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1. Kittay’ sLove sLabor

(1) (Dependency)
Kittay (Kittay 1999, 147-161)
(dependence)
(relational term)
(interdependent) (dependency worker)

(dependency work)(Kittay 1999, 31-33) Kittay

Fineman
(Fineman 1995;

Kittay 1999)

Kittay

(Kittay 1999, 29-30)°

(inevitable dependence) (Fineman 1995, 162-163)
(Kittay 1999, 165)
(derivative dependence)
(Gottlieb 2002) (
) ( ) ( ) ((Fineman 1995,

3 Kittay (extreme dependency) Kittay

(representative significance)(Kittay 2002, 239)
(Kittay 1999, 5; Ruddic 2002)
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162)

Kittay Fineman

Kittay = Fineman

(Kittay 1999; 2002, 241)
2 Vulnerability model

Goodin(1985)

(vulnerability model) Kittay

"If As interests are vulnerable to B's actions and choices, B

has a special responsibility to protect As interests; the strength of this responsibility

depends upon the degree to which B can affect A's interests.” (Goodin 1985, 118)

(Kittay 1999, 57)

(Fineman 1995, 162-163)

4 Goodin

Kittay

Kittay(1999 62-64; 71-73)
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Kittay

(nonvoluntary) (noncoereced)( (Kittay 1999, 62, 72-73)°
(Kittay 1999, 101)
(Kittay 1999 52)
(Kittay 1999,
52) (Kittay 1999, 157)

Kittay Fineman
(Fineman 1995, 234;
Kittay 1999 )
(Kittay 2002, 246)

(3) Capability approach

(nonfreedom)(Kittay 1999, 181)

Kittay =~ Love sLabor

(Kittay 1999, 181; Gottlieb 2002)

(Kittay
1999)

Kittay (connection-based

s Goodin Kittay
Kittay(1999, 62-64)
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equality)(Kittay 1999, 178-181)
"that to

nurture a dependent being well, and without damaging the nurturer, requires that the

nurturer herself be nurtured.”(Kittay 1999, 148)°

(Kittay 1999, 66)
(Kittay 1999, 65)
(Kittay 1999,
68)

(capability
equality)(Kittay 1999, 178-179)’ Kittay
(goods)

(" By viewing our relations
to others as nested dependencies and coordinating valued functionings across these
nested dependencies, we start to frame equality in terms of our interconnections.”
(Kittay 1999, 180)

4 (The Dependency Critique)

6 Nussbaum (Capability Approach) “people love best

when they are in other respects flourishing, not whenthey are exhausted, or struggling to make ends
meet.” (Martha. Nussbaum 2000, 297)

" Sen

Nussbaum (2000, 78-80)



(supererogatory)

(Kittay 1999, 99)

Kittay
(the Dependency critique) John Rawls
Kittay
Kittay Rawls
( )(K ittay 1999, 83-99)
( )(Kittay 1999, 102)
Rawls (The Origina Position)
(Kittay 1999,
102) (vell of ignorance)
(Justice
as Fairness) (The

Difference Principle) Kittay

(Kittay 1999, 86)

(Kittay 1999, 86, 89)



Kittay

Kittay Rawls
Kittay Rawls
(Kittay 1999, 102)
(primary
Goods)
(Kittay 1999, 102)
Rawls
(Kittay

1999, 103)®
Kittay
doulia(Kittay 1999, 107-109)

8 «“Therefore the good both to be cared for in a responsive dependency relation if and when oneis
unable to care for oneself, and to meet the dependency needs of others without incurring undue
sacrifices oneself isaprimary good in the Rawlsian sense because it is a good and exercise their moral
faculties of justice and care.” (Kittay 1999, 103).



(Kittay 1999, 113)°

(Kittay 1999, 109)

2. Kittay vs.Nussbaum
Kittay
/
( )
( ) (Kittay 2002, 242; Gottlieb 2002; 226)*°
Kittay
9

“: To each according to hisor her need for care, from each according to his or capacity for care, and
such support form social institutions as to make available resources and opportunities to those
providing care, so that all will be adequately attended in relations that are sustaining.” (Kittay 1999,
113)

10 (situated knowledge) Kittay
Kittay
" As Gottlibe has suggested, because neither the disabled nor those who
care for disabled persons are well situated to do theory, in general, the issues that deeply motivated the
concerns of the book are rarely heard in philosophy. Philosophy favors the objective stance, not the

personal. By injecting my own singular voice | wanted to reintroduce perspective into an otherwise
abstract and universalistic form of theory.” (Kittay 2002, 242)

9



(de
Beauvoir 1952)
(Gilligan 1980) Kittay(1999)  Gottlieb(2002)
(Kittay 1999, 94)
Kittay Love’s
Labor (Nussbaum 2002, 197 Kittay 2002, 238)
(Kittay 1999, Preface xi)
(de

Beauvoir 1952; Chapter xxv)

Tong(2002)

(Tong 2002, 211)
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Kittay Kittay

11
Kittay
Nussbaum Kittay
Q (Independence-based care) vs.
(Dependence-based care)
Kittay
(Kittay 1999, 180)*2
Nussbaum(2002) Kittay

(Nussbaum 1999

1 «But no feminist movement would, could, or should urge women to neglect the needs of their

dependent children, or those of their disabled, ill, or ailing family members and friends.” (Kittay 2002,
2398)

12 (*\Women have been very important in reminding social and political theorists that “ independence”
isanillusory ideal and have offered up the image of persons as interdependent. But even feminists who
have directed us away from the atomistic individualism of much traditional Western philosophy have
failed to recognize the full implication of dependence.” (ItKittay 1999, 180)

1



56-57) Nussbaum

(Nussbaum1999, 62) Nussbaum

(Kittay 1999, 70)*3 Nussbaum

)( (Martha 2000, 78-80)
(Martha 2000, 77-80)

Kittay
Nussbaum
(universalism) ()
(Nussbaum
1999) Nussbaum
Nussbaum

Kittay
((Kittay 1999, 29)

13 «|f women are understood to be, first and foremost, members of families, or members of religious
traditions, or even members of ethnic groups rather than, first and foremost, as human centers of
choice and freedom isthislikely to be in any way better for women than is the “ abstract
individualisni of liberalism? (Kittay 1999, 70
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Tong(2002)  Nussbaum(1999)

Kittay
(Kittay 2002, 246)*
2 connection-based vs. individual based capability approach
Kittay = Nussbaum (capability
equality)
( )
((Sen 1996, 40) ** Nussbaum
((Martha 2000,
78-80) Kittay Nussbaum
Sesha
(Kittay 1999,
173) Nussbaum
(Nussbaum2002, 197) 16
Nussbaum Kittay
(goods)

14 « Dignifying dependency work as something for which we need education, starting in the earliest
grades for boys and girls, training that continuesinto post secondary school, and ultimately
certification for those who do dependency work professionally will go along way toward degendering
this labor.” (Kittay 2002, 246)

15 «Capability is, thus, a set of vectors of functionings, reflecting the person’s freedom to lead one type
of life or another. Just as the so-called ‘budget set’ in the commaodity space represents a person’s
freedom to buy commaodity bundles, the ‘capability set’ in the functioning space reflects the person’s
freedom to choose from possible livings.” (Sen 1996, 40)

16 Nussbaum
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(Kittay 1999, 180) Nussbaum

Kittay

Kittay
Gottlieb(2002)

Gottlieb

(Gottlieb 200; 232)%7

(Gottlieb 2002, 233)

17«1t my workload is to be adjusted, then to compensate for my limited participation others will have
to take up the slack. The department, and the university, might have to state (and mean) that equitable
caring for my disabled daughter is one of their central goods, and that satisfied students, lots of
publications, and top rankingsin U.S. News and World Report do not always outweigh what Eva
Kittay callsthe “ nested dependencies’ presented by Esther, myself, and the surrounding community.
Institutional and personal “ success’ would have to be redefined.” (Gottlieb 2002, 232)
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