more precise account of the sc~cial contract: it is an agreement 
to redistribute the resources of the members in accr~rdance with same shawd 
understanding of their needs, subject to ongoing political determination in 
detail. The corntract is a maral bond. It connects the strong and the weak, the 
lucky and the unlucky, the rich and the poor, creating a union that tran- 
scends all differences of intel-est drawing its strength frc-,m history, culture, 
religion, language and so 

The relevance of the cmtrizctarim tradition to international relations 
may be found not only in tthe accounts of justice described earlier but in 
the cclnvmticmal understandhg of the intematicmal system of sovereign 
states. i\rs Beitz notes, the col~ceptim of international rcllatims as a state 
of nature codd. be viewed, as an application of the analogy of states and 
persons. Another application, mcrrecrver, is t.he idea that states, like per- 
sons, have a right to be respected as sovereign entit.ies." The liberal idea 
of the 'sovereignhman-rational and therefore prepared to enter into 
contrartual relations with. other self-Interested, rational parties-mirrors 
the conventional understmdi.ng of the soverczign state, hdeed, the non- 
intervention prtnciple has oftm been explaixled with reference to an and- 
ogy with persmai liberty. Wolff claims: "Nations arc. rt;gartled as individ- 
ual free persons Ijving in a state of nature'. He mgues that nations, ljke 
persons, are moraI equaIs: 'Since by nature d l  nations am equal, since 
morcrover at1 men are equaf in a moral sense whose rights and obligations 
arc the samc; the rights and obligations of all, natio~~s are dso by nature 
the same"," Indeed, this characterization of international relations-as a 
state of nature analogous to the one which social cmtraet theorists pre- 
szxmed to have exjsted formerly m o n g  individuals-is deefly embed- 
ded within the Western political tradition and continues to be reflected 
within contemporary accounts of the stmcture of htemational society.27 

Alt.lnough, in international society, the col~trizct is incomplete m d  the 
system is said to be anarchic, the structure of the international system is 
still presumed to be one in which a contractarian model of relations, 
based on a kjnd of prudential rclciprocity, applics. fn Ihe rclciprocal rela- 
tionshir, between mutually disinterested sovereign states, Z observe yuur 
territorial i~~tegrity (negative liberty) because in d o i ~ ~ g  so I reinforce a 
systern in which you are expected to observe ntine. fn this way, the claims 
of states are the hternational e ~ i v a l e n t  oi those basic rights of hdividu- 
als that are familiar in the domestic arma, including the right to security 
(of the terriFory) and the right to liberty (of the independent polity).28 
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Despite the fact that contemporary realist and liberal theories seek to 
distance their arguments from normative considerations, the hiluence of 
liberal md cclntractarim political philosophy is evident not mly in what 
is addressed in these theories but aka in what is taken for granted. 
Whether they are explicit attempts to theorize about justice and moral E- 

lation~ or assertions of universal norms that guide the internatirtnal sys- 
tem of states, orthodox theories of international relations, despite their 
posi"tvist methodology and epistemology have been heavily innuenced 
by the liheral-mtractarian tradition of thcrught. It is not a cojncidence, 
furthermore, that this tradition has maintained a cn311tral place in Anglo- 
h r i r a n  ethics and political theory The idea of the contract is pervasive 
in Western society not only as a mcrral concept but as a practical solution 
to virtually all moral and legal dilemmas. As Virgkia Held points out, 
'contemporary Western society is in t h  grip of contractual tl-rink.ing, Re- 
alities are interpreted in ccmtracbal terms, and goals are formulated in 
ter~ns of rational contracts. Z,eading current conceptions of rationality 
begin with assumptions that human beings are Mependent, seli- 
interested, or mutually dishterested 

Certainl,~ tkrc. is much that is at-lractive about the idea of a contract, 
As Annettc Baier notes, a contract enables us to make explicit just what 
we count on another person to do, in rebrn for what, and should they 
not do just that, what damages can be extracted from them. 'The beauty of 
pmmise and contract is explicitness.") SSiImilarly, in intematiod relations, 
contrart sets out the rules of the game-the rights tc:, non-interference. en- 
joyed by states m d  the duties owed by othcr states to respect those 
rights. h spite of the sirnpEicity of this moral framework, however, many 
feminist theorists, i nc luhg  Baier, have questioned tbr idea of contract, 
arguing, in Virginia Held's words, that, 'when examined, the t?ssum,ption 
and conceptions of contractual thi.nking seem highIy questionable, As de- 
scriptions of reality they can be seriously misleading. . . . As expressicms 
of normative concern, moreover, contractual theories hold out m impov- 
erisf-ied view of human aspiration'." 

For example, it has been argued that a conception of moral rczlations as 
contractual presupposes both an equality of power and a natural sepa- 
rateness from others, Indeed, it is a typical feature of dominant moral 
theories that relationships between equals, or those who are deemed 
equal in some important sellse, have been the relations that morality is 
primarily concerned to regulate. Relationships between t b s e  who are 
ciearly unequal in power, inclueting large and small states, parents and 
chiidrcn, earlier and later genemtions, have had to be shunted to the bot- 
tom of the agenda and then dcalt with by some sort of promotion of the 
weaker, so that an appearance of virtuaf equality is achieved." When 
relations between agellts are clearly unequal, however, a moral code 



desig1w"cifor those equd in pocver will be at best nonhnctional, at worst 
an oknsive pretence of equality which actually breeds further hequal- 
ity. Such criticisms are not meant to minhnize the importance of relation- 
ships of mutual respect among anonymous, autonomous agents, but 
rather to yuesf.on the completeness of a mord philczsophy which con- 
fines itself to such relaticms. As Amette Raier suggests, a complete moral 
philosophy would tell us how and why W should act and feel toward 
others in relationships of shifting and varying power asymmetry and 
shifting and varying intimacy.33 

I:.,iberal conkactarian accotlnts of et-hics and politics are depemdent on 
the notion of individual rights; ri@ts, moreover, are intirnateIy cmected. 
to the view of freedom as negative liberty- and, in the international cm- 
text, to clairns rclgardbg non-iMerference and non-intervention,. Indeed, 
as the epigraph to this chapter suggests, the languages of rights and liber- 
alism are probably the most frequently used in cmtempcrrary interna- 
tional politics. Mapel and Nardb dcseribe the language of rights, h par- 
ticular, as 'p~dorninant"~ But this idea of 'rights" sso central to the li:beral 
contractarian tradition, is mly one morai concept among m a v *  Illdeed, 
as Baier argws, to focus on rights at thc expense of other, more funda- 
mental moral concepts is to overlook the fact that these other mord cate- 
gories are necessary for the creation of a morally decent society For ex- 
ample, rather than caphlring the social nature of public life, the langmge 
of rights pushes us, she argues, to see the participants h a moral commu- 
nity as 'single, clamcrrous living human beings, not as families, clans, 
tribes, groups, classes, churches, cmgregatio~~s, nations or peoples"."" 

Seen from this perspective, the idea of rights as negative liberties- 
those rights created in a contractual relationship to emure mukal respect 
for a prhciple ol non-i,nterference-offers an ixn,pove"shed account of 
moral relations, If the right to lire simply m a n s  that no one kills me and 
I kill no one, it overlooks those individuals whose ability to exercise a 
right to life depel~ds on more than simply being allowed a certain 
amnunt of personal freedom. Again, Baier 'S example is instructfie: 

In a sense it is carreet that, in arder for [my right to life] to be respeded, all 
that must be done by others is that they not kill me. But although what that 
means may seem clear enough when I am a reasanably tcjragh adult, it was 
less clear when X was a helpless newborn, and will be less clear when I am a 
helpless inca pacita ted old persc)~ .~  

Feminist theorists also reject the abstract, hdividualisi- cmception of 
the self and sod.ety so prominent in modern liberal thought; fezninists 
tend to pose a conception of a self tryhose identity- and nature arc. d e h e d  
by her contingent and parkurn  attachments. 'They argue that Ihe nega- 
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tive picture of freedom and morality put fonrrrard by rights-based eirhics 
and the morality of justice is at once profoundly inadequate and morally 
impoverished, not mly because it neglects the social self and the irnpor- 
tance of attachme~~t, but also because it is highly gendered, thus exclud- 
ing the experiences and insights of many w m n .  

Certainly one could constmct a strong case against these femhist crit- 
ics by claiming h t  hlrman rights-the key moral category in the liberal 
cmtractarian tmdition-are no longer limited to the rights to personal 
negative liberty advocated by the nabrai rights t-heorists. Indeed, it could 
be argued that a conceptualization of international ethics as charackrized 
only by negative liberty, r ie ts ,  and non-interference is a caricaturc-a 
straw man. Today the idea of intematicmai human rights embodies not 
d y  civil and po:litical but also econonnic and slxjal rights, whieh seek to 
uphold w r  claims to vital goods such as economic security welfare, and 
cultufal autonomyY 

The counterargment, however, would suggest that- the classification 
of these goods as rights is dubious. Not a11 moral contexts can be ade- 
quately addressed using the language of rights; rights are not ends in 
themselves, but guarantees of hedont whieh, a1lo.c~ individds to pur- 
sue chosen ends without ubstruction. Because they are ultimately &out 
social ~sponsibility and care, goods such as ecmomic and social secu- 
rity the ftllflment of basic human needs, m d  the cllrtural sllrvival of 
groups cannot be expr~ssed adequately in the language of rights. As 
Roger riigterirrk has argued, t-he notion that rights can be defcjated only 
by other rights led to the pmfusion ol alfeged rights. He claints that posi- 
tive rights have been 'invented.%by philosophers who recognized that a 
multibde of moral concern+what he calls concerns of car 
be addressed as long as rights were conceived of in the traditional Zmk- 
e m  fashion as freed~rns.'~ 

Clearly, our morai vocabulq must extend beyond rights if we art? to 
creat-e a ftdl and rich language whjch is capable of addressing the variety 
of moral problems confronting the hternational commnj.ty. Baier em- 
phasizes this when she highlight-s rights as a morai c m e p t  which is par- 
asitic on other less individuaiiist mnral concepts" Indeed, as she observes, 
'lilt is only as participants in a co-operative practice that we can have any 
rights. The concept of resy>cmsibility, of being properly respclnsiw to our 
fellow co-operators, is the m r e  hdamental  o~ze'." Responsjbjlities, in 
this sense, are qualitatiwfy difierent from the minimal duty to respect 
othersf rights. While rights intrinsically belong to indiviciual units-per- 
sons or states-responsibilitiesI including very important ones such as 
those to future generations or to poor and distant strangers, must be ad- 
dressed collectively though co-operation. Rights, then, must be sup- 
ported by the responSjbi)ities that we co-operativety discharge and by 



the individual responsibilities that we recognize, incl~~ding responsibili- 
tics to co-operate in order to maintain common goods, such as civilized 
speech and civilized ways of settling disputes." T a k a  her own analogy 
further, Bai.er argues that, 'nights do & h e  a sort oE individualist tip of 
the iceberg of moralit)., one that takes no extra organi.zation to stay afloat, 
but that is because it is supported by the submerged floathg mass of co- 
operatively djscharged responsilniiities and socidly divided labour'."'" 

This is not to suggest that the idea of rights can be completely dis- 
carded in favouf of relational strategies. Indeed, as RcTartha Mnow ar- 
gues, in the search for commonalities and comections between people, 
the real divisions, conflicts, and disagreements must not be overlooked, 
m a t  is impol-tant about the language of rights is that it enables individ- 
uaXs and grov"o delnand attention from others for points of view that 
have been neglected. But locating rights ruittzin velrztionshiys protects 
against the fadty pretence that people are aka* equal m d  free."' 

Rights-based liberd contractdism assumes the existence of rational 
moral agents, of mughliy equal standjng, who h o w  their interests and 
can meaningful1y consmt tc:, terns of ag~ement.  Certainty rights may be 
criticized for their indjvidualism, i,n that they assume the existence of a 
society made up of abstract, atomistic individuals who co-operate for 
muhtal gain; this conception overlooks the social nabre of identity and 
the moral significance of personal and social relations with particular 
others, But rights-based ethics is also prone to a kind of methodolrzgical 
individualism that it;nores the wider obstacles-oppressive and exploita- 
tive social and ecol~omic stmctures and cz~ltural norms-that can prevent 
individuals from daimhg their rights. :Ri@ts-based ethics assumes that 

an b e a s  can claim rights, and that those clahns wilf be undis- 
torted by the environment in which they are made. The discourse of hu- 
man rights does not build in an analysis of the stmcturcs of power and 
dependency which infuse ~ la t ions  in the global cmtext. As O":Neill ar- 
gues, idealized pictures of justice have tended to overlook the import of 
economic power: by idealizing the capacities and the mutual indepen- 
dence of those inwolved in markczt transactions, they obscum why the 
we& may be able to dissent from mrangements proposed by the 

In, liberal-contractarian accounts of international relations, as in the 
moral and political philosophy of deontdcrgicai liberalism, the notion of 
kedorn is not pmblematized; it is unqztestiollingly assmed that a per- 
son's negative liberty to pursue his own ends without interference is an 
important good, and that it is better to have more of it rather than less? 
Owing to the dominance of liberal-contractarian accounts in interna- 
tionaI ethics, the intrinsic moral and political value of this autonomy is 
taken for granted. This ernpbasis on liberty and non-inf;erfermce, how- 
ever, coutd also be interpreted as facilitathg a culture of indifference and 
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neglect-as maixltalivling what Walzer calls the 'mernberlstrmgc3r" dis- 
tinction and. upholding the myth that d l  moral questions can be an- 
swered within the moral categories of negative liberty and rights. :ill the 
contentporary world order, states-rights to autonomy and self-determi- 
nation are regarded as necmsary to ensure liberty and self-determination 
for indjviduals; especidly since 1945 and the period of decolctnization 
that followed, it has been prrzscrjbed as a universal valrae for ati states 
and persons. Thus, sovereign man and sovereig states ham dehed  not 
Zly connection or relathships but by auf;cmomy in decision-making and 
kedom from the power of others'." 

Certainiy, there would appear to be sound, practical reasons why a 
negative account of liberty and a contractual account of rcrlatrionships artl 
the only acceptable, or indeed conceivable, options in the international 
system. In an anarchical-rather than hierarchical-system, it would 
seem tbat the only way to maintain order is to formulate and rigorously 
q p l y  a prjnciple of non-intervention, couchcd in the profom-rdiy norma- 
tive, universalized notion of self-determhatiosr. States can thus enjoy the 
right to pursue their own political, economic, and social policies and 
must act in accordmce with the corresponding obligation to respect: the 
autonomy of other states. 7b act accordix~g to any other principles wodd 
be tcr open the floodgates to accusations of moral and cultural imperial- 
ism, inconsistency, and economic and polit.ical manjpulat.ion of we& 
states by s t r q  states. The problem with. this nomative framework, 
however, is its grounding in a n-tisconwived mtological account of the 
nature o.f actors in the international systel~. Although liberd and neo-lib- 
eral theories in international relations, which posit the existence of a 
world of 'ccomplex interdependence" argue that co-operation is both pos- 
sible and desirable in the internationnl system, the meaning of co-opesa- 
tion still entails the fulfilment of individual, separate interests. Par from 
being closely related 60 the mlational thjnking of m c h  feminist theory as 
Keohane has suggested, neo-liberal approaches still rely on m individu- 
alist ontolsgy and. the rational determination of hdividual pmferences 
and interests." Thus, as David Long has argued, the so-called dclbate be- 
tween neo-realism m d  neo-liberal is^^ all too quickly becomes an atte17npt 
to reconcile a modified liberal international theory with realism in inter- 
national ~ l a t i o n s . ~  tlltimatel~ both appoachrs remain within the para- 
meters of orlhodoxrv, ofering a hjghly linnited scope for undcrstandin,g 
the naturc of relations between actors on the global stage. 

Casmopolitanisrn and Cornmtmitarianisrn 

The previous section argued that international relations theory is domi- 
nated by the moral ancI political thought of liberalism-specific*, 



rights-based contractual liberalism-and that the celztral principles and 
guiding assumptions of this approach to etfiirs can be found in both cos- 
mopolitan and communitarian arguments about justice. This is not to 
say, however, that cossnopolitm and cmmunitarian approaches to inter- 
national ethics may be reduced to theories which define social, political, 
and moral relations in terms of contracts. Indeed, both of these ap- 
proaches represent very broad categories within which a n w b e r  of dif- 
ferent perspectives may be subsumed. Their importance for the argu- 
ment of this section, hwever, ties fn the fact that, together, they have 
defined, and indeed limited, the analytiml strudure wit:t-tn which the 
normatiw debate in international relations now seems to take place. This 
section ertamir-res the adewacy of the cosmopolitan and communi-tarian 
positions in international relations theory in m attempt to illustrate that 
the construction of this debate in tems of these allegedly antithetical per- 
spectives is theoretically intractable, and that ultimately the overwhelm- 
ing focus on the SOU,SC~S of mord value m d  the scope of moral obliga- 
tions has very little to contri:bute to the practicd questions of moral 
relations in the global order. 

It is importmt to note that comwzitarianism first emerged as a cri- 
tique of liberal-individualism and, in particular, liberal theories of justice. 
This dispute has operated primarily in two phifosophic domains-politi- 
cal philosophy and the 'metaphysical' theory of the sclf,li The most influ- 
entiat of these critiques has been Michael Sandel" Liberalism atzd the 
Lirnifs qfJzisfice (19821, which argues agah~st J o h  Rawls's hugely impor- 
tant hook, A Tlilcoly clfJzlsficr, (7971). In, his critique, Sandel cmcentrates 
on Rawls" cconstruction of the subject and, specifically, Rawls's claim 
that his cmcept of the self avoids the pitfals of both Kant's radicaliy dis- 
elnbodied subject, on the one hand, and the notion of the self as radically 
situated on the other. Sandel argues that h w l s  seeks to maintairr m indi- 
vidualistic vision of individuals as "istinct personsWhile at the same 
time argubg for a concept of justice which requires a constituent concept 
of comuni ty  that his concept of the subject precludes; this, Sandel 
daims, is what ultimately makes his entire-? argument inc:oherent. Smdel 
proposes what he calls a 'wider subjectLone marked by constitutive 
cornmunit5 a common vwabdary of discourse, and a background of Fnr- 
plicit practices and understa~~dings. He argueohat the relationships we 
form, such as family, community, and nation, are both definitive and con- 
stitutive subjects. Thus, the self is constituted in part by aspirations and 
attachments and is open to growth and transformation in the light of re- 
vi,sed self-~nderstandkgs.~~ 

Sandel's cl-itique has becn extremely hfluential in the rise of communi- 
tarianism as a critique not only in poiitical philosophy but: also in inter- 
national relations?' But it has been pointed out that the portrayal of liber- 
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alism and commm~itarianismrr is based, in part, on a canfusion. Charles 
Taylor has argued that it is quite possible to be an ontologcal %ho2istf 
while advocating the 'individualistf values of rights and freedoms.'(' 
Clearly; Sandel" conception of the cornmm~ity does not preclude some of 
the virtues of liberalism, most notably freedom and equality. As Susan 
H e h a n  argues, this camunitarian vision sees advantages in the com- 
munality dellied by liberal society, yet each wmts to retain the 'god'  ele- 
ments of individualism in the self and the camuni ty  they advocate. 
Hekmm argues convincingly that what is n-tissing is any atternpt to forge 
a discovlrse kvhich avoids the po:larities oE the two dichotomies," 

This probfem is equally visilsXe in the htemational relations discourse. 
Moreova, cosmopolitanism and communitarianim share a common, par- 
alyzing lhitatiomrrl which arises front what Mehan  eaUs their 'sexism'- 
their shared conviction that mnrality, like politics and internatimlal rela- 
tions, belongs only in the public sphere; thus, moral relations are 
between either abstract hdividuals h the context of the universal 'corn- 
muniq-' of humnkind, or between encumbered, socially constructed in- 
dividuals in the political community-usually, the nation-state. Other 
types oE relations+pecificalIy, relatims and attachments m o n g  particu- 
lar, concrete persons withBn, for example, families or social movements- 
are overlooked. 7'he preoccupation with the dichotcrmy between univer- 
sal and particular values and obligations lhns lhwarts the abi.lity of moral 
enguiv in international relations to address the innpottallit questions 
about how WCJ. shodd act in order to mitigate human suffering. 

In the context of international relations, it. is Kant's dewtological et-hics 
which provides us with the most authoritative statement of the cos- 
mopolitan position. Cosmoolitanis is characterized by a refusal to re- 
gard existing political structures as the source of ultimate value.'z More- 
over, it is founded on a belief in the zkni?iersaliz~bilitY of moral principles, 
m d  it takes the scope of morality to be universal and thus unrestricted by 
spatial or t eqora l  boundaries. 

Kant" ethics relies heavik on the prinracy of reason m d  duty Kant be- 
lieved absolutely in manfs caparity f o f  moral self--dirc.ction (autonomy) 
and his htrinsic quality as a supremely free agent who, when rid of: de- 
pendence and oppression, is cleady able to see, by virtue of his reason, 
where his mord duty lies. As Geoffrey Hawthorn explaim: 

[Man's moral duty] lies . . . in unconditional or categorical imperatives, in 
directives to actic~n which may be held to apply unemditionalty tcr all men. 
11: they may be held t c ~  be universally applicable they may be held to be 



rational, without inconsistency, and thus to conform to a lawI a law, he says 
at one paint, of nature, but a law of course of our awn nature. Our marality 
is our duty, and our duty lies in obeying the rational law that we ourselves 
create." 

I'hus, it is the autonornous, rational agent vvho accepts the categoricat 
demands of the moral lav, w:hich takes the form O the categorical imper- 
ative: "Act only in such a way that :I can also will that my maxim shodd 
become a universal lawf.% R/foreover, the idea of autonomy-that the ra- 
tional will is subject to laws it makes itself-tinks to the idea of a king- 
dom of ends, within which all rational, agents are treated as ends in them- 
selves, rather @tan as mems. 

Contel~porary eirhics in the Kmtim tradition has focused on. the im- 
portance of the principle of impartiality* Brian Barry, for example, has de- 
veloped a &ory oE jurjtice as impartiaijey MIhich is derived fmm Kantian 
prbcipks. Tfiomas Nagel, moreover, has preselnted huntan morat psy- 
chology in terms of a constant confiict between two standpoints-the 
5mp"rsmalbnd the 'personal' per"pe&ti\les. Nagel argues that the im- 
personal standpoint in each of us produces a pokverfrxl demand for uni- 
versal impartiallv and equality, while the personal standgoht gives rise 
to individualistic motives and requirements which p ~ s e n t  clbstacles to 
the pursuit and realization of such ideals." "cause we are all individual 
human beings with our own subjective standpoints, we see things, as 
Nagel puts it, Porrt be='; but because we are also rational, we are able to 
think about the world in abstractinn Crom our particular posi.tion in it to 
abtah, as Paagel has put it elsewhese, %Ihe view from no~hercr?"~ What is 
needed, says Nagel, is srrme general mefiod of =solving the 
flict that can be applied universally and is acceptable to everyone in Eght 
of the universality of that conflict,i7 It is important to note that Paagel de- 
parts from Kant in the admission that the domaitl in which impartiality 
and ifnpersonaliv reig~m supreme has some limits; in his view, impartial- 
ity is not (legitimately) ubiquitous, However, it must also be noted that 
he is centrally cmerned with calling for a strmger role for the objective, 
impersonal perspective in our Eves; thus, despite the fact that we are of- 
ten motivated by personal, subjective concerns, these are regarded as 
lying outside morality and thus as standing in oppositicm to our objec- 
tive, impersonal, and hence truly morall concerns.'" 

The most c o m o n  I.& of attack on morality as impartiality is made by 
asking a question of practicai, as opposed to meta-ethical importmce: 
How is it possible to be ixnpartial? Can we devote literally e q d  asnotlnts 
of time, cmergy, and resources to all persons, that is, to all persons in the 
world? Clearly, critics argue, such an effort would be impossibly de- 
manding." AAlthoLtgb this practical problem is an obvious o~ne, it could 
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legitimately be argued that it forms the least damaghg criticism of im- 
partiality, insofar as most contemporary impartidists make it clear that 
impartiality need not requim each of us to devote the entimty of our 
resources to helphg the world" needy; rather, it is simply upheld as a 
criterion of adeyuate m r a l  justification."This is what Brian Bamy is ar- 
guiw in his distinction between 'first-order' m d  ' secmd-order~mpa~ 
tiality. Indced, Barry denies Ihat 'impartiaiity is a "'vicw fmm nowl-iereMl 
an arbitrary imposition that might appeal to '"men f r m  Mars" but has 
little to offer to human beings"@ %us, fist-order impartiality means 'not 
bejing motivated by private cancernstf such that 'to be impartial you must 
not do for one person what you would not do for anyone else" this has 
the implication that, for example, 'chilJren should not be regarded as 
havi,ng specid cla,ims against their p a n t s ,  or that: a fully conscientious 
man would toss a coin to determhe whether he should rescue from a 
b u m i ~ ~ g  building his wife or a total stranger'." This is contrasted with 
secmd-order impartiality, which applies only to the (political and legal) 
rules of a society and calls for "rjnciples and. rules that arc capable of 
forming the basis of free agreemcmt for people seeking agreement cm =a- 
sonable terms" Barry argues that most critiques of impartiality are mis- 
takenly directed towards first-order impartiality since it is only second- 
order impatiality that most advocates of impartiality seek to defend. 
Indeed, he describes first-order impartialjty as a 'patholugical overcxten- 
sionkf an idea which is valid only witktiSI certah limits, 

Rut it is precisely those 'limits', and the boundaries that Barry draws 
betwee11 p u h k  and private lir;e-and more specifically between public 
and private morality-which must be challenged. He claims that the 
principles of justice designed for the basic stntcture of a society c 
deployed direcay to address other moral questions. Me eites Thomas 
Hill, who argues that we must distinguish 'the liberal aim of estahlishlng 
a cmstihttion md ecmomic order that mutually respectiz~g citizms can 
publicly affirm, without judgi,ng one another's individunl ways of lik' 
from the appropriate 'moral guidelines for friendship, family charity, 
personal integrity a d  so forth'." This takes us back to the familiar argu- 
melnt that 'jus"rice ethics' is required in the pUblic sphercl, while m y  con- 
cessions to the importance of relationships and the value ol: particular 
persms insist on their relegation to the so-called private sphere. It is a 
cel~trd mgument of this book that thit; scparatiotn is untenable; the estab- 
lishment and mahtenance of trusting and attenthe personal and social 
relations is a crucial elemcmt of mcrrality in all spheres of life. 

In spite ol such eMorts to mitigate the supposed demands of impartial- 
ity it has been argued that all versions of impartial reason foster 'a rather 
outlandish moral illusionf--the illusion of homogeneity among moral 
suhfects. Impartiafity relies on the fact Chat, jnsofar as we are moral 



szxbjects, we are alS the same, for we have the s m e  ra.t.iona1 facdty B& 
as Dima Meyers argues, moral subjects are ur7ique, and this urriyueness 
cannot be addressed by asking the vestion 'Would I want to be treated 
like that?' Because people are not all ljke o~zeself, posing this question- 
however useful it may be-is not a sufficient basis for moral, reflection. 
h~deed, Meyers claims, only by also asking "at is it like to be you?" 
can WC suficiently respond to the difference and unique~zess of moral 

Cosmopditan ethics relies on a Kantian-based morativ of duty, 
gujded by thc principles of impartia1it.y and unjversality. Indeed, the 
only acceptable ethical principles arc ones which can be accepted by all, 
either because they are apparmt to all rational moral agents through rea- 
son or because t h y  are based on principles that cannot reasnnnbly be re- 
jected. All of this is possibte, moreoves, in spite of the pronounced diver- 
sity of ir~dividuals, cultures, societies, and indeed moralities in the world 
today Thus, to satisfy the requirements of intpartiality m d  universality, 
ethical principles must be sufficiently abstract and unspecified in order 
to be acceptable to atl. ias Hawthorn has argued, this high level of ab- 
straction results in the most serious deficiencies of Kmt? ethics: 

Che [deficimcy] is that in stipulating canditionti that have ta be met far a 
moral injunction, the imperative only stipulates what is  unacceptable. It 
does not point to the ends that we should pursue. A second, related to this, 
is that Kantian ethics are parasitic. They prescribe a test for injunctions, but 
ncr tzr a y of gemra ting them.6' 

Moreover, Kantim ethics must insist on the radical separation of moral 
from nonmoral, impersonal from personal, and must reduce complex 
persons with multifaceted identities, ties, and commitments to rational, 
gresocial individuals-members of the community of humartkind. Vir- 
ginia Hdd has noted that, because of these require~sents, absolu.t.ist 
ethics has had no place for %he domain of pasticular otI-ters" In this do- 
main, says Held, 

the self is already constituted to an important degree by relations with 0th- 
ers, and these relations may be much more salient and significant than the 
interests of the $11 others2~)r 'everyone' of traditional moral thmry They are 
ncrt what a universal point of view or a view from nawhere could pmvide. 
They are characteristicalfy actual flesh-and-blood other human beings for 
whom tzre have actual feelings and tzrith wham we have real ties.& 

While tleld is directing this criticism at universalist-prescriptive ethics 
from her own positim as a femiaist moral t-heorist, this criticism could. 
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also have been articulated by the most prombent critics of deantological 
and cosmopolitan ethics-the communitarians. 

Moral Pal*C.ict*ll?ap-t"szn and Communitarianissn 

From the perspective of moral universalism, the notion that moraliy 
could possibly be dilsected towards particular othas-groups and indi- 
viduals-is not just morally wrong, it is incmceiva:bIe. To the mnral: uni- 
versalist, ethical judgemat occurs & r o w  =ason. While the universalist 
may admit that all individuals have personal or egoistic desircs and con- 
cerns, the noral-the impersonal., public realm-must be governed by 
impartiality so tbat justice and fairness may prevail. Thus, from this per- 
spective, to locate intrinsic moral value in one's citizwhip is to subvert 
the universalist aims of cosmopolitanism; to the universalist, ethical par- 
ticularism is simply an irrational outlook MIhich elevates our existing 
pre~udices to the status of objective truths? 

For the moral particularist, however, particularity is justified by con- 
ceptuaiizing the indkidual as kncurnbered' by her "central aspirations 
and attachmentsf,"%r as one who has "ersonal commitments that are 
not necessarily egoistic but are narrower than those Fnrposed by a univer- 
sal concern or respect for rights"," or as one h o s e  'identity is always 
partly defhed in clonversation with others or through the clornunan un- 
derstandjng which randerlies the practices in our society',"' For the moral 
particularist, &ere is m overt recogniticm of h e  mle of social contertcs, 
group commit~~ents, and even personal relatimships in dcfinhg moral 
boundaries; in this view, the ixrdividual cannot be understood. as ontolog- 
ically prior to her culture, history, or social pcrsiticm, 

Athough most ethical u~~iversalists are advocates of the principfe of 
impartialiw, it does not iollow from this that most ethical particularists 
are advocates of partiality. Indeed, the ethical particularist-finr example, 
the commw~itarian who believes that the limits of justice are the limits of 
the natim-state-will argue that impartiality must be extended only to 
members of that particular political community. Agmts are still =quire$. 
to be impartial, but this particularist impartiality does not require a per- 
spectke of universalfiy. This drawing of moral boundaries around fami- 
lies, communities, a d  nationalities achowledges the futility of basing 
m0raljt.y on a set oE principles which will guidc o~tr et-hied behaviour re- 
gardless of our communities and loyalties. 

Contemporary communitarians have been influenced by a number of 
different philosophers and  movement.^^ Most often cited ,?re the German 
Rommtics-Hercfer, Fichte, Schiller, and ultimately, Hegel. German Bo- 
mantirism has been described as a 'revolt agai~~st reason', sp~ifically, the 
notion that 'the richmess of cdtural experience could be repIaced by the 



cold reason'." It has been described as a belief in two propositims: that 
we live in a world that we ourselves crcate, and that the principle of cre- 
ativity is plenitude, infinite varietyiz Hegel, too, =acted against Kant and 
his rationalist, formal philosophy but also songht to preserve the autun- 
omy of the indjvidual-tke great achievement of Enlightenment 
thought-while situating this individual in a ccrmmunitarian context.:" 

Idinklater argues that it is precisdy the incorporation of individualism 
and universalism within a theory of the blstory of social and political life 
which makes the Hegelian system philosophically superior to its Kantian 
predecessor. 

Kantianisrn breaks down became i ts  categories do not supply an adequate 
account of the conditions of their ow-n existence, and becauw i ts phiiosophi- 
cal categories are stated in abstraction from the social conditions which 
make them go~ssible, Hegelianism, on the other hand, sought to incorporate 
the &story of categories within a theory of the develc3pment of their cultural 
contexts and within a statement of the history of human subj~ts .~*  

Not surprisingly; the Kantian / Hegelian controversy sounds sus- 
piclously like the RawlslSandtel dispute described earlier. Indeed, as 
Linklater demonstrates in his historical accomt of this debate, the can- 
temporary kcossnopolitan/commu~~itarim' debate in international, rela- 
tions theosy-what he calls the conflict behnieen h e n  and citizenscmay 
be traced from the Greek idea of the polis and t-he Stoic/Christian idea of 
a universal, humanity, through the ethical and political theories of the 
Enlightenment and the Rommtic/Hegelian reaction, up to the contem- 
porary disputes betwecm the critical theory of Jiirgen Habermas and the 
postmodemism of Michel Foucault. In international relations tkory, con- 
temporary communj.tarianism starts from the position that value stems 
from the community, and that the individual finds meaning in life by 
virtue of his or her medershjp in a political commw~ity" 

While cornmunitclrims recognize the value of a nramher of traclitimal 
or established communities, their work tends to focus on one type of 
cmmunity-that which is created by the modern nation-state. Because 
cmmunitariallism typically takes the form of a critigue of liberal theo- 
ries of justice, and because these original liberal t-heories focused on jus- 
tice h its domestic cmtext, that is, wi.lhin the political community corn- 
munitarian critics naturally concentrate on the value of medership 
within that community76 Indeed, Walzer uses kccruntriesf a d  'political 
communities' hterchangeably, and analogizes 'rteighbo~rhoods'~ 'clubs', 
and 'families' to illustrate his arguments about members, strangers, and 
admi~sions.~ 
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In some recelzt work, commwzitarim &eorists in internatio~zal relations 
have attempted to transcend this association of communi@ with nation- 
state.% Given the analytic& m d  normative priority assumed by the na- 
tion-state in internatio~zal relagons, however, this co~zflation of 'commu- 
nity%ith 'nation-state%has been difficult to overcome. As R, B, 'J. lNalker 
notes, 'the prklciple of state sovereignty already expresses a theory of 
efiics, m e  in w:hich ontologicd and potiticd puzzles are resolved simul- 
taneously. It aifirms that the good life, glrided by uni:versal principles, can 
only occur withirr particularistic political communities",:" Thus, whether 
we use the term 'communitarimkr not, the central narmative debate in 
international relaticms has been, and continues to be, over our obliga- 
tions, identities, and respomi23llities as citizens of nation-states, and our 
obligatio~zs, identities, and respo~zsibilities as human bejings."" 

The cornmunitarian vision of the self as encumbered or socially em- 
bedcled in ~lationships would certainly appear to be a more adequate 
basis from which to begh thhkhg about moral. communities m d  moral 
respunsibilities among indjviduals, fn spite of its merits, however, the 
particuiar brand of statist communitarianism which has dominated nor- 
mative debates in htemational relations has had a deleterious effect on 
our ability to understand political communities as anything other than 
territorially enclosed, preexisting, fomal-legal entities: in short, modern 
nation-states. Statist cammunitarimism has systematically obscured the 
possibility of alltemative communities, m d  hence of a vision oi global re- 
spcmsibilities or justice which codd emerge from a cclmmunitarim un- 
derstanding of ethics and politics. As Jama TX-rompson notes, in their crit- 
icism of the transcendent, impartial self, commmitarians h v e  seemed to 
erect an "insunnountable barrier in the way cJf any attempt to formulate 
m international theory of justice"."" 

Yet communitarianism, it could be argued, is inadeqrrate not only as a 
normative international poiitical theory but also as an ethical theory. 
C o m m m z i a r i i s  has traditiondly focused m preexisting, establ.ished 
relations or communities as the sites of moral values. By smctioning tra- 
ditional rdationships, however, cammmitarians are prcrmotk~g a moral 
conservatism. For communitarians, special relationships are accorded 
ethical siigni.ficance in order to fulfil socially assigned responsibilities in 
the context: of traditional relationship practices that d e h e  the starting 
points of individxlal moral identity In this sell%, they endorse a compla- 
cency about the social traditims which define our relationships, These 
traditions, however, may be morally problematic, as Marilyn Friedman 
has suggested. First, she argues, such relationship traditions are some- 
times exclusionary and they oftm stigmatize any kind of relationtihip 
that falls outside cJf conventiol~d bounds, Secortd, mlationslzip traditims, 



accepted uncritically; may harbour the potelztial for abuse m d  exploita- 
tion. mird, many people lack the resources to care for their own effec- 
tively; thus, 'the social practices by which we each favlrr only our =spec- 
tive own, if ulntempered by any melhods for redjstributing caxtaking 
resources, would result in gravely inadequate care for many of the 
wcrrld's people" These problem, argues h i e b a n ,  are often disregarded 
by communitarians in their haste to erndorse the partiality featured jn 

those relationships," Thus, while femjnists are, like communitarians, 
sympathetic to a conceptim of thr self ari; social and an emphasis on the 
importanre of social relationshjps, the fentinist critique of ljberal justice 
differs significantly from the communitarian critique. .A view that alX hu- 
man selves are constituted by their social and ccrmrnunal relationships 
does not itself entail a critique of these highly individua1,ist-ic selves, nor 
does it p m o t c  the mnral value of carkg personal and social relations, 
as many kminist moral artd political philosophers have done. 

As an alternative to the cosmopotitm conception of ident-ity and the 
naturc of communiq, communitarimism may be convincing; as an eth- 
ical or political theory, however, it is problematic. Within the primary 
constitutive political community-the nation-slate-the uncritical partie- 
ularisrn of communitarianism admits that there may be bonds-attach- 
ments which allow us to gain an insight into others"identities, needs, and 
inkrests and whieh, give the xneders of th& community m r a l  stand- 
ing,. However, for commmitarians, the scope of morality is limited; be- 
yond the community, others artl identified as disthcty ofher; m d  the pos- 
sibaity of shared understandings, justice, and moral co-operation is 
mdermhed. 

I'he constmction of the debate as a standoff betcveen two apparently 
incompatible positions obscures the many similarities between. cos- 
mopolitanism and communitarianism. Just as Brown and. Linklater ar- 
gued that Hegel sought to retain the 'great: achievementbf Enlighten- 
ment thought-the autonomy of the individual-so too can we argue 
that contemporary communitarians seek to retajn that which they see as 
'good' in the individualism of libaalism, namely, that which ensures the 
kedom of the moral and political agent. Indeed, Thomas A. Spragens, 
Jr., argues that nothing in communitarianism is at odds with the funda- 
mental elements cJf the liberal tradition. Communitarians, he points out, 
simply flesh out the liberal framework with a cmception of the good so- 
ciety and for this reason, they have as much right as their competitors to 
lay claim to the liberal tradition,"' 

Finally; there is yet mo&er reason why it would be misguided to as- 
sume that communitarianism is fundamentally anti"rhetical to dcontolog- 
ical liberalism or cosmopolitanism. Despite tbr fact that the internation- 
alist, cosmopolitan comanitmenl.~ that were implicit in thc ideals of 
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deontalogicad liberalism have repeatedly been targets of cmmunitarian 
criticism, it is evident that the practice of liberalism has fallen rather 
short of its universalist aspirations. Indeed, it has not been uniwersalistic, 
but clearly suhordjnated to t-he boundaries and delnands of nation-states. 
Thus, whae it may be the case that liberals have not, generally, been will- 
ing to take differences seriously, it is also the case that they have taken 
differences between sovereiw states remarkably seriotlsly."" 

It w d d  seem that we are left with two rather unappealing alternatkes 
in our quest to develop a global ethics for the contemporary world order. 
'The diehotmolls relationsfnip between cosmopolitanism and commun- 
itarianism-the apparent either-or choice between men and citizens- 
constructs a debate that is insoiuble; it could be argued that the cmstmc- 
tion of such a debate obscures any way of movillg forward. In the 
desperate and ilI-founded attempt to build rigorous and enduring moral 
thewies, both cosmopolitans a d  communitarians have obfwated the 
orighal question wh,ich motivated the need for theorizing. Defining the 
limits and nature of our moral relations with others is, or should be, mo- 
tivated by a desire to understand how those limits wem constructed, to 
address and reduce marginalization and exclusion, and to understand 
the nature of moral motivation. Thus, to think &out moral communities 
is to think about the recopition of difference, and about the moral sipif- 
icance of that differe~nce. Moral universalism asks us to eradicate differ; 
ence and to undelrstand both identity and community in tarns of our 
shared humanity Cammunitarianism asks us to valorize difference and 
to u~~derstand iderntity and community as given-dictated by Itistory, 
culturc, and formal-legat boundaries. As such, both positions offer us 
neither an adequate method of c r i t i ~ e  nor a practical way forvvard. 
W e  Kantian ethics, ever hvary of commitling the naturaiistic fallacy, 
tells us what mght to be rather than what is, its pronouncements on how 
to get to that place are suitahle only for ideally rational, individuated, 
similar agents. While communitarian ethics appears ta tell us what is 
and, often, that this is indeed. how things ought to be, it is imbued with a 
disturbing moral complacmcy abouf; the cclnfiguration of mord bound- 
arks; all of &is, moreover, is couched within a language that is often un- 
mistakably li_beral. 

The dctminant approaches in Western ethics-Kantian, neo-Kantian, 
liberal-contractarian, and rights-based Iheories-all rely on a high level 
of abstraction in their moral reasonjng, These traditions are primarily 
concerned with arrivfng at principles c ~ r  rules of right action-of justify- 
ing, for example, aid, to distmt people by constructing principles which 
answer the questions 'Do we have a duty to help?' and 'What rights do 
individuals have?kr by calculating m answer to tl-te questim 'How can 
we bring about the grea.t.est good?' In inter~lational theory, such 
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approaches exhibit a deep concern and interest in the search for rational 
principles and moral rules concerning obligation, human rights, reciproc- 
ity, and justice? Thus, Kantian approaches focus on the obligations of 
moral agents, arguing that the demands of moral duty are not condi- 
tional on particular social structures or practices; rather, they emerge out 
of a conception of practical reasons which insists only that moral agents 
must act only on principles that can be adopted by any plurality of po- 
tentially interacting beings." But as Roger Spegele argues, such ap- 
proaches are flawed because their understanding of moral reasoning ei- 
ther falsifies our moral experience or fails to account for a range of moral 
phenomena which are of decisive importance for understanding the rela- 
tion of ethics to international relations.*' 

In an effort to propel international ethics beyond this stasis, the next 
chapter explores the nature of the contemporary global system, including 
the changes associated with globalization. If international ethics is to 
move away from justifications towards what Shklar has called 'a less 
rule-bound phenomenology', or what Williams has described as a 'phe- 
nomenology of the ethical life', it must examine the actual circu~stances 
in which existing and potential moral relations occur at the global level. 
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Globalization, Moral Relations, 
and the Ethics of Care 

This chapter explores the wider structural and institutimal context of 
moral relations on a global scale, focdng on arguments from int@ma- 
tional relations theorists about globalization and the international sys- 
tem. The purpose of the chapter, then, is lo explrzre the actual conditions 
for mord ~laticms in the global context and, specifkally, for the develop- 
melnt of a global et-hics of c m ;  it seeks to deterntine the ethical implica- 
tions, if any, of a world which is characterized by inc~asing intedcpen- 
dence and relations acrcrss borders yet, paradoxically, at: the same time 
prcsents obstacles to the creation of inclusive relations due to stuctures 
of exclnsiun m d  increasing asymmtries in access to power and levels of 
wel-being. 

7'he first sedion examines Che responses to arguments about globaliza- 
tion from normative theorists of international relations and moral and 
politicai philosophers; these respmses are ccmcemed not cmly with tke 
social, political, m d  econornic aspects of globalization but with how, if at 
all, globalization affects our understanding of ethics and m r a l  reXatims 
in tbe contemporary world. Most of these arg ents focus on the unify- 
ing aspects of gtobaliza.t.ion-the claim that, in an era of globalization, 
difference and distirnce are giv.ing way to homogenization and ixrtegra- 
tion. From tbere, these normative arguments assert that the potential for 
universal consensus, and thus thc recognjtion of u,niversal rights and 
abligations, has increased significant@ and that the possibility of achiev- 
ing a truly global moral community is now realiza:ble. 

If: is suggest-ed Chat these clain?s arc flawed for several rcasons. First, 
they overemphasize the extent to which glohabzation can be regarded as 
a progressive phenomenon characterized by homoge"izati"n and greater 
inclusivi?; second, they seek to procure a normati.ve arp;ument from an 
essentially empirical one; and finally, they rest on the implicit belief that 
the eradication of difference is a necessary precmditim for moral rda- 
tions. The cclrtral argument of this ehapter is that, although in an era of 



globalization social relations are characterized by vstematic patterns of 
exclusion, this does not preclude the possjbility of moral, relations and, 
indeed, of moral ~laticms based on cam. fn spite of-or in s o w  cases, 

c-fie processes of glohalization, the contemporar)i world order is 
characterized by the legacy of 'oldhnationalisms and the rise of 'new', 
e th ic  nationatisms, a robust and enduring cornmiment. tc:, state sover- 
eignt-y, and aspmetries in levels of pawer and wd-being in the g)obal 
capitalist economy Rather than gloss over difference at a globd level, or 
seek to theorize it out of existence, we should use it. as the starting point 
for our exploration of moral relations at the globat. level. As Marearet Ur- 
ban Walker bas argued, '[dJivisions, hstahilities, conflicts of authoriv, 
and diverse experiences of social reality provide occasions and materials 
for esitical, and possibly transfarmative, moral thinking'." 

An ethics of care does not require the existence of moral agents whose 
similarities outweigh their differclnces, or who are prepwd to see in one 
another ody thcir shared hu~nmity. C)n the co~~trary, an ethics of care is 
based on attentiveness and responsiveness to others and. their differ- 
ences. ikfowover, a critical ethics of care (discussed at length in chapter 6) 
rests on a relational orrtolop;y which allows us to see difference as existing 
only in relational terms, Thus, at the end of this chaptet it is suggested 
that athough a globalizing world does indeed demand an ethics which is 
~lati.ona:l and interpersonal-ia order to address the moral implications 
of interdependence-it cannot be an 'orthodox" ethics of care. The recog- 
nition of difference and particularity must not sign& a descmt into morat 
rcllativism or a kind of'micro' ethics, hut rather it must encourage a c m -  
m i t m t  to tackle the ways in which difference is assigned and oppres- 
sion and exclusion are justified. A useful ethics for the contemporary 
global context must be able to address the structures and processes 
which lead to the hstitutianalkation of exclusion, 

Globaliziltion, Values, and Duties: 
Universalist Arguments 

In the last couple of dccades, allusions to 'gl~halization'~ 'global change', 
and m emeging 'global socicty%ave become morc and more prevalent 
in both academic literature and political rhetoric. Most theories of global- 
ization begin from the observation that relations and comections-so- 
cial, cultural, economic, and poli'tical-between actors across the globe 
are far 'closer', more  tense', and more frequent. today tban they were 
only half a celztury ago, In international relations, Keohane and Nye ar- 
gued mom than twenv years ago that as the role of the international so- 
ciety steaetily inc~ased  in importance, there would be a simdtaneous 
devaluing of the role of the nat.ion-state; they descrjbed the terrilorial 
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st..ate, whieh, has been domhant in world politics for the four cenharies 
slnce feudal t h e s  ended., as being eclipsed by nonterntorial actors, such 
as multinational cmporations, transnational social movements, and in- 
ternational organizationsa2 Most recent writing an. globalization, in con- 
trast, regards contemporary global =laths, processes, and transactions 
as both qualitatively and quantitatively diffe~nt from mere "interdepen- 
dence" which, like 'iinternationaXizationfI rernaiins wedded to the idea af 
discrete entitics-usually nation-states-wb-ich have simply increased 
their level of interaction. 

Thus, theorists of globalizat-ion seek to emphasize the idea of the world 
becoming a sipzgle place, Jan Aarte Scholte has defined globaIization as 
processes whreby social relations acquire relatively distanceless and 
borderless qualities, so that humm lives are increashgly played aut in 
the world as a single place. Scholtc is careful to distinguish globalization 
from internationalization, the latter rderring to a process of intensifying 
connectio~~s between national, domains. The central diiference, then, is in 
the naturc of time, space, and distance: 

Whereas international links (for example, trade in cocoa) require people to 
cross considerable distances in comparatively long time intervals, global 
connections (for example, satellite newscasts) are effectively distanceless 
and imtantaneous. Global phenomena can extend across the world at the 
same time and can mo>ve between places in no time; they are in this sense 
supraterritorial, While the patterns of 3nternational2interdc;pendence are 
strong1 y influenced by national-state divisions, the tines of "gic~bal"ntercon- 
nectic~ns often have little carrespondence to territclrial bormdaries." 

Other Cheorists of g)obalization have also focuscd an the changjng na- 
ture of time and space, Anthony Giddens has defined globalization as 
%he intensification of world-wide social relations which link distant Is- 
calities in such a way that local happenings are shaped by events occur.. 
ring many miles away and vice versa? Globalization, then, refers to that 
process whereby the relations between local and distant foms and 
events become stretched, insofar as the modes of co~~nectian between dif- 
ferent social contexts or rcgions become networked across the earth's sur- 
face as a Mxhole. These ideas are built around the notion of what Giddens 
calls 'ti~rre-space distanciation': the condition under which time and 
space are organized to connect presence and absence. What were once 
ctearly defimd societies now possess a water  ability to span time and 
space; they are 'Interwoven with ties and connections which cross cut the 
socio-political system of t h  state and the cultural ordcr of Ihe nati~n".~ 

In Rsponse to &is focus on the changing naturc. of time and space, the 
intemsity of global sncial relahns, and the potenkl changes in pol,i.lrical 



organization, Iheorists have been mtivated to e x p l o ~  t-he effczcts of these 
changes on the scope and nature of values, norms, m d  m o d  obligations. 
?"he domhant, indeed popular, trend has been to link the idea of the 
world as a 'shgle place' with the cmverge~~ce of values and a new hu- 
man rani@-a ranivessal 'community of burnmkirrd" It is argued that, if 
territoriality md, specifically, borders between nation-states are deemed 
to be less significant-in t ems  of economics, (jovernance, and civil 
sociew-then the simple fact that one is Egyptian or English or Guyanese 
cm also be seen as less significant in tems of identity, commmity, and 
the development of values m d  obligations. The proliferation of transna- 
tionaI social movements and trmsnational ideologies, along with the rise 
of a global 'risk culture", are all sajd to lead to changes in identi(y and 
new solidarities, hcludhg a global solidarity of hummfxind. 

This new solidarity and inclusiveness is supgosted by the spread, and 
increasing dominance, of Western liberal values. It is often argued that 
the end of the cold war has broughl. with it. an explicit and rcnccved c m -  
mibent  to liberalim in Western thaught, Famously, Francis Fukuyama 
has mcmtly proclaimed the 'end oE history", based on the argument that 
the collapse of the Soviet Uni,011 dernonstratcs the demise of any serious 
ideological challenge to fiberali~rn.~ Moreover, it has been argued that lib- 
eralism, within the internaticmal realm, although lirnited by the states 
system, is of growing jmportance beca~tse of its dominance as a vaXue 
system against which state forms are legiSimizede7 When these ideas are 
coupled with c d s  fctr the Western states to take an imc~ashgly active re- 
sponsibility in world a%airs-especidy with rclgard to iss~tes such as hu- 
man rights m d  democracy-globalization quickly becomes pesceived as 
a set of processes which are founded on the miversalization of liberal 
norms and values." 

Arguments connecting globalization to the convergence of values and 
moral universalism, described in terms of either unkersal obligations 
(that is, universal in scope) or universai.zable principles of judice (those 
which could be accepted, rationaIXy by all), generdly take two forms. 
First, there arc. those Kantian arg ents which are fundamentally deon- 
tological; in these arguments, globalization or no globalization, morality 
is based on the rational discernment of universal obligations, The exis- 
tence or the lack of a global consmsus on norms and values does not pre- 
clude the need to distinguish between right and kvrollg, betwcen good 
and bad, and to set out s m e  objective universal standards of human 
treatmat or uniwersal principles of justice upon which all peoples cozkldfi 
theoretically, a p e .  Kantians offer tests based on prjnciples of practical 
reason to determixre what principles could or could nut be universalized, 
h~creased interdependence may lead us to now have mal, rather than no- 
tional, cmfrontations with distant others. n e  demands of practical rea- 
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son, moreover, may compel us to recognize the moral stmding of these 
others, others whom, in an era of glshalizatim, we casrnot ignore. Rut in 
spite of this, it is the demands of reason, then, rather than of glctbalization 
or interdependence, which ensure that mord obligations are not only 
universalizablc hut also universal in scope-h other words, all h m a n  
be inghwe moral standing. Clobalization, even when characterized as 
increased co-operation or as a global convergence oE norms and vahes, 
plays no part in this m r a l  reasoning, The purpose of ethics, then, is cri- 
tique; ethics must prescribe, m t  describe. 

The serious limitations inhercnt in these cosmopolitan theories confine 
their moral argumnts to the question of whether we have &&ations to 
distant strangers and, if so, whether globalization can be said to have 
some bearing on the scope of our obligali,ons-beyond, say, mional  
boundaries, Certainl.~ th premise, made stongly by Kantians, that es- 
sential@ empirical propositims about the nature of the global system 
cannot lead &ectly to mrmatilre claims about ethics-and, speificalb, 
abwt mnral obligations-is both valid. and important; one neither entails 
nor is entailed by the other. That said, however, the Kantim disthction 
between 'is' and 'ought', between the ennpirical and the normative, or be- 
tween 'factskand "values" remains questionable. Whese the social world 
is cmcerned, and particularly h the s t u e  of globalizatim, the best in- 
vestigations recoglrize the interdependence and indivisibility oE 'theory' 
and "practice" and demonstrate the extent to which globalization is both 
influenced and constituted by our pertlepticms of it. Mnreover, while one 
might accept, on its own terms, the argument that e~~pir ical  conditio~ns- 
co-operation, interdependence, gI&aliza.tion+an neither cause nor vin- 
dicate moral clahns-&at is, make them right or wrcmg-ne may still 
object to this preoccupation with epistemological certainty Certainll;; this 
kind of ethics can always stand apart frorn, and provide a point of cri- 
tique agaitlst, ordinary behaviour or kommonsense moratity '. But what 
we must ask is whether it can actually be usehl h the real world of con- 
crete persons, persons who do require motivation to act, and whose 
moral situations are not ahstract puzzles to "o solved but red dilemmas 
involving real people m d  relationships. 

More c o m m d y  however, Kmtian arguments do not take this strictly 
deontdogicai pokition; rather, tbey seek to create a moral argument out 
of an elnpirical one. In these mgments, the existence of an increasingly 
interdependent world, or a thoroughly globalized capitalist economyI is 
said to create not only social, political, and economic bonds but moral 
ones; a truly global community both creates shared norms and the poten- 
tial for consensus regadjng principles of justice and creates the demand 
for such principles as we become ~ciprocally obligated to the members 
of" a global network of" social int.eractinn. Thus, empirical arguments 



surrom~dbg 'hterdependence", or now more commo~~ly; 'globalization', 
am often used as a starting point ior the construction of universalist or 
cosmopolitan ethical positions or of arguments for the development of 
global obligat.ions or responsibility. U'sual%y these arguments refer to the 
enhanced international mobility of capital and the de facto rclquirements 
of co-operation among states in areas such as enviro 
and conservation. It folows from this fhat political jnteractinn-and 
even, in s m e  cases, democratic participation m d  citizenship-must now 
be exercised at levels higber than the nation-state, at the mgional or even 
the global level. The correspondhg rnoral argumnt claixns that  the^ is 
no mason to think of people's moral obligations as confined within na- 
tional or state boundaries. The creation of a cosmopolitan moral f m e -  
work is necessary h order to ensure that human rights are protected and 
that our duties to people outside the borders of our own state are eEfec- 
tively dis~harged.~ 

Even though, as David Mii,ler m e s ,  the morall argumnt and the al- 
legedly empirical argment are irequently run together in practice, it 
must be recognized that these two a ~ u m e n t s  are independent from m e  
another.'"' In, the context: of the contemporary world, we m s t  he \.vary of 
linking normative arguments about obligations or justice to so-called em- 
pirical arguments &out globalization. This is not tcr sugge" that it is esy ,  
or indeed possiblef to distinguish hetwcen empirjcal. and nornative 
knowledge; on the contrary, those theorists who seek to lhk ethical argu- 
ments to 'faetskbout globalization in fact assume the separateness of em- 
pisjcat and normative argument-s and often 'read-he 'reality' of global- 
izatim in such a way as to emerge with the &sired ethical argument. If 
objective judgements about the natrure of the world are impossible, then it 
will be impossjble to emerge with a universal-presesiptive ethical thEJory 
about the moral implications of globalizing trends in the world today. 

The following section explores two argurnents Mthich aim to link argu- 
ments about globalization-about economic interdependence and the 
emergence of a global civil sociew-witf-i moral argurnents about globd 
justice and global responsibility Et witl be shown that these argrtments 
arc untenable, and that t h i n h g  about ow moral responses to and in the 
cmtmporary world must =cognize the contingent and partid nature of 
any ofie interpretation of that world and put that recopition at the fore- 
fro11t of its ethical. framework. 

Econsznie 1~ terdependenee and Global Justice 

:In 1979 Charles Beitz argued that the world is not made up of self-suffi- 
cient states; rather, he claimed, states participate in complex international 
economic, poltical, and cult-ural rcllationships that suggest the existence 
of a global scheme for social co-operation." Thus, to arrive at his own 
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prhciples of international justice, Beitz relied on the methods adopted by 
John Rawls but took them furth@r, such that the "difference prindple" 
wadd apply equdly witl.tin internationd society: 

The appropriation of scarce resources by some requires a justification 
against the campeting claims of athers and the needs of future generations. 
Not knowing the resource endowments of their c3wn societies, the parties 
would agree an a resource redistribution principle wKch would give each 
national society a fair chance to derxczfop just political institutions and an 
economy capable af satisfying its members3basic needs.12 

T'~~.Is, the parties invoked would be achowledging that 'persms of di- 
verse citizenship have distnibutive obligations to one another analogous 
to those of citizens of the same state(.""ese claims are based an Beitzfs 
conviction that the world may pfausibly be liescribed as a single society 
characterized by a global scheme of social co-operatinn. 

Beitz" origixral argument has been widely criticized, based 0n the un- 
convincing nature of his central premise: that obligalticms-morai a d  es- 
peially distributiv merge out of the realities of global economic in- 
terdependence. The empirical proposition that the world is becoming 
mom interdependent does not entail the moral argument of cosmopoli- 
tan ethics; there is no simple formula whereby hterdepende~~ce can be 
said to lead directly to unjversaI moral obligations, moral inlpartiality on 
a global scale, or the creation of truly miversal values. Indeed, them is no 
reason why the htegratio~~ of sovereign nation-states in, for example, the 
global economy s h d d  make them recoeze  that they have equal moral 
obligations to one ancrther. White it may be tlse case that, given the influ- 
ence exerted on other countries through economic interdepende~zce m d  
the lack of dcmocratic control of peoples to innuerne the decisions which 
will affect them, a system of wider democratic participation and greater 
accountability ou@t to be set up, it is not necessarily the case h t  inter- 
dependence wilt make nation-states less competitive. Liberal arguments 
linking ecmomic interdependence to peace and, ultimately, justice am in- 
herently a w e d  in that they overlook the nature of power relations 
within the global capitalist ecmamy; indeed! pafticipation in an inte- 
grated political economy is likely to make states and economic actors 
more competitive, rather thm lead them to recognize their obligations to 
greater @&a1 distribution of resources. 

Inte~stin;ly, however, in his tdta work Beitz concedes the prt,blems in 
his argument and adopt" much more stricQ Kmtim view.. In a f 983 
paper, f3eit.z acknowledges that this argument-that the system of global 
trade and investmat, organized within a structure oE intemtional insti- 
tutions m d  conventions, constitutes a scheme of social co-operation, and 
that, moreover, this suggests that the principles of international justice 



shodd appy to t-he world. at large-i,s flawed. h d  yet, alCfioug%l he ac- 
cepts that this argment hisses the point" he still accepts its cmclu- 
sions, arguing that the possihiby of glc,hal justice ultimately resides in 
the essential 'capacity to fom, revise and pursue a conception of the 
good".'" He recognizes that if his is to be a truly Mantim account, then it 
wilI recognize that humm beings possess the pwers  of prartical =arm- 
ing necessary for moral judgemelrt regardless ol wfiether they belong? 
now or in the future, to a common co-operative scheme, thus, he con- 
cedes, 'the argclment for collstrufng the oril;inai position glob* need 
not depend on my claim about the existence of international social 
cooperution"." 

In another paper on the universaiist/particularist debate surroundU.~g 
the qracsgon of sovereignty and morality, Reifz contjnues along these 
lines, suggesting that the claims of particullarism, at the level of moral. 
agency, are so obviously true that 'one suspects one has missed the 
point'.'" What t-te finds so puzzling and perpexing, however, is the claim 
that this conception oi ethical agcncy is necessarily connected to a partic- 
ularist understanding of the moral point of wiew. Questions of moral 
learning and motivatian, he argues, arc dist.inct fmm questions of the na- 
ture of morality or, as he puts it, the "oral point of view" 'mhe fact that 
our cclmmunal ~lat imships play a major role, even a cmstitutive role, in 
definiing us as moral agents docs not ixnply that W are or should regad 
ourselves as ixrcapahle of achieving the degree of detachment or objectiv- 
ity that the noticm of impartial judgement ~ q u i r e s " ~  

Here, Beitz is adoptkg Kmtian practical reasoning and the dernmds 
of impartiality to support his cosmnpolhn arguments; thus, the signifi- 
cance of intedepmdence, or any empirical changes in globat politicat, 
economic, or social relations, is mininized. m i l e  this shift may avoid 
the obviws dangers of cmflatilrg an empil-ical argument with a moral 
one, Beitz's argummt remains a limited account of ghbd  ethics, imofar 
as it is preoccupied with the j~xstification of universal obligations over 
particular-or in this case, national-duties, which is seen to be a pmcon- 
dition for moral engagement and the achievement of international jus- 
tice. As argued later in this chapter, this preoccupation is flawed, insofar 
as it ignores the extent to which moral relations continually occur ixr the 
absence of any unified moral community Ultimately, mcrrtrover, it tells us 
very Ijttle about. how interdependence and (jlobalization might usefully 
help us to rethhk the nature of moral relations and the appropriatctness 
of our mord Rsponses acmss borders, 

n e  Global Dinlogical Moral Comm~krtiq 

A similar yet more sophisticated moral argument lhking moral obliga- 
tions to globalization is Seyla Benhabib" arguments for a 'giobal dialogi- 
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cal moral community'. Benhabib starts from an interpretation of the 
'factskf globdizatim: she claims that in th last two decades the world 
has 'grown together ', and that the globe has 'become unified to a hitherto 
unprecedcnt.ed degree'." From this starting point, she jnvokes Bemard 
WiIliams's interesting distinction between what he called red and nu- 
ticlnal confrontations: 'A real confrontation between two divergent out- 
looks occws at a given time i f there is a group of people for whom each 
of the outlooks is a real option. A notional confrontation, by contrast, K- 

curs when s w e  people know about two diuergmt outlooks, but at least 
m e  of these outlooks does not prrzse~~t a real option".'The m r d  differ- 
ence between the two, accoding to Williams, is that only h the context of 
real conErontatiom can the language of appraisal be used. Thus, we can 
m& m r a l  judgements only on ways of bekg wt.tich are, at least poten- 
tidy, real to us. Notional confrontations, however, eludc judgement and 
are governed by thc relativism of distance, whether temporal or spatial. 

Using this idea, Bflnhabib argue that the condition of global interde- 
pendence in which we find ourselves today has practically transformed 
all cross-cultural communication and exchange ir-1 the present to real cm- 
fro~~tation. 

As a consequence of the world-wide development of meam of transports- 
tic~n and communication, in the wake of the emergence of international mar- 
kets of labour, capital and finance, with the multiplying and increasing ef- 
fects of Xocal activities on a glc>baX scale . . . today the real confrontatic>n of 
different cultures has prc~duced not only a cl-rmmunity of conversation but a 
community of interdependence. . . . Twentieth-century development has di- 
minished the cultural distances of the present. It is a t  the ievei of real con- 
frontations that the most pressing moral issues on a glclbal scale today 
a r i~e .~"  

In th is context, she wues ,  the articmlation of a pl~trallisl-ically enlight- 
ened ethical unkersalism on a glObal scale emerges both as a possibility 
and a necessity She claims that 'hi17 the global sihtation that we are in, our 
interactions with others are largely real arrd no longer notional. We have 
become moral contemporaries, caugtnt in a net of interdependence, and 
our cmtemporaneous actims will also have tremendous uncontempclra- 
neaus consequeIIces., 'This global situation creates a new community a 
'"community of interdepend.ence"'".e of thc moral imperatives of the 
present, she argues, is to translate the community of interdependence 
into a community of conversation across cdtures.'"" 

Btx.Lhabib uses arguments derived from Habemasian discourse ethics 
to articulate the m r a l  imperative which emerges from thjs situation, h 
community of interdependence becomes a moral community, she claims, 
if it resolves to settle those issues of common concern to al) via dialogical 



procedures h which all are participants" 'This 'all' refers to all of human- 
ity, not because m e  has to invoke some philosophically essentialist the- 
my of human nabre, but because the cmditim of p l a m t y  interdepen- 
dence has created a situa.t.ion of 'wwnrld-vvi,de reciprocal exchange, 
influence and interaction". And yet, in spite of the emphasis she places on 
the empirical ccmditions of globalization, Benhabib admits that her argu- 
melnt is derived fmm Kant; '[I'ljhe principle of a djalogical global comntu- 
nity based on norms of universal respect and egalitarian reciprocity is not 
new; its honourable ancestorf, she explains, 'is Kant's idea of the ""repub- 
lican constitution"",hich, wheln cmceptualized as a prirrciple of interac- 
tion among nations, yitld.s the comopolitan point of view". According to 
Kantfs ethics, then, the moral law carnot exist in nature; for it is only 
through their reasoning capacity that hulnan bejings can at all articulate 
and act accodjng to the principle of treatirrg other human beixlgs as ends 
and never only as meanseZ2 

This argummt put forward by Benhabib is very close to the practical 
approach to moral standing put forward by Ostora Oweill. OWNejlX ar- 
guedhat we make complicated assumptions about others with Mlhom 
we interact, m d  that on that basis it would be hcoherent to deny them 
moral standing. h an era of gl&ali.zati.on, she argues, we make regular, 
complex asswptions about others across borders: we trade and negoti- 
ate, translate and settle paymel-tts, poiifwte the environmelnt and con- 
tribute to its renewal, and so on," Thus, she relies on the existence of 
these interactions, these assumptions, and the practicai reasoning that 
follows to demonstrate that distant others have nnoral stmding; the 
scope of our moral hligations is a problem, Oweill argues, which sirn- 
ply calzrrrrt he s o l d  at the level of theoretical reason. 

Clearly, the approaches put forward by Benhabib and O"Neil1 do not 
fall into the trap of Beitz" eearly argument, insofar as they do not actually 
claim that moral obligations emcrge because ofthe existence of an hterde- 
pendent world. Where globcrltizntion and interdependence are concerned, 
their claims are more modest. While it is our hteractions with others- 
our real confrontations, to use Benhabib" favoured term-which demon- 
strate, practicalfy, Chat we must regard others are real moral agelrts with 
moral standing, it is tke Mantian moral law? wf-rich exists inhpendently 
of nature but is knowable only thmugh the autonomous insight of the ra- 
tional human suhject, from which the Mniversal obligations to all h m a n  
beings are derived. 

As with Beitzfs approach, however, these arg ents end up focusing 
their energies on. provhg that the argument for moral relativism across 
distance is unsustahabl. This, as I have already argued, is a blghly l h -  
ited exercise, for it overlooks essential questions of motivation and of the 
nature of moral response and action. Moreover, especially h Be&abibfs 
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argument, it is predicated on over-inflated claims regarding 'planetary 
interbependencehnd "orld-wide reciprocal exchange, influence and in- 
tera~tion'.~~ tlsing empirical arguments about glcrbalization, these moral 
argurnews seek to theorize away our differences by clairning that inter- 
dependence mates a kind of moral commnity characterized by a bask 
level of cmsmsus, that is, that W all =cognize one another as humm be- 
cause we engage in real confrontations. Thus, the prwonditions for moral 
relations exist, The followirrg sections argue, however, that while global- 
ization has had an important eMect on the naturt. of gMal social rela- 
tions, it is important to regard with caution any claim to mutual inter- 
depe~dezce and recipmeify in influence and interaction. 

Identity and Community in an Era af Globalizatian 

Like some of the accounts described earlier, most cclsmopcrlitan norma- 
tive arguments about global ethies or justice begin with, or at least rely 
irnpEicitly upon, the idca of a world community, characterized, by the de- 
velopment not just of global commm irrterests and interactions but also 
of a worldwide cmsciousness of common identity The basic premise is 
that the world is moving in the direction oi such a communit)l, albeit, as 
Brown has argued, with a 'ffalerhg step because of the contertC between 
forces representing common interests and common identity and those 
representing the oid, particularistic, order '.."" 

it is increasingly accepted that the exploration of identity is crucial to 
the analysis of both ethics and international relations, Experiences of 
identiv-of =cognizing and accepting the self, of observing and seeklng 
sameness, and of acknowledgh~g dgermcrt and classifyhg it as other-arc 
gmerallly accepted as fundmentd processes of b a n  social and psy- 
chological development, Endeed, it has been observed that, even in very 
young children, a striking feature of their interpersod ~ la t ions  is the 
delight which they exhibit on discovering similasities betcveem them- 
selves and another. In doing so, a child situates herself alongside another: 
that is to say, a child finds, rather than is found, a place within a social 
group. In slightly dder children, the mphasis on samencss and confor- 
mity gives way somewhat to a mtif  of individuality which separates the 
chftd, as an individual pcrlrson, from the other. As James argues, questions 
of identity are h d a m n t a l l y  social as well as psychulngical; for any par- 
ticular child, she argues, it is her participation in a tangled web of social 
relatimships which helps shape the identity and sense of self she as- 
sulnes as she moves towards adulthood to become a person in society.% 

Clearly, in giving ourselves personhood-recognizing that we are 
unique individuals-we are making the basic distinction between self 
and other. When we form group identities, we recognize that certain 



inctividuaXs are different fmm ourselves; however, perlnaps more signi,i- 
cantly, we sirnultmeously icfentify them as being, in some important 
way, "like us" Such group-forming activities are clearly as fundamental 
to huntan beings as is the jnitial di.%ercnt.iat.i.on between self and other. 
Furthermore, the formation and. development of personal and collective 
identities are not entirely separate or distinct processes. ias Wi1fian-t Con- 
nolly points out, every stable way of life invokes claims to collective 
identiq that enter in various ways into the interior identifications and re- 
sistance~ of those who share it." Sknply put, yam membersl-rip in a par- 
ticular group is, in fact, part of who you are. 

In the modern era, political identity has been defined preeminently in 
terms of nationdity and citizenship. Althoqh often conflated, it should 
be made clear that the idea of the nation is distinct from the idea of the 
state. The term. 'nation' describes a collection of people who regard them- 
selves as united by the bonds of history language, and culture; it is, as 
Anderson has famously claimed, m 'imagined community' which is 
ideally though by no means necessarily, cotenxinous with the bound- 
aries of the statee2%e state, then, by cmtrwt, is tbr formal-legal enti(y 
which is defined by political sovereignty, Thus, while our citizenship 
refers, technicalfy to our belonging to a particular state, our nationality 
may not correspond to our citizmship. Queheccris in Canada, Scots c ~ r  

Welsh i,n the United Kingdom, and Basques h Spain are just a few of the 
most well-known examples of this. 

However, while the ideas of nation a d  state arc. certainiy distinct any 
defb~ition. of nations and nationalism will be, as Ernest Gellner po;ints 
out, parasitic on a prior and assumc.d, dehition of the state"2' :In inter- 
national relations, the modern nation-state is n o r d l y  thought to be a 
product of the Peace of Westphalia in 1648; it could be argued, however, 
that the modern nation-state, roughly as we h o w  it, emrged around. the 
time of the French Revolution. Indeed, the rise of natimalism in Europe 
was clnsdy linked to the cmsoIidatim of state borders. Today the mod- 
ern nation-state suggests a defstite social space, a fairly well dennarcated 
and bounded terrili.ory, with which the mclmbers artl thlrught to identify 
and to which they feel t h y  belo~7g.~" 'Thus, the notion of citize~nship is of- 
ten conflated with nationality, where citizenship is seen as that which 
compleks an othervvise incmplete perwnal identiw 

Frost describes Hegel's account of the relationship between the indi- 
vidual and the state: it is througtn their participation in the state, as citi- 
zens, that people come to h o w  G~lemselves to be comtihted parts of a 
whole rather than alienated jndividuals. To became a whole, free, and 
fully ethical self a person has to be a citizen of a good state." In her ac- 
count of Rousseau and the idea of sovereignty Anne Norton suggefis 
that the citizen was seen as great jnsofa as his individd will rccapitu- 
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lates that of the sovereign, He is made whole by the accordance of his 
will to the will of the whole. The citizen's regard for himself iollows from 
his participation in sove~ignty .~  In her discussion of sovereignty, war, 
and sacrifice, Jean Elshtain argues that the state has been widely under- 
stood as the arena that calls upon and sustains the indkibual's commit- 
ment to universal ethical life, satisfying expansive yeamhgs G~rough the 
opportunity to sacrifice 'on behalf of the indjvidualify of the state'.33 

While nationalism has been recoezed as a progressive force which is 
based on raticmalism and secularizatiolz, it has been argued that a world 
of sovereig~~ nation-states dcpends on the naming of diffcrcnce and on 
pmcesses of exclusion, As we recognize dlffe~nces, we often experience 
an internal compulsion to d e h e  some of them as f m m  of otherness to 
be conquered, assimiiated, or defiled." While this competitive nature re- 
mains evident-despite the end of the cold war and. hopes for a 'New 
World Orderf-in securiv p"ticies which continue to refnforce adversar- 
ial military relations among national sovereig~~ties, it is also implicitly 
pxlesent, dfiough perhaps no less threatenjngly, in the moral and psycho- 
logical dlispclsitions of individuals."' Nationalism is not only a political 
and cultural doctrhe but a moral one, in which the love of home and the 
sense of belonging that leads to safety are stronger than reason.* But as 
&m ash,  why should this be so when many of us art- at1 too amre  of 
its moral shabbiness, insofar as it directly vidates the official comeptml 
categories of moctern ethics-the universalist heritage of a natural law 
conceived in terms of either Christianity or secular rationafism?" 

Spatiallyf the principle of sovereignty fixes a clear demarcation be- 
tween life inside and outside a centred commmity Within states, univer- 
salist aspirations to the good, the true, and the beautiful may be realiz- 
able, but only within a spatially delimited territor~.~"us, in spite of 
obvious internal differences in ethnicity, religion, gender, and class 
within nation-states, the national bond cmlinues to provicie the most in- 
clusive community, the most. widely accepted boundary within which, so- 
cial intercourx nomally takes place, and the limit for disting~lishing the 
"outsider'." Yet this partiality comes into conflict with the dominant ethi- 
cal tradit-ions of universalim, as Andrew 'I,hMater points out: "rot~gh- 
out the development of the modern system of states the case for the pri- 
macy of citizenship has corne into ccmflict with various forms of ethical 
u~~iversatism and their attelzdant visions of a global community which 
supersedes the sovereip state'.4o 

'The principle of state sovereignty is said to provide its oMin resolution 
to the phitosophieal struggle between, miversality and paticdarity- 'The 
normative resilier\ce of the nation-state has been convincing4 explained 
in terms of thr struggle to reconcile the clainls of 'men and citizensf-the 
clainns of a universaljst accolmt of humanity and a particdarist account 



of political community As R. B. J. Walker argues, the tension between the 
universalist clairns of Chnstiani.ty and empire and the compethg clajms 
arising fmm pal^ticipation in a particular statist cclmmunity provides the 
unavoida$le core of early modem political thought. In the struggle to rec- 
oncile these claim f a raniversalist a c c m t  of humanit). and a particu- 
larist accowt of political community-eariy modern political thought 
both affirmed the primacy of the particmla-the statist community, but. 
also the individual-and attempted. to legithize accomts of political au- 
thority within particular communities throut;h a reinterpretation and sec- 
zllarization of c1ai.m~ to universal was011 and naturd law."' Thus, the prim 
cip1e of state swereignty affirms that our primary and ofien overriding 
gcrlitical identity emerges t h r o w  our participation in a particular com- 
munity' but it also asserts that we retah a connection with 'humanity' 
thrwgh our participation in a broader global-htematimal-system,42 

In spite of the existence of this international system, the lack of a 
st..rong, ccntred 'global" colnrnunity has s~lggested eik.her the 'difficulty or 
the radical impossibiliv of established ethical principles that are applica- 
Zlle to international relations'.lWut in terms of the relations amow statres, 
state sovereignty also expresses a n0rma.t.i~ demand for national self  ̂
determination and non-intervmtion. The principles which emerged out 
of the Peace of Iniestphaiia in 1648 established a normative system which 
granted a level of legal equality to nations of manifestly unequal propor- 
tions in terms of population, levels of economic and political develop- 
ment, and rnilitary capabilities, This "quality' was ensured througl~ the 
imperatives of reciprocity and netttrallity' which encovlraged aut.onomous 
national political and culhral development, 

I'hus, the idea of the nation-state as a causally self-sufficient entity was 
reidorced, ironicallyf by the principles governing relations betcveen 
states. As Murray Porsyth points out, at its conception, at the root of the 
new system of international law, was the external correlate of the idea of 
the sovereign terrilorial state: 'The concept of sovercligt~ty expressed a 
determination to restrain the imperatives of indkidual moral conscience, 
anchortrd in religious beiief, and to accord priority instead to the require- 
metnts of peaceful coexistence within a given potitical space'. It was in- 
t eded  to assert a legal, and secular standpok~t in the face af a moral. and 
religious one, which had the e&ct of 'privatizingf and 'nneutralizing' the 
latter.*s 

Tn the contemporary era, nationaXity is linkd. to the international norm 
of national self-deteminatim, MIhich is, in practice, inextricably lhked to 
the idea of state sovereignty. All three concepts, taken together, remain 
both important and heavily pmtected in spite of the rhetoric and realiv of 
glohalizatim and the alleged emergence of global society. Indeed, Paul 
Hirst m d  Grhame mompssn argue that m era when ideas and cvital 
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are more mobile, the cmthued rootedness of populations and the cmtk-  
uing importance of national comunity will be a potentially explosive 
mixture. myth of the culturatly homogeneous nation-state is no 
longer sustainable h the co~~temporary world, and such homogeneity cm 
no lnnger be =lied upon as an excuse for exclusion. But as the advanced 
countries 'seek to police the movement of the world's poor and exclude 
the&, they arguel 'the capriieiousness of t k  notiolls of citizenshjp and of 
politicd community will become ever more evident" "Exclusion" they 
conclude, 'will be a mere fact, with no other logic or legitimacy than that 
st..ates are fearful of the conse*enccs of largescaje migratian'.4' 

Thus, while globalization theorists may a p e  that the importance of 
territoriality has receded into the background over the last several 
decades, citizel~ship remains an importmt aspect of both identity and 
community for m s t  people. As Hirst and n o m p s m  have argued, peo- 
pie are lcss mobile tban m n e y  goods, or ideas; in spite of globalization, 
then, most people remain 'nationalized', dependent m passports, visas, 
and residence and labour qualifications."" 

The principle of state s w e ~ i g n t y  has restricted our pditical identity 
and created an international system based on exclusion; it has also, how- 
ever, been understood as a source of moral value, standkg in an tmeasy, 
yet cleverly ~conciled, ~lationship to cosmopolitan notions of the uni- 
versal community of huntankind. This is not to suggest, of course, that 
the distinctly modern notion of the nation-state has ever been the only 
force which has created group identities which categcrrize, mystify, and 
exclude. Reggion has done this in the past and continues to do so today. 
Language and ethnicity and, perhaps to a lesser extent, class and gender 
have all kd to the categorizaticm of persms and the formatim oE exclu- 
sive and excluding groups. Mareover, strong identities such as these 
which are associated with 'ethnic nations" states as diverse as the for- 
mer 'Pugoslavia and Canada, currently skuggle against the hegemony of 
nation-statism. The artificial 'ccarve-upf which took place during the 
colonial "cramble for Africa%as led to disunity and ethnic and tribal 
conflict within many of the present-day nation-states in sub-Saharan 
Africa. 

And yet, in spite of the existence of strong group foyaltks and identi- 
ties corresponding to ethnicity and religion, it remains indisputable Chat 
the idea of the madcm nation-state has been suppllrted by the belief that 
it provides the rational, modem answer to questions concerning identity 
and moral and political community. Moreover, it is evidmt that, espe- 
ciaily in international relations, analyses of cuiture, class, gt311dq race, 
and even individual subjectiviiy as expressions of modern political iden- 
tity have been systemtically marginalized, primarily because the charac- 
ter and location of modern pditical id,en,tity is alfeady taken for granted 



in the claim of state sovereignty;"' The resjlience of communities defhed 
in terms of nations and nation-states suggests that these is little evidence 
to suyport claims to an emergir~g world community-based on sharc.d 
norms, common identity and the =cognition of the moral standing of alf 
merrrbers-that is, d l  human beings. This is not to say, however, that 
there cannot or should not be moral respmses to situations of need and 
szxffering acsoss borders; it is si.mply to argtte that we carnot assume that 
the processes of globalization will create a seamless, ixrclusive, uni:versal 
moral community. 

Exclusion in the GZobal PoZiticaZ Economy 

It could be argued that the modes of exclusion which exist in the work- 
ings of the global political economy are at once less explicit and mom in- 
sidious than those which merge out of the sovereign natim-state. As 
noted earlier, for the nation-state, territoriality-borders which keep out 
those whose loyalty cannot be guaranteed-is a precondition of exis- 
tence, and tcr a considerable degree the practice of international polities is 
desig~w"cixp(idtly to maintain exclusivity. By contrast, for econornic ac- 
tors, such as firms, exclusivity is arbitrary and inefficient. Nationd 
boundaries have no ecmomic rationale and decrease profits. Mortrover, 
intemati.onal trade and invest~~ent dearly create interdependencies and 
mutual vulnerabilities." .It wodd seem, then, that a thrivjng global politi- 
cal ecmomy would ad.wocate interdependence rather than autmomy in- 
tegration rather than ~eparation.~' As John Williarns has argued, eca- 
nomic liberal ism"^ notion of the harmony of interests does not square 
easily with an international system in L\lhich conflict appears to be a cen- 
tral feature and in which the state retahs the right to resort to violence."" 

There can be no doubt that globalizati.on has had a significant influ- 
ence on, and indeed has been driven by, changes in the global political 
economy. 'The increasing importance of .transx~ationaI corporations, the 
mObilily of capital, and the spread of production processes all signal a 
shiA h m  an international to a globd politicd ecmomy* For liberal and 
neo-liberal theorists, these changes arc lhked to the spread of liberal val- 
ues and the increased proclhit). for states and international. institutions 
to co-operate for mubal benefit. Moreover, it is the marketing strategies 
of multinational firms, in con~u~~ction with the media, which co~~tribute 
to the dissemixlation and promotion of the idea of a 'global sorriety" From 
Microsoft to Coca-Cola, multinational corporatims push the idea of a 
'small planet'" as the basis for their products' appeal. The message seems 
to be not only that computers and soft drinks are " lobs ppruducts in 
terms of their availability and appeal, but that their consumption may, in 
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some way; contribute to global peace and harmony" mese messages, of 
course, are both misleadisrg and harmful. 

As Janna 'I"hompsm has noted, it is not difficult to understmd why 
theorists have supposed that economic hterdependence betwee11 states, 
or between actors within different states, will encourage peaceful and, 
evenball5 just relations h the world. It is reasonable to believe, as liberal 
hternati.onal theory has told. usf Ihat states are less ljkely to act t?$gsc?s- 
sively or mjustly to other states if the well-being and prosperiw of a sig- 
nificant part of their populations depend upon .the maintenance oE mub-  
ally beneficial commercial relalions. However, she argues, there are 
serious problems with this idea. Not all agents receive benefits from the 
world econcrmy, and some agmts are economically powerful enough to 
exploit others. The existence of a global market, then, cannot be conflated 
with the emergence of a. 'ggXbal society" ..A s o m p s m  wonders, Can the 
fabric of a just world order really be spun out of the cloth of ecclnornic 
sell-hterest?'53 

Terms like hultilateralismf pevetuate the illusion of a 'harmony of in- 
te~sts" the global e c o n o q  As Robert Cox has argued, ecmomic mul- 
tilaterallism arose out of a speciCic "nistorical context-the negotiation es- 
sentialjy between the United States and Britah for the constitution of the 
post-World War II eccmomic order.'-l h 3945 the U~~i ted  States was the 
donninant hegemnic power, accomting for 40 p e ~ e n t  of world indus- 
trial production and. holding 70 pescent oi world gold reserves. American 
leaders, recopizhg their respmsibilities to a liberal international econ- 
omy, rejected traditional isolationism, arguhg that ecmomic natio~~alism 
had been a major cause of the Second Miorld War. They argued that free 
trade would increase global welfare, thereby providing a positive stirnu- 
lus to peace and security" Z,iberal values md procedures were embodied 
in new instihtims: the htemational Monetary Fund (IMF), the General 
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (GAT), and the fntemational Rank for 
Reconstruction m d  Development (IBRD).55 

In this context, multllateralism meant, specificaUy, the structure of the 
world ecmomy most cmducive to capital expmsion on a world scale. 
'This appeared, from. certain perspectives, to be implicitly compatible 
with the political idea of multilateralism, which 'had. as a primary goal 
the securigy and maintenance of ecmomic mdtilaterali~d. '~ It is irnpor- 
tant to note, however, Chat wheln the pwtwar Anglo-Anterican negotia- 
tions took place, Europe and the Soviet Union were devastated by war 
m d  what later became h o r n  as the Third World was inarticulate in- 
ternational economic affairs. Thus, these countries were not effczctive par- 
ticipants in the definition of the concept of multilateralism or in giving 
substmce to it." 



Fifty years later, in a truly globalized political economy, the exclusion 
of the poor conthues, and the gap between the richest and the poorest 
conthues to widen. Sub-Saharan Africm states kmsentf to austerity pro- 
grammes m d  'structurd ad/ustmentt kcvithh a world in which specific, 
historically situated liberal norms are widely perceived to embody uni- 
versaliy accepted principles sf order. Dominant approaches to interna- 
tional political economy-liberal institutional approaches-seek to e1z- 
sure stability and predicta:bility in the world economy and are thus 
gemrally unconcerned with the uneven power relations, or with the rda- 
tians of structural depende~zcy; that characterize the ecmornic links be- 
tween North and South. As Cox points out: 

Thus regime theory has much to say about economic coc~peratim among. . . 
groupings of advanced capitalist countries with regard to problems com- 
mon to them. It has cl-rrrespondingly less to say about attempts to change the 
structure of worXd economy, for example, in the Third World demand for a 
New International Economic 0rdere5' 

M i l e  crihanges in the global economy represel-rt the hcreashg spatial 
reach of companies and the stretching out of social rehtionships over 
space, they must alm be understood specifically as the stretchillg out 
over space of relations of power. As Dorcen Massey argws, the spaming 
of the globe by economic relations has led to new forms and pat tms of 
inequality not simply to itlc~asing homogeneity- or similarity. A global 
hierarchy is clearly emerging as social and economic power seem inex- 
orably to be hcrcasingly geographically centralized in the few giobd 
cities Mthich dominate the world economy.59 

Exclusion in the global political ecolzonny is not lin?ited to the North- 
South d.i\.ide; kminist theorists of glohd political. economy have argued 
that women have been excluded from the global political ecommy be- 
cause of the way that both econonnic and plitical activity have been de- 
fined. Participation in the labour force and the inclusion of production in 
both national accounts a d  the measurements sf international economic 
activity have been defhed in relation to comeetion to the market or to 
the performance of work for pay or profit, Unremunerated work is nut, 
and the person performing it (usually a woman) is not included because 
the work is not part of the market of paid, exchanges for goods or services 
and so is not viewed as economically significant."'9oundaries between 
the 'p&licbnd the "rivvatehserve to ertclude women from the former, 
and thus to exclude thern lFrom wh,at com-rts as 'real' econolnic activity 

Gender irttersects with race and class to multiply women" eexdusim in 
the ghbd  political ecclnomy Spike Peterson and e Sisson Rmyan ar- 
gue that through colonization this Western public-private division of 
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labour was imposed on mmy culkres in the Americas, Asia, and Africa 
from the fifteenth to the twentieth centuries," Moreover, it is evident that 
the processes of globalization-most notably, the increasing importance 
of flexibitity in la,bowr forces and the re1ocati.m of production-have had 
deleterious consequences for women. Currently, approximately 85 per- 
cent of the workers in the world's scrventy-nine Light-assembly a d  man- 
ufacturhg export-processing zones (EPZs nclaves f avoring the activi- 
ties of mltlnational corporations), operating in thirty-five cuuntries in 
the mid-198tls, were womm. Thus, it is argued, the gendemd division of 
1;tbour ensures that crises in the world economy are, in great measttre, 
absorbed by mostly poor and working-class women and that male-dmi- 
nated transnational corporations and Western banks reap large profits at 
the expense of these women, their families, and lheir societies. 

Even a cursory examination of the cmtemporary global system and 
the specific changes associated with globalization-in both the htema- 
tionat system of states and the gl&d pobtjcal economy-reveals Ihe ex- 
tent to which patterns of exclusim must be seen as stmctural and sys- 
tematic, rather than operathng simply at the level of indjvidual agents 
and Chcis arbitrary pre~udices or normative preferences. Any accou17t of 
glabal ethics or global justice which ignores these patterns of exclusion, 
and their ecmomic causes, will be, Zly definiticm, inadequate. However, it 
is intportant to recognize that this is a concern not only for liberal or con- 
tractarian ethics or for theuries of justice as impartialiv or recipmciity. Re- 
lational ideas, too, carry risks for vulnerable people if the underlying pat- 
terns of power relnain ~ h a n g e d . ~  

Care and Moral Relations in a Globafizing 'Mforld 

The purpose of this chapter has been to illustrate that while globakatjon 
is indeed. altering the nature of social relations cm a global scale, there are 
dmgers msodated with the overstakment of shared purposes, universal 
reciprocal rights and obligations, and the emergence of a unj.ficd global 
socic?ty or community. 11% the contemporary world, the globaiization of 
the world ecmomy brings not only interdependence but also increased 
competition, deepening hierarchies and patterns of exclusion. Moreover, 
the importance of nationalistic sentiments and an hereased protection of 
sovereignty-especially in 'new' natiol?s and i.hose states that see them- 
selves as 'cxcluded9rom the communj.ty of liberal states-must be rec- 
ognized as both a part of and a reaction to glcrbaiization. :111 such a world, 
we must be wary o( Iinkhg normdive arguments about obligdions or 
justice to so-called empirical arguments about gfobalizatjon. It is a mis- 
take to assume that we need to establish the existence of a homogenec"us 
moral. community before we can begin to think about the existence of 



moral relations. Even those arguments which accord a lesser role to 'real 
confrontationsf-relying m them only to demonskate the m o d  stand- 
ing of all human beings-are unwisely ternpted to make the over-inflated 
claims that the current "glbal situation creates a new community" a 
'community of intedependence" and that 'the condition of planetary in- 
terdepertdme has created a situation of world-wide reciprocal ex- 
change, influence and interaction'. Such arguments must ultimately rely 
on Kantim principles in order to provide a foundation for their univer- 
saiist ethics. These principles-ratio4 self-legislation, practical reason, 
and wtonomnus insigM-exist 'outside' of na tm,  and thus indepem- 
dentfy of gl.sbalization. Utimately, all of the arguments discussed here 
are reduced to providing a moral justification of universat obligations 
based on the demands of reason. Certainly, there is little harm in crlaim- 
ing that reason tells us that we should not leave any other human behg 
to starve or suffer, especially, but not only if, we have some real con- 
frorntation with her. But it is surely not all that ellhics can do; nor, jndeed, 
is it all that ethics must do when confronted with the moral demmds of a 
globalking world. 

Th,e changjng nat-ure of social relations in an era of globalization must 
have s m e  bearing on what sorts of moral responses will be appropriate 
and helpful in situaticrns where real people are suffering. We must es- 
chew the will to establish universal principles of right and wrong which 
can guide moral decision-maki-ng and moral action across time and 
space, and engage instead in a phenomenological approach which ex- 
plores the actual nature and conditions of, m d  pctssibililies for, moral re- 
lations in the global context, This chapter has demonstrated that global- 
izatic-tn cannot be regarded as bringing only increased solidarity and 
homoge~neity; rather, globalization is unevenly experielnced and may in- 
deed entail the dcepenjslg of exclusionary structures and practices m d  
the tryidening of gaps in levels of well-beirrg between races, genders, and 
territorial I.ocra.t.ions- Mo-cvever, while it may be trhat globaljzation brings 
with it a heightened awareness of difference and. diversily h the world, 
we may also argue that it brings an unprecedented opporbnity to under- 
stand those di,fferences in rclat.ional term, Rather than trying to over- 
come differences through uni:versalizing solutions, we must recognize 
that differences that yield social distance and exclusion must be con- 
demed  as the self-serving exp~ssions of the more powerful. M a t  we 
must address now is not how to assimilate difference, but rather the 
framework itself Mxhich makes some differences salient and others unim- 
portant; to do so, marcover, W m s t  adopt a critical epi"temo10~ which 
insists that 'howledge itself depends on the conceptual scheme or point 
of view employedf.("" 

The cmtemporary world remains, and is perhaps increasingly; a world 
of &visions, exclusions, and boundaries. But this need not suggest that 
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there exist no possibilities for the creatio~~ of moral relations across those 
divisions; although boundaries and categories of some form are in- 
evitahle insofar as they art? necessary to our efforts to organize percep- 
tions and to form judgements, boundaries may also be seen as pllints of 
connection." This is especially true, it could. be argued, in a world charac- 
terized by inc~asing globaiization. As was suggested in the first section 
of this chapter, Ihe geography of sociai relations is indeed ehanghg. In. 
many cases, such relations are increasingly extended across tjrne and 
space: ecmomic, political, and cultural social relations, each full of power 
and with internal structures of domination and subordination, are 
s t~ tched  out over the planet at eveq different level, from the househulld 
to the local area to fie international, 

Doreen Massey has argued that it is from this perspective of chmghg 
social relations that itis possible to envisage an alternative interpretation 
oE place and, by implicatilm, of identity difference, and moral ~ l a t i m s .  
In this interprebtion, what gives a place its specificity is not some long 
internalized history but the fact that it is constmcted out of a particular 
constellation of social relations, meethg and weaving togefier at a par- 
ticular locus-a true meeting place. Instead, then, of thinking of places as 
amas with boundaries around them, they can be in?agixred as articulated. 
moments in networks of social relations and ttnderstmdings, but where 
a large proportion of those relations, experiences, and u~~derstandjngs 
am constructed on a far larger scale tl-tacr what we happen to define for 
that moment as the place itself .h5 

Object-relations theory-discussed in chapter 2-argues that in soci- 
eties where early child-rcaring is almost entirely in the hands of women, 
the project of identity construction is different for little girls and little 
boys. Xsr particular, it: is different in ~ l a t i o n  to the issue of boundaries. It 
is the boy" seed-growing up in a society in which genders are con- 
structed as highly differtrntiated and as unequal-to differentiate himself 
from his mother, which encourages in him an emphasis, in the cmstruc- 
tion of a sense of identity, on counterposition and on buundary-drawing, 
Only by this means, it seems, can his identity be securely established. 
Given the dominant place of masculhe view in t b  society, it is this dc- 
fensive and potentially so vuhrable way of estalishing a sense of self 
which becomes generalized in social relations. 

This viebv also reverberates, Massey argues, through our currently 
dominmt notions of place and. of home, and very specifically through 
notions of place as a source of belonging, identity and se~uri ty.~ 

[Flcrr the new complexities af the geography af social relations to produce 
fear and anxiety, both personal identity and *a place called hiome3have had 
to be conceptualised in a gixrtieutar way-as singular and bounded. BE 
course places can be home, but they do not have to be thought of in that 



way; nor do they have to be places of nostalgia. You may; indeed, have many 
of them. . . . And what is more, each of these home-places is itself an equally 
complex product of the ever-shifting pagraphy of social retations p ~ s e n t  
and pasteh7 

This approach to plxes and categories emphasizes not the bouneied- 
ness of them but the possibility of understmding them as networks of so- 
cial refations, From this perspective, the possjbiliv of moraI progress and. 
political transft,m?atim can he seen as lying not in the universalizatim of 
values or the crealion of: a seamless global community of: universal 
abljgations, but in the fost&g of a relational understanding of identity# 
differmcc;, and the self. A globalizing world is one in which places and 
homes may more readily be canceil~ed of as less fixed, and where the h- 
creasing intensity of social relations on a giubd scale may highlight not 
only differences but also rdationships across boundaries. 

Margaret Urban W.lkcr"s critical, expressive-collaborative model of 
ethics echoes these ideas. She aques that any notion of a moral cmmu- 
nity as wholly homogenous is an idealization; even where social mean- 
ings are shared or overlapping, social and political communities are 
likely to be diverse and stratified by social djfferences, Our social or 
moral world, she argues, is characterized by "conditions of imperfect un- 
derstandi,ng, confllict a m n g  and within ourseives, and djverse percep- 
tions f r m  dif-ferent social, positions that incl-ude dsamatic inequities in 
material and discursive resourcesf. While these conflicts can cause 'per- 
sonal breaches, social fractures, and individual or group viole~~ee'~ they 
are also opportunities 'to rethink understandings or search for mediating 
ideas or reconciling procedures trYithin or between communities. They 
can disturb the superficiality, eomflacency, or parochialism of moral 
viewsf,I"' 

Recognizing others as existing in rczlaticmship-both to mescrlf and to 
others-is a crucial starting point fos an ethic of e m .  Responding with 
care towads others enreqes out Of m ahiiity to see the other as a con- 
crete, particular person who exists not as 'otherf in an absolute, objective 
sensel but as another whose uniqueness and particularity emerges 
through her relations with others, From this perspective, in contrast to 
the universalist, rule-based ethics described earlier, what is morally sig- 
nificant about globalization is that it highlights the need to think of tnew 
ways of responding to differenceways that rcsist the compulsion to ho- 
mogenize and assimilate, but also, importantly, w y s  that do not ap- 
proach difkrence as absolute but as existing nnly h relalional terms. 

Without necessarily endorsing in, its entirety the theory of gend.er- 
based differmes in identity and difference-perception put forward by 
object-relations theorists, it is still possible to acknowledge the persua- 
siveness of the argument that there exists a mutually reinforcing relation- 
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ship between indi\,idual, psychological djspositions rclgarding difference 
and relationships, on the one band, and the social structures and condi- 
tions MIhieh endorse and legitimate those understandings on the other. It 
also suggests that an understanding of gender djfe~mces as relational 
rather than as existing objectively-'out there20 be discove~d-codd 
help to undc.rmine the exclusionary and hierarchical aspects of gender 
djferemcc. This is true, it could be mgued, of any type of social differ- 
ence, whether it is created by nationally religion, class, or gender, As 
will be discussed at g ~ a t e r  length in the next chapter, a ~lat ional  ap- 
proach to social exclusion involves the recognition tha,t power is in- 
volved in th naming of difference, and that that power is located in the 
institutions and s t ruc tu~s  oE the society in qucstim. 

From this starting poi.nl, paying attentim to particular exarnples of hu- 
man suffering need not necessarily divert attention from the social stmc- 
tures and privilege that legitimate such behaviour. As has already been 
pointed out, this is one of the most petnetrating criticisms of care ethics- 
the clainrt that when an agent is focusing on the concrete specificities of a 
situation, she is not attending diwctiy to the social instituticms that stmc- 
tare it and vice ~rersa."" Alison Jaggar argues convkcingly that this has 
been a limitation of many existing interpretations of an ethics of care; 
must we necessarily accept her claim, however, that, tike the arnbiguclus 
ducklrabbit figure, it. is innpossible to focus on both the 'particular' and 
'social structures' at once? To be attentive to the c o n c ~ t c  specificitics of a 
moraf situation-inded, to care effectively-is to acknowledge the 
wider skuctural causes of suMering or exclusion.. A human being only be- 
comes a particular person when she is understood as a person with an 
identity-a person who may be both different and similar to the moral 
age~nt and to others. This in itself mems that that particmlar person exjsts, 
and can be known, only in the context of her relationships both to the 
moral agmt and to other individuals and groups. One cannot even begin 
to respornd morally, indeed, to care for anotbcr person, wiChout. m a h g  
sense of this. Close attention to th specificities of moral siluatims need. 
not: obscure perception of the larger social context in which they artr em- 
bedded if: the process of ttnderstanding, Itnowing, and caring for a pes- 
s m  who is different from you involves an understandhg that difference 
is acbally clrnstmcted t h r o w  ~latiollships which arc. not personal but 
social, and which are d e n  characterized by both power and privilege. 

Conclusion 

:It has been the aim of this chapter to expEore a number of compla social, 
political, and ecmomic circumstances which characterize the current era 
of globalization. Tlrough m analysis of globalizaC-ion and ethics, the 
chapter has sought to dispel any notion that universal reciprocal moral 
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obligations, or indeed, a seamless 'global moral community', can be ex- 
plalned by, or will necessarily be the direct consequence oi, globalization 
as characterized by, for example, econmic interdependence. The poverty 
of s~tch an wproach is due in large rncasttre to its sirnpmication and re- 
duction of the relationships which exist in the world, today. Globalkatim 
is neitl-ter a simple nor a unitary pmcess; mwover, not all of the ~laticms 
wh,ieh characterize its relatio~~s wiX.1. prolnote care, trust, and responsibil- 
ity among those involved. n e r e  is no simple formula which allows us to 
bridge the nomt ive  gap and prove that interdependence as such will 
lead ta a more caring world, or even to the recog~~ition of obligations, 
across the chasms of distance and differace, 

Yet the untenability of a tmly inclusi\le, cosmopolitan ethics need not 
imply the inevitability of a world of moral exdusion. 'The possil_lility of 
achieving a new pluraliw in our own identities and. in the nature of ollr 
social, politicaf, and moral ccrmmunities depends not only on circum- 
st..ances but also on a willingness to adopt a crilical attitude to both Eke 
structures and the social cmentjons which have defined the patterns of 
our social intercourse and demarcated the boundaries of our moral con- 
cern. The next crhapter delnonstriztes the importrmce of these conclusions 
for a critical eth-ics of care which htegrates thg relational ethics of care 
with a criticai account of power relations, difference, and exclusion in the 
globalizing world order, 
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Global Social Relations and Exclusion: 
Towards a Critical Ethics of Care 

Sig~tgicantly irlzproving tjzc 1ivm 4 fhe rmrkci5 ac7alnen certuirrly rcql-lircs tJw P I P Z ~ Z -  

thy, iirzzagitralio~z and responsiveness tlzat. dislir~guislz cnrc thl'tlkitrg; but i f  atso 
rqtiires a kirtd of rrl0m1 fhiizking thaitut fieuses not. only on mretirtg imnzrdiat.~ nc.Pds 
but 011 probkmufizitzg the sfnrctrlves tlrut crrutc: ti'zus~ n~t-ds or keep t h ~ n ~  ut$ld@lkfd, 

AIison Jagga;ar, Taring as a Feminist Practice of Moral Reason', 1995 (p, 197) 

D~zpi2loping u ~-ttetl?ad of uttc2nding fu rrlationslriys withatlt Iusing siglzt of lurtj~r 
patferns of poloer roil! jilP critical to those W ~ Z O  ac7anf to rdrc*ss tjzc legal treatnzerzl of 
d@er.encc? 

Martha Minow, zWakingAll the Difleuene~; 1996 (p, 229) 

'The previous chapter explored the nature of the contemporary global 
system in order to demonstrate that neither liberal-universalist ethics nor 
co~~ventional versions of the ethics of care can usefully respond to the 
moral crhallenges of gIobaijzation. It argued that we cannot use argu- 
ments about glo:balization to support a wiversalist account of global 
ethics. This claim was made on methodological grounds-iting fie con- 
fusion over 'eempiricalhd 'normative' argzx~zents about globalization- 
and m substanthe grounds-in the claim that the current world order, h 
spite of many globalizing tendencies, is ultimately characterized by E- 

newed nationalisms, a robust legacy of state sovercig"ty, and an incrcas- 
ingly uneven global capitalist econorny. It was suggested that, rather 
than heralding the arrival of global solidarity and a fully inclusive global 
society, the contemporary world isl in many ways, characterized by pat- 
terns of exclusion. What this means, h the context of international rela- 
tions, is that the stmctures, norms, and practices which govern the global 
system served to exclude, and to marginalize, certah groups. Thus, h 
addltim to the system of nation-states, which is based m the notion of 
boundaries, groups are marginalized m d  oppressed through the exclu- 
sionary skuct-ure?~ of the globd political economy, Ihrough the gendered 



nature of internationd norms and practices, and through the cultural 
hegemony of Western vatues. The purpose of this chapter, then, is to con- 
struct a critical ethics of care which can address the demands of the can- 
temporary, gldalizing world. 

Previous chapters have suggested, that, in order to provide adeqtlate 
moral rmpcmses in a global cmtext, an ethics of care must build m and 
m& more explicit its relationd ontology; moreover, it has also been ar- 
gued that an ethics oi care for international relations must be a critical 
ethics which rehr;crs to valorize 'normal tieshnd is aware of both the po- 
tewialiiy exploitative nahare of all ~lat.ionships and the hvay in hvhich the 
naming of 'difference" and the processes of sociai exclusion, are them- 
selves the product of relationships. Thus, a critic& ethics of care begins 
from a relational ontology; it hjghlights the extelrt to cvhich people 'live 
and perceive the world within social relationshipshhile, at the same 
time, recognizing that people use relationships to construct and express 
both pocver m d  kmowlcdge.' This approach, like orthodox versions of 
feminist care ethics, values and promotes an understandirng oi morality 
characterized by sustained and focused moral attention arising out of the 
attachments and connections between concrete persons; where it differs 
from some accounts of the ethics of case, however, is in its expllcit recog- 
nition 'the potential for violent domination and inequalities in all sociaf 
rcllali.onshipsf.TT1-tus, while femhist thought has, in the ethics of care, ar- 
ticulated a radical altmative to Kmtian and rights-based ethics, it can 
also offer a useful aitemative way oE understanding both the nabre of 
m d  the solutions to moral and social exclusion in the global system. In 
this way, the ethics of care transcends its perceived limitations as an 
ethics which is ~ l e v a n t  only in the context cJf physically and emotionally 
close personal relatio~~ships and becomes m ethics which is relevmt to 
the wider moral context of international relations, An account of ethics 
which is based on the feminist ideas of care, but which also takes account 
of the social relations and institutional arrangements, norm, and strw- 
tures through which perceptions of difference and moral bwndaries are 
created can serve to advance the ethics of care beyond fie 'personal' and 
the 'private' and to highlight its relevance in large-scale, institutional- 
ized, or cros~cultural contexts. 

This chapter elucidates fie ~levance of a social r&tions approach to 
dismantlig2g exclmisionary practices on a global scale to the construction 
of a globd ethics of care. Thus, it emphasizes the importance of locating 
care withi11 the context of the wider institutions and structures which 
shape the global order; u~~derstoad in this way, relational thinEng can 
assist us in exposing the often h i d e n  values and norms which reinforce 
and repmduw established exclusionary social practices and attitudes. It 
attempts to shocv that, wheln taken as pmt of a l q e r ,  critjcal-relational 
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approach to moral exclusion, care trmscelzds its perceived limitations as 
an ethics which is relevant only in the context of physically and emotim- 
ally close personal relationships. 

The first sec.lion explores the problems of exclusionary attitudes and 
practices and what Minow describes as the "demma of difference"' It h- 
cues  on her argrtment that exclusim and maghalization exist because 
norms and institutions are structured with 'the lncluded participants in 
mhd, so that the excluded seem not to fit because of somethhg in their 
own nature"." Although fvlincrw" aanlysis concentrates m legal norms 
and practices in the United States, both her diagnosis and prescriptions 
am relevant to the context of the contemporary global system and to the 
exelusionary mechanisms of state sovereignty and glob& capitalitsm. 

The second sectioi~ adhsses  approaebes to inclusion and exclusioi~ in 
cmtmporary international relations theory. Specifically, it explores the 
Habermasian and Foucauldim accounts of, m d  responses to, inclusion 
and exclusion on a global. scale. These critical fieoreticad m d  postimodern 
approaches am worfiy of discussicm here because they have played an 
important role in challengjng the traditional Kantian, rights-based, and 
cornmunitarian liberal approaches to international ethics discussed in 
chapter 4. By focusing on the problem of exclusion in international rela- 
tions, these perspectives have moved beyond t-he perception of ethics as 
an 'achieved body of principles, norms and rules' hvhich can be applied 
to the practical issues of international relations and towards an approach 
which sees ethics and 'accounts of ethical possibility' as already ernbed- 
ded in the values, norms, organizing principes, and structures of the 
contemporar?, international sys tern.; 

Influenced by the ethics, epistemology, anci methodology of Haber- 
mas, Andrew X,hkX,at.er advocates the development of a critical thcory of 
international relations which examjnes the origins, reproducticzn, and 
transformation of the moral boundaries which separate the societies 
which comprise specific intersocietai systems. Specifically, he suggests 
that we must employ the method of ideologiekritiqtle, developed by the 
hankfurl: School, ir-r order to challenge spurious grounds for disallowing 
the other equal mord consjderati.nn.WU'l,timately this approach seeb  to 
eradicate the exclusionary aspects of the identification of difference in the 
world through the pmgmssive universaiization of values and a reliance 
on the 'force of the better arguntemt' to propel internat.ional society be- 
yond illegi.timate brms of moral exclusion and towards the ultimate g d  
of a thoroughly inclusive moral community-a unjwersal kingdom of 
ends. 

Demonstrating a similar reliance on Habermas, but also the influence 
of contemporary feminist thou&& Seyia Behabib starts from an ercpk- 
itly Kantian position, arguing that Habermas's communicative ethics 



provides us with a method of arrivhg at universal criteria of ~zormative 
validity which can be applied to moraf situations,' However, she recog- 
nizes the dangers of over-abstracticm and formalism inherent in Ha:ber- 
mas's critical theory and advocates as a correcme the application of care 
ethics. Particularly, she argues that the concrete other of the ethics of care 
complements the 'gmeratized other' of the conditions of etiscursive vali- 
dation. Thus, Benhabib attempts to ma te  a theoretic& bridge between 
Kmtian-inspired, Haberrnasim discourse ethics and the feminist ethics 
of care. 

In cmtrast to this Habermasim critical theory is the Foucauldian the- 
ory of postmodernists, including Susan Hekman" wwork in ethics and 
feminist theory, as well ari; the political theory of William Connolly." 
Although, Eke Benhabib, Hekman is influenced by feminist ethics and 
seeks to draw a connection between, in her case, Ifeminist ethics and 
Foucault, both Conndly and Hekman appmaeh the moral problem of h- 
clusim and exclusion thmugh an exarninalicln of the self and subjectiv- 
ity; in this view, overcming exclusion based on diffese-tce requks an 
understmding of self-identity which is characterized by an ironic =cog- 
nition of its own contingency, and which rejects both the notion of a true 
or authentic self and &at of a prescribed, exclusive 'we'. 

This chapter argues that all of these appmachehhavt:! much to com- 
melnd them and that both critical theory and po&modernism have much 
to contribute to work on ethics and moral reasoning in the context of in- 
temational relations. It is arglxed, however, that Habermasian ap- 
proaches, in spite of their Marxist epistemology, remain kvedded to a dis- 
tinctly Kantian universalism, which ultimately relies on an untenable 
vision of morality and moral mcrtivaticm as well as m indeknsible ar- 
g~~ments  regarding the universalization of values and obligations. The 
Foucauldian ethics of Hekman and CmnolilTJ, moreover, with their focus 
on self-actualization and ethics as aesthetics, advocate a retreat into indi- 
vi,dual acts of self".creation m d  =-creation and thus ignore the intrinsi- 
cally social and interpersonal nature of exclusionary structures and 
processes. 

The fhat scctions of this chapter elahorate m the relational approach 
to exclusion which is the basis for a cl.iti.cal ethics of care. This approach 
addresses exelusion by shifting the paradigm we use to conceive of 
difference from a focus on the djstinclions betwee11 people to a focus on 
the uelntz'onsfiips wit.hin which we notice and draw distinctions.Qrough 
the application of such a critical, ~lat ional  approrxch to the labelhg of 

haracterized by a commit~aent to an ontology based on so- 
cial refations and a critical epistemofogy-we can create a bridge be- 
tween the notion of care and the wider institutional and structural fea- 
turcs of the global order, Finally, there is a brief explnratior~ of the work 
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of femhist theorists of global political economy; this work is important 
and potentially useful to the development of a global ethics in that it of- 
fers a critique of the institutions and structures of the global political 
econonty which complements the relational approach to mmafity offercd 
by the ethics of care, 

It should be noted that this approach owes a debt to, but is by no 
meam equivalent to, Marxist epistemology. Because of its critique of cap- 
italism, individualism, and riets-based ethics, cam is often rcgarded as 
'a new cast for old models of sociaiismf, and because cJf its emphasis m 
the scxjally constru,cted, rcllafional self, &ere is a tendmy to draw paral- 
lels between these ideas h care ethics and Marxist notions of the self and 
social relations.'" Catainly, a critical ethics of care shares with Marxist 
epistemology a relusal to see social norms and institutions-and indeed, 
all 'knowledge"as naturd or given, but rather to re~ect t:he appar~nt 
bbjectiviv of knocliledge and to regad all knowledge as socially con- 
structed and historically contilzgent. Moreavert it is certai,lzly the case 
that, as Susan Hekmm notes, the 'first step that led to the cmstructim of 
the "anti-Cartesian" "subject wa~; taken, irmically, by one of the masters 
of modernist thought: Karl Marx. By positing a suCrject that is dekrmjned 
by historical cmtingmcies~ she argues, "m  laid the groundwork for 
what wlruld become the twentieth century" constructed subject'.ll 

That said, however, it is also important to recognize that Marxian 
theories of morality differ markedly from the relational approaches 
found in feminist ethics. As Syla Benhabib has argued, the reductionist 
Marxian tradition ~riebvs morality as merely an expressio~z of the interests 
of the ruling classes. On this view, social cunflict-between classes or 
genders-will come to an end with the elimination of the current 
rclgime-of capitdism or, in Cathcrine Mafiinnon's words, 'compulsory 
heterose~uality"~~ A critical ethics of care, however, eschews such a re- 
ductionist view, embracing instead. the particularity m d  diversity of all 
kinds of social and perso~zal relatio~zs* Moreover, it accepts that, as Ren- 
h&& claims, there will always be a need to protect the commitments of 
a shared humm existence" since the permanent backgmund to ail ethical 
and political enquiry is always one of confljct, compronnise, m d  change. 

Difference and Social Relations 

:In her complex and. cballlmging study of legal reasoning and ethics in the 
United States, Martha Mhow describes the 'dilemma of differencef as 'a 
choice between integration and separation, as a choice between similar 
tmatment and special t~atment ,  or as a choice between neutrality and ac- 
commodation', This dilemma, she argues, is not an 'accieiental problemf; 
rather, it grokvs from the ways in which society assignr; individuals to 



categories md,  on that basis, determhes whom to include in, and whom 
to exclude from, polit.ical, social, and economic activitics.'"n her explo- 
ration oE the sources of perceptions of difference as justificaticm for exclu- 
sionary social practices, Mhokv cites five 'unstated ass~~mptions' which 
she says underlie difference dilemmas: (1) that difference is intrinsic, not 
a compariscm; (2) that thl; "rr~rmkeed not be stated, that is, tbat we typi- 
cally adapt an unstated point of refe~ince when assessistg olfners; (3) that 
an  observer can see without a yerspective-in o&er words, can be kpa r -  
tial; (4) that other perspectives are irrelevant; and (5) that the status quo 
is natufal, uncoerced, and good.I4 

Minaw argues that both the social and legal constructions af difference 
at work today in thc. United States hide from view thc. relationships 
amnng people, relatio~nships marked by power and hierarchy. She claims 
that itis within these relationships that we each become who we are and 
make order out of our own lives. Yet, by sorting people and pm"blems 
into categories, she argues, we each cede power to social defhitions that 
we individually no longer control." i e  of the most hteresting pojnts 
made by Minow about the difference dilemma is her claim that this 
djlernrna is a symptom ol a particular way of looki.ag t?l. the world. 'The 
pmblern arises" she says, *only in a culfuut. t h t  aft'cinll;y atndf!mns fizc as- 
s i g ~ e d  sfatus of ineqt~nlitks l r ~ d  yet, il-z practice yerpettlintes fkem,' While 
Minokv is referring, as noted earlier, to Ihe Unikd Sta.t.es, it could be ar- 
gued that this claim is equally true of t:he contemporary international 
system* 

The modern system of sove~ign  nation-slates is conslructed around 
broadly liberal principles of negative freedtoms and mcipmcal rights and 
obQations, All states l~ave Vformaikquality in that all have sovoreip 
rights over their own territories.. Moreover, there is m assumption that 
under this system the status yuo is natural, uncoesced, and good. Finally, 
it is presramed that there exists an impartial, unstated point clf ~ference, 
variously ul-rderstood to be the voice of the i,nternational cownmunity in- 
ternational lawcv, or even the United Nations. This cmtemporaq system, 
unlike some previous international systems, kmde s the assig~~ed sta- 
tus of incqualiks, and yet, in practice perpetua.t.es them'. As Ihe previous 
chapter sought to illustrate, difference, exciusion, and inequalities in the 
international system arc. reproduced in two central ways: first, through 
the exclusive ontology of the sovereigin autonomy of states and the re- 
lated construction of identity linked to citjzenship and nationality; and 
secmd, tbrclugh the stmctural and normative inequalities present in the 
glohal capitalist polit.ical economy. 

As suggested earlier, the work of contemporary critical and post- 
modern tt-teorists has begun to focus on the relationship between these 
institutions and processes of inclusion and exclusio~n in the international 
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system and the creation of norms asld values in m effort to constrwct 
emancipatory theories for sociai change. mese theories are explicitly nor- 
mative, although they do not accept the conventional distinction h- 
t w e e ~ ~  normative and non-normative theory No~over ,  they diMer from 
traditional ethical theories not only in their re~ection of modernist as- 
sumptions about h o d e d g e  but also in their understandings of moral 
agelley and the processes of moral, sncial, and po:[itical change. Crikical 
theory and. postmodem approaches reject assurrrptions about the. auton- 
omy of individual human judgement and the potential for moral 
progress based on individual. agency, Instead, these approaches argue 
that moral action and moral and political: change are hxtricably linl<ed. 
to structures, institutions, and norms which are socially and historicaily 
dtkrmined. Thus, any refemnce to 'ethics' or 'mmorality" can have mean- 
ing only in the historicalfy situakd. context of social structures and social 
relations. 

These approaches have been useful h international relations theory in- 
sofar as they have begun to dispel thc belief that ethics is somehow sepa- 
rate from politics and social ~lations. MrJrecrver, they have helped to sit- 
uate our moral concerns and give meaning to our strategies for the 
achievement of mord progrcss and political chmge. As argued h previ- 
ous chapter" a useful approach to internatimal ethics, i11c1uding an 
elhics of care, must go beycmd a focus on particular relationships and h- 
stances of individual moral responses towads the sufferir\g and needs of 
other individuals; it must become aware of the wider stmctural and insti- 
tutional causes of h m a n  suffering and find ways to integrate an hterro- 
gation of these causes into its ethical framework. Indeed, to be a truly 
global ethics, care ethics myuires, as Jaggar clearly states in the chapter 
epigraph quotation, 'a kjnd of moral thinking that focuses not only on 
meeting immdiatcr needs but on problematizing the structures that 
create those needs or keep them unfulfilled<,'" 

The following sectims explore the appaelnes from Habermasian criti- 
cal theory and Foucauldim ethics in order to determhe whether they can 
contribute to the creaticrt.1 c-tf a critical ethics for the globd contat. Impor- 
tantly; it also examines what might be called 'femhist variants' on both 
Habermasian and Foucauldian ethics; both of these femhist variants are 
b a d l y  sympathetic to thc! relational ontology and the cmcrete, situated 
focus of care ethics m d  attempt to integrate the insights of care hvilh ei- 
ther discourse ethics or the ethics of self-creation. It is argued that while 
the strengths of all of these approaches must be recognized, their weak- 
nesses are ultimately crippling, revealing them to be guilty of either laps- 
ing into a spurious universalism or retreating into self-indulgent 
processes of individual re-creation. The final sections oE this chapter elu- 
cidate an alternative approach-the critical ethics of ca 



the social relations approach to the legal t reat~~ent  of difference and from 
feminist approaches to global political economyY :It is argued that a criti- 
cal ethics of care avoids the pjlfalls of the Habermasian ancl Foucauldian 
perspectives and their 'feminist vasiantsf, while helping us to reinvent 
the ethics of care as an ethics which is responsive to the wider structural 
and instituticmal causes of human suffering and criticai ill its treatment of 
~lationships, diffemce, and processes of exclusion. 

Critical, Theory. and Discourse Efiics 

One of the most important developments in international relations 
themy in the last ten years has emerged out of the commitment of some 
theorists to 'incorporate thc emancipatory method and aspirations of 
critical social theoryyinto the current debates. For various theorists, this 
effort has meant the appticatbn of criLicai theory methcdology and epis- 
temology to 'mainstream' 1R concerns such as security and hternational 
political econonny One of the m s t  influential theorists in demnnstratlz~g 
the influence of critical theory cm normative questions in international 
relations is Andrew Li~zklater. Drawing heavily on the work of the 
Frmkfurt School and, especially? Jiirgcn Haberms, Linklater has ex- 
plowd in depth the normative questions surrourtding identity; inclusion, 
and exclusion in the internatjonal system. This section discusses I:.,i,n- 

klatefs approach to these questions and his Habermasian solution to 
the problem of moral exclusion on a global scale. It argues that aithough 
Linklater's approach contributes many useful insights-not lead of 
which is the argument taken from critieal theory that knowledge and 
'truthf (moral or otherwise) are socially constructed and &us cannot be 
j~xdged by some impartial or metaphysical perspective-it is ultimately 
unconvincing. Linklater" reliance on the Habermasian notions of moral 
learning, ideai speech situatim, and the force of the better t ul- 
tilnately represents a restatement of Kantian ideals of mor jus- 
tice. As such, it is a principled totalizing ethics wEch remains fixed on 
rational consensus and universal inclusion as the markers of moral 
progress. 

In a 2992 paper, L ater aques that 'questions of inclusion and exclu- 
sion arc. central to intematioxlal ~lations, since states m d  the state system 
arc, in themselves, spstems of inclusjon and exclusion'. He suggests that 
such questions have three dimensions: normathe, concerning the philo- 
sophical justifications for excluding some persons from particular social 
arrmgerne~nts while admitti,ag others; sociohgieal, co~zcer~ring the work- 
e m n d  mahtenance of systems of inclusion and exclusjon; and praxeo- 
logical, concerning the impact of systems of hclusictn and exclusion on 
human action."' Specificnlly, Linklater cmtends that sovereign states art? 
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innmersed in different layers of inclusion and exclusion: first the state it- 
self may be described as a system of ixlclusion and exclusion, with "predse 
distinctions between citizms and aliensf and concepts of sovereipty m d  
territoriality. S c o ~ ~ d ,  what Linklater calls 'sodeties of shtesf, hdd togethc?r 
by international legal noms and m r a l  principles, can be exclusimary by 
"(?barring those deemed unfit to bdmg". Finally, he suggests, paradoxi- 
cally that the 'ccommunity of hurnankindf-ostensibly the d y  fully inclu- 
sive community-has been criticized for privileging a firn.i.ted rmge of cul- 
hraily qecific powers and needs, usually those valued by t-he West, m d  
devaluing or denigrating those which are clncrished elsek~here-~~ 

When considering what he calls 'the normathe question of the statef- 
what justifications exist fnr excluding any humm being from any social 
arrangement-IJhklater invokes Habermas's slain? that "advanced moral 
codes are committed to granting every hunran being an equal right to 
participate in open dialogue about the clrnfiguratilrn of society and poli- 
tics" .us, unless the constitutive prineiplcs of a systeln of exclusion can 
command the consent of all (particularly those to be excluded from, the 
social arrangement in question), it cannot be considered kgitimate. 
Linklater likens this emphasis on consel~t to severrteenth-century con- 
tsactarian approaches, relayed to later social and political thought by 
Rousseau and Kmt, and eventualty tcr Rawls. Most impo&t""t, however, 
he sces this notion of 'manswerability to ot:hers in the context of a universal 
dialoguebs central to the immanent critique used by the members of the 
Frankfurt School: 

Instead of appealing to an ethical standard which is external to the state, this 
apgrc~ach turns the state" own universal rnoral dixorarse against its ques- 
tionable particularistic practices, In modern times, it presses the anti-exdu- 
sionary dynamic in the evolutic~n of modern citizenship further by cmsider- 
ing its ramifications for the domain of world politics. The anti-exctmionaryy 
dynamic is the trend of lowering the barriers which prevent excluded 
groups, such as subordinate classes, racial and national minorities and 
women frc>rn enjoying the social and political rights monopolised by more 
powerful groups. To press this further is to recopise that the nation-state is 
one of the few bastions of exclusion which has not had ib rights and cXajrns 
against the rest of the world seri~)usty questianed.19 

Linklater insists that the ethical universalism which underpins this 
moral and social commiment is 'not a form of universalism with an in- 
built hostility to cdt-ural diversity and differrzmcete Its goal, he cla,irns, is 
not to bring 'aliens or outsiders' within a homogeneous moral associa- 
tion, but rather tcr r ~ o p i z e  the 'rights of groupskwhich %&er exclusion 
from full participation ix7 the nationnl commumity'.""' 



The question of reform focuses on what LinHater calls 'praxeolouf- 
the interplay of systems and structures with human action. Here, 
Lirrklater h v o k s  Kant" bbeiief that illternational m r a l  pmgress is inher- 
ent in the charackr of 'the modern state and its emphasis on universal 
human rigtnts" States which have contested various forms of exclusion 
within their boundaries arc. clbliged to queseion exclusitm in imtemational 
affajrs. Thusl in accordance with the method of: cririque described earlier; 
Linklater % critical theory focuses on the pokfztialfor itztc.mficllzal2's~~i which 
exkts ill most modern sfates and airns to explore ways im which this poten- 
tial can be realized in international conver~tions which enshrine the 
moral prtncigles of an alternative world order.'" 

Linklater% approach shoutd be welcomed for a number of reasons. 
First, m d  perhaps most: importantly, the epistemology m d  methodology 
of critical theory reject the positivist orthodoxy of international rcfations 
theory. The critical theoristskcctntral epistemological claim-that ail 
knocvledge is socially constrwted4issolves both the conver~tional sep- 
aration of normative and non-normative theory and the implicit posi- 
tivist belief that the "norm need not be stated'. From a critical theory per- 
spective, normative questions of inclusion and exdwion are not a 
%ubfield"ut are intrhsic to what the study of international relations 
should be about. Moreover, such an approach demmstrates that the epis- 
ternological and normative 'starting points' carmot be taken for granted; 
any 'status yuo" tthen, camot be seen as necessarily good, uncoerced, or 
natural, giwen the role of ideology m d  power in prtrventing agents fmm 
knowhg their true interests. 

In spite of these advancements, this Habermasian criticd theory ap- 
proach remains flawed. Mihile critical theory is clearly influenced, 
mct-hodologicdly and epistemologically by Marx, the ethics of this ap- 
pmach =mains decidedly Kantian in origin, ?b argue that the existace 
of a conflict between citizenship m d  humanity reveals that the force of 
the better argument. no longer favows the primacy of the state, and that 
'insidershd 'outsiders' alike must be included as 'moral evals3in 'po- 
litical commlanities which supersede the nation-statef, raises a nulnber of 
serious questions, not or1Xy about moral motivatior~ but also about moral 
mothation and polit.ical will.." The claim that it is possible to dcvelsp em- 
pirical accounts of thc. w v  in which methods of excluding the other have 
broker1 down fiistorically because of the evollntion of more sophisticated 
forms of moral argument begs fie question: From whose perspective do 
these forms of moral argrlrnent actually appear to be 'more sophisti- 
cated'??" Although Z,hklater admits that it is only with certain states and 
civilizations that the logic of moral universalism has developed, he ap- 
pears to find this unproblematic+ven useful," But surely irr order to ar- 
rive at a CQJIS~~ISLES, it is crucial to ask in what End of societies we firrd 
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people who are committed to livhg together in conditions of 'commu- 
nicative competence" The answer must be that it is a sociew of the kind 
that zue, as distinct from the medieval Ex~glish or the citizens oE modern 
Zaire, inhabit.29tnded, Geofirey Mwthom has made this point clearly 
in his comments on the return to Kmtimism evident h both. Habermas 
and Rawls, and on social theory itself; such theory, l-re canchxdes, 'in the 
course of trying to &fine a mart? genera,l, even unkersal "we"",has in Che 
anthropological, sociolsgical and political reflection that it has encour- 
aged, succeeded only in minforcing the conviction that the interesting 
"we'* are mmy'.=6 

The work of Seyla Benfiiabib? like that of Lhklater, is clearly influenced 
by Habermas's discourse ethics; what sets her work apart from Link- 
later's! however, is her attelnpt to htegrate Habermas" commw~icative 
ethics with the feminist ethics of care. Briefly, Benhabjb argues that a tmi- 

versalistic m r a l  theory restricted to the standpoint of the 'generalized 
other' Mls into epistemic incoherencies; marcover, such theories *fleet a 
subject that is disembedded and dl~eznbodiedt.'~ hfnstcad, Benhabib argues 
that moral theories cm, and indeed must, retain their universalism, but 
that they must also be understood from the stmdpoint of the 'concrete' 
rather than the 'generdizedhther; this stmdpoixlt requires us to view 
each and every rational being as an ilncfiviciual with a concrete history, 
identityp m d  affecticre-emotional cmst i t~ t ion .~~ 

From this starting paint, Benhabib develops her theory of 'interactive 
universalism', which acknowledges the plurality of modes of being hu- 
man, and differences among humans, withnout elrdorsing all Chcse plural- 
itics and differences as morally and politically valid. 

While agreeing that normative disputes can be settled rationally, and that 
fairness, reciprocity and some procedure of universaltizabili.E.y are con- 
stituents, that is, necessary conditions of the moral standpoint, interactive 
universalism regards differences as a starting point for reflection and action. 
In this sense ~nlversal i ty~is  a regulative ideal that does not deny our em- 
bodied and embedded identity, but aims at developing moral attitudes and 
encouraging political transformation that can yield a point of view accept- 
able to aEle2' 

This dialogic, interactive universalism relies on a Habermasim model 
of communicative need, interpretation that facilitates the generation of 
universally prescribable norms but also recognizes difference. Such dia- 
logues wodd be actual rather than hypolhetical, and a$er~ts wodd be 
able to introduce betaconsidesations" about the very condi"tons and 
constrain& under which such dialogue takes place and to evaluate their 
fairness."" 



Like Linuater's approach, Benhabi-b" theory is both convincing and 
usehl. For example, Benhabib" '"relational-interactive theory oi identity" 
is persuasive, as is her rejection of the Rawls-Kohlberg ernphasis on the 
autononnous self, the reeog~~jtion Of the other as 'just l i b  oneself" iimpar- 
tialiv, fairness, rights, and duties. However, her efiort to integrate this 
position with a strong, Kantian-Habermasian moral miversalism is less 
convincing, and its effect is to Mute the strengths of the other aspects of 
her argument, 

As Kimberly Hutchings points out, thr problem that =mains for Ben- 
habib's version of criticat theory is to explain, how the imagjnary or ac- 
tual dialogues to which she refers really do bridge the gap between tran- 
scendental and empirical, abstract and concrete, which she traces in 
Habermas's as well as Kant" thought. Cornrnitted to a position of stror~g 
ethical universalism, she sets her own mode of theorizing against post- 
moder~sm; in doing so, however, l-futchings suggests that she risks re- 
duci,ng both positions back into the 'crude fight between speculation and 
scepticism; and to underestimate the extent to which her vocabulary is al- 
ready shamd by the ""emmy""." 'Ihus, in spite of her normative ct, 
ment to Kant, Benhabib" own position-'interactive universalis1s'- 
clearly "unsettles " a n y  objective, universal norms of judgement. 

Benhabib's Habermasian approach, like that of Linklater, is certainly 
effwtive for all of the reasons noted earfier. Indeed, it is particularly im- 
portant inso'far as it recognj.zes the limitatiuns inherent in the idea, of the 
"abstract otherf accepts the concept of the 'relaticmal self' as artictrtated 
by fentinist t-heorists of the ethics of care. However, dirnately it is her 
commitment to moral uni.versalisxn which overpowers her commitment 
to the recognitim of difference. What does it mean, we must ask, to %c- 
h~owledge the plurality of modcs of being huntan', or to 'rcgard diffcr- 
ence as a starting point for reflection and action", if, in the end, that dif- 
ference must give way to a totalking universalism? Ultimately, her view 
seeks to develop m r a i  at-titudcs and to encourage political transforma- 
tjons that can yield a point of view acceptable to all. Thus, digerence 
must give way-as these dilierse, col lc~te selves eievefop their moral at- 
titudes-and accept, or cor~sent to, a solution. How that solution is ar- 
rived at-md. indeed, whose solution it is-remains remarkably 
opaque- 

Postmodern Ethics: Xndividual Self-Creation 

In Moml I/t,ices, Mortal Sclues, Susan Hekman seeks to articulate a coslccpt 
of the subject that is appropriate to the task of a kmkist mconceptmliza- 
tion of m r a l  theory. Iler 'discursive su2lject' mlies cm elements of f a -  
inist theories of subjectjvity, Che notion of Lhe relational self, the post- 
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modern subject, m d  theories of race and ethnicity. Her wider purpose in 
articulating this concept is to emplrzy it in a reconceptualizatim of moral 
theory, fncusing m identity, agencylc~ativity and ~ s i s t a n c e . ~  

H e h m  relies explicitly on Fsucault in order to ullcover a theory of 
the self and subjectivity which can provide a basis for fernislist theory, 
Foucault, she argues, criticizes the Cartesian sLlhject for its inabitity to 
move beyond the rigid boundaries that defjne it; by moving beyond the 
Cartesian subject, we are forced to see the self in a new way. Hekman 
quotes Fuucault: Trom the idea that the self is not given to us I think 
there is only one possible cmsequence: we have to create ourselves as a 
work of art",'Tollowing Fczucault, F t ehan  argues that this act of self- 
creation is accomplished through a kind of 'discursive mix". 'f'he act of 
sel-crea.t.ion is likened to the writing of a %scriptf for life; by piecing to- 
gether a different script from discourses other than those which we are 
expftcted to follw, the creation of identity is not cmly m aesthetic prac- 
tice but, potentially an act of re~istance.~ 

It is this idea of resistance which links the idea of self-creativity to 
power, domination, m d  responsibility. The ~s i s t an t  subect, according to 
H e h a n ,  is one that refuses to be scripted by the dominant discourse and 
turns hstead to subjugated knowledge to fashion akemative discourses 
of subjectivity. Rejectiz~tr; the common claim that this postmodern ap- 
proach to subjectivity fosters nihilism, Heklnan argues that it is precisely 
because we cannot assume that subjectivity is a gken that we must take 
moral respcmsibility for the construction of ourset\ies as sdjects. Ethics, 
in the Foucault/X-lekman account, is a practicc of self whieh, would allow 
the g a m s  of power to be played with a minimum of domination.35 

Hekman links this idea of the creative self m d  the discursive morality 
with f e ~ ~ h i s t  ethics m d  politics. By drawing these elements together, she 
argues that we emerge with a politicized, ethics wfiich listens to a plural- 
ity of different moral voices of equal standing; such m ethics allows us to 
live in a world of "multiple truths and multiple discowses of bowledge' 
by recogni.zhg the self as embodied, historiral, cult-ural, and discursively 
constituted. Finatly, this recmstructed moral theory provides the thearet- 
ical ground, H e h a n  agws ,  for a "politics of difference' which is local, 
contextual, and resistant, a politics that defjnes the specific nature of par- 
ticular irrstanees of represio~t and attacks tbem as such." 

W i m  Connolly, Iike H e k ~ ~ a n ,  relies on Foucault, but also on Nietz- 
sche, using the works of the two philosophers as a 'complement and cor- 
rective to the other" In respmse to "hegemonic c l ahs  about identity", 
Co~moXly argues, Nietzsche and Faueault devise strategies for cztlttivatjng 
care for identity and difference in their relations of discordant intercfepen- 
dence. Together they search not for an epistemic foundation for ethics, 
but for more and more? ways to cultivate care for ide~ltity and differemcc 



in a world already permeated by ethical proclivities and predispositions 
to identity.I7 

Like Hckman, Connolly relies on Foucault in argui~~g that a recopi- 
tion of the contingemy of' identity gocs hand in hand with the ~sponsi-  
biliv to 'work on the self'; this 'work' idzvolves coming to terms with the 
difficulties in negotiating relations betwen antagonistic formatims; this, 
in turn, may take the form of an effort to strivc to con\rert an antagol~ism 
of identity into an agonism of difference: 

An antagonism in which each a i m  initially at cctnquest or cmversion of the 
other can now (given other supporting canditians) become an agonism in 
which each treats the other as crucial to itself in the strife and interdepen- 
dence of identity /difference. . . . Each cultivates an appreciation of contin- 
gency and disjunction in the experience of identity so that the agonism of 
difference will not always have to be rolled back into the strategies of con- 
quest, conversion, corn mu nit^ <or tcjlerance." 

I'he idea is that when one construes one's identity as being laced with 
cmthge~~cies, one is h a better positio~~ to question and resist the drive 
to convert difference into otlnemess to be defeated., converted, or marg4n- 
alized. Like Hekman, Conncrv uses the tern 'politics of differcmce'. Al- 
though he admits that the recognition of contingex~cy cmnot completely 
cure US of the tendencies to conceal, sublimate, restrain, or revise that 
which does not synchronize with our own ideals, he argues that in living 
one's own identity in a more 'ironic, humorous way, laughing occasion- 
ally at one's more ridiculous predispositions and laughing too at the pre- 
disp0"ition to universalize an irnguiise simply because it is one's ownf, 
our rclsponses to others wili be motivated ess by the belief that our par- 
ticular identity is htrhsically true and more because 'one% reflective ex- 
perience of contil̂ lgency alld relatimality in identity elicits a reverence 
for life responsive to the pditics of differc3nce'e39 

Comolly addresses the importance of these ideas fnr the problem of 
%istmcef or, in other words, for the context sf international relations. He 
argues that cantemporary international relations theory dissolves iss~~es 
of identity and difference into its categorigs of theory, evidence, rational- 
ity, sovereignty, and utility Focusing briefly on the work of Kenwth 
Waltz, Connolly argues that Wal.tzfs emphasis on 'the useful' and the do- 
mah of "&km-solving%becomes fixed through the categories of sover- 
eipt;?i, ratimality, anarchy, and utilt)i that organize both the thearistsf 
representation of internatiol~al relatiol~s md the major actors' own inter- 
p~tat iun of h s e  relations."' 'The sovercignq of sovereignty3s a phrase 
that encapsulates Comollfs critique of the ertclusionary mtology of the 
states system: a coiilectivc polit.ics of transcendentd egoism flows kom 
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the role of the state as the sovereign institution of final t?ccountability; in 
the territorial state, the politics of collective identity tends to organize the 
idealism and egoisms oE its legitimate members into a collective egoism, 
which becomes most intense whenever the state is faced with internal. or 
external affrmts to its self-as~urance,~' 

While Cornally admits fiat it is 'not so easy to broaden me's "reflec- 
tive experience o( conhgency and relationality in identity'"", it c d d  be 
argued that neither he nor Hekman recognj.ze the scope or intensity of 
the structural and psychological obstaicles which prewnt individwls 
from takhg on the respmsjbjlity to create and R-create Ihemselves. As 
Hama Papanek has argued, the extent to which hdividuals can choose 
their idc.ntity-perhap"by deciding on a particular kind of life or Zly giv- 
ing or withholding their loyalty to a particdar pup-is also a measure 
of the freedom of action they have within th larger society Mrhm states 
c ~ r  other powerf-ul institutions (such as pdiitical movements, social 
groups like castes or clans, or domestic grov" can effectively limit iden- 
tity choices by enforcing coniormity to norms or idcals, individual free- 
dom of action de~lirres?~ 

This is because, as Papanek paints out, identities represent entitle- 
ments to shares of a group" or socict)."s resources. .An individuays sense 
of identity, then, can be shaped and reshaped-ften very powerfully- 
by ext.ernal forces bent on t-hcir own %endas of building ncw soljdarities, 
new group boundaries, and new po'litical atliances. Obedience to the 
norms of the group is one of the goals of leaders who seek strongly 
bounded and powerful groups of follo\vers, especia11y if individuals are 
to be mdjlized, to act in ways that violate existing social norms+43 

'Thus, Foucaultfs ethics has been accused of advmating a =treat into an 
amnral aesthetics of exjstence whjch can only be indulged in by a privi- 
leged elite who do not bave to face the harsh political and material reali- 
ties of life,l"t has been argued that understmding ethics in this way 
places primary moral value on the act of choosing itself, ratrher than on 
the actual choices that are made or, indeed, the justification of action in 
relation to wider pditical aims. fichard Wolin describes Glis as a kin$ of 
'decisionist ethics' which privileges form over action, so that the adnp- 
tion of any nonconventional subject position is cmdorsed, rather than an 
attempt to specify what su23ject posiGicms should be adopted."" 

Moreover, despite the fact that Foucault is careful to guard against 
privileging any me form of identity as inherently radical throutgh an in- 
sistence on understanding personal identity as constihted by the myriad. 
social ~lationships and praclices in whick the individual is emgaged, his 
ethics is still open to the accusation that it privileges a notion of the self 
Mxhich estabLishes a relation with the self, rather fim understmding the 
self as embedded in and forrned through types of social interaction. 



I'ostdernists, and poslmodern feminists, then, strive to develop a 'ddt- 
centredhand "frartmd' concqt of the self, rather than a 'comertedbr 
kelationafbself of an ethics of care.46 The prohiern, then, with Foucaultfs 
work is not the mtion of aesthetics per se, but rather the emphasis on the 
idea of an isolated process of self-stylization as the basis for a mndern 
ethics of existence?' 

A truly transformatory ethics cmnot afford to limit its focus to the rdtin- 
ventjon of the self or to the nurturance of individual relationships, While 
both of these activities do indeed possess moral d u e ,  t h y  are ulti- 
mately inadequate if our goal is progressive social and poli(;ical change, 
As McNa y argues, 

Without an interactional notion of the self-that is, without making the ana- 
lytical links between one's sown actions and the soda] context-the individ- 
ual camot distinguish between what constitutes a radical exploratim of 
identity and what is simply an ahitrary stylization of Xife. Without an un- 
derstanding af how the individual's actions are cclnstantly mediated 
thrc>ugh interaction with other individuals, Foucault cannot explain how the 
pcltentiaf uncovered in the exploration of identity can be communicated to 
athers in order to initiate progressive change at the level of the group, com- 
munity or class. Foucault cannot produce a satisfactory answer to the &item- 
mas he himself poses because his theory of the self prioritizes an isolated in- 
dividuality, rather than demonstrating how the construction of the self is 
inextricably bound up in various processes of social interacti~n.~' 

In spite of Hekman's convi,ctim Chat Foucauk's ethics is '~propriate  
to the politicd requirements of ferninism" it f a h  to answer questions 
about how an ethics of self-actualization can avoid lapsing inevitably 
into introversion and instead contribute to wider farms of progressive 
social change." Moreover, the priority placed m the 'cam of the selff in 
Foucauldian ethics stands irr opposition to the ferninist notion of care and 
the relational self: caing fnr others and the promotion of good, earjng 
personal md, social rclations, both within and a m g  groups, take moral 
priority As demnstrated later in this chapter, it is the notion of the ~ l a -  
tional self: wfiich dtimately holds the k e y  not only to the ethics of care 
but to an ethics which can rethink both the structural and psychological 
constructions of difference. 

History gives us cou~ztless reasons-from the 'ccosrquesi: of America' to 
the genocide of WorXd W r  :If-to know the answer to Connollyfs 
poigmnt question: 'Is this fugitive and endless quest for surety of iden- 
tity really worth the sacrifices it entails'??"" But knowing that it is not 
worth it is not the same thing as fhding a way to convirrce people it is 
not: worth seeliing. This  quires the institutionalization of a fran-tework 
for ~eog~ziziing difference wl?ich can overcome the drive to univcrsalize 
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and at the same time take us claser to a real moral solution than we can 
find in the idea of self-creativity 

The Social Relations Approach 

:In her analysis of hrnerican society and law, Martha Minow isolates a 
nunber of diffe~rzt areas in the social sciences, and social thought more 
generally, wwhich have come to recognize the importance of relationshiys, 
thus rejecting the standard assumption that objects are isolated m d  indi- 
vi,duals are separate, h s t e d ,  propo~~ents of this general view t?rgu,e that 
connections, betwem persons and groups of persons as welf as between 
howledge and the ohjects of that knotrYZedl;e, should be central to study 
and to prescription. 'Thus, Mb~aw argues, "perhaps the most significant 
assertion of the new theorists is that the relationships betv\reen the world. 
and what people tbink abouf; it must be part of any elairns to understand 
the hvnrld'." h the development of her approach, Minaw is concerned 
both with ontology-'what exis ts iand epistemology-'how knowl- 
edge is created and rr-?pmducedf. Rc3lationships are cruciai for Minow on 
bath levels-things and especially people i,n the social world exist in reh- 
fionships, and knowledge must be understood in rehiion to who makes 
the knowledge claims and from what vmtage paint, what material cir- 
cumstances, and what degree of power." In order to delnonstrate the 
breadth and scope of 'relatianal~hiylkhg, Minow explores a number of 
diffewnt disciplines which, in the twentieth century, have ernbraced rela- 
tional approaches. 

In philosophy, she cites the Ameriran pragmati&$ including Dewey- 
%he most broad-gauged and imfluential thinking in this vein"--who ar- 
gued that efforts should be made to understmd th,e conrrections between 
self and other, that individuals are formed In social interaction, and that 
therefore ideas ultimately must be tested in light of social experience." "1 
social psyholagy alld psychoanalytic theory, she cites the object-rela- 
tions theories (discussed in chapter 21, which argue that a %selff is a sym- 
bolic cmstmct fiat depends on and ewrges t h r o w  relationships with 
others, In political theory, she cites commw~itarim m d  ~puklliean Iheo- 
ries which articulate the importance of group membership, public val- 
ues, and moral duties, thereby suggesting a departure. from the assun-tp- 
tions that thc indjvidud is the focus .Fnr pditical. theory and that the self 
has meaning apart h-om context and commitments." But interestingly it 
is feminist schcrlarship, including the work of Gilligan m d  other theorists 
of care, femiaist historians, and feminjst literary and legal theorists, that 
Mlnow h d s  most "accessible and congenial.' to her pr~ject.~' 

Minow argues that many feminists find relational insights crucial to 
any effort to recover women's eexprienees; in their vi,eliv, the exclusion, 



degradation, or devaluation of women by political theorists, histsrims, 
social scientists, and ljterary theorists implies and imposes a reference 
point based on male experience. She points out that, besides criticizing as 
artifidal the denigratio~~ of womcn, .feminists arp;u,e that the experience of 
relative poweriessness has hlped women to shape alternative ways of 
thinking about t.he world which accentuate an awareness of human inter- 
dependence. Referring to Sara Ruddick's Mutemnl Tki~zkz'ng, Mhow 
states: 'Women" traditional roles as wives and mothers have cultivated 
the ability to provide daily care and a responsiveness to the experiences 
and needs of others"." 

Citing a wide range of feminist literature, ixrcluding Gitligm and the 
ethics of care, feminist histories, literary theory, and psychological and 
moral theories, Minow argues that these feminist uslderstandings cap- 
ture what is crucial about relational thhking, 'fielational approaches, un- 
like rigbts analysis, enquire into fie institutiond prartices that determine 
a norm, aga,i,nsi which some peope seem djfkrenl; or dcviant. They en- 
courage more debate and highlight as human choices-rather than as 
acts of discovery-the ways W treat people, the traits wc. call 'differentf, 
and the social institutio~~s that e ~ ~ b o d y  m d  rehforce those assumptions. 
To address relationships, Minow argues, is to resist abstraction and to de- 
mand context.57 

Mhow advocates a shift in the paradigm we use to co~~ceive of differ- 
ence, a shift from a focus on the distinctions between people to a focus on 
the ~lationships within which we notice and draw  distinction^.^^ What 
she calls the social relations approach to difference 'assumes that there is 
a basic connectedness beheen peopk, ixrstead of assuming that auton- 
omy is the prior and essential dimc-lnsion of personhood'?' A concern 
with relationships, she argue" shouid alert a dceision-maker to the 
power expressed in the process of categorizing people, or problems. 
Moxt-over, althou* relationd concerns do not, as she points out, 'tell us 
what to do' in times of conflict md difficulty-lhat is, they do not pro- 
vide principles which can be applied to @pica1 moral situations-they do 
not: necessarily lead to ~lativism,"" the contrary, she argues, following 
a relational approach, we can and do make judgements &out right and 
wrong, but we do sa in context and in light of particularized. assessmnts 
of the patterns of power and meaning." In this way, the study of differ- 
ence could provide us with 'clues to bmader problems of social plicy 
and h m a n  ~sponsibilitJi",~' 

Amclng her strategies for "making d~ferc.ncef she includes 'challeng- 
ing and transforming the mstated norm used for comparisons, taking the 
perspective of the traditimally excluded group, disentangling equaliw 
from its attachment to a norm fiat has the effect of mthinkh~g exclusitm, 
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and treating everyone as thot~gh he or she WE different'.h" Thus, her ifn- 
peratives to engagc an &server in the problems of difference include, 

Notice the mutual dependence of people- Irtuestignte the constructian of dif- 
ference in light of the norms and patterns of interpersonal and institutional 
relationships which make same traits matter. Questiorz the relatic~n~hip be- 
tween the c)bwrver and the observed in order to situate judgements in the 
perspective of the actual judge. Seck oiir and consider competing perspec- 
tives, especially those of people defined as the problem. Locate theory within 
context; criticzie practice in the light of theoretical commitments; and chal- 
lenge abstract theories in light of their: practical effects. Connect the parts and 
the whole of a situation; see how the frame of analysis influences what Is as- 
sumed to be givenSo4 

I'he fmportance cJf the social relations approach, in contrast to 'commu- 
nicative ethics' in Habermasian critical theory, is that it represents a clear 
ontologiral and epistemological break with Kantianism and the cmsent- 
based reasoning behind thecnies of justice as impartiality. However, as 
Mhokv points out, the challemge presented bp femkist strategies is not 
just to deepen an interest in kesponsihility' m 'care", contrasted with 
"fairness' or "rights".. The challenge, she claims, is to makntah a steady en- 
quiry into l.he jnterpersonal and political relationships betwcen the 
h o w n  and the hower; a concern for the ~ la t ions  between whales m d  
parts; a suspicion of abstractions, which are ljkely to hide under claims to 
ulliversality what is in het the particular point of view and experience of 
those in power; and a respect for particularit).; cmcmteness, reflection on 
experience, and dialogue. Mmy feminists, she adds, urge recastirng is- 
sues of di,fference as problems of dominance or subordination in order to 
disclose the social: relationships of power within which difference is 
n m e d  and enfo~ed.  'In sum', sshr cmcludes, 'feininiist strategies ques- 
tion Che assignment of diiFfe~nce to the "different person" by locating 
difference within relationships of differential. power'. 

Minow's appoach is intimately linked to, yet builds upon, the insights 
of care ethics. Interestingly, however, Minow does not advocate a whole- 
sale rejection of rights, but rather a renewed cmception of 'relational 

"o understood a p t  fmm the notion of ~sponsibili- 
ts and responsibilities, then, draw attention to the 

claims that arise out of relationships of human intedepenknce; thus, 
such a view encompasses not cmly individual freedom but afso rights to 
enter into m d  sustain intimate associations cmsiste~~t with the responsi- 
bilities thase associations entail, underscorirrg connection betwem fami- 
lies and intitnates and the larger ct, 



Margaret U&an Walker 'S expressive-collaborative view of ethics, dis- 
cussed in chapter 5, focuses on the social relations of power and differ- 
ence, and the importance of criticism, in a way that is simftar to Minw's 
ayproa,ch, She argues that the job of mnrd criticism is to exmine h m a n  
social arrangements rather than to put forward. universally valid stan- 
dards of conduct or judgement. Moral ~laticms are not "sirnplyt mcrral, 
but also socid-the 'complex skein of roles, relations or stahases', she h- 
sists, must not be made to look incidental to what morality is really 
about, or mally like. It is at our peril that we avert our eyes from the 
'shabby spedacles' of real, evevday moral systems, most of kvhich are 
'imbalanced, m-eyed, mystifying, rigged." Her vision of critical practice 
bears many similarities to that advocated by Minow: 

If it is characteristic of human societies (including our own) that moral stan- 
dards, statuses, and distributions of responsibility work through social dif- 
ferences, rather than in spite of them, then to understand moraliv-what it: 
is-is to see how morality works, and works better or worse, in just this 
way. If It is cummonglace that the mojst o~bvious moral failings of human 
sacietie+crueltr; injustice, exploitation, oppression-are effected through 
their systems of social differencef tl~en to mount effective moral criticism of 
these arrangements requires finding out precisely how relations of trust and 
responsibility can be manipulated and deformed into something ugly and 
dangerous, in just this tzrayb7 

A fes~hist  response to hcfus io~~ and exclusion in the global context, 
then, must begin with an account of the social relations of difference. It 
regards social excllxsion as an i~~tensely moral p s t i o n ,  yet one which 
cannot be separated from the social, political, and economic structures 
m d  relations in which it is embedded. An ethics of care values kumm re- 
lations and attachments m d  regards the promotion of goad sociaf ~ l a -  
tions wilhin and arnong g r o v ~ s  a moral priofity. It recognizes the need 
to focus on the permanent background to 'moral decisionsLthe every- 
day relations which give meaning and cclntext to so-called moral prob- 
lems,. However, at the same time, it achowledges that a11 relations are h- 
fused with power, and that within every relationship there exists the 
pota t id  for ercploitation and domination. Thus, it advocates atte~zficm to 
rehlionsll@s-among states and non-state actors h transnational social, 
political, and economic contexts-as a critical tool for uncovering and E- 
making the processes leading to the naming of 'difftrence' and the legiti- 
mal.ion of patterns of exclusion. 

Thus, while a critical ethics of care concentrates m particular persons 
and their relations with others, it does not ignore the structural condi- 
tions in which those relations are situated. Such m ethics is about atten- 
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tion to the rrrltltionships be lao~n  a pwhlenz and its conlexd and parficzrlarifilrs, 
rather than preoccupation with abstractjng a problem away from its con- 
text. As Minow argues, the mlational turn (in feminist ethics) thus repre- 
sents not a dcnial of or lack of intercjst in conflict and disunity, but: "@us 
on the inteyersoml and social cvrztexts in ahiclt these and all otkw human reh- 
f iuit.2~ occur.'s 

Insights from Feminist Global Political Economy 

'This final section explores briefly my hunch that there is a potentially 
huitful relationship between these arguments in femjnist ethics and so- 
cial theor?/ and the arg ents of feminists theorists fn GPE (global politi- 
cal economp).. Recentliy, fcminist theorists of gXoM poujcraf economy 
have taken up the critical project, focusing their work on aspects of gen- 
der ~ l a t i o m  within the global political econmy Smdra W~itworth has 
argued that in the (jght of the recent moventcnt h IPE (international p0- 
litical economy) to go well beyond simply adding actors and issues and 
to include a far more profound ontological and epistemological challenge 
to the disciplhe, the 'suggestion that wornell and gender may figure in 
international relations may not be as mwelcome a notion as it once was'. 
:Indeed, she poil7ts out that many femi~~ist crjtiques of mainstream 1R 
have adopted epistemological. strategies similar to .C-hose of the XPE schol- 
ars who preceded them." 

Jan Jindy Pettman argues that the dominant liberal and nationalist 
mod& in IPE rest on particular notions of the naturc of man, states, and 
markets which are class-, culture-, and gender-specjfic, informed by mas- 
culinist models of human nabre. Both models are pmfoundly gendered 
in their notions of power, wealth, and the state. Most impartmt however, 
both ignore the vast amount of women" llabour-h domestic and subsis- 
tence pmducticm, in =production and community- care-motivated not 
by competition and the profit motive, but. by family, local ~sponsibiliy, 
and 'caret",;") 

Indeed, tiberal p"""spective" pparticular are subject to criticism fmm 
fel~inist lheorists of inkmati.onal poljtical. economy. J. Ann Tickner cites 
Smdra Harding and ALison Jaggar, who argue that I-iberalissn" indhid- 
ual po"rayal of human natum ignores the extent to which individuals 
exist i,n relationships with others. They conclzicle that if the need for inter- 
dependence we= taken as a starting point, community and co-operation 
wodd not be seen as puzzlirrg m d  unproblemati~.'~ 

T i c h a  goczs on to argtre that a feminist perspective on international 
political economy must be wary of discourses that generalize and univer- 
saiize from theories based on assumpticms taken from characteristics as- 
sociated with Western men. For exannple, the lhed experiences o( lnany 



women have been closely bound to caretagng and child-rearing; these 
women would, define rationality as contextual and personal rather than 
abstract. A lemi~~ist definition of rationalitli, therefore, wodd be tied to 
an ethic of care and responsibiliq, rather than to profit maximization. Fi- 
nally, she argues that a fcminist perspective would assume a connected, 
interdependent individuai whose behaviour includes activities related to 
reproduction as w e l l  as production. This would require the breaking 
down of the artificial boundaries between the world of rational economic 
man in the public sphere of production and the activities that women 
perform 'outside' the economy as mothers, caretakers, and subsistence 
pmducers, Valuing child-bearing and child-reas-ing could h l p  to reduce 
the excessive focus on the productive efficiency of an ever-eqanding 
commodity production-a focus Ml)nose utiliq in a world of shrinEng re- 
sources, vast inequalities, and. increasing cmvironmentaI damage is be- 
coming questionable. A perspective that takes this redefined inetividual 
as its basic unit of anaiysis could help to create an alksnative model of 
political economy that respects human relationships as well as their reIa- 
tion to nature.'2 

As Sandra Whitworth argues, as well as seeking to transcelzd male- 
gendered nutions about human nature and rational*, feminist theorists 
of CPE are concerned with explorirrg how krurwledge about sexual dif- 
ference is sustained, reproduced, and manipulated by htematio~zal hsti- 
tutions. Understood in this way, manixlgs about gender are maintained 
and contested through the practices and struggles ofctctom clzgaged in wla- 
f20nships with each other and the institutions in wtnich, they are in~~dved.  
The content of what the relations of gender look like is arrived at, not in 
any static way, but throul;h the activities of real, lizjing Izumu~ beings oper- 
ating w i t h  real historical cjrcmstances." 

The emphasis on uncovering ideas and perceptions about differerne, 
the belief that actors arc. engaged, at a fundamental level, in relationships 
wif-;h each other and wi& institutio~zs, and the stress on real, livhg, con- 
crete human beings, as opposed to static, abstract subjects, reveals the 
affinities between feminist approaches to GPE and the ethics of c a .  By 
its very nature, however, femhist IPE also recoglnizes that the activities 
of human subjects take place within particular economic structures and 
material conditions wit;hin which women" lives are located. Thus, while 
it maintains a concerlz with tke structured inequalities within whjch 
agents operate, at the same time it documents the actual experiences of 
particulaf women within the global political ecclnomy3 

Clearly, many feminjst theorists of global political economy s h m  an 
epistemological position regarding the social@ constructed nature of 
howledge, and a normative commitment to mcovering the ideas, ide- 
ologies, and social and ecmomic structures which create differe~zt and 
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unequal power relations." For this reason, they can provide useful in- 
sights towards the construction of an extended account of relational 
ethics which takes account of the wider institutional and structural forces 
which obstruct the development of caring relatio~~s between persons. 

Conclusion 

This chapter has sought to elucidate the arguments made in earlier chap- 
ters which suggested that an appmaeh to ethics in an era of gbhalization 
must pay attention to exclmionary social practices and structures in the 
cmternpmary global system: how boundaries are constmcted, how %if- 
ference-s assif;~-ted, and how moral and social exclusion is legitimated. 
In crihapter 5, it was argued that exclusionary practices-iAerent in both 
the system of territ0riaf.i~ bounded, sovereign nation-states and the 
norms and stmctures of an increasingly glohalized political eccmoq- 
must be pr&j.ematized if we are to understand hctw o~tr perceptions of 
distant others are constructed and reconstmcted. Understanding Obsta- 
cles to moral respmskeness among distant s t r q e r s  sfmply in terms of 
ignorance, egoism, or individual prejudice obscures the kstitutionaliza- 
tion of exclusion' which occurs not only within political communities but 
between them.76 

In spite of Ihe advances made in exflorj,ng these q u e ~ t i o ~ ~ s  by critical 
theorists and postmodernists h international relations theory, itis femi- 
nist theory-includi~~g work in ethics, legal theory and internaticmai po- 
litical economy-which can help us to construct the most useful ap- 
proach to inclusion and exclusion on a global scale. A relational 
perspective relies m the feminist ethics of care hut is also committed to 
paying attention to exclusionary social practices and structures in the 
contemporary global system* A social relatiuns approach to the legd con- 
struction of difference, and a critical approach to exclusionary institu- 
tions and structures in the global political ecmorny, are uniquely cam- 
patible with the epistemology and ontology of care ethics. By htegrating 
these approaches, it becomes possible to develop what might be called a 
critical ethics of care; this approach recognizes the inadequacy of abstract, 
universalizing moral theories and instead locates moral motivation and. 
moral rczsponsiveness in fie particular relations among ccmcrek persms. 
However, it also is acutely aware of the arguments against orthodox ver- 
sions of the ethics of care-that this sort of ethics lfocuses exclusively on 
bmicrohoral situations, among intimates in the home or 'private 
spbcre', to the exclusio~~ of the cvider social causes of sufferi,ng and need, 

Critics have poin.tcrd out that relational ideas carry risks for vuherable 
people if the urtderlyirrg patterns of power remain unchanged.:' Mmy 
moral and snciai theorists-feminist: m d  nonfeminist-haw expressed 



reservations about relational or interpersonal ethics; they fear that ac- 
knowledging people"s rrrutuaj need for one another may exacehate the 
dependence of those who have historicalty been more dependent with- 
out remahg the underlyhg social arrangemnts that produced that pat- 
tern.'Vminists have pojnted to the specific dangers this poses to 
women: regarding wmen as ertisting and identifying themselves in rela- 
tion to otkrs-spedfcl ,  to mell-perpetudes perceptions of women 
as dependent and relegates them to the private sphere, or, at best, to so- 
called caring professions, which continue to be mdervalued in society 
Indeed, this is a potem.t.ial problem not only for wornem but fnr all v b r -  
able or historically dependent groups: impoverished peoplles of the 
South, dispossessed or stiltdess persons, migramts, and refugees. 

r2s a corrective to this potentiat limitation, this cbapter has dernon- 
stsated the relevance of two other modes of relational thinking: in the 
social theory and legal analysis of feminist legal theory, and in feminist 
approaches to international political ecmomy These theoretical perspec- 
tives recognize the potential of relational thinking not only in under- 
standhg moral ~lat ions but in problematizing the n o m  and stmctures 
that underwrite and sustain exclusimary structures. -Their critical: episte- 
mology is relational, in that it is based upon a recognition of the relation- 
ship between kncrwiedge and the knower; moreover, their social and 
moral ontdogy is relationd, in that there is a recognition that persons, in- 
stitutions, states, and even worldviews exist in relation to one another, 
Thus, there is an explicit rejection of the idea of a 'norm' by which all 
others can be judged. Xnst.ead, a rehtional approach ellquires into the in- 
stitutiond practices that determine a norm, agaixrst which some people 
seem different, or deviant.'" 

A relational appmach to care elhics is able to address m r a l  problems of 
human sulffering first, by recognizhg tfiat an understanding of the nature 
and patterns of persmal and social relationshjps must be the starting 
point for any serious moral enquiry Second, although this approach 
places a high moral value on the existence and majsltenance oi relation- 
ship-characterized by continuous attentim, responsiveness, and care, it 
also recognizes that thcre exists, withh~ all relationships, the potentid for 
exploitation and coercion. Thus, the approach is committed to the promo- 
tion of healthy, ccari- relations a m o q  individuals and grouf"" not 
&mu@ lhc apflication of some mininnd, abstract pr.inciples of what: jws- 
tice demmds, but accordhg to the demands of the given sihation, where 
real social ~lafions mong concrete persom need to be created or rest0rc.d. 

Using arguments fmm the social relations approach to the legal treat- 
ment of difference, and from critical/femhist approaches to global polit- 
ical ecmomy a critical-wlational ethics of care msponds to differmce and 
exelusjon by examining 'E-he relatio~strips between pectpk who have and 
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p e m e  who lack the power to assign the label of diffemce', leading to the 
recognition that "the name of difference is produced by those with the 
power tcr name and the power to treat themselves as the mrm" So-called 
consetnsus approaelnes, then, may be seen as expressing the perspectives 
of those in positions to mforce &eir points oi view in the structure and 
gove""nce of societyw A rdationd approrxch, by cmtrast would enable 
us to think of difference not: as 'empirically discoverable, consisting of 
traits infnerent in the "different person"', but rather as something which 
grows fmm the ways in which 'societies ass ip  individuals to categories 
md, on that basis, determhe whom to h c l ~ ~ d e  and who to exclude from 
political, social and economic acti:vities< While retahing the commibent 
to moral attention and responsiveness that is motivated by m d  located in 
concrete individuals and their particular relationships and attachmetnts, 
this approach pays attention to the broader institutjonal and stmctural 
relations in which relatims of cart. are located. The perspectives from 
fenninist international political econarny complement the epistedogy 
and ontology of an ethics of care; such approaches accept that relation- 
ships among real, not abstract, persons must be tke starting point of any 
e~nquiry, but: they also prohlematize and critique the very structures 
withiS1 which those relations are located. Ultimately they work towards 
an emancipatory vision of a more humme world order. 
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A Critical Ethics of Care in the 
Context of International Relations 

As nmch as nfiph 4 t h c  zmrldS 5.5 billiarz people live in the type of~xtrenze porrcrty 
that nz~hps thrtrz vtrlneable fa utzdemourislzmtt~f. and f.lrec*hj prey to debilitating or 
I@-destroyitzg dismsrrs. . . . lt is importatzl fo ct~riflrlly scruti~zize, _FYom the innr~zi 
poifzt of view, not only ZLI IZLI~ ,  v~fzyfhillg, is to he ~ O M P ,  but also !IOW mzd why if is to 
hc done. 

WiXliam Aiken and Mugh LaEollefke, World Xil~-~?rger and Moralihf; 1996 (pp. 1-21 

The area of momls, a d  ergo of moral plzikmoplzy, can flow htp secrl, rlol as a hale-arld- 
corner nzattcr of debts nrzd pron~iscv, hut. as coz~eri~g t l zp  z~/;r~!e @ L J U ~  ~rtode @living, 
and the quality ?four rlliafbns with tlzrr ulorld. 

Iris Murdoch, hislenlinlisi-S and IWysfi"cs, 1997 (p, 386) 

This chapter addwsses what are often referred to as ethical issues in in- 
tematicmal ~laticms. This is usually taken to mean the area oE practice, 
specific or general, to which ethical consid,erations apply- The idea of eth- 
ical "issues' in international relations, however, assumes or implies a 
number of thhgs: first, that the issues tJRemsclwes are in some measure 
discrete, distinct, and separate from one another; second, that because 
there are ethical issues, there must also be same non-ethical issues in hter- 
national relations; and finally, that the issues themselves may be re- 
garded as disthct from the moral values m d  ethical. ideas e~~bedded  in 
&em.. iBut as Roger Spegele points out, the separation oi theory and prac- 
tice which leads us to detach ourselves from our experience gives us a 
false view of the so-cakd nonlf.leoretical side of life: '/\r view of t-cory 
whjch stresses thc inappropriateness of a detached and impersonal re- 
sponse to the way t-hings are points up the fact that the nonthemtical 
side of life is not just activity or an event but a form of life'.' 

In an attempt to avoid bofi of these implicatims, this cbagter mfers 
not: to 'issues9ut to "contexts'. 'The aim is to present a mom holistic gic- 
turc of the world of global sociai relations-a world, wfiieh cannot neatly 



338 A Critical Etlzics of C ~ r e  irz the Context oflrtternational Relations 

be divided h to  issues, and where issues cmnot be separated from our 
knowledge and understanding of t k m .  Thus, while this chapter rein- 
forces claims made earlier in the book-that all aspects of international 
rcllali.ons are, by definition, elhical-it seeks to dentollskate how our m- 
derstandjng oi certairr aspects of global social, political, and economic re- 
lations may take cm a new meaning and significance when viewed from 
the perspective of a critical ethics of care, 

The first section discusses the domhant views on the central 'issues3n 
international ethics, analyzirrg critically the ways in which these issues 
have been explored. SpecificaI(yf it focuses m the ways in \zrhich ques- 
tions regarding the moral authority of state sovereignty and the problem 
of intervention have been privileged within internatimal ethics. 'This has 
cmtributed to the hability of moral reasollhg in the context of hterna- 
tionaI relations both to be critical in its aappmach and to mothate signifi- 
cant moral m d  politicat change.. Neither the chosen topics and issucs in 
htemati.ona1 ethics-which focus predoxninantly on state autononny and 
the wider claims of the global comunj ty  and intervention-nor the 
styles of moral reasoning used to adciress them challenge the assump- 
tions of orthodox international relations theory 'The state centrism and 
the dichotomous, bimry ontology used to explore these issues support 
and reproduce dominmt statist appmach""in internatimal relations, 
while the abstract, formalized, rational forms of ethics used to address 
these so-called moral questions f i ts comfortably with the dminant posi- 
tivist epistemology of prevaiti~~g internationd relatrions theory. 'The is- 
sues are frmed withh the dichotomy between cmmunitarian val~~es- 
articdated as the particularist rights of states, and. cosmopolitan 
gods-and the uniwersal tbligatiom of Lhe ktemtional  cclmmunity' to 
hunanity as such. Thus, dcbates over sovereigi~ty and hterventior?, fnr 
exarmple, emerge as a logical puzzle, a problem to be solved through the 
construc"cion and application of princir>les, But as Spegele points out, this 
view that all moral dilemmas are resolvable 'without remainder-is a 
false one; it is only after we accept the unresolvability-tJne untidy ke- 
maindersLof moral probtems in international relations that we might 
achaalfy entbark on a type of moral thinking which works towards the 
achievement of real moral and political change.The final part of this sec- 
tion explores this dilemma of swereignty and intervention, focusing 
specifically on the probkrn of 'hum,anjt.arian interve~~tion' and offerjng 
s m e  reflections on how we might usefully rethixlk not only the answers 
but the yuestions surraundiw intervention h the gl&al political context. 

The second sectim returns to the problem of swid exclusion discussed 
in chapter 6. Specifically the focus is on the ever-widening gap between 
rich and poor, and the extent to which our experience-not only in the 
form of economic policies, political strategies, m d  developme~~t prajects 
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but also i,n terms of our whole mode of living, the nature m d  quality of 
our attacbents, and our uibjects of attention-may be shaped and 
moulded in order that considera.tion of L\ridespread human sufferir~g be- 
comes a morc3 central part of our everyday lives. This i s  not to say, how- 
ever, that the proper role and value of sovereignty and the place of intctr- 
vention are not central conceptual vestictns in internationat rclbtions; 
certainly, questions about the nnturc3 of identity and community in the 
contemporary global order are a vital part of what international ethics 
must explort?. As argued in chaptu 4, we must recclpize the limitations 
of an approach to et-hics wl.rich conca~trates on Ihe source of moral value 
and the moral diksnrnas which relate to that question; instead, moral rea- 
soning in the global context must try to make sense of: how personal and 
culhral attacbents m d  social relations can lead to exclusion and domi- 
nation, but also how they may be shaped and reconstructed in order to 
promote solidwit5 strmgtl-r, and well-being. 

State Autonomy; Savereignt-y; and Intervention 

It has bee11 argued that the most central question that normative interna- 
tional relations theory can pose is that of the moral status of the claim to 
autonomy made by all sovereign states. Specific questions, then, include: 

Do states have a rlglgl to be left to their own devices? If so, is this an nbsolzlfe 
right, or is it cmditional on their acceptance af =If-impc~sed limits? Do all 
states have the same kirzds cf righfs irrespective of their dctrnestic circum- 
stances? If states cannot be said to have a right to be left alorze, who has the 
riglzt fo interwne in their afhirs? Other states? Or the WO~XB community?' 

Chris Brown divider; the potential answers to these questions into two 
camps: cosmopotitm answers, which reject the state's right to autonomy 
wheln this arntonomy could invoke the violation of ulliversally apflica- 
blc standards of behaviour; and cornanunitarian answers, which accept 
only those constraints on states-behaviour which grow out of the corn- 
muniiry itself." Within international theory, he argues, this issue is set up 
in terms of intervention and non-intervention, thus linkirrg a m r a l  issue 
with a legal issue. Thus, he points out, the paradox oE international ~ l a -  
tions ennerges: in spite of the norm of non-intervention, it is generally ac- 
knowledged that there are circumstances in which this norm can and 
should be breached. 'l'he ws t ion  is, which circ~mstances?~ 

Sixnilarly, i,n Ethics in f~sternafiolzal Rclnti~ns, Meryn Frost lists thirteen 
ethical issues in international relations which he describes as krucial" 
and 'pressingf. The fifth issue on his list is: 'Wl~en is intervention Zly one 
state in the domestic affairs of another state justified?' This follows only 
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questions relating to the causes and conduct of war, including nuclear 
weapons and individual obligations to participate in the use of force; the 
other issues on the list, moreover, include terrorism, wars of national lib- 
eration, the use m d  distribution of resources, problems of global ecology; 
the extent and nature of international organizations, and 'farniliar"ues- 
tions surrounding humm rights.T~"ur&ermt-,re, he argues that 'all norma- 
fivc issnes in world poiitics today refeq either directly or indilsectly to the 
state, inter-state ~lnt i i lns  and the role of i~zdividzdals as cilizens of staks".' 
Thus, both of these vvriters give priority to the prohlm of the moral 
value of state mtonomy, and lhey do so within an ontologkal kmecvork 
which focuses on the state as mnral agent in the internatinnal system of 
states and reduces the person to her role as citizen. 

Chapter 4 explmd the cosmopolitanicommunitarim dcbate in inter- 
national relations theory, arguing that this debate has become the central 
hamework for discussing wst ions in normative international relatims 
theory. The lkks betwee11 this Eramecvork of universal versus particular 
and the generd question of the role of the state and state sovereignty in 
global srrciety are not coincidental; indeed, the questions that are ac- 
cepted as central or important m d  the frameworks used ta malyze them 
am both interdependent and mtually constituting. If we regard states as 
autonomous actors withh a global commmity, and if we regard persons 
as citizens cvithin states and human beings within Ihat global community, 
we merge with a specclfic ontology which is both atmistic and dichoto- 
mous. Persms are divided by their role as citizm and their rote as indi- 
vidual human beislg; states are torn between their political autonomy m d  
territorial ixltegrity and heir role in the global community* Identity, c m -  
munity, anli relationships become reduced to an intractable dilemma, fo- 
cushg nn the question of the sottrce of mord value, in wfiich the nat-urtl 
of ollr attachments and our identities are constrained by the mtology of 
the glohal system. 

With this framework and this binary, atamistic ont-ology as a stmting 
poht, it is not surprishg that questions surrounding state autonomy, in- 
tervention, and human rights assume priority- on lists of ethical issues in 
international relations. States have rights to alltonomy and sovereig~zty 
as welf as duties to their citizens. They also, however, have some Ximited. 
duties to the international community. States are autonomous agents; 
while they may have relations with o&er states, these relations are un- 
derstood in legalistic, functional, or utilitarian terms. Individuals, too, are 
morally significant, but only fnsofar as they are defined either by the 
state, as citizens, or by their humanity. Individuals, moreover, are the 
bearers of rights; it is by virtue of their humanity that individuals possess 
rights, but it is only insofar as they are cil;izens of sovereip states that 
they have these rights guarmteed. 
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It is around this relatio~nship between individual rights and state sover- 
eignty that Micbael Walzer builds his argument in Just and Unjust M m , "  
Walzer makes much of the "omestic analogy', which is based on the idea 
that states have rights in much the same way that individuals have 
rights. 'Every mference to aggression as the international equivalent of 
armed robbery or murder', he argues, ' m d  every compariscrn of home or 
country or of personal liberty and political independence, relies on what 
is called the domestic analogy',' Like liberal: theories of Mivibual rights, 
states' rights are established. thfo* cmsent. The contract here, then, is a 
metaphor for a process of associatian and mutuality, 'the ongoing charac- 
ter of which the state clajms to protect against extcrnal memachment~ In 
Walzerfs cornunitarian view, the individual% right to life and tiherty 
maltes little selnse outside of the shared Life and Liberty of individmls in 
an ixrdepmdent community which they have made; the moral standiPlg 
of any pztkular state, he claims, depends upon the ~al i ty-  of the com- 
mon Life it protects.""'us, Walzer's "legalist paradigln' is derived from 
the state" ffundarnental right to political sovereignty and territorial in- 
tegrity-rights whicl-t are derived, in turn, from individuai rights to life 
and Liberty. From this position, Walzer argues strongly in favour of the 
principle that states should never intervene in the domestic affairs of an- 
other state, although he concedes that the very foundaticms of this princi- 
ple req"lire that. we sometimes disregasd it. Thus, while the prartice of in- 
tervening often defends the territorial integrity and political 
independence of invaded states, it can sometimes be justified.?' 

C)ne case \zrhere intemezntion can sometimes be justified, according to 
VValzer, is the case oi humanitarian intervention, He explahs: 

If the dominant forces within a state are engaged in massive vialationti of 
human rights, the appeal to self-determination in the MiXIian sense of self- 
help is not very attractive. That appeal has to d o  with. the freedom of the 
community taken as a whole; it has no force when what is at stake is the bare 
survival or the minimal liberty cjf (same substantial nurnber of) its members. 
Against the enslavement or massacre of political opponents, national mi- 
norities and religious sects, there may well be no help unless help comes 
fmm outside.I2 

Thus, while Walzer recognizes the need for humanitarian intervezntion 
when it is a msponse (with reasonable expectations of success) to acts 
"that shock the moral conscience of mankind" he remains sceptical about 
the motives and practices of intervenhg states" 'States don't send their 
soldiers into other states, it seems, d y  in order to save lives"." 

WaIzerfs hook is a classic example of a wmk in international ethics 
wh,ieh starts from a fixed ontology and focuses on the moral dilernxna of 
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states' rights and dernationnl oklligations* It dso focuses on the moral 
aspects of war and violent conilict and relies m a liberal-contractualist 
moral wasoning, making use of moral concepts such as rights and duties. 
WaIzer's is a broadly statist or communitarim argument which attempts 
to reconcile the rights of states with the rights of individuals by demon- 
strating how the latter are ultimately derived from the former. This wwk 
is paradjgmatic of a wh& body of literahare which expores issues con- 
nected with sovereignty intervcmtion, and the "just war"from the per- 
spective of this dichotomy between illdividual rights and states-rights 
or, pu"t:nother way; national rights and ifzfemational obligatio~ls* 

It has been a central argument of this book that moral reasoning about 
international ~Iat ions must move beyond this fixed ontology, tbr princi- 
pled, justificatory ethics, and the limited view of morality which c w  
rently characterizes international ethics, and towards a critical, relational 
ethics which ~foctrses attention on the permanent background to deci- 
sions rather than simply on the moral criteria for maEng decisions and 
the nature of subsequent moral action. The next section illustrates this ar- 
gument by exploring in more detail the problcm of humanitaim inter- 
vention, and how it has beerl-and ntight continue to be 
the context of international ethics, 

Humanitarian Intervention 

The agetzt, thin as a needle, appears in Ik quickfislz of ftw clmosing will, . . . Tl~e  
ageni~eedum2, Z'rtdeed his rmovnl qualify, resiclm in his elloices, and yet we are not 
told wJuf prepares Jtim for trlte clzaices. 

Iris Murdoch, Exislentialists and Mystics, 1997 (p. 3431 

In essence, trlte story told Itere ofhzdrnmnitarianr's1r2 dur.z'ng war and its t~arious 
malz$eshtio:orzs ftirotqghc~ut l~iskorp represctzts ftte eienzal Jztrmalz sfncgglc befurteen 
eomp~ssion, bnsed on recognz't;ion ofa eorntnon Izunznnify, anlzd ser-ir-zlerest. 

Thsnas G. Weiss and Cindy Callins, Xil~-1mnnil-rarinr2 Clsnllmges a d  I~ztemetztia~t, 19% (p. 1971 

It has been argued that questions regarding the moral basis of state au- 
tonomy, state sovereignty, and its place within the international system 
have been the central focus of ethical debates in international relations. 
From this starting point, it is not surprising that intervention-and 
specifically, humani.tarian intervention-has often been regarded as the 
quintessential moral issue in international relations. fndeed, it has been 
suggested that the very phrase 'hummitasian intervention' sounds 
horalynsofar as it may be contrasted with "hard-headed considerations 
of national interest"14 But this, of course, is a narrow interpretation of 
what counts as moral; moreover, to equate 'moral\with 'cosmopolitm' is 
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to refuse to recog~~ize that even realist arguments in favour of non-inter- 
vention put forward a coherent ethical position. 

Tl~is point is made by Nick Lewer and 0livcs.r Ramsbotham in their 
paper """Smething Must Be Donett":owards an Ethical F r m e w ~ r k  for 
Humanitarian hterventim in Tnternational Social Conflict" They break 
down the idea of humanitarian intervention into its two parts in an at- 
tempt to arrive at a definitio~~. In order to count as humanitarian, they 
argue, intervention must be m attempt, carried out in the name of the in- 
ternational community, to remedy a situation in which fundamental hu- 
man rights m being dellied. In, defining 'intervention', the arnthors rely 
on a broad dcfinition of social intervention: "any act . . . that alters the 
characteristics of another individual or the pattern of rczlationships be- 
t w e e ~ ~  individuals'. Lewer and Rmsbotharn qualify this definition with, 
the caveat that their particular concern is mly with intervation across 
state borders.I5 

The authors' cel~tral purpose in this paper is to set out an 'agreed ethic 
of humanitarian inkrvention to guide &liberation Labout what to do','" 
They examine the debate ower humanitarian intervention in fnternational 
elhics, bcushg on four positions: reaiism,, utiljtarianism, Kantian deon- 
tolsgy, m d  natural law.." fn summjng up the debate, Lewer and Rams- 
botham deliver this rather disappoirrtint; cmclrtsion: 

[Wle may lump together all those who favour humanitarian intervention . . . 
whether we call them kuniversalists', kcrosmopolitans', or %sotidarists" insofar 
as they acknowledge fa) universal rights and (b) concomitant un iversal 
obligatims which both define an international or global community and de- 
termine how- it c~ught to act. In contrast-, arguments against humanitarian in- 
terventic~n tend to be of three kinds . . . realist . . . statist . . . relativist. Need- 
less to say, many careful thinkers find themselves torn between the 
alter-natives as they try to find a principled response to the challenges of in- 
ternational order and "an% ihumanity to man<lh 

11% spite of their claim to take a broad view of what counts as a moral 
argulnent and to eschew the separatio~~ of politics and morality; the au- 
thors provide a framwork for their debate which corresponds to the ac- 
cepted mtofogy of orthodox internationai relations theory and the tracii- 
tional modes of moral reasoning which focus on rights, obligations, and 
as they put it, 'choice, action and justificatid.'Their own contribution 
to the debate on the ethics of hummitarian intervention takes the form of 
a set of frulrreworlc pritzciples which are, in fact, defining principles. In 
other words, the authurs are suggesting that 'if there is such a thjxrg as 
humanitarian &ervention, then it is defined by framework principles of 
the sort set out here'. n e y  argue that 'all those claiming to intervene . . . 
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on humanitarian grounds . . . must make their decisions in the light of 
this ethical framework. If hey  do nut, they should not call their interven- 
tions ""hmanitarian"fIZO The end result of their work is the formulation of 
ten ethical principles which are to act as a code to guide consistent and 
principled decision-making in this "fraught area",'" 

What appears, on the surface, to be a comprehensive analysis of the 
ethical 'dimensio~~s' in. hummitarim intervention is, however, partial m d  
incomplete. The guiding principles and. emergent analysis in this paper 
emanate from a specific set of assumptions about the nahtre cJf ethics and, 
specifically, of ethics in inkmational relations. A very different picture 
would emerge, however, if we began from the perspective of a critical 
ethics of care in our moral consideration of h mitarim interven~on, 

First, we would qucstion the validjty of skrtring (rom t%te position &at 
the moralily of hummitarian intervention resides in khoice, action and 
justificationf-that is, in the mommt of dwision-making and hence in the 
criteria used to m k e  a moral judgement and the principles applied to 
guide "conduct' or "ctionkonce the decision bas been taken. By cmkast, a 
critkd ethics of care rczhses to reduce ethics to a mornent of judgement 
but. instead focuses ottr attention on the permanemt background to those 
decisions which must be taken in times of crisis. From this perspective, 
ethics in international relations is concerned not only with specific issues, 
dilemmas, or conflicts but with the nahrrre and qrxality of existing s o d  re- 
lations. The focus i s  not shply  on the moment when, for example, ethnic 
relatiom break down to a point where 'barbamus acts9hally 'outrage the 
cmscience of mankind'," Rather, it would inkrmgate the nature of 'nor- 
mal" social relations in an a t t c q t  to undcrstand, the processes of exclusion 
and marghalizaticm which themselves create the need for humanitarian 
h~terventio~~. mese would hclude both relatio~~s withh~ m d  between vul- 
nerable communities, m d  between such communities and the powerful. 
states and organizations of the Nor& and. West-the ostemive guardians 
of human rights and the leaders of the international community. 

Second, from the perspective of a critical ethics of cart;., we would 
need to rethink both the moral cmcepts and the types of moral reason- 
ing which are seen as relevant to humanitarian intervention. As Lewer 
and Ramsbotham" ppapes illustrates, it is most common to think in 
terms of principles that are universal and general and may be applied to 
any situation classifiable as humanitarian intervention. Within these 
principles, moreover, there is a focus on rights and duties: 'Whre there 
is unacceptable denia or vidation of human ri,yhts, actual or threatened, 
the international cmmunity has a dzlfy to attempt redress and a prima 
facie right to intervene",'" Them is an assumption, furthermore, that it is 
possible to arrive at principles that arc. universal-tbat is, 'endorsed by 
the hterndionai commu~~ilry'-and that the aim ofimpartial promotion 
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of sustained h m a n  flourishing' is both possi,ble and desirable. But if: we 
are focushg not only on judgement and action but on our capacity to 
learn haw to focus our sustahed moral attention on others, on how to 
build strong at-tachments whieln encowage agelnts to be attentive and re- 
sponsive and to recowize shared responsibilitks, and on how to become 
mom aware of the extent to which ~lat imships can themselves act as a 
guide to t-he processes of naming Uifierence' and thus of exclrasjm and 
marginalization, the goals of impartiality and universaliQ recede into the 
background, and the idea of ethics as a set of principles oMlir7ing rights 
and duties seems not to take into account a cvhole range of moral con- 
cepts. This is not to concede to moral relativim, but sinnpXJr to r e c v i z e  
that rules and principles which demand abstraction from real situaticms 
obseurrz l.he fact that we can only begin to mke selzse of mra1ity and 
moral relations if we start with our contextual, sihatcd experignce. 

Fhally it is important that we should question, and refuse to take as 
given, the orrtoloa which reduces social attachmezzts to the reciprocal 
relations of autonomous states in an anarchical system. This ontoliogy 
reduces moral relations to the dichotomy between non-htervention- 
characterized by a commitme~zt to state auto~zomy m d  sovereignty-and 
intervention, done in the name of hdividual human rights m d  the good 
of humanity as such. Morality becornes, as traditional Western ethics 
teaches us-and as articzllated in the epigraph at the beginning of this 
section-'* eternal human struggle between compassion, based on 
recopition of a commcm h anity, and self-intemstf. From the perspec- 
tive of a critical ethics of care, however, this picturcl of moralit-y as an 
'eternal struggle' no longer seems relevant. If moral responses and the 
ability to act well emerge out of our personal and social attachents with 
others, then moral heling and action are no longer separde .from, but in 
fact part of, that whi.ch matters to mnrd agents. 

Clearly, we cannot, nor should we, ignme the moral dllemmas and 
problems which arise oat of the states system, including Ihe difficulty of 
reconciling political sovereignty and. the rule of non-ir\tervention with 
the recognition that intervention may sometimes be justified. What 
should perhaps be questioned, however, is the extent to which what is 
seen as irrrportant or central to hternational ethics is predetermined by 
both a limited mcrral ont-czlogy-where states and citizens stand in oppo- 
sition to the global community of humankind-& a particu,lar style of 
moral masoning that mlies primarily on the moral concepts of rights and 
duties. Certainly, it is importmt that international relations theorists ex- 
plore the m r a l  basis of the apparent-ly practical questions of sovereignty, 
intervention, and conflict. It is clear, moreover, that tensions do exist be- 
tween the duties of states to their citiZens and their responsibilities to act 
on the claims of those outside their own borders, as well as between our 
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feelings of commnnity and iderntity wi.t.h our feliiow eitizens and our 
recoetion of our own humanity. 

I-lowever, this tidy dichotomy c ot even begin to capme the com- 
plexities of such notions as identity and community, nor dues it ade- 
quately address the extent to which morality is pxlesent not just in the de- 
cisions of states at times of crisis ('5Shuld we or should we not 
intervene?') but in the continuous backgrottnd to thcse deejsions* Thusl 
the moral question attached to the issue of 'complex emerlfmcies', for ex- 
ample, becomes one of what duties or ololigations states have to inter- 
vene to prevent h u ~ n m  rights abuses and suffclring. As fenny Edkins ar- 
gues, much of the literature on food aid and iamine takes this approach, 
as do debates on humanitaimism more generally.*l But moral cclnsidera- 
tion need not end wi,th the question 'Should we intervene?'; instead, 
moral attention needs to be paid to developing an understanding of the 
moral relations Mxhich exist, and the moral decisions that are constmtly 
being taken, both before? and after the question of humanjtarian interven- 
tion actually arises; this, in turn, dcmands a critical analysis of the social 
relations which exist within societies, and between societies in the global 
cmtext. 

From the perspective of a critical ethics of cam, one of the central issues 
in intematicmal ethics-humanitarian intervention-may be understood 
not just as an ultimately intractable dichotomy between hwmanity and 
self-interest, between t h  global community and the state, or indeed, be- 
tween ethics and pditics. The 'states/citizens versus humanity" ontology 
which underwrites this moral dilem~na leads to an unrealistic picture 
both of the nature of attachments and commmities and of the nature and 
breadth of our mcrral experience. The m r a l  cclntent of this experience is 
rclduced to the momem.t. o.f mord judgentcnt when .faced with the ques- 
tion: 5hould the international community ;intervene in this humanitarim 
emergenc y?' Humanitarian fntervention may present its& as the qui11- 
tessential ethical issue in internatio~zal relations; howcver, morality is em- 
bedded in the permanent background to that intervention, and in the na- 
ture and quality of the social mlations MIhich exist trYithin and between 
communities, It is on this backgmund, finally, that we must focus our 
moral attention. 

Foregrolmding Poverty and Exelusion 

?"his section explores the ccmt.inuous, ever-widening gap between rich 
and poor, particularly in the context of North-South relations, and the 
pmcesses of exciusim and. bmakdown of social. relations which lead to 
human suffering and, particularly, to poverty. Nornative international 
relations theory has systematically obscllred the extent to kvhich the 



A CritimE Etlzics of CG~E in the Context of ItzterrzafionaE Relations 347 

everyday processes, practices, and social relations in international rela- 
tions often lead to devastating levels of human sufiering. Many theorists 
wlruld argue, of colarse, that suffering is their motivation for thinking 
about moral issues h hternational relations; 'just warf theorists, for ex- 
ample, would. argue that setting out prirrciples governhg the conduct of 
war is aimed primarily at mitigating human suffering; 
orists, moreover, would ckim that their approach is ai 
dividual human suffering by relying m a conception of that to wfirich, all 
humm beings are morally entitled, simply by virtue of their humanity, 
While this may hdeed be the case, serious ethical consideragon of hu- 
man suffering must nut be limited to trying to answer the question: 
"houtd any action be taken to relieve this suffering, and if so, what =a- 
son can we give to justiiFy the tatcing of that action?' Answering this ques- 
tion marks the beginning, not the end, of ethiral reflection. 

To argue that we should bcus our attention m world poverty is not to 
szxggest that. it has hjt-herto been ignored by normative trheorists in inter- 
national relations. Indeed, Chris Brown cites authors such as Rawls, 
Beitz, Barry Singer, and 0'Neill as those who, in the two decades since 
the problem of rich-poor rcl&ions c m  to be defincd as such, have made 
'quite irn.prcssive"hil.osophical progress. Yet, it is inte~sting to note that 
Brown also concedes that 'two decades of genuine philosophical 
progress have also been two decades of substantive politics) failure'.25 
This remarkable statement clearly illustrates the widely accepted separa- 
tion between moral philosophy, on the one hand, and politics and inter- 
national rclatiorzs on the other. Vjrtually all of this progress has been in 
the form of debate on the question of 'hternational distributive justicef- 
a debate which, once mme, reiies tln the cosmopolitan/commmitarian 
framework, uses the lmguage of rights and crbligations, m d  attexnpts to 
formulate rules or prtnciples of right action which may be universally ap- 
plied. By and large, this debate has concentrated on the question of 
whether lheories of justice for the domestic R& can be adapted to fit 
the hternational context, and m the related question of the scope of ollr 
obligations to =distribute wealth. In the cmtext of these debates there is, 
hterestirrgly; very little mention of poverty on a global. scale-a subject 
which has only recently become the object of serious attention h htema- 
tional relations.2s 

In spite of the marginakatim d questions of poverty in international 
relations, there has been significant analysis by philosophers of the ethics 
cJf world poverty2%e next se ly examines the dominmt ap- 
proaches to poverty on a globat rights-based approach and the 
Kantian, Obligations-centred approach. It argues that neither of these ap- 
proaches can take us any closer to mitigating the actual suffering of real 
peaple caused by continuing poverty. Poverty in the South is ongoing 
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and part oE the everyday h e s  ol those whom it affects. M a t  et-hies must 
do is begin to m k e  this poverty a part of the everyday lives of those who 
are, at presmt, unaware of the way they may be affected by it. 

Leading Ethical Approaches to Poverty and Development 

Ri'ghts-Based Approaches to Povedy 

As argued in chapter 4, analysls of the eChical dimension of international 
~lali.ons is dominated overwhehingly by llxe liberal-contractualist lan- 
guage of rights. Tnterestingly, rights-based ethics is preeminent not only 
in the academic ~searc11 of phhophers  and theorists oE politics, inter- 
national relations, and development studies but also in the "practical' cir- 
cles of policpakers and analysts. As 1 have argued e k e w h e ~ ,  the re- 
markable inEXuence of rights language in international politics today can 
be attrihut.ed to a number of factors." 1x1 spite of the fact that today rights 
language is accessible and virtually universal, it emerged from and must 
be located wihin a particular tradi.tictn oE political and economic organi- 
zation that has seen a remarkable rise in the late twelztieth century m d  is 
inc~ashgly  used as a standard for international legitimacy. This tradi- 
tion-liberalism hasizes the primacy of the individual, specificafiy 
the individual's ty to m& rational decisions. Rghts-based cLhics 
exalts the moral value of individual autonmy; rights exist to protect the 
self from the undue interference of others and the state. Human rights 
arc, moreover, a $=at leveller-to be recognized as human is to be recog- 
nized as equal to other human beings. To have human rights is, appar- 
ently, to have the dignity and the formal equality to M;hich all human be- 
ings are entitled. 

While we most readily associate human rights with those civil and po- 
litical freedorns first articulated by arly liberals-freedom of speechI 
thought, conscience, and moveme mtemporary advocates of rights 
am quick to point out that human rights have evolved cmsiberably since 
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. %day there are two interna- 
tional cavenmts on rights-one on civil and political rights, and one on 
econmic, social, and cultural rights. The latter covenant details the so- 
cafled welfare rights-to food, health care, education, and so on. Most 
advocates of rights today argue that these rights are as ixnportmt, if not 
more irngortmt, than those which aim to secure people" legal and, polit- 
ical freedom. Indeed, much contemporary allalpis of rights regards 
these two sets of rights as indjvisible and n~hierarchkal. Thus, positive 
welfare rights are treated as the same in kind as negative political ri&ts. 

A right is an entitlemnt; to have a right is to be accorded the necessary 
freedom to pursue some chosen end. 'Thus, rights are not ends in them- 
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selves; they institutionalize m d  legalize restridions on the ability of the 
state to Obstruct our abiliv to pursue the ends that we chose for our- 
selves. Rights in the liberal-democratic tradition ensure not only negative 
liberty and form1 equaXjty but ajso plwralisn?, embodied in the idea of 
the separation of the right-which is universal and pdmary-from the 
good. 

The idea of the good remains indefinable and empy so that human choice 
may fill it, The savereign rnoral cmcept is freedom, or possibly courage in a 
sense which identifies with freedom, will, power' This concept inhabits a 
quite separate top level of human activity since it is the guarantor of the sec- 
ondary values created by choice.29 

Tnterestingly, artide II of the Enternational Covenant of Economic, So- 
cial, and Culturatl Rghtt; refers not mly to a right t~ 'adequate food%ut 
also to a 'right of everyone to be free from hunger.' This secmd right not 
onIy places the emphasis on the agency of the individual rights-holder 
but describes the value of being properly nourished in terms of a nega- 
tive freedom, rather than a positive good. If we wish, however, to articw 
late a moral claixn mgarding the evil of poverty, or hunger, is it really use- 
ful to describe that claim in terms of the right to be free from something? 
Certahly, poverty is a condition from which we all wmt to be 'free', but 
is it not perverse to hcus onfieedomfrom pwerty? Even when we try to 
exprt-.ss the unacceptability of powerty as a right fo something, the idea of 
right seems not to capture the scale of the activit.ies m d  the experienc 
not only the political and economic decisjons but the transformations of 
people" entire modes of life and connections with one another and with 
the world-that. wndd be required in order to bring groups of peofle 
from a state of impoverishment to a state in which they couXd five 
healthy lives. 

This k not to say that the moral language of rights is not usczful, n d a y  
rights language is almost universav accessible; it acts as a rallying cry 
for social cbange Zly providing a vcrcabulary tJRmugh which to articulate 
the valucs of empowerment and self-esteem, But we must be mare  of the 
limits of ri@ts language, and the extent to which this lacrguage is insepa- 
rable from the indi~~idualist ontology and freedom-based morality of lib- 
eral political and economic theory. A rights-based ethics is a clontractualist 
ethics which either takes for granted, or proceeds as if, all parties were 
equal. It is based on the assumption that if moral sutnjects are given the 
right-the f~ecfom-to h e  their 'okm h e s t f  they will be able to seek, 
claim., and enjoy the "good life" But not all goods of moral significance 
can be clai~rled by those who need or value them; not all those things we 
need or value make setnse in the context of a contrartuat et-hics of rights 
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m d  correlative obligations. Again, this is not to say that what we clumsily 
call positive rights are not important; indeed, it is because they are so Fnr- 
portant that we must fim$ a way of articulating the moral sipificance of 
human well-behg that actually works towards its achievement. 

It is perhaps telling that uZtimateIy advocates of rights often abandon 
rights lmguage in their attempts to defend it. E'czr example, James Nickel 
argues that the right to b a d  is not meaningful if it does11't yield gujdance 
as to whu has the respunsibility for ensurirrg that adequate food is avail- 
able. He also admits that 'people are often perplexed by the right to ade- 
quate food because they are not sure what i t  means for them. Does it 
mean that they have an obligation to feed some particular hungry per- 
son, or to feed s o w  fair share cJf the world% hungry?"us, when the 
need for moral ac t io~~ is considered, we seelB to find it necessary to make 
sense of the obligations which may correspond to rights, rather than con- 
sidering the rights themselves."" Similarly, Henry Shlae argues that seri- 
ouslless about rights leads to seriousness about duties, and that, more- 
over, seriousness &out duties opens up the underlying social character 
of rights. Ignoring the positive duties correlative to a right, he argues, is 
like saying: 'We believe people havc a "right not to be flooded", but we 
don? wwant to talk about dams, which arc expensive economic projects'. 
Mihat would a 'right not to be ftoodedhean if nothing were done to 
block Ihe flow of water?'"~tllh writers seem to be suggesting that rights 
become memingful d y  when we turn our attention to the nature of the 
duties c ~ r  ~sponsibilities which are necessary to ensure that rights are 
fulfiled. Moreover, as Shue suggests, we then realize lhat such duties 
and rcspmsibilities must, inevitably, reflect social relations-attachments 
m d  communities, rather than individuals,. It is only when we begin from 
social relations, recognizilng &em as both a moral and an ontological 
starting point, that we can think usefully about appropriate moral re- 
spcmses to wcirld poverty Befortr elucidathg this argument, however, the 
next section explores the Kantian, obligations-centred approach in an. at- 
tempt to uncover whether a focus on dutks, rather than rights, can over- 
come the apparent limitations of rightli-based ethics. 

Duties and Oblipfiotts 

At first glmce, a Kantim approach to the moral question of poverty on a 
glabal scale appears to respond to th shortcomings of the rights-based 
approach, Because it is a theory of obligations rather than of human 
rights, it relies not on those who are impoverished but on those who, be- 
ing free from want or hardship, are reiatkely powerful to act, h t e ~ s t -  
in&, however, despite the fact that Kmtian philosophers artl at pains to 
point out the differences between rights--based and duty-based ethics, it 
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is worth rclnnennbering that both are examples of decmtologkal, u17jver- 
sal-prescriptive mord theories. Of course, it is important to explore the 
specific nabre of Kantim ethics and avoid what has been described as its 
frequent and misleading assimilatio~z to theories of h m a n  rights,:':! But as 
argued later in this chapter, the shortcomings of this approach result not 
from the way it diveqes from rights tJReory but rather from the fact that it 
does not move far enough from the universaljsm and the abstraction 
found in rights-based ethics. 

In its barest form, Kant's account of ethics  quires moral agents to act 
only on principles that can be wted on by all. Justice, then, demands that 
we neither adopt nor condone institutions or policies which cannot be 
acted on by all. This is not to say, as &ora 0"Neill points out, that justice 
demands that we have institutims and policies that receive either actual 
consent from, all affected or the hypothetical consent of beings with en- 
hanced, idealized raticmality or k t t ~ ~ l e d g e .  It is simply to claim that, for 
example, because principles which are committed to the injury of others 
will always represent a commitment that is possible for pespetrators but 
not for victims, they c ot be enacted by all and so are unjust. Thus, be- 
cause poverty is clearly an enormous source of vuherability m d  depen- 
dence of m a y  sorts, it is unjust to leave in place the tnstitutimal stmc- 
tures which produce and perpetuate poverty" 

As propnmts are quick to admit, Kant's sstrategy is rather minima; it 
=presents a certatn attittlde to jnst$imfio~-what types of p"inciples can 
we demonstrate to be just. It represmts a test for principles rather than a 
method for gerwrating them, or a plm of action for implementing them. 
Moreover, it is an essentially negatke strategy: it does not seek to show 
what cmstitutes a flourishing life or which lives are the most Elourishi~lg; 
it sirnnply seeks to establish constraints that must be observed for any life 
to flourish, Kantiasr ethics is concerned, then, with the outline or limits 
rather than the target-% It is also very much concerned with justice and, 
hence, with the probtem of con.apefil.lcy claims-the fact that people want to 
act in different ways m d  simply want to be &fierent. It does not, how- 
ever, like some liberal theories of justice, canfhe justice to the availability 
of swffjcient freedm to pllrsue subjective goods or prekrences. Such ac- 
counts may give us a reasonable argment  about motivation, but as 
O'Meill argues, they have some diEficu1.q in psovidhg a convificing ac- 
count ol justice.'" Kmt's formula, by contrast, is about laying down a 
minimal condition for achieving mutual consistency in the actions of a 
plurality of rational beings." Thus, it does not just define or characterize 
the good huntan life, m docs it silnply list those ent3lement.s which 
may be claimed agahst others. 

Cwtainly, a Kantia~~ appmach wercomes the problem of indetermillate 
agerzcy found in rights-based ethics. Mowever, it still does not &er us a 
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satisfactory el%lical approach to the pmbiem of world povcrty. As s~lg- 
gested earlier, in Kmtian demtolsgical ethics, claims about morality and 
justice neither reflrrct nor are. generated by peaplefmctual behaviour, It is 
this characteristic of t k  thcory whi& has been at once its strength and its 
weakness. ft has been a strength because it provides an answer to those 
critics who ask, W l y  tell us that justice demands that no one act with 
cruelty or deception when it is evident that people do, and that they will 
continue to do so?The Kantian response is that the purpose of moral 
t;heory is to offer a moral jusllification far action, to tell us what the de- 
mands of morality are; this is more rather than less importmt, Kantians 
argue, as people continue to act in ways which transgress those de- 
mands. To the critics, however, these arguments are unconvincing. In 
spite o( the daim that Kant's et%lics is printarily concerned hvilh esthlish- 
ing a strategy to ensure that the application of mason leads to the adop- 
tion of universal moral principles, critics insist that the powerful have no 
need and probably no desire to act according to the categoricat impera" 
tive; thus, a strategy which is built around the notion of universalizabil- 
ity ends up faltering on the question of motivalion. 

'This probtern of motivation is h k c d  to the Kantian theory of judge- 
ment and the reliance m rules-based forms of ethics. As Roger Spegele 
argue" Kmt" account of judgement proceeds fmm t-he dubious assrm-tp- 
tion that the rules defhing any concept suffice by trhmselves to detec- 
mine whether something fa& under that concept. But, he asks, is it d- 
ways true tkat judgement has m othrr task than simply to see that such 
rules suffice to idcnlify the things on hvhich the concept may be precdiy 
cated?" 'Indeed, even if all moral responses could be governed by rules 
(which is certainly doubtful), there is clearty a sipificant gap between 
the knocvlcdge of rulcs and the ability of moral agents to determine, in 
real contexts, what moral action should be taken. 

It could be argued, then, that Kant's ethics leaves umswered large 
qllestions about mot-i,vation and how acts of pure will can necessarily 
bring about real social change. These are not the only weaknesses of 
Kantfs ethics-ne might also ws t ion  the overwheln?ing focus m the 
concept of obligafilm, or the feasibility of constructing universai principles 
of justice which are both free from cultural and moral imperialjsm and 
not so abstract and minimal that they beccrme meaningless. But these 
shortcomings are not of central ifngortmce here. What is of impllrtance is 
the validity oi a system of ethics which is concerned only with whether 
people should act morafly, not with whether they zuill. Also under consid- 
eralion is the view that we, as moral theorists, can be responsible only for 
pmviding justifications of moral action-that is answering the question 
"Is this act mclratly justified?' rather than the questions ' m a t  will moti- 
vate peofle to act ntorally?' a d  'kVhat form shodd our moral rclsponses 
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take?' or quite simply, 'How can we help?' An approach to ethics which 
is concerned only with the construction of an elegant and rigorous 
theoretical test for whether principles 'counthas 'mmoral" may deserve our 
intellectual respect, but it does not help us to get any closer to the deeply 
social and politicd problems surrounding th human sufferkg and de- 
privation brought on by world poverty* 

The Pemanent Background to Moral Action 

If we are to reject approaches to poverty which focus exclusively on 
rights and obligations, them we must ask what it wodd mean, by cm- 
trast, to adopt a critical ethic of care in the cmtext of world poverty First, 
perhaps, we should ask what it would not mean. It would not mean that 
'caringkould take the form of the wealthy and the powerful 'caring 
about-he weak and impoverished in a m er which is both paten~alis- 
tic and dangerously close to robbing those moral 'sz~bjects' of their own 
agency and self-esteem. This is a potential danger of an ethics of care 
which must be addressed. Whjle care ethics, in a global conterct, may in- 
volve the aeation of new social and even persona, relations between 
groups and hdividuals from very different socioeconomic levels and ter- 
ritorial locations, and such new relatiom might, in turn, motivate moral 
attention and caring, it hvould also require that the powerful-states, 
NCOs (non-govermental organizations)-adogt strategies wbich pay 
attentim to the relaticmshipt; and attachments, both within existing corn- 
munities and between mennbers of organizations in the North and peo- 
ples in the South, and explore how those relations might perpetuate, or 
lead to solutions concerning, levels of poverty and well-being. This 
would be seen as an ktensely moral task, but: dso  one which is not sepa- 
rate horn the goal of political and socioeconomjc change to mitigate 
poverty, but indeed embodies that goal. 

Furthermore, a relational approach to world poverty based on carhg 
w d d  not be one which argues that the appropriate moral response is 
one oE indkidud-to-individual c m ,  such as migt-rt be achieved through 
sponsorjng a child in a developing corntry. Such an approaCh is not only 
limited, because it focuses attention on only a few rather than on the 
many who art? suffering, but misguided, in that it either ignms or mfs- 
u~~derstmds the wider, structural causes of poverty Indeed, it could even 
be argued that such an approach is potentially dangerous, because it is a 
paternalistic strategy based on the idea of charity, whiCh ernowages the 
reproductinn of" patterns of inequality asld relations of" dependence. 
While the approach suggested hem does not advocate this one-to-one 
strategy, it does argue that the evident success of such an approach may 
teach us an effective lesson. about the nature of moral motivation. and 
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responsiveness, Sponsorhg a child is a meaningful moral response inso- 
far as it is directed towards a concrete rather than a generalized other; the 
child, throu* photographs and letters, is 'k~own' by the moral agmt as 
a real h w a n  bejng with a name, a face, and a history. Tied to this, of 
course, is the fact that the very act of %spmsorshipkcrcates a rcllationship, 
m e  which is akin to parenting and motivates moral responsiveness and 
feelings of care. 

The approach advocated here does not mock or belittle such feel4ngs 
and relationships, and it does not: brand them as 'personalband thereforts? 
beyond Ihe scope of ntnraljty. But should we seek to translate these morall 
irnpulses into political action? As argued earlier, moral m d  political ac- 
tion aimed at reducing glob& poverty e confhed to one-to-one, 
personal rclatiorzships; szlch an a p p  d be neither realistic nor 
effective. What is required instead is a rcstmcturing of political action 
in such a way that endwhg relaticmships can ftctllrish and agents 
focus their moral attention md, ultimately; a d  wif-;h the ~rirtues of cm 
attentiveness, responsiveness, and responsibility, If, then, the methods 
and activities of organizations involved in development and the eradica- 
tion of poverty are strwtured in such a way that the gmwth oE sustahedf 
lmg-term. comections beween mernbers from both the North and the 
South is encouraged-rather than ignomd or actively discoufaged-tht;. 
development of genuine moral concern wndd be more likely to ernerge, 

Thus, instead of seeEng to find wealthy and powerful parent-figures 
to provide material support and 'care aboutf impowri"bed childray at- 
tern.t.ion must be paid to Ihe ways in kvhicln pare11ts themselves may be 
empowered to care adequately for their own children, But a strategy of 
empwermmt need not R@ on an ethos of individualism; achieving em- 
powerment must involve not just a declaration of hdividual rights, or an 
articulation of 'ourkoraI obligations, but the creation of projects which 
help to promote healthy, strengthening social m d  personal ties within 
communities, and which are run on the basis of mutual attention and 
mutual learning between actors, 

Jenny Edkins has discussed the implications of such an approach in the 
context of fannin.e. She wue"hat, in our understanding of famine, we 
should move towads an approach based on an analysis of the relation- 
ships between people. This implies a movement from the abstract logi- 
cal, analyticat approach implied by the questio~l 'Should we intervene to 
stop exploitation and d o n r h a t i d 2 o  the more practicaf, specific ques- 
tion 'How can we best act to promote good relations?"is approach 
szxggests a different way of looking at, and respmding to, famine: 

Famines can be seen . . . as processes where relationships between people 
have produced unacceptable results and transgressed limits of inhumanity. 
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The web of relationships is more cumplex and extensive than the simple 
separatioms into 'winners>nd 'losers', ddevelc~ped an8 rmcledevelopeb, rich 
and poor can account for. Living with the inevitable antagonism-undcrcid-. 
ability-at the heart of the social relatiam is arguably what we must learn to 

This is not an approach which seeks to valorize or rommticize existhg 
and potential social relations. Rather, it is one which %ecognj.zes the po- 
tential for violent domination and inequalities in all social relation- 
ships".""~ argued in chapter 6, an et-hics of care in the context of int.erna- 
tional relations-and specifically, in the context of world poverty-must 
be a criticai agprcrach which seeks to demonstrate that overccmling differ- 
ence and exclusion demands sustahed m d  cmthuaus attention to the 
nature and functioning of social relations, Such an ethics can be useful in 
demonstrating that the existence of 'differencef which leads to processes 
of exclusion is neither natural nor objective, but th& the t ? ~ t  01 namhg 
difference can be understood, only in the context of a relationship. 
Viewed in this way, no individual or group can be seen as ol?ject.ively dif- 
ferew and therefore? deserving of social exclusion. Thus, while a critical- 
relational. ethics of care places mnral vdue on the sustajned, continuous 
attention which characterizes stable, caring relations, it also seeks to situ- 
ate social and personal relations in their wid,er sociopoljtical and strzlc- 
tural context of potentially exploitatke social relations. From this per- 
spective, poverty in the South would be regarded, in part, as a 
breakdown of global social relatio~zs: inequalities in power and, inflwnce 
have resulted in the lcgitirnation of existing patterns of exclusion and. 
dorninatio~~. Patterns of local relations-familial attachments, gender re- 
lations, social hierarck.ries, and so on-would be explored jn order to un- 
cover the extent to which they may also perpetuate the impwerishment 
of certain gnrupmithin sockties. hn approach to ethics which values 
caring must examhe these wlations in an effort to create, or restox, a sit- 
uation in which relations are characterized by mutual and self-mspect, 
Certainly in the case of global poverty the route to the creatim of such 
rcllations is at least partially located in the structures ol the globai politi- 
cal economy, the workings of which may be rejnterpreted from a critical- 
relational perspective, forcing us to rethink the apparently objective 
processes of capitaljsm, 

FinallS!, it must be made ciear that this approach to ethics is concerned 
not cmly with ~lationships but with the persons themselves whose lives 
are carnght up in these intricate social and personal webs. An ethics of 
care takes seriously the identity and particularity of moral agents and 
subjects; it focuses not on the abstract other-the individual human be- 
ing, who is thought to have a presocial identity-but on the concrete 



356 A Critical Etlzics of C ~ r e  irz the Context oflrtternational Relations 

other, \N.hose quality of life can be ullderstood only through some basic 
knowledge of that person" particularily. This is not to suggest that we 
must gain an intimate understmding of the details of every p e r s d s  l i fe 
before? we can begin to respornd morally to Iheil: suffering; it does mean, 
however, that we should see it as a priority to gain as much knowledge 
as possible of the cmtext of particular cases of poverty and suffering in 
order to rclspond to &em usefurfy and effectively 

Comdtment to rektionships and sensitivity to the particularity of 
pemons is also m important aspect of moral motivation which, in an 
ethics of c m ,  is a cruciat part of t h i n b g  about moraltljy and moral re- 
sponses. Domhant rights or duty-based approaches to ethics often tellf us 
very little about motivaticm, ccmcentrating instead on prillciples of justice 
or right action. To the extent that they do a d h s s  mot.ivation, they focus 
on the idea of "hared humanity" Ceertahly, this may elicit a rational re- 
spmse, in that we ~ e o p i z e  the shared traits of h anity and therefore 
bestow some spedal stalus on all those exhibiting those traits; we may 
even respond emotimafiy to the rhetoric that 'no hunnan being shouXd 
have to suffer in such a way, be subjected to such treah-Ilentf. These, of 
course, are all valid responses. As Hugh LaFsllette and Larry May argue, 
moral obligations to 'humanj.9 as such" are viewed by most people as 
separ"t-e from, and indeed competing with, the priorities of their every- 
day lives. 

[MloraX obligations which require us to abandon what is important to us, es- 
pecially in the absence of some connectictn with tFLc)se in need, will rarely be 
met by many peopleand  thus, will make no moral difference. Some might 
argue, on more abstract philosophical grounds, that we should not need that 
link, Perhaps that is true. But, tzrhether we should need to feel this ecjnnec- 
tion, the fact is, most people do need it. Thus, we want to know what will nc- 
lua11y motivate people to act.""" 

An approach to ethics based on the idea of care is committed to the 
idea that we can, and must, learn to care. "Tb illustrate h o ~ ,  this may be 
possibfe, Iris Murdoch uses the exmple of love, and the attention it con- 
sumes. "eliberately Mling out of love is not a jump of the will', she ar- 
gue" 'it is the acquiring of new objects of attention and thus new emr- 
(jj,s as a result of refocusing'. '"I-lman beings are naturally "aat.tched"' 
and when an attachment seems painful or bad it is most readily dis- 
placed by another attachment, which an attempt at attentim can enco~r- 
age'." We need not be pkysjcally close to out objects of attachments, nor 
need we accept the way that social and political structures have deter- 
mined to whom and what we are 'nabrallyhttached. A criitical ethics of 
care questims both the nature and quality of apparctntly natural attach- 
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ments and encourages the focusing of moral ellergy on the creation of 
new and healthy attachments to address mord and social problems. 

From the perspecthe of an ethics of care, it is our perslrnai and social 
relations-nur feelings of connection and r e s p o n s j h i l i i c  moti- 
vate us to focus our attention and respmd morally to the sufEering of 
others. Thus, the ability to care with commitment about another can 
emerge only through sustahed co~lnections among persons and groups 
of persons. Of course, there are many people in the wealthy countries of 
the North for whom no such comections with impoverished commmi- 
tics in l.he Sou& exist; this is why, at the outset, the focus must be on 
those members of organizations already irwolved in project work or the 
making of policy concerning poverty and development. Building long- 
term, reIatio~~ships mwt be made an expicit strategy of NCQs, transna- 
t i m l  social movements, and governments. The current use of func- 
tional, issue-specific, supedicial relationships, designed to maintain 
distance, ixnpartiaiity, and reei.proctli, m s t  give way to a strategy fo- 
cused on long-term relationships characterized by mutual learsling and. a 
sense Of attaeh~nent rather than discomeetion. 'Ihut;, while tl-te question 
of m a l  motivation is indeed prjor to the qztesIion of moral action, it 
need not be prior to the making of conmctions, Aficr all, it is the business 
of dewlopment agencies to intervene in, and thus to create relationships 
withf the lives of those who are dogged by poverty This chapter W u e s  
that the nature of those relationships is crucial to the type of moral re- 
spmses that will emerge frm them; relationships must allow partici- 
pants in these prctjeds to connect, in a sust;xjned and enduring way, with 
the real circumstances of others9ives. AS transnatisnal social move- 
ments, and global civil society in general, cmtinue to expand in both size 
m d  importmce, more and more peaple may firrd themselves involved in 
such reiatimships, and the distance, both physical and moral, which ex- 
ists between Nor& m d  South may begin to shrink. That which =mains 
distmt to moral agents will never assume moral priority; in spite of what 
Kmtian ethics and theories of justice as impartiality may tell: us, Making 
the suEfering of impoverished perwns important to those who are in a 
position to do something abed it reties on bujiding enduring connec- 
tions into their polkies and strategies. 

New Ethical StraCegies far Eradicating Poverty 

Certainty, given fie embeddedness of the mord language of rights and 
duties, it is difficult to intagine how and in what contexts, the langmge 
and strategks of a critical ethics of care wodd be put into practice, h- 
deed, as has already been argued, fiis moral language does not exist inde- 
pendently; rather, it is inextricably linked to the pditical philosophy of 
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liberal is^^-a philosolphy which currently domhates our thhking &out 
the global political economy, international legitixnacy, and dcvelopment. 
Thus, as I have suggested, the moral discourse of rights and duties- 
emphasizing i-t-tdividuai freedom and autonomy, formd e ~ a l i t J J  and reci- 
procily-is unlikely to disturb the asymmtries in power and levels of 
well-being which currently characterize the global order. The separaticm 
of the right m d  the good in neo-Kantian liberal philosophy maintains the 
sovereignty of the concept of hdividual autonomy-associated with neg- 
ative iiberlcy md the notion of the pure mord will--whichf in turn, leads 
to an exaltkg of fhEJ moral notions of indi\rid,ual rights and ratimal dut.ies. 

Such a contsactualist ethics of rights and duties lies at the base of the 
apparently progressive discourse of 'parbershipf vvhich currmtly charac- 
terizes the strategies of many non-gover~zmexrtali organizations in the 
field of international development. In an effort to correct earlier practices 
which werc. g d e d  by a paternalistic, universatizing ethos and a n-tission- 
ary-like approach to development, many Canadian development NCOs 
have, morc recently, been searching fnr ways to construct relationships 
between First and Third World peoples which am based on eyuality and 
rclciprocity As a rclsult oE this &wt, the idea of 'ppartnership' has ennerged 
as a kegemonk discourse in Canadian policy towards the Third Wrld. 
The tarn implies the constmction of a newf egdibrian relationship be- 
tween actors from both North and South, as opposed to the paternalim 
and hierarchy of the past." As early as 1969, the report oi the World Bank 
Commission on tntmatlonaf Uevdopmmt, Partnm ill D e v e f ~ ) p ~ ~ ~ r z t ,  used 
the language of I;iberal cmtractualist ethics explicitly: 'This calls for a new 
partnership based on an informal understandhe; expressing th recipm- 
cal rights and obligations of donors and recipjents" h 13987 the Canadian 
government strategy for official dcvelopment assistance, Sharkky Oar F Z d -  

furef also used the language of partnership. 'Fostering partnershipkwas 
the rhetoric used to 'help Canadians build a more equal parhership for 
progress with the people of the developing conntries'; the aim was to 
'bruig development thistk@ in Canada out of the t;hadsw of old dsnor- 
recipient attitudes and into the new era of global interdependence'? 

As Idaura Macdunald argues, however, the language of interdepm- 
dence and partnership conceals the real power relations at work in devel- 
opment policy, She quotes Brian Murphy of the Canadian NGO hter- 
Pares: 

Partnership is a dichotomy, and implies an o3bjectification of relationships. 
. . . 13artnesship impties a divisian: a division of Imbour, of reward, of respon- 
sibility, of authority, of ownership. Partnership is a limited, negotiated rela- 
timshig for mutually suppc~rtive, but separate action towards limited but 
f a t  least on the surface) mutually consistent- goals. Partnership does not- 



A Critical Ethics of Care in flte Context of lntemational Relations 259 

challenge existing relations or disparities, for example, or power, resources 
or affluence. Partnership, based within disparity, can only work to maintain 
and increase the existing disparity and fundamental inequality between and 
among partners.@ 

As this critique implies, certain members of the NGO community have 
begun to recognize the inherent limitations in the discourse of partner- 
ship, and in the ethics of formal equality which underwrites it. Thus, 
Murphy suggests that those actors from the North and the South who are 
involved in development projects and processes should not be seen as 
partners but as colleagues and protagonists in a common political pro- 
ject. In line with this alternative ethos, new practices are being suggested, 
such as asking groups from the South to carry out evaluations of the pro- 
grams of NGOs in the North, thus reversing the normal pattern. But per- 
haps most important, there is a growing recognition among members of 
the NGO community of the need to dismantle the prevailing ideology, 
'its language, its syntax, its questions and its answers, and the possibili- 
ties it predicts, and pre~ents'.~" 

It is in this spirit that a new model for North-South relations has 
emerged among some northern NGOs. This model refers not to 'partner- 
ship' but to 'partnering' and ties this to the idea of 'accompanying' or 'ac- 
companiment'. This model is based on respect for control by the local 
partner and an attempt to provide nonmonetary forms of support for the 
struggles of local groups and a deeper form of commitment to the 
processes of social change in the Third World." Specifically, accompany- 
ing is described as a 'process of moving along side by side in dialogue 
and experimentation which creates organisational improvement and 
yields knowledge about change'. The principles and practices of this ap- 
proach include 'a commitment to learning as an attitude and ethic' and 
'seeing totalities and people at all levels, not just bits and pieces of each 
other'." The accompaniment approach often includes development edu- 
cation and political advocacy work within the NGOs' home countries, 
both to support Third World struggles and to promote social change 
within the North." As Macdonald points out, 

This type of work attempts to break down stereotypical images of the South, 
and to identify shared interests between individuals in both South and 
North. While this is certainly not the dominant pattern among NGO pro- 
grams, it is a necessary model for constructing counter-hegemonic global 
identities." 

This kind of approach is also visible in the recommendations of the 
Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs document Partnership with Afrtca: 
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Prupvsals f i r  a N ~ D  Szuedkh Policy TornulzZs Szrb-Scrlrurclr~ Afiica."%lthough 
titled inclrtnel-shk rtlith Apicn, the recommmdatims csct-tew the traditional 
view of parhership as limited, reciprocal interaction based on mutual 
gain in the col~text of a pmtiicdar issue or poject. X,artic~,larly notable in 
this document is the commitment to 'stl-ength long-term contacts be- 
tween Sweden m d  Africm nations and societiesf; an awareness that real 
social and political progress requires atte~~tion to constructions of 'differ- 
ence' and 'otherness"~ the context of relations; m d  finaw, a recowition 
that Swedcln's relations with Africa should not be understood as seekir~g 
to yield 'merely hummitarian results at a distance' but as playing a part 
in "moulding our own redity through global dependen~e'.~"Xt advocates 
adopti"7Gong-term a d  enduring perspectives on relations with Africa, 
and strengthening rnechanit;ms that instit-utionalizing the practice of 'lis- 
tenjsrg' as an irnportant element in Sweden" AAica policy." Moreover, 
there is a commitmnt to acknowledging the existirrg inequality in the re- 
lationship between Sweden and Africa: the ecmornicalfy stronger party, 
it is pmposed, while being open &out its imposition of condition, must 
also assurne particular respmsibility for the nature of its own role." The 
links between this strategy and a critical ethics of c m  are evident: 

Co-operation that forges alliances can take place in trade and other eco- 
nomic activity C>E" in research, sport, the arts, municipal activity etc. Friend- 
ship societies and the like can be an important resource in alliance-forging 
work. The purpoE, time perspective and resource inputs must be broader 
than fc~r an individual export deal or aid-financed project. . . . The parties 
cannot be expected to bind themselves in the long term without practical ex- 
perience of the co-operation concerned," 

Certain grassroots strategies which target syornen also illustrate the po- 
tential significance of approaching development from the perspective of 
a critical ethics af care. M a t  is importmt &out these alternative, grass- 
roots views is that they are 'based on close, face-to-face hteraction be- 
tween organizatims and their cmstituencies so tbat ideas a d  policies 
arc shaped in the crucible of everyday practice rather Ihan in the upper 
echelons of remote and rule-hound hureaiucmcies<." Rese  are stmtegics 
of closeness rather than distance or m o i m c s s ,  based on pmmoting ifiter- 
action rather than followi;ng rrhles. 

What is now widely known as the 'empowermentbpproach is the lat- 
est fn a long series of perspectives on the promotion of women and 
womcds needs and inkrests in the developme~~t process, What is sigmil-- 
icant and qualitatkely different about this iapproach is the theme of col- 
lective identity that underp ins most empowerment strategies. This 
t h e ~ ~ e  refers not only to the social basis of gender subordbation m d  the 
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related recognition that wornet3 experience subordination as 'inevitaible 
and interpersonalf, but to the fact that women's collective strewth- 
through the quality oE their attachents-is seen as the most important 
transformatory resource at lhcir di~posaj*'~ 

The Grameen Bank in Bangladesh is becomirtg well-known for its suc- 
cesses in providifig crt-ldit to the poor and assetless-mainly wmen- 
based on the recognition. that the major constraint on their well-being 
was the lack of access to fhancial instikrtions, rather than to th waged 
l&ow market. Starting out as a poverty eradication programme, what 
was a smalf credit: operation in 1976 becamc an independent n a t i o d  
bank in 1983, with women cmstituthg over 90 percent of bank bormw- 
ers. Similarly, the less well-known Se1.i Employed Women's Association 
(SE'kVh) in India also works witb poor, sel,f-employed wometn, but p i -  
marily in uiban areas. This association emerged in response to the ex- 
pressed needs of wlrmen workem in the unorganized sector w110 had 
largely been ignorcd by the mle-domhated kadc-union movemem.t.:i7 

As Naih :Kr?beer points out, the initial weds identified by both X W A  
and the Grmem Bank were economic ones. But the great strength of these 
participatoq me&ods is the recognition of other, non-t.cont>mic needs and 
the realization that categories of needs arc not discrete, but interdepen- 
dent.% Most important, however, are the opportunities for women to m- 
cover Che swiafly constmctc.d md  sociaily shared basis of apparently indi- 
vidual pxloble~ls.~ The Grameen Bank, for exampk, focuses explicitXy m 
bUilding new collecthe idmtities for tryomen throu$ the process oE group 
formation; they also emphasize the hterpersa~nal dynaxics hvolved in the 
process. It is not unly the women themselves who have built attachents 
m d  solidari~es; women borrowers have hteracted with bmk workers to 
agree m tangible and htangible spects of swid deve~oprne~~t."' 

Group formation is critical to Grameen credit disbursement, insofar as 
the gmup ihinvolved in makhg decisions b o u t  lending and also, sipif- 
icantly; in providing social collateral." SWA. also has a model of jaht ac- 
tion at the k a r t  of its organizational strategy; through cooperatives and 
mom conventional unions, 5EWA provides a social connection to a sec- 
tion of the workforce whose melxbers are either isolated withh the home 
or in dispersed and shifting work locations, mese strategies clearly value 
the qudity of persona attachments for their pcltential to bring about so- 
cial change, but they are d s ~  critical about the ability of 'normal ties' to 
act in a counterhegemnic and progressive manner: 

Access to these new and collective relationships, bbut around their shared 
needs and interests as workers and as women, has given SEWA"s members 
an opportmity to think of themselves in terms other than those imposed by 
their traditional domestic, caste and community 
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Firrally, a recagnitio~~ of the value of attachments for social crihange is 
evident in the Bankura experhent, an associatjon between the Centrc for 
Womm and Development Studies (CWDS), a research group, and sm~ilir; 
( p u p "  o"foor women in West Bengal. C W E  was brought h initiaw 
to advise these groups of women who were expressing demands for 

saw a role for a middte-ctass women's group in set- 
ti,ng up the first channels of communication between poorer rural 
women" ooranizations and the wider decision-making stmctures withixl 
the development sphere. They stressed the value of such strategic coali- 
tions as a way of overconting some of the canstrahts that poorer women 
faced. CWDS promoted professional managemnt tralning to enable the 
women to manqe  their enterprises, hn malysis oE the Bankrrra experi- 
me11t argued that: 

women's subordination within rural sclcial relations, their dependent pc~si- 
tions within their households, and the drrrdgexy- that characterizes their ex- 
istence had created a structural isolation which prevented the growth of col- 
Xectirvo forms of conticiousness and action to transform their lives."" 

As one woman involved in the experiment plainly states: 

We were like frogs in a dark well, No one had thought of extending our 
minds. Our idea of we meant the family, or at most;t, the village or the caste in 
the village. When we became members of a multivillage, multicaste organi- 
zation, we suddenly expanded. Now it has become so much bigger-we are 
a part of a network of organizations."" 

These new approaches to development suggest a clear role for a critical 
ethics of care h the context of North-South ~lations.  First, they demon- 
strate that a p u ~ l y  economic interpretation of the strategies of states and 
non-state actors in developmnt is hadequate to achieve a clear under- 
standing of the mtives, assumptions, and goaIs which inform policies 
and projects. These approaches are guided ercpiicitly by arz ethics, whkh is 
more &an just a recognition of a problem that, for instance, 'it is moraily 
wrong that people live h poverty'-a problem about which it is often as- 
sumed that we can address m d  solve using eccmomic strategies. By cm- 
trast, these approaches reject the separatio~~ of economics, politics, and 
m0rali.V by recognizitlg the transformatory potential of so-catled ixrtangi- 
Zlle resources such as 'social networks, orgmizational strmgth, solidarity 
and a salse of not heir28 

The nature of this ethics, however, is siwificmt, hsofar as it seeks to 
promote strong, healthy, caring attachments an-tmg members of existkg 
cmmunities, as well as to create new networks across cmmunities and 
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new allimces, which often break down or crosscut traditional personal 
and social ties. As the rhetoric oi partnership, s t~ss ing  rights and, duties, 
individual autonomy, and formal equality, gives way to the strategy of 
accon?ganintemt and Img-term parhering, there is a grocving  cognition 
that moral problems, and thejr economic and poiitjcal dhensions, must 
be addressed, and potential soluticms found, at the level of social mla- 
tians. 'These approaches, moreover, view relationships in a critical light, 
and with an awareness that all attachments contain tbe potential for pa- 
ternalism, dependence, and even violence and exploitation. Thus, the 
pasticipatory approaches of the NGOs discllssed earlier teach t k m  to re- 
ally look at and listen to the women themselves, in order to understand 
which ~lationships and attachments are most conducive to the fostering 
of strength m d  solidarity. 

This i s  not to say, however, that such strategies ignore the values of in- 
dependat selfhood. Indeed, the language of empowemmt, selgesteem, 
and self-determination is central. to these grassroots, participatory ap- 
pmaches to development. But there is a recognition that self-esteem and 
autonomy exist only in the cmtext of relationships; it is the quality of at- 
tachents  which can both rob us of- our self-esteezn and restore it. Thus, 
the Women" Aid Organization in Malaysia, bVhiCh was set up in 1382 to 
provide a range of support services to women with violent h~sbandS, has 
as its primary concern the restoration of self-esteem and autonomy to 
women whose experience has badly damaged these resources. But these 
is a  cognition that this goal can be achieved ody by coming to terms 
with what has been happening to these women within the maritd rela- 
tionship, and cmcially, attempts are m d e  to provide women with inter- 
actions very diffemnt from the brutalizjng and self-corrosive experiences 
they have been t-hroug%l. Finatly, the= is dso an acceptance hvithin the or- 
ganization that this does not happen automaticdy or overnight, but 
through a slow and patient process."" 

'The purpose of this chapter has been to explore some cmcrete contexts 2I 
which a critical ethics of care may offer a useful starting pojnt for achiev- 
ing social and pditical change on a glfibal scale. If international ethics 
confines itself to yuestions concerning sovereig~~ty, intervention, and in- 
ternational. distrtbutive justice, it will never progress beyond the fixed 
mtology, the dichotomous anrxlytical frameworks, and the narrow 
modes of moral reasoning by which it. is cwrently characterized. 

This chapter has focused exgljeitly on the problem of world poverty 
and, specifically, the ongoing and ever-tryidening gap between rich 
and poor in a North-South cmtext. It has been suggested that a useful 
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approach to poverty on a global, scale must go beyo~~d the articulation of 
the rights of the poor a d / m  %ourr duties to the poor; what is reytlired, 
instead, is a focusiz~g of moral attention cm the networks of personal and 
social relations within, which we m y  mcover, paradoxically, both l.he 
causes of and solutims to exclusion, marginalizatim, suffering, and 
poverty Thus, an ethicat appoach to poverty in hternational relations 
must not be separate from, but inexkicably linked to, economic and po- 
litical iapproaches which am committed to the building of long-term at- 
tachments, but Wlflich are also critical of both existhg and potential rela- 
tions in terms of their capacity for dominati.on, inequaljty, and even 
violence, Relationships, then, arc regarded as a good in th.emseIves, but 
also as a critical tool. Projects to mitigate poverty would ccmcentrate on 
promoting strong, healthy relatio~~s both withh and betwee11 local, cam- 
mmities h the South, but also between such communities and NGCls, 
states, and organizations h the no re^. 

There are those who will be dissat-isfied with these argments-those 
who w d d  prefer to cling to tbe familiar language of rights and duties, 
justice and reciprocity and the app"r"nt certainty o f f e ~ d  to us by the 
klnd oE ethics which 'tlells us cvhat to dof a ~ d  give us ul-riversal standards 
by which to judge the justice or injustice of all foms of buman activity 
?%lose will be the same people who will cmtinue to dismiss or to mfsun- 
dtrstand the idea of 'caref-who will regard it as sentimental, ncpotistic, 
relativistic, paternalistir, and even dangerous-and who will continue to 
champion a form of ethics which tells us mly where we ou$t to be, re- 
jecting the daim that we must start fm where we are now. 

Part of the purpose of this book, however, has been to dispel some of 
these misconception~about the ethics of care-particularly the claim that 
the moral values upheld. by an ethics of care are relevant only in the con- 
text of htimate, personal, shady car-ing relations, such as those between 
partrnts and their children. It has been argued that to confine the ethics of 
care to the private spherc is fundanentaify to leave in place the di- 
chotomy between 'pubfichd 'private" as well as to leave undisturbed 
and unchallenged the traditional apprclaches to ethic 
impartiality, rationality, and universaiiz&ilityYwhich define our under- 
standing~ of ethics and justice in the publc sphere, It has been argued 
that m ethics of care cm and must be seen as relevant to international re- 
lations or, quite simpy, to social relations on a global scale. U'nderstmd- 
ing this relevance, however, relies on a broader understanding of the re- 
lational n a t w  of the ethics of care; while halthy personal and social 
relatjons based on sustained, focused &tention and mutual respect 
should be recogized as morally valuable and good, social relations may 
also be used as a critical device for uncoverkg patterns of exciusitm and 
subordination. Thus, the ability to care about others hvolves not only 
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learning how to be atte~ztive and patient, how to listen and respond, but 
also how to rethink our own attitudes about dihrence and exclusion by 
locating that difference within relationships, thus dispeilillg the claim 
that any one person or group of persons is naturally and objectively 
'different'. 

'C'hese strateljies art. intensely moral; that does not suggest, however, 
that they can be separated from political md eco~~omic strategies in the 
context of international relations, Theorists of hternational relations or 
international pohtical economy can no longer sustah the argment that 
ethics is marl~inaI or irrelevm to inlernational rcla'cions; althou$h the 
contemporary world may still be characterized by discord, difference, 
and ertclusion, it is undeniably a world of accelerating and intensifying 
social relations across borders. fn such a world, the responsibility of in- 
ternational relations theorists to engage in ethical inquiry regardjng the 
nature of those social relations is not necessarily greater than it ever was 
before, but: it is more readily apparent.. It. is the responsibility ol those 
who make it their business to think about ethics h the context of hterna- 
tiond ~lations, hwever, to ensure tkat tht. types of moral reasming and 
moral responses about which they write actually cmnect: with the real 
circumstances of internationaj relations and, ultimatelyr with the real cir- 
culnstances of people's lives. This book has suggested that this can be 
aehieved best though a phenomenological approach to ethics, kvhich 
values human connections but at the same t h e  uses them as a starting 
point for critical analysis. GLObalizing cart.. demands not: an uncritical ex- 
tension of caring responses across borders to all of huntankind; ralher, it 
demands an awareness of social relations as a starting poislt for ethical 
inyuiry and a commitment to using those relationships as a critical tool 
for uncovering, and beginning to address, t-he relations of oppressjon and 
subordination which exist at the global level. 
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