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Until quite recently, intergenerational justice has been a neglected topic.
Yet the writings of recent moral philosophers devote considerably more
attention to problems of intergenerational justice. This is prompted by the
realization that we have the power to affect significantly the lives of future
persons. In addition, the aging of our society has turned attention in the
opposite direction and prompted philosophers to consider the source and
scope of obligations that younger persons owe to older generations. Al-
though the problem of justice between extant generations is usually con-
sidered separate from the problem of justice between present and future
generations, I will consider these problems in tandem, using the phrase
“Justice between generations” to refer to both issues.

In this essay my concermn will not be the practical one of specifying the
content and scope of intergenerational obligations. Instead, I investigate the
possible bases of intergenerational justice claims. I begin by examining the
bases of justice in the more common case involving members within the
same generation. I then turn to intergenerational justice and argue that the
framework invoked for the more standard case cannot be carried over. I
propose instead that a quite different set of premises support intergenera-
tional justice. The broader question to be asked is whether rendering an
account of justice consistent throughout requires altering the basis of justice
more generally. I show that a range of alternatives merits careful attention.

1. Justice within generations

Discussions of justice often start with considerations of self-interest. Most
of the major social contract theories of the seventeenth and eighteenth

* This paper was presented at the 1992 meeting of the American Society on Aging
held in San Diego, California.
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centuries start with this. Hume thought of most virtues as motivated by
sympathy and fellow feeling, and he regarded justice as different precisely
because it was not. “We have naturally no real or universal motive for
observing the laws of equity,” he wrote, and “the sense of justice and
injustice is not deriv’d from nature, but arises artificially ... from education
and human conventions.”! Hume reached this conclusion by reasoning that
the only natural motive for justice could be an impartial sympathy for
humankind, but there is “no such passion in human minds, as the love of
mankind, merely as such, independent of personal qualities, or services, or
of relation to oneself.”? This led Hume to postulate that the stimulus for
justice arise, “in the judgment and understanding,” when it grasps that
justice is necessary to obtain the advantages of life in society. Thus,
although our natural desire is to acquire goods and possessions for our-
selves and our nearest friends, we limit our confined generosity when we
learn that this passion is best satisfied by its restraint.

The peculiarity of justice that Hume observed is noted as well by
contemporary philosophers of justice. Placing himself squarely in the social
contract tradition, David Gauthier intends to ground justice on an agreement
struck between rational persons who are concerned to maximize their own
utility.? By beginning with a presumption against moral or other constraints
on the pursuit of our interests, Gauthier intends to show that certain moral
requirements would be accepted as the object of a fully voluntary ex ante
agreement. Although the pre-moral stage of this agreement is hypothetical,
Gauthier describes parties to the agreement as actual individuals who are
aware of their different levels of power and authority, natural abilities, and
life goals. Such individuals would accept constraints on maximizing
behavior so long as the net advantages of constrained maximizing are
greater than those of unconstrained maximizing. However, for such an
agreement to go through, each must find initially acceptable what the others
bring to the bargaining table: “our theory denies any place to rational
constraint, and so to morality, outside the context of mutual benefit.”*

Rawls also identifies principles of justice as the object of a collective
agreement. But he begins by imposing upon the choice situation a require-
ment of impartiality and insures that this requirement is met by placing
parties under a veil of ignorance. On one interpretation, parties are free and
rational beings blinded to differences between them, such as their natural
talents and abilities, social position, and plan of life.5 Parties do not regard
any principles of justice as antecedently given; their aim is instead to
choose the principles of justice that are most rational for them, given their
circumstances. Rawls assumes that “parties take no interest in one another’s
interest” and are “mutually disinterested.”® Therefore, they are unwilling to
sacrifice their interests in order to further the interests of others. The basis
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for eventual acceptance of principles of justice is that such principles
advance parties’ ends as far as possible.

The common thread that runs throughout the approaches of Gauthier and
Rawls is that justice is artificial in the Humean sense. Principles of justice
result from an agreement that disinterested parties are willing to accept, not
because they harbor natural sympathy or concern for treating others kindly
from the start, but because doing so works to their advantage. Only those
principles that yield mutual advantage are accepted. JfidiVidualSyiaveNin

to a minimum share of social resources.
They have a right to the share that would be assigned to them by an agree-
ment between persons concerned to advance their plans as far as possible.

Although both Gauthier and Rawls introduce a central role for self-
interest, the role differs on each account. For Gauthier, self-interest [Bla§§
[REJPTMARTOIE in the derivation of morality. For Rawls, the role of self-
interest is secondary. Rawls’s theory of justice is modeled on the principles
that hypothetically self-interested individuals choose under conditions that
are designed to make a certain choice inevitable.

2. Justice between generations

When we turn to intergenerational justice, several differences emerge. First,
in the case of living persons who belong to older generations, the premise
of mutual disinterest is less obviously able to support duties of justice.
Although our actions now can influence whether a younger generation will
benefit us in the future, nothing that we do now will affect the benefits that
members of older generations have conferred already. Thus, disenfranchis-
ing an older generation from a share of social resources will not cause those
benefits to be taken from us.

[Fibutedialeadyl For example, most of the contributions an older generation
is going to make to culture and science have been made. Hence, [Ga¥ilig

In the case of future generations
who live after us, a parallel situation arises. While present generations can
make future generations better off or worse off, the forward direction of
time means that future generations can neither benefit nor harm their
deceased predecessors. If the source of justice is the mutual advantage it
confers to disinterested parties, then present generations have little basis in
justice to sacrifice on behalf of posterity.

Although Hume does not directly consider the possibility that self-
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interest is not an adequate basis for intergenerational justice, Gauthier and
Rawls each consider this possibility. Gauthier argues that we need not
depart from the premise of mutual unconcern in order to establish moral
relations between different generations. Confining himself to obligations
toward future persons, Gauthier notes, “the generations ... do not march on
and off the stage of life in a body”;’ instead, mutually beneficial coopera-
tion involves agreements between overlapping generations that continue
over time. According to Gauthier, the forward direction of time establishes
a link to future generations:

Each person ... must keep in mind his need to establish similar terms
with those of [an immediately] later generation, who in turn must keep in
mind their need to cooperate with members of a yet later generation, and
so on. Thus,

[ ——"

contributors to a cooperative undertaking would exclude handicapped
persons from the benefits of social cooperation if they would not increase

the net goods produced, so ESRBNDRINONANEREEOERAIERIE
with members of an older generation who have already made the bulk of

. In reply, we might claim that
contributors will take notice of the forward direction of time and will
foresee that they themselves will grow old and become less able to con-
tribute. Recognizing this, each will want to reap the future benefit of a
general practice that includes non-contributing elders in the share of social
wealth. But even if including non-contributing older generations in the
share of social goods is guaranteed to produce future benefits, Gauthier’s
model does not thereby call for admitting them. To show that a group
should be included requires showing that the group will itself produce
benefits for others. Including present elders in the share of social goods
does not satisfy this requirement, because the added benefits it brings are
bestowed on future elders by future young people. So long as present elders
are themselves non-contributors, they are in the very same position as other
non-contributors who fall outside the scope of justice.

Even if this problem with Gauthier’s theory could be skirted, further
difficulties remain. Any agreement between contributing parties intended to
guarantee their future social benefits could be struck without including the
present older generation. For example, younger generations could agree to a
rule that in the future includes non-contributing older generations under the
rubric of social benefits. This will benefit each young person in the future,
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while at the same time avoiding the burden associated with sharing social
goods with present elders. Asked to choose between the alternative of
including or excluding the present older generation, utility maximizers
could not rationally choose to include them.

Turning next to

ENOISHASRIGAN e acknowledges that parties concerned to advance their
ends will have no reason to take the interest of future persons into account,

because sacrifices that they might make on behalf of future persons cannot
be reciprocated. Rawls argues that any demands justice places on present
generations must therefore be contingent on the assumption that persons
choosing principles of justice care about their immediate descendants. This
“motivational assumption” specifies that “good will stretches over at least
two generations ... we may think of the parties as heads of families and
therefore as having a desire to further the welfare of their nearest descen-
dants.”!0 On this approach, the generosity of parties remains confined, since
parties care only for their immediate progeny. However, since parties select
principles without knowing the generation to which they belong,!! their
limited concern is rendered impartial and expressed as a concern for future
generations generally.

An advantage of Rawls’s approach is that it rests justice on what Hume
called “natural sympathy.” For Hume, natural sympathy is both limited in
scope and focused on others’ particular qualities and relationship to
ourselves. Rather than postulating an impartial concern for all future
persons, Rawls accepts Hume’s starting point of confined generosity.
Obligations to future generations are then supported by combining a limited
motivational assumption with the veil of ignorance. To justify this proposed
basis for justice between present and future persons we cannot merely show
that the motivational assumption entitles us to “derive intuitively appealing
conclusions about justice between generations.”1? Instead, the motivational
assumption gains support by the contingent fact that when parties emerge
from behind the veil of ignorance imposed in the original position they are
likely to discover that they do care about the welfare of their descendants.!3
In support of such a claim, Rawls makes the general point that it is
“impossible to develop a substantive theory of justice founded solely on
truths of logic and definition. The analysis of moral concepts and the apriori
... is too slender a basis. [Instead,] Moral philosophy must be free to use
contingent assumptions and general facts as it pleases.”14

Note that Rawls assumes that each generation will be better off than its
predecessor in terms of “real capital,” which includes such things as
“factories and machines,” as well as “knowledge and culture.”!5 The central
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problem of justice between generations therefore becomes how much better
off present persons are required to make members of future generations. To
settle this, parties must agree “on a path over time which treats all genera-
tions justly during the whole course of society’s history.”1¢ In other words,
parties must decide for all time what constitutes a just savings rate for the
future. While this approach to intergenerational justice is limited, and it
omits discussion of other kinds of obligations between present and future
persons, Rawls’s general framework suggests a way of addressing these
areas. It also provides a good way of dealing with justice duties that present
younger generations have toward present older generations.

To see that this is so, consider how the motivational assumption might be
invoked to support obligations owed to members of older generations.
Following Rawls’s general approach, the most obvious interpretation is that
persons in the original position are representatives from the same genera-
tion, yet the interests of their elders are taken into account because parties
care about their immediate predecessors, that is, their living parents and
grandparents. On this interpretation, parties are concerned to give just
returns to those from whom they have benefitted in the past. The veil of
ignorance assures that all members of older generations are looked after,
because no one will know who in particular their immediate predecessors
are. This interpretation displays the advantage of symmetry with Rawls’s
account of intergenerational justice. Whereas Rawls supports justice to later
generations by assuming that parties in the original position belong to the
same generation but care about their descendants, the suggested interpreta-
tion of justice to earlier generations assumes that parties belong to the same
generation but care about their predecessors.

To further elaborate this proposal, we might suppose that parties in the
original position are both the parents of a family of procreation and the
descendants of a family of origin. Each member of the original position
cares about the well-being of both someone in the next generation and
someone in the last. Assuming that for anyone in the prior generation
someone exists in the present who cares about that person, persons in
different generations will have obligations of justice to each other. Again,
the justification for introducing a motivational assumption must be that
when the veil of ignorance is lifted, parties will discover that they do care
about their parents and grandparents, as well as their children and grand-
children.

On this reading, what gives rise to the problem of justice between
generations is not that generations before us have lived an arbitrary number
of years since birth. Instead, concerns of justice between generations arise
by virtue of the fact that generations before us are our elders, and genera-
tions after use are young relative to us. Rather than drawing an arbitrary
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line between old and young (say, age 65), and insisting that we must return
to the original position to solve justice issues between these groups, this
approach notes a perennial conflict between members of different genera-
tions within a family. This conflict arises regardless of the year of our birth
and lasts through the march of each generation from youth to old age.l” It is
not membership in a particular age group or birth cohort, but our place in a
family lineage, that frames the problem of intergenerational justice. So, for
example, a twelve or fifteen year-old who asks, “What do I owe my
parents?”, raises a question of intergenerational justice despite the fact that
this person’s elders are, say, in their mid-thirties. Likewise, a teenage parent
faces intergenerational justice issues with respect to offspring, despite the
proximity in age between parent and child. Finally, problems of intergenera-
tional justice do not arise between siblings, even when siblings are
separated by many years so that older siblings approach old age well in
advance of their younger counterparts. This reading is in keeping with the
historical and genealogical meaning of “generation,” defined as “the
offspring of the same parent or parents regarded as a single degree or step
in the descent of a person or family from an ancestor.”!8 This interpretation
also matches Rawls’s suggestion that parties in the original represent
“continuing strands” in a family lineage.!?

3. The first-person prudential alternative

While I propose that an affective basis of concern plays a significant role in
an adequate account of justice between generations, other approaches cast
doubt on this proposal. The most influential account . justice between the
young and old is Norman Daniels’s view, which holds that the way to solve
the problem of age group justice is not to assume bonds of care between the
young and old, but to frame age group justice as a first-person problem of
prudential choice. According to the prudential life-span model that Daniels
develops, justice between age groups is a distinct problem because “Age is
different ... We grow older, but we do not change our race or sex. [So] If
we treat the young one way and the old another, then over time, each person
is treated both ways,” provided that differential treatment remains stable
over time.20 Daniels submits, “we must replace the problem of finding a
Just distribution between ‘us’ and ‘them’ — between age groups — with the
problem of finding a prudent allocation of resources for each stage of our
lives.”2! The task before us is the tangible one of devising our rational
savings plan. Considerations of prudence insure that the principles we craft
will judiciously serve our interests at each stage. Once the age group justice
problem is transformed in this way, more specific problems of justice are
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solved by deciding, as individuals, what constitutes a prudent rate of
savings, what types of transfers should be made from one stage of our life
to another, and how prudent rates and types of transfers can be secured over
time.22

Is support for intergenerational justice possible along the lines that
Daniels suggests for age group justice? Does the prudential life-span model
succeed in the case of generations? To answer these questions, we should
compare Daniels’s proposal with the Rawlsian proposal discussed in the
preceding section. An advantage of the Rawlsian alternative is that this
alternative side steps the problem of moving from intrapersonal to interper-
sonal distributive choices. There are two interpretations of how Daniels’s
account treats this problem. The first is that the move from the first person
to the interpersonal case is avoided because the problem of justice between
age groups is replaced by a new and different problem. We substitute one
problem (What is a prudent allocation of resources through different stages
of my life?) for another (What is a just distribution of resources between the
young and the old?). So understood, the problem of age group justice is not
solved; it is skirted. Prudent allocation does not determine age group
justice, because it precludes this problem from arising. If each of us
prudently allocated resources over our lifetime, we would not even need to
consider what resources younger persons owe older persons.

This interpretation of the first-person approach renders it ideal in the
strongest sense. Other theories, including Rawls’s, are ideal in the sense of
assuming full compliance with principles of justice, and then they
enumerate principles of justice based on this assumption. By contrast, the
strategy at hand assumes full compliance with standards of prudence, and
then it dismisses the problem of justice between age groups as no longer
relevant. In this way, no principles of age group justice are ever stated, and
little guidance is given to answering the question of what justice requires us
to do on behalf of older generations. This is no longer a theory of age group
justice, but a method of avoiding the need for such a theory in the first
place. The reason we should steer clear of first-person models (interpreted
in this way) is not that the happy state they depict is not ours, but that they
lend scant assistance to the problems of age group justice we face. They
afford little insight into the problem of justice toward present older persons
who have failed to save prudently over time.

An alternative interpretation reads the first-person model as suggesting a
solution to justice between age groups. Then we need to return to the
problem of justifying the move from the first-person problem of distributing
limited resources over our life span to the interpersonal problem of distribut-
ing resources between groups. Here the difference between a first-person
model and the Rawlsian account I am offering is notable. Only the
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Rawlsian model is able to justify its decision procedure (that is, the original
position) by appealing to the idea of fairness. The Rawlsian approach can
claim that the original position, including the motivational assumption,
represents a fair description of the conditions in which we should place
ourselves when choosing principles of justice. For instance, we would
accept the veil of ignorance as a fair condition for choosing fundamental
moral principles. Rawls identifies an appeal to fairness as at the very heart
of pure procedural justice, which he says, obtains, “when there is no
independent criterion for the right result: instead there is a correct or fair
procedure such that the outcome is likewise correct or fair, whatever it is,
provided that the procedure has been properly followed.”23

In the first-person case, this approach is not available. For suppose we
ask ourselves what conditions are fair for choosing principles that distribute
goods between different age groups. To reply that fair conditions consist in
deciding prudently for myself what the best distribution of goods is between
different stages of my life will not suffice. This reply does not enumerate
any conditions for choosing principles between different age groups.
Instead, it changes the choice itself from a choice concerning several
different persons to a choice concerning ourselves alone. Nor does applying
pure procedural standards to the new choice avoid this concern. I cannot
intelligibly ask what conditions would be fair for me to place myself under
when I decide about the distribution of goods across my life span, because
no conditions I could possibly specify would either violate or conform with
standards of fairness. Even supposing I decide to [ifiCHinypmoncypaway
foolishly early in life and have little left for my old age, my choice cannot
be called unfair. Although such a choice may be legitimately criticized on
any number of grounds (say, as uninformed or impetuous), we cannot
plausibly hold that I have violated my rights or treated myself unfairly or
unjustly.?* If this is correct, then the justification for accepting prudential
first-person procedures to determine justice between age groups is far from
clear. Unless the appeal to first-person choice claims to identify a
procedurally independent standard for the right result, we need some other
method of justifying the procedure involved.

In summary, if the charges I have leveled against Daniels’s prudential
life-span model are valid, then this model fails to offer an adequate reply to
the problem of justice between age groups. For similar reasons, it would
also be a poor guide to justice between generations. This lends further
support to the account outlined in the preceding section (although the
alternatives considered are hardly exhaustive), which construes principles
of generational justice as springing from an agreement between parties who
care about their predecessors and descendants.
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S. Keeping justice and benevolence separate

I now draw attention to one of the implications of accepting the proposed
solution to intergenerational justice. The Rawlsian approach I am defending
whittles away at a traditionally sharp distinction between justice and
benevolence. The distinction to which I refer is between ethical matters of
right or entitlement, on the one hand, and ethical matters involving compas-
sion or goodwill, on the other. While this distinction is variously formu-
lated, the following theses are among the more frequently held and argued
for:25 (1) duties of justice may be enforced, but duties of benevolence may
not; (2) duties of justice are perfect duties (that is, determinate both with
regard to the content of what is required and with regard to the identity of
the individual who is the object of the duty), while duties of benevolence
are imperfect; (3) duties of justice have correlative rights, but duties of
benevolence do not; (4) failing to discharge duties of justice is generally
wrong, whereas failing to fulfill duties of benevolence is generally mean or
cruel, but is not immoral.

My proposal states that parties in an original position agree to principles
of just saving for generations living after them and to just returns for
generations living before them. They agree to this because of a motivational
assumption that ascribes to parties a concern for the welfare of members in
both groups. On one interpretation, the institution of the family nurtures and
sustains concern for both its older and younger members. Parties in the
original position are parents of families, and they select principles of justice
guaranteed to protect family members’ interests. Since the criteria for
justice between generations are what would be chosen in the original
position, the benevolent concern family representatives have for younger
and older members establishes principles of justice between generations.
The specific content of the duties that follow from these principles, and the
rights correlative of these duties, will be determined within the context of
social institutions that form the basic structure of society. But notice that the
duty to protect the welfare of other generations, which began as a duty of
goodwill toward others, is no longer unenforceable, imperfect, lacking
correlative rights, or morally optional.

To weigh these implications fully, we should examine the reasons why
the distinction between justice and benevolence is supported in the first
place. As my central aim is to justify intergenerational justice by invoking
Rawls’s theory, 1 propose to consider the nature and significance of the
justice-benevolence distinction within this limited context. Rawls himself
stresses the importance of keeping justice and benevolence separate, and he
rejects the proposal to introduce benevolence as a general motive in the
original position. His reasoning is, first, that disinterestedness displays the
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merits of simplicity and clarity. To the extent that justice rests on
benevolence, we need to specify further the relative strength of benevolent
desires.26 Second, mutual disinterestedness and ignorance represent weaker
stipulations. If justice between contemporaries can be derived without the
stipulation that contemporaries care about one another, then we need not
introduce so strong a condition as general benevolence.2’ Third, bene-
volence is incongruent with the circumstances of justice that Rawls’s theory
assumes.2® Taking this cue from Hume, Rawls assumes that justice would
not arise in circumstances where “every man had a tender regard for another
... [because] the jealously of interest, which justice supposes, could not
longer have place; nor would there be any occasion for those distinctions
and limits of property and possession, which at present are in use among
mankind.”?® In other words, if we care strongly enough about others to
begin with, others will not need to press claims of justice against us in order
to protect their fundamental rights and interests. A final reason for extrud-
ing benevolence as a general motive in the original position has more to do
with the liberal tradition of which Rawls is a part than the specific theory of
justice he endorses. By construing persons in the original position as
members of a disinterested group who hold competing conceptions of the
good, Rawls ensures that the principles of justice selected in the original
position do not depend for their support on a shared moral vision or
community of common ends. Such an approach is appealing in light of the
pluralism of contemporary society. Partly in response to the breakdown of a
religious moral consensus, liberal philosophers, such as Rawls, typically
cast a skeptical eye on moral or political theories grounded on a robust or
“thick” conception of the good. The central worry has been that anything
short of a thin conception lacks relevance to our historical circumstances.

Let us examine these reasons carefully and consider whether they tell
against our account of intergenerational justice. The first reason for keeping
a separation between justice and benevolence intact was that this separation
displays the virtue of simplicity. Although simplicity carries some weight,
the requirement of simplicity is limited. Even if our initial steps toward the
complicated truth involve choosing the simplest hypothesis that is still
tenable, we may later need to complicate our hypotheses to accommodate
new data.30 If I am right that accommodating the problem of intergenera-
tional justice requires added complexity, then our theory of justice must
adjust to account for this. Simplicity also is a relative term. The highest
premium is not on the simplicity of each discrete principle and argument,
but on simplicity of the larger whole. Justifying intergenerational justice by
adjusting the motivational assumption is simpler in the broader sense that it
enables requirements of both justice and benevolence to rest on a common
foundation.
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A second reason for keeping the original position free of assumptions
about benevolence appealed to virtues of conservatism and modesty by
requiring that we base a theory of justice on the weakest possible premises.
The general idea is that one account is better than another if its premises
conflict with the fewest possible number of our prior beliefs. Expressed
differently: other things being equal, the less rejections of prior beliefs
required, the more plausible the hypothesis.3! However, this standard is
only initially reasonable. Although weak premises will sacrifice as little as
possible of the evidentiary support that our overall system of beliefs enjoys,
the truth may be radically remote from our present system of beliefs.3?

The third reason for emphasizing mutual disinterest, rather than
benevolence, in the original position stated that justice arises only under the
circumstances of “confined generosity” or “mutual disinterest.” By introduc-
ing benevolence we risk making justice irrelevant because justice is not
needed in a “golden age”: “Encrease to a sufficient degree the benevolence
of men, ... and you render justice useless, by supplying its place with much
nobler virtues, and more valuable blessings.”33 Yet in response it can be
stated that our close relationships, even those within the family, do not
come near to realizing so high an ideal of benevolence. (Hume denied that a
golden age would ever be more than an “idle fiction.”34) If this is correct,
we can expect that obligations of justice will be needed between genera-
tions and will stand alongside the “nobler virtues” of benevolence. Despite
benevolent concern for family members, parties in the original position will
still want to guarantee that the interests of their loved ones are protected by
requirements of justice. Fully securing the welfare of those they care about
will require placing themselves under constraints that assign basic rights
and duties to other generations.

A fourth defense of setting benevolence outside the original position was
that doing so enables us to mark off a moral territory where we can agree to
fundamental principles of morality despite conflicting values, interests, and
ends. In response, we might question whether theories of justice ever

achieve this much. RENISGOMEENEGORERSIAEoREE

[GHSEES According to Rawls, since justification is addressed to others who
disagree with us, justification proceeds “from some consensus, that is from
premises that we and others publicly recognize ... for the purpose of
establishing a working agreement.”37 Assuming we generally do care about
our immediate predecessors and successors within the family, positing a
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motivational assumption reflecting this fact points to a consensus from
which we can build an account of intergenerational justice.

6. Joining justice and benevolence

If my replies to the foregoing objections are sound, then neither Rawls’s
original account of intergenerational justice nor my extension of that
approach represents a weak point in the overall theory of justice. To the
contrary, the account I propose may reflect a more enlightened or fully
encompassing picture of a just society

arol Gilligan, for example, claims that a concern
with personal relationships predominates in the moral orientation of most
women yet is underrepresented in currently favored justice theories. The
result, she says, is that current justice theories evaluate women’s justice
reasoning as underdeveloped and “compromised in its refusal of blind
impartiality.”#! While Gilligan develops an alternative ethic (which she
dubs “an ethic of care”) to convey the moral universe that she believes
dominates the moral thinking of most women, the Rawlsian approach I
defend takes Gilligan’s concern in the opposite direction. I show that
attending to caring relationships is quite possible under the rubric of justice,
and I begin to fill out the areas of justice where this attention is possible and
necessary.*2 While the focus of my argument is to invoke care in justifying
intergenerational justice, the possibility of a broader joining of justice and
care in moral theory remains an important possibility.
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