Anti-Essentialism in Practice:
Carol Gilligan and Feminist Philosophy

CRESSIDA J. HEYES

Third wave ano-essentiadist critigue has too often been ased to dismiss second wave
femmist projects | examme clamms that Carvol Gilligan's work s “essentabist,” and
argue that her recent research requrres this eviticism be vethought  Anti-essentialise
femoust method should consist m attention to the relatons of power that construct
accounts of gendered wenaey m the course of diffevent fovms of emprerical enguiry, not
in rejectmy any general clam about women o1 pols.

How should femmust philosophers mtegrare “anti-essentialist” msights o
feminist practice? Much contemporary femimnist theory obscures chis crucal
question. Anti-essentialist critique is used to dismiss wholesale certamn femimist
clames, while many temunist political projects continue to lack the conceprual
tools to modity their practice 1 the hight of anti-essentialism. This paper
argues that the history of fenmunist ann-essentialism in part explains the lack of
connection between third wave anti-cssentialist theory and second wave
confributions to temmist polinical theory and practice. | mean by “second
wave” the dommant femmust theories of the 1970s, which brought feminist
political movements into academia to challenge rhe hireral and implicit exclu-
ston and derogation of women in the theories and categories of the humanitres
and soctal sciences. In the mud-to-late 19805 and nro the 1990s this second
wave Literature has been progressively revised and challenged from within by
“third wave” feminists who have both political and philosophical reasons tor
Jdoubting 1es adequacy.” Some critics Caution that to present this revisionisn as
heralding o new cra of temimist phulosophy s premacure (Nicholson 1997).
Certamly these two historical pertods are note clearly distinee, not least because
many of the conditions that made the third wave possible are tound in the
second. Nevertheless, these Tabels are usetul to distinguish borh the changing
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preoccupations of dommant teminist theories and the generational differences
between ferminist phidosophets.

Carol Gilhigans work, and 1ts receprion by fenunist philosophers, 1s a case
stunly of a more widespread generational phenomenon. Feminist theonists have
often fatled to move on from a dismissive “anti-essentiahist™ critique to a more
nuanced, practical engagement wirth poliical projeces. The first part of this
paper delineates cnitiasms of Gilligan's earlier work tor s essentiadism, and
then interprets her most recent book, Between Voiwee and Slence: Women and
Guols, Race and Relatonship (co-authored with Jill McLean Tavlor and Amy
Sullivan) as an attempt, 10 part, to respond te charges of methodological
essentralism (Taylor, Gilligan, and Sollivan, 1995). This book revises
Gilhgan’s original method and thereby escapes those charges of essentralism
leveled at her earlier work.

Feminist theorists who claim thar Gilligan rerties tenunimiry and draws
overly general conclusions about women from the expertences of only a small
group, | dargue, are otten cavalier m therr dismussal of her political projects.
They fail to recognize both the pohitical value and the nuance of her work.
This argument 15 not intended as o straaghttors ard defense of Gilligan’s theses
i moral psychology, or of the ethic of care i fenumist moral philosophy;
indeed, 1 find much o disagree with in these theones Instead, it ams to
articulare the conditions tha would have o obtam tor Gilligan’s method to
evade charges that 1t v “essennalise” Gilligan meers surprisinely  many,
although narall, of these conditions. The rendency, then, 1o dismrss Githgan's
work without reference to the precise grounds on which her methods or
conclusions are essenttalist needs 1o be explamed. One of the mosr plausible
explanations might he that thod wave femmist philosophers” response to
Gilligan 1 overdeternuned by our historical arciimstances Entering teminist
philosophy ar a tune when o prolteration ot deconstiuctn ¢ theories are in the
ascendant, third wavers run the risk of allowmg critical analyses of second
wave feminist theory 1o take precedence over more constiuctine and prag-
matic work.

FEMINIST GENERATIONS:
BETWEEN FFMINIS T PRACTICE AND ANTE-ESSENTIAL ISM

A retrospective look at the second wave of fenmnist philosophers shows that
they, mainly white and mamly middle-class, brought temimism mro curnicula
from therr political experiences outside the academy. A subsequent enitique
has amply lustrated, therr theories were sometimes blind ro ditference i ways
that reflected the context of their creators and the unversities in whach they
worked. It s ar least partly on this basis that such second way ¢ temust theory
has been Labeled “essentialise,” While o contusingly wide range of meanings
are attributed to the epithet- —many of which do not make clear why essential-
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ism 1s detrumental to “good” femunist theory or whether essentialism can ever
be avorded—the rerm nevertheless captures certuin widely accepted feminist
concerns. Thus any feminist theory that s vartously determinist, exclusionary,
ahistorical; thar fads o recognize diversity among women; thar talsely gener-
alizes, reifies femiminity, or comnmits any other relared methodological sin tends
ro be dubbed “essentialist™ (Martin 1994). The meaning this essay s mainly
concerned with is that intended by Elizabeth Spelman: that some femimist
theory has presented the identities and experiences of some privileged women
as representative of all women, and thereby mumimized the pohinical signifi-
cance ot axes of difference among women; espectally, i contemporary North
America, those of race and class (Spelman 1988). In makmg overly general
claims about women, the arguments run, second wave feminist theory tended
TO crase women's diversity.

The anti-essentralist concern with operations of power within the category
“womnen” exposes the complex political imphcations of ditferences between
women for feminist practice, underscood as any concrere attempt to change
conditions of gender oppression. This paper mtends to highlight the political
vacuity of anti-essentralist gestures that constrtute simply an actomatic retlex
to bring difference to the tore, showmg m particular how they underminme
Gilligan's work. On the other hand, more nuanced anti-essentialisms that we
mught apply to Gilligan's theory ofter resources for makimg judgments about the
political salience ot particular axes of ditference among women, and can reveal
exclustons and make visible the circularion of power i ways that permut
continued practice.

Its neglect of power differences among women notwithstandmg, much
second wave theory was “essentialist” m ways that enabled teminists to attain
highly significant, albeit partial, political goals. Bringme falsely general clanms
about “women” mro contexes where all women are excluded does not consti-
tute an adequace temmist polities, and certamnly some second wave femmist
theorizing both creared and perpetuated overly general claims about women's
oppresston; 10 no way should the racist, classist, or heteronormartive hases of
some of this theory be mmmuized. Yer the constant retrerarion of these prob-
lems seems paradosically to remforce them even as i decries them. Stressing
the shortcomungs of this body of theory, turthermore, tends to mimimuze the
extent to which it did torm the basis of opposttion fo conventional sexist
political theorizing. For example, arsuments that women had been excluded
from categortes such as “aitizens” or “rattonal bemgs” constituted  matial
mroads mto acadeniic ignorance of temmist philosophy. This, i turn, created
the conditions of possibility tor a more thoroughgoing temimast critique of some
of those very concepts. Thus eswsentialism should be recognized as an internal
response to the imitations of a particular body of theory, which grew our of a
certamn practice. This critigque can be understood as a1 necessary corrective,
given the growing recognition that acadenue femmust theortzing, while
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marginalized i acadenia as a whole, was exclusionary and partisan in relation
to wormen even as it presumed 1o speak tor us all.

By contrast, third wave fenimists—--c oming to temaust theory i the last ten
years and wsually at an carly stage man acadeauc career- -have tended to
approach essentialism as o “vice moisell™; as pnmarty epresenting a lack of
intellectual rigor on the past of sccond wave remimist theorists, We otten
approach particalar authors with the attitude that o essennalism can be
discerned in the text, then the theonst's entire project can be discarded (Fuss
1939, x1). As undoubtedly o third wave femimist, 1, for one, starred my formal
education in femmism focusimg on ssues of diversitys the trope “Aifferences
between women' and postmodern tenunist readings thar articalate philosoph-
1cal challenges to unnversalizing or generalizimg discourses have heen ubgui-
tous, though roo rarely accompanied by consciousness raisimg around ssues of
excluston, ractsm, and orher forms of oppression. Part of this muellec tual trend
clearly myolves the fetshization of the dangers, pitalls, and evils of essennal-
istnand the demonization of those teats constdered “essentialiar.” Third wave
teminists wsually learn deconstructive theony betore participating («f at all) in
teminist activismy; thus our penchant for wdentity g litent essentialism has all
too ofren become erimgue tor ats omn sake rather than an mregral part ot an
ongoing constructive project (hooks 1990, Deconstructive critique, relent-
lesshy pursted, gives Tutle serse of how o jusaty gencralizations abour women.
And given the protessed mterdisaplinanoy of temmist studies, the field has
shown o puzzlime Tack of mterest m crvamming how cringues of essentialism
might mnrerrelate with vartous aspects of empirtal social rescarch i ways that
stiess the necessity of contmrmg with rescarch projects rather than subjecting
them to prolonged deconstruction The problem -space detined by essentialism
and ant-crsentiadism contams genumeh mportant epistemaologieal and polie-
1cal ssues. Bur many third wave femusts tend ro throw the baby ot political
cfticacy out with the bathwarer of essentialism.

Nowhete 1~ this trend more apparent than with regnd 1o Carol Gilhigan's
projects in femunist psyvehology and polities over che past fitteen vears. Gilligan
seems quintessentiatly second wave v her theory, method, and aspirations.
She played a central 1ole i bringing tenunist analysis into e field of
Jevelopmental paychology, showmg how varioas models of “hunian™ moral
psvehological development were actually premised on only one paradigmatic
perspecenve, dosely assoctatcd with masculine pachology Her work has been
unusually soliically mtormed relative to her fild and increasimgiy prenused
on a femmist analyses that cmphasizes the empowerment of guls and women
(Gilligan, Ward, and Tavior 1988 Githgan. Thons, and Harnmer 1990
Gilligan, Rogers, and Tolman 1991; Brown and Gilligan 1992). Anni-essen-
tralist challenges 1o Gilligan have heen, in some cases, both theorencally
sophisticated and poliically compething, bringmg our burned assumptions
about eender and hrdden evclusions that are « tren crucial corres tives. One
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cannot help noticing, however, that Gilligan 1s a feminist deeply concerned
with political acrion. These very concerns motivate her to make claims that
leave her open to charges of essentialism. Her theoretical categories, while
admiteedly unnuanced, provide a basts for feminist analysts and mobihzation
that 1s politically problematic at the same rime as 1t s enabling and galvanizing
for many femmnists working with girls i contexts i which the psychology of
gender 1s undertheornized.

Gilligan 1s certainly aware of anti-essentialist criticisms, and has responded
to them bhorh theoretically and methodologically. This makes her an unusual
and 1nstructive figure 1in the essentialism debares. Many femiist philosophers
are content to pursue the theoretical ssues subsumed under “essentialism”
without giving thought to how they mughe intlece practice, while many femi-
nist soctal researchers remam intent on pursuing methodologies thar are
uncritically second wave. Thus the preoccupation of most of Gilligan’s third
wave readers with exclusively eritical analyses of In a Different Viowee does a
disservice to the inereasing nuance and sophistication ot her prolitic work
during the fourteen years since this book's first publication i 1982
(Gilligan 1993).

The challenge facing third wave feminist cheory fies m the observation that
neither mrermimable deconstruction nor uncritical retfication of the category
“women” 5 adequate o the demands of feminist practice. The task we have
inherited 1s to take seriously the commitments enratled i anti-cssentialism but
to find ways effectively to mcorporate them into resistnve political projects.
Gilligan’s Between Viorce and Sdence represents a deparcure from her carlier work
in 1ts explicit consideration of race and dlass in the context of articulating girly’
paychology. Yer Grlligan continues to make strong peneral claims about gender,
as a basis both for importanr analytical distinctions in psychological develop-
ment and for feminist political mobilization. The question s, 1 what ways
Joes Gilligans method continue to be “essentialist™? What epistemologieal
and political sues does Gilligan straggle with m try g to respond to charges
of essenttalism? Is this a kind of essencialiam thae she can avold, and would s
avordance arrenuare or advance her political goals” To answer these questions,
a good starting pomt might he to articulate an example of third wave practice
that understands anti-essentialism and political engagement as imdispensably
allied, rather than inevitably ac odds.

GILLIGAN'S PROJECT AND ANTEESSENTIALIST CRITICS

Some crities of Gilhigan have unplied that her essentialism s of a particu-
larly strong kind, claiming thar i arertbuting the “ethic of care” ro women she
s retntorcing a bologeally determinist notion of women's nature. For exam-
ple, Linda Kerber writes,
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[ agree with Gulligan that our culture has long undervalued
nurturance and that when we measure ethical development by
norms more attainable by hoys than by girls our defimtion of
norms is probably brsed. Bur by emphasizmg the hological
basts of distinctive behaviour . . Galligan permies her readers
ro conclude that women's alleged afhinity for “relationships of
care” is both hiologically natural and a good thing. (Kerber

1986, 309)

Gilligan displayed an carly commutment to object relations theory and made
use of Nancy Chodorow’s work (Chodorow 19781, While In A Different Voice
mav be insutficiently explicit about the vrigins of gendered moral vorces, at no
pornt does Chilligan explictrly or implicitly argne thar chey are iological
teatures of erther men or wonen. She adopts a social constructionist model
and makes quite clear that these different votces are learned, albett ara very
young age.

A sccond more legitimate and interestimg set of criticisms is thae Gilligan 1s
essentialist by virtue of her use of overly general categories. As Fraser and
Nicholson put i,

by constructmg a female countermodel, [Gilhigan] invited the
same charge of talse generabization she had herselt rased
agamst Kohlberg, although now from other perspectives such
as class, sexual ornentation, race, and ethniciry, Gillyzan's dis-
clamers notwithstanding, to the extent that she described
women's moral development 1 terms of a different vorce; 1o
the extent that she Jid not specity which women, under
which spectfic histoncal circumstances have spoken wuh
the voice m questions and to the extenr that she grounded
her analysis in the eaplicitly cross-cultaral framework f
Nancy Chodorow, her model remamed essenrialist. (Fraser
and Nicholson 1990, 33)

Cilthgan 15 apt 10 use broad general categories (Uwomen,” *Western culture,”
and so on). These categories e inclined to erase Tustorically, culturally, and
politically salient differences among their respective members Critics have
observed that this tendency 1o generalize does not stress (but, it <hould be
noted, does not necessarly deny) the socially constructed and necessarily
local, temporally specitic, and diverse nature of gender. These generalizations
are not only philosophically undesirable because of therr tailure to contexru-
alize; they are also undesirable because they are talse. It femimists were to
iy estigate the experiences ot women and girls of color, work mg-class and poor
women and girls, and so on, they would find that the model Gilligan first
proposed 1s a less useful explanatory framework ror the experiences of these
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“others.” Thus many anti-essentialist criticisms are methodological. They
come from soctal psychologists, who argue that Gilligan's two paradigms of
moral thinking are present in both male and female “subjects”; that Gilligan's
samples are too small; and that her analysis unself-consciously describes a
category “women” without critically examuiming the narrowness of her subject
groups, the significant socropolinical differences hetween women, or whether
certain groups of men under conditions of oppression might not also systemat-
ically deploy an ethic of care (Larrabee 1993). By using in her onginal research
women who are mainly white, maimnly heterosexual, and mamly muddle-class,
her cerities claim, Gilligan constructs an avowedly gendered model of moral
development based only on a small group of dommant women. To the extent
that the ethic of care is coextensive with “women’s moral voice,” that vowce s
most typrcal of a white, hererosexual, middle-class woman in the Unired States
of the 19805, and furthermore 15 perhaps heard only m certam limited moral
SIELAIONS,

The tew published critiques of Gilligan's Later work have returned to these
arguments. For example, Judith Stacey criticizes Gilligan’s “Joming the Resis-
rance: Psychology, Politics, Girls and Women” for 1ts indiscrimimate use of
humanist, universalist categortes (Gilligan 1990; Stacey 1990). In particular,
Stacey suggests thar Gilligan presents a transhistorical, transculrural, and
context-free account of female adolescence. While these charges seem some-
what overstated, the reader s indeed struck by Gilligan's taslure even to gesture
toward the concerns of feminists of color and postmodern eritics. By omiteing
mention of the race of the airls she interviews, Stacey pomnts out, Gilligan
leaves the reader to assume that they are white. This seems 1o be an essenrraliz-
g mor ¢ of the kind Spelman crinicizes: white girls are simply girls™—except
when they are girls ot color, a difference harely worth mentionimg (Spelman
1988, 133-39). It 15 remarkable tha the culrural, racial, and ethnie back-
grounds of the girls mtery iewed are alluded to only in a footnote, and then with
no mdicatton of how this mtormation nught be relevant to the research
process. Stacey furthermore rereads Gilligans “muted attention” to social class
in light of her own class autobiography, arguing that what Gilligan interprets
as a gendered adolescent crists in “Anna,” one of her participants, can also be
read as an ambivalent experience of social Class.

Alchough Gilligan's eritics have otten treated her work rarher reductively—
reading her work casually and uncharicably only to artack 1—these criticisms
of In' A Different Vorce are signaticant: they pmpomt epistemological 1ssues
related to generalization, contextualism, and pluralism, and they speak to
methodological concerns abour how mequalities of power foster essenttalizing
research programs (Spelman 1988; Minow and Spelman 1990) Sall, the very
familiariry of these criticisms has bred o certam contempr for Gilligan—the

arch essentiabist—and this has caused moral and political philosophers to

dismiss her work as hoth madequately theorized and msufticiently femimast.
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Few femunist theorists have looked to Ghlligan®s more recent work tor insight
into essentialism and socwl research paradigms or for any pertormative
response to her critics, despite the ever-burgeonig soctal science scholarship
that applies the ethic of carc 1o a varety of praxes and pohicy 1ssues, from
femmist urisprudence 1o nusing, pedagogy, and political organizing (e.g.,
Mmow 1990, Cooper 1989, Noddings 1994, Lewdner 1991).

The most etfective method for reading work ke Gilhigan's requires femunists
to examine how generalizanions are used; not to reject the use of zeneralicy
altogether, but to ask what v enabled and what excluded m the context in
question. Without Gilhizan's zenerahizanions, we would be lett 1o depend on
psychologieal thearies that woote girls’ nurranives or rate them as second-class.
Her early sccond wave inters entions <tressed rthat girls’ vorces had not been
Listened to; thus the policical salience ot Gilligans project lay i creating a
space for gitls to be heard. Having wdentified unantiapated charactenstes of
certain girls’ and women's vorces 1 her early studies, Giligan clearly
approaches her later rescarch fields with aset of preconceptions that may or
mav nor adequately interprer the voces of “ditterent” girls. It anti-cssentialist
msight s applied o this work, e should surely net be merely m the form of a
set of criticsms, an imtermin ible deconstruction, bur as a viahle alternatve
method, with stdar teminist goals of empoweriaent. Generalizations about
the experiences of girls, furthermore, should not be rejecred a prionn Forms of
anti-essentialism skeptical of the possibility of generalization seem to undercut
all teminist enguiry inro women’s Tives (Bordo 1993), Thus the imperative
tacing anti-essentialist femmism s not whether ro make generalizations, but
how to make them.

Galligan's own response to the philosophical eriticisms of I A Different Vouce
has been brief (e.o., Gilligan 1986). She chums that her argument 1~ interpre-
rive and 15 based on nartative counterexamples to those examples tavored by
dominant prychological theores, not on generalizable or statstuical claims. She
unabashedly puts gender ar the center of undersstanding relationships and
adolescent crisis, although she allows that girls” and women's expertences are
shaped in contests of other axes of difterence. Gilhgan does not Jdeny thar
some men use the ethic of care i thinkmg about moral problems, or that the
ethic 15 shaped by conditions of oppresston She does not simply deseribe a
universal and “essential feninine,” bue instead delmeares a resictant and
critical ethical perspective thar challenges wonunly selt-sacrifice and ungual-
thied carmg and struggles co incorporate a self-protective articude with the
desire for relationship with others. Indeed, i her later work she 1« increasinely
explicit about how patrirchal oppression creates the necessary conditions tor
temale crises of connection, and she construes Ler rescarch as an explicitly
femmist intervention.

Since she completed the work on which In A Different Voice was founded,
Gilligan and her collaborarors have tfocused on qualitative research with
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adolescent girls in the United States. They claim that girls’ crises and dilemmas
offer not only a window on the systemie disempowerment ot girls in “Western
culture” but also potential strategies and techniques for resolving generic
human problems. Although 1 some ways this work turns away from the ethical
decistonmaking that was a central theme of In A Different Vorce, 1t continues
to ask critical questions about gender bras i psychological theory and about
the value and meaning of interpersonal connection and relationshup.

Gilligan’s rich and evocarive portrayal of girls” adolescent dilemmas, and her
methodological discusston, are an invaluable contribution to femimist practice
and a potential framework for “action research™ aimed, as the tiede of one
ongoimng rescarch project indicates, at “strengthening healthy resistance
and courage 1 girls” (Grlligan 1990) The siegnificance ot her contribution
lies in providing a framework for understanding female adolescent psychol-
ogy that s, first, not merely an amendment to existing research on boys,
and second, avowedly tennmist Gilligan repeatedly stresses that adolescent
girls have simply not been much studied; she artempts to explam why
adolescence 1s the seedbed of female rrauma and to document, within a
theoretical framework, the processes of disempowerment thar will plague
girls throughout therr hves.

By wlenttying a different way ot thinking about relationships and moral
dilemmas, and by telling a rich story about a time of crisis and impasse in the
lives of (some) adolescent girls, Gilligan and her colleagues offer a tramework
for understanding the undertheorized temumist commonplace thar all girls
struggle psychologically m patriarchal socteties. They argue that this struggle
iself has produced ways of understanding connection to others that are
systematically devalued and undermimed by patriarchy, and that meet their
most serous challenge at the tme of temale adolescence. By retamimg unnl
carly adulthood the strong sense of connection with others that boys lose as
young children, girls initially manage to avord the processes of dissocranion
thar are distinctively masculine pathologies and that have, according to
Galligan and other theorists who have put ohject relations theory or the erhic
of care to femimist uses, negative ethical and political implications (Dr Stefano

1991; Ruddick 1989).

BETWLEN VOIC L AND SILENCE

In this context, the recent publication ot Between Vorce and Silence raises an
interesting set of questions about the ability of a social rescarcher, engaged n
ficldwork of various kinds, etfectively to respond to charges ot essentialism. No
doubt Gilhigan has taken the label “essentialist,” and 1es political connotations
ot racism and excluston, to heart
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Tensions within femuusim over the last twenty years have
become heightened over the question of difference. Women
whao are white and privileged have been criiticized by both black
and white women and called “essentialist” for speaking about
gender without also addressing race, class, cultural and sexnal
differences among women. Ie s a mark of a racist and class-
driven society that those who are m a demimant posttion can
casily remain blind to the experience of subordinares and
others and rhereby 1o the reality of therr own donunation,
and this blindness extends to women os well. At the same
time, women often hold a higher standard tor other women
and are more torgiving of men. The impheation that women
must speak of everything or keep silent 1s one of the many
constraints on women's voices thar characterize and main-
tair a patriarchal society and culrare. (Taylor, Gilligan, and
Sullivan 1995, 1)

Is the choice to “speak of ey erything or keep silent™ a false dichotomy ? Must
femnusts crther fruitlessly stiuggle with the infimire complexinies of political
wennty or give up the fight altogether? Although Gilligan makes useful
contributions 1o our ability to hring ant essentielism to bear on the practical
palitics of feminist o thaod, ~he struggles to implement tully the epistemolog-
1cal and political concerns ot a sophisticated anti-essentialism.

Between Voice and Silence continues Gilligan's original projecrs 1 the con-
text of her grow ing femunust political concerns with race and class differences
among woraen. This time, Gilligan's group of participants consists of twenry-
six “working-class or poor” irls, of Atnican-, Castbbean-, Latina, ortuguese,
lesh-, and [talian- Amernican backgrounds. Gilligan's method 15 stll repeated,
open-ended dyadic mterviewmg. The interviewer then istens to the meerview
rranscripts according to the vorce-cenrered method most recently formalized
by Brown and Gilligan m their “Listener’s Guide” (1992). During the first
hearng, rhe interviewer notes the narrative content and direction of the
interviewee; during the second, she histens tor the self—"tor the voice of the
‘1 wpeaking in this relationship”, on the third and fourth playbacks, she artends
to the way ~he mterviewee tatks about relationships. Throughour their discus-
ston Brown and Gidligan stress the polinical nature of this method: “Our
responstve Listener’s Guide, 1 attending ro realicies of race, class, and sex (who
15 speaking, mowhat body, telling what story of relationslup—from whose
perspective, mn what societal and cultural trameworks?), 15 theretore also a
resssting Listener’s Guide, that s, a tenunist method” (Brown and Gilhigan
1992, 29, Emphasis m orngimal)

The content ot the mterviews differs from previous studies i that specific

questions ahout tace were evontually mcluded, whereas none had been present
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before. The researchers, turthermore, participated i a series of retreats
designed to examune women’s relationships across racial ditference. The
retreats, we are rold, involved eleven women—five black, five white, and one
Latina—and entatled profound and paintul examination of the differences and
commonalities between them. Thus the rescarch context s, compared with

analogous projects, striking m the depth of 11s commitment to addressing the
relational understandings of the rescarchers with regard to racial ditference.
How do Gilligan’s theses about girls” adolescent crises tare when narratives
are collected from workimg-class girls ot color! The mterviews, perhaps
unsurprisingly, did reveal differences between girls ot ditterent racial and class
hackgrounds in therr discussions ot the interview topies. For example:

What Ruby docs not share with most of the girls from more
privileged sertings 15 the pressure to meet 1dealized images ot
feminmity that many begin to face at this time. Concerns about
not expressing anget or hurting other people's feehngs, which
become prominent from carly adolescence onward among
many girls from muddle-class hackgrounds, are not issues for
Ruby. When she discusses conflicts or dilemmas, for example,
she speaks about tarrness, respect, and care, vet she does not
excesstvely deliberate over wherher or not she has hure some-
one else’s teelngs. (Tavlor, Gdligan, and Sullivan 1995, 43)

Gilligan s quick to stress that “difference” should not be mnterpreted as
“lack,” implying that these girls’ contributions ro the researchers” understand-
ings will be less useful: “We will struggle m this book with the word different,
mainly to hold «t apart from 1t~ common mistranslation, ‘deficient.” Our group
of twenty-six girls was so informative i part hecause of the cultural and racial
differences among them. . . . Ditterence, i our understanding here, s the
essence of relattonship; ic s not a code word for race or class or lower status”
(Tavlor, Gilligan, and Sullivan 1995, 2). The authors thus recognize the danger
of establhing @ whire, middle-class norm fiom which “ditferent” girls wall
deviate, and instead cast racial and class differences as always necessarily
relational (Mmow 1990). The project, however, imphicicly rests on the
assumprion that whatever the differences hetween guls of different class and
race hackgrounds, these ditterences exist i the context of more significant
simularities: “Anud the diversity ot race and cthniciry i this study, these
spontancous narratives describe aspects of these relationships that remain
inststent across ditferences, aspects that form an unambiguous and powerful
cemplate tor meaningful relationships beeween women and girls” (Taylor,
Gulligan, and Sulbvan 1995, 118). The authors rightly contest the false
dichotomy that different women must be cither hopelessly opaque to cach
other or assimilated mto sameness, both m teminist theorizing and in forming
political alliances. The condlusions Gitligan draws about the experiences of
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different girls seem to hinge on the claim that they will experience the same
kind of relacional mpasse at adolescence, but that it may well be worse for girls
of color and working-class girls than tor therr whate or privileged counterparts,
and that 1t will certamly have more negative comseguences Diespite these
differences, Gilligan’s origmal explantory model for crises of connection
remains the same, taking the came basic torm for all girls in Western patriarchal
culture, although the context and consequences ditter. How should we under-
stand this ambiguous, generalining account of pender’

ANTI-ESSENTEALISM AND FEMINIST METHODS

Griven that tew philosophical anadyses of Gilligan make mention of her work
heyond In A Different Vorce and that surprisingly Lietle of the onginal feminist
philosophical crinigue ot Gilligan remans after Between Voree and Silenee, thard
wave femimists have yvet to wsess Galligans pertormative respon e to the
challenge that her research and her cheory are “essentialist ” This paper argues
that Gitligan connmues to make overly general clums about girls thiough her
tatlure fully ro acknowledge rclations of power in the rescarch process. Anri-
essentialism s usctul here i wlenntying the meernal mechanisms of different
temmnist mechods through which relatively powertul wonien reinscribe therr
own political dentities in then fenunist theortes. 11 Gilligan werd to have
developed a more extensive critique of these mechantsms, and alrernative
methods, her theory coudd be revised in ways thar would not elimimare
relations of power, but would Create a less exclusive —and hence less essential-
1st= —account of girls’ psycholoay.

Gilhigan rejects the charge that she v making dichotomous universal claimms
about girls and boys, and argues that her imterpretive method merely sketches
alternative ways ot conceptuaiizing relationship rather than fining a gendered
schism (Gilligan 1986; Brown and Gilligan 19923, The homogenerry of
Cnlligan’s mitial samples, furthermore, does not presuppose any kmd of essen-
tialesm, mcluding the danger of falsely seneralizing from the experiences of a
select group of girts to all girls, Ir could even be the Case thar girls” experniences
at adolescence are suffrciently sinular that the transter of a model based on one
group of girls to another group s unproblemanc, and that the expenences of
“ditterent” girls merely provide more vared exomples of the same general
phenomenon (Marnin 1994). Nevertheless, both the epistemology and the
methodology informung the mterviews, partnculaily the processes thar gener-
ate general cescriprions of temle adolescent crists, are stll a concern To avod
essentialism, Gilhgan needs to mrerrogare further the relevance to the
rescarch process of the wdentties ot the mrerviewdrs, their relation to the girls
they interview, the epistemological significance ot the “mrerpretive commu-
nity,” the imfluence of the mterviewmg method iecelf on the research findings,
and the ways difterences may or mav not emerge m the research process.
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This is not to suggest that Gilligan simply assumes that there are facts about
girls warting to be discovered and described 1n reality’s “preferred 1diom”
(Geertz 1988), ar that she s inattentive to how her own preconceptions have
shaped her past enquiry. She straightforwardly acknowledges that her method
plays a central role mn generating and shaping her theoretical conclustons, and
recognizes that power v central to the context of interpretation (Taylor,
Gilligan, and Sullivan 1995, 27-33). But Gilligan’s method does predispose the
mvestigator to elide or overlook how race, class, and other salient group
differences shape processes of theory construction. This seems representative
of those shortcomings second wave feminists often exhibit in trying ro respond
to third wave anti-essentialist critique. “Ditference” 15 otten incorporated into
second wave feminist progects i a tormulaic way, placing disproportionate
emphasis on formal inclusion (adding participants from “other” social groups,
for example) and less on exammmg the deeper methodological implications of
anni-essentialist criticisms. Fully to understand how Gilligan’s epistemological
tramework has changed between her carly work and the recognition (espe-
cally in Between Vorce and Stlence but anticipated elsewhere) that her inhernited
method may be inadequate to the demands ot third wave femimism 1s too large
a project for this paper. Here 1 want briefly to give credir to how Gilligan's
method acrually has evolved to recognize more exphicitly the power of the
investigators to elide difference. Then Twill turn to three specific examples n
Between Voice and Stlence. These examples are presented to explore the ques-
tion, How might the research method encourage the investigators to 1gnore
how the girls are different, from cach other and from them?

In Gilligan’s previous studies, the emphasis on voice was unidirectional,
the medium

with “the iterviewer” an unnamed and undescribed presence
for generic questions. The function of patriarchal oppression and power
dynamucs m the context of the vescarch itself to shape wirls” articulanions of ther
attrirudes toward morality and relationships was lete vircually unexplored. In
Between Voice and Silence, by contrast, the interviewers are sometimes named,
and occasionally cherr relation to the participant s theorized i some way. For
example,

Anita’s response |as an African-American girl to a white mter-
viewer| taps mto the central question i all psychological
rescarch—can one understand another whose Iife experence 1
different? She rejects the *vou can't understand anything”
position with respect to racial difference, but she also suggests
thar the mterviewers understanding of “this seaff™ s himired
because of her racial ditference. “This stutt” has a number of
possible meanings, and as Anita elaborates turther, many of
them are related to race and racism. (Tavlor, Gilligan, and
Sullivan 1995, 35)
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The authors raise new concerns about how interviews are shaped by the
presence of different interviewers; they recognize char the tone and content of
the participant’s speech will change depending on who poses the guestions,
and that this change will be hinked 10 differences of race and class: “The
question “Who 15 listening?” now became an integral part of our voice-cen-
tered, relational method-—inregral to our understanding of both voice and
relattonship. We realized thar our previous emphasts an *Who 1s speaking?”
reflected 1in part our own and our rescarch parncipants’ class and culrural
location” (Taylor, Gillizan, and Sullivan 1995, 31,

It 15 not enly m the mterview itselt that race and class differences influence
the generation and mterpretation of speech. Inanalyzing her research findings,
Gilhigan enlarges the “mrerpretne community” to include more women of
color, concluding thar this change has deepened and diversitied the group’s
understanding of the girls. For example, Anita’s mtervicwer and other mem-
bers of the mterpretive community have very ditferent understandings of her
sttuation. Jill, her white iterviewer, mterprets her outspoken and forthright
manner as both psychologically resilient and politically resistant compared to
norms of temininity. But Pam and Janie, two Atrican-American readers, were
dismayed by Anita, finding her “brash, opinonated, cocky and just a pam”
(Taylor, Gilligan, and Sullnvan 1995, 37). Thar irerpretation of Anita’s
words was still polinically femumist, but in therr view, her “statements could be
heard as excessively assertive and unyielding, alinost belliperent, an example
of ‘resistance for survival,” a reaction against destructive elements i her social
world and 10 the larger sociopohitical conteat of the United Stares,” rather
than as desirably assertive and self-confident (1995, 38Y. Here s a posttive
example ot retlexivity m Golligan's work, which allows her o (scape the
generic anti-essentialist crnitcsm that she fails formally ro nclude women of
color in the process of mterpretation, or that she tails ro attach any epistemo-
fogical significance ro this me lusion.

So what s the problem ? Fust, Gilhgan seems to assume that girls who resist
connection with therr meerviewers are manitesting an unhealthy form of
resistance, dissoctating from relavionship i pathological ways. When the
rescarchers percerve the girls’ vorees to be unauthentie, they seldom connect
this lack of authentciny expricitly to the research context, but imsread ateri-
bute 1t to a more seneral maluse i the pirls” hives, The rescarchers thus adopt
an epistenucally privileged (though ambiguous) postnon ourside the domam
ot relationship. This position s made possible not by enormg difterences ot
wlentity or experience berween mrerviewee and mterviewer per se, but by
tathng to analyze the mrerviewers’ power, partly by virtue ot these very
Jitterences, over the vitls, Gilligan has o keen sense of the wavs aiels exhibit
resistance when they negotiate relationships with friends, mothers, teachers,
and so on. Bur she seems less insighrtul about the forms of resistance girls may
evince toward her own research.
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Gilligan’s generalizanions serve particular purposes by highhighting certain
aspects of girls” experiences across difference. Because these generalizations
purportedly constitute the truth about girls, however, Gilligan faces no episte-
mological imperative to recognize their contimgency, and tends to gloss over
the particular cases that do nor conform so neatly to the general theory. This
1s both 1 methodological and a practical problem: the tendency of dominant-
group feminists to overlook ditference 15 exacerbared by a method that does
not adequatcly mterrogare how 1t constructs a unitorm female identity.

The second problem s that Gilligan has always used interviewing as her
primary method, and she continues to do so i Between Vorce and Stence. Some
of the toregoing problems become magnitied, however, m the conrext of dyadic
forms of enquiry. In particular, “ditference,” while overtly conceprualized as
relational rather than tixed, 1 nevertheless constituted withm a relacionship
hetween two people rather than bemng negotiated mn a larger group. Gilligan
often understates how not only “ditference” per se but also the power embed-
ded in differences mighr shape girls’ responses to questions from older women
in positions of authority, often of a different race, and always of a different class
(i rerms of present status st not hackground). There 15 a peculiar disjunction
hetween the testimontal prose, licerary references, and emorionally evocative
Jdiscussions of women jommg together across difference that characterize much
of the text, and the ghimpses inro the mrerviews themselves, where the

«

researchers follow “interview protocols.” The valuable insight thar an meer-
pretive community can contribute to understanding the girls’ responses seems
curtously restricred to the later stages of the research. Gilligan s far less
cavalier than many other femimust researchers about wdenaficanion, trust, and
rapport between feminist interviewer and female participant. Sall, she seems
to assume that the mterpretive community will be able to uncover those
different standpoints she now acknow ledges are necessary for a tull prcture of
airls” psychologies simply by hstening to the fined resules of a dyadic interview
conducted in a sigle, power-laden conrext.

Third, Gilligan has taken anu-essentiahist critique seriously enough to
identify particular axes of difference that need ro be emphasized 1in her revised
method. In Between Voice and Silence, race and class are those important axes
ot difference, which had been previously glossed over. But are these the only
differences that shape girls’ expertence of adolescence? Gilligan seems to
acknowledge that they are not.

A narrative account ts produced mreractively, depending not
only on the questions of the interviewer and the experrences of
the narrator, bur also on the “social location™ of both. Hence,
any telling of “a story” may be atfecred by race, ethnicity,
gender, class, age, sexual orientation, rehgous backeround,
personal history, characrer— an mtinite hst of possible tactors
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that form the scatfolding of relarionships berween people. (Tay-
tor, Gilligan, and Sullivan 1993, 14)

Which of these “mtinite™ possible ditferences will be signiticant emerges in
the course of empirical enquiry. Of course, 1t s a methodological commonpluce
that every investator must always enter nto any project with preconceptions
that, at least mually, prvilege some axes of diftcrence over orhers. The most
sertous antt-essentialist challenge m this case Ties i recogmizimg the conrm-
wency of those cmphasized differences and remainmg open to the possibility
that previously recondite axes of difference will emerge This challenge can
hest be met by recognizing how power operates to make ditference mvisible to
the powertul—in this case, o the rescarchers (Spelman [988). Gilhgan's
agenda v not sufficiently floxible i this way; the airls have 1o fir mro the
“right” differences or risk bemg misheard.

bt o surpiising, for example. that Gilhigan's text makes no mention of lesbran
or bisexual adolescent expeniences, especially given that rhe book contains an
entire chapter on sexualiry. A note 1o chaprer 5, however, worth quoting in
full, offers the followme vignette:

When Lilian's inrerviewer began the questions about sexual
iterest and sexual deciston-making, As teenagers, boys and girls
have 1o make decistons a lot of times when they are gomg out with
someene ., Liban asked, “With a boy " Her interviewer con-
firmed this: Yeo, with a bov Can you describe when vou had to
mahe a decrsion m thar relanonship? “Not really, no.” Do vou go
out wrth boys? “No.” Notreally? “No.” Lilian’s interviewer agun
tries to axk about sexual deciston-making, to which Lilian first
responds, “Tdon't know. Ldon't know. .. I'm sort of lost,” and
then, “I understand what you're saying 'mjust sore of, I'm
trying to think .. T really don't go out with boys. T get along
with boys as good friends, we're bastcally good friends.” I was
thikmg more kind of 0 an moumate relattonship with someone, with
ahov . justasituaton with a boy where vou had o make a
sexual decsion? 1 don t know, I'd rather not talk about 1. You'd
rather not. I vou don’t nund ™ Then perhaps man eftort to
focus her interviewers efforts elsewhere, T ilian asks, “Wouldd vou
ke a prece of eum’” Althouvh the mierview protocol was
designed so that questions about sexual interest and experience
could apply to either sex, Lilan’s interviewer i tenth grade
unfortunately Tapsed o the general cultural assumpnon of
heterosexuality and asked speaifically about boys, thus closing
oft any posstbility of more discusston (Tavlor, Gilhgan, and
Sullivan 1995, 221, . 3)
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On first reading, | was torn berween admiration tor the authors’ intellecrual
honesty in including an embarrassing admission that could easily have been
left out, and deep disappomntment that the only breakdown of heteronormativ-
ity 1 a garls narrative had o be relegated to a foomote. Trseems clear from this
mnctdent that, unsurprisingly, thete are undercurrents of girls” lives and aspects
of thetr expertences that are not revealed m the interviews. What condirions
make 1t pussible to erase “non-conformist” sexuality in the contexr of a method
that purports to be sensitive hoth to differences and to slence!?

Giltligan concludes, rightly, that an enlarged mterpretive communiry, acting
hoth as gatherers and mterpreters of narratives, would offer more msights into
the differences and slences that characterize the wirls’ speech. Part of the
solution to problems like that manitested m Lilians mterview must be to
prepare researchers 1o enter the research conrext with specific junctions
about ditference in mind. As the authors acknowledge, domimant cultural
assumptions will rend to render some differences invistble (other examples,
including racism, sexual abuse, and class taboo, are provided in the mam rext).
The mmperative to recognize axes ot power and therr effect on the construction
of Wdentity, however, cannot be premised only on the mantra of wender, race,
and class; 1t also requires an understandmg of the mechanisms that make some
axes of difference more or less vistble. Thus it would seem that the research
group should not simply continually add more members, from different social
groups, 1 order to maximuze objectiviry (although having just one openly
leshbran rescarcher might well have alrered the unself-conscrously
heteronormative understanding of sexuality presented in chapter 4).7 Instead
the epistemological and methodological challenges articulated here are pre-
requisites for an analysis of power that lends tlexibihity to the research process
by continually interrogaring 1ts context and categories.

One way of developing these criticisms, as a principled anti-essentialist,
would be ro say that there are no leginmare generalizations abour airls’
psychology. Girls’ complex dentities are necessarily negotiated m and through
specific contexts, discourses of power, and mfinire axes of difference. One kind
of anti-essentialist could theretore construct an argument for Gilligan’s hope-
less nany eté in building an uncompronusingly universal picture of girls’ realities
through such unrefined methodological tools. This picture contains many
critictsms that Gilhigan would do well to explore. Neverrheless, this s still the
kind of ernitique that, standimg alone, merely etiolates the political usefulness
of Gilhgan's project. So how might third wave anti-essentialist temiwesm be
used ro make constructive suggestions that develop rather than deplete the
political resources avalable in empowering adolescent giels? How can we do
justice to the complexity ot difterence and power in research at the same time
as we construct accounts of girls’ lives that are o strong basis for policy
develapment and political ntersention? This s an enormous and remarkably
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underexplored area for rescarch; here, 1 make two necessartly brief. conerete
suggestions about the research methaods Gilligan employs

First, alchough Gilhigans interviews are obviously loosely strucrured, many
ot the methodological problems sketched in this paper do seem most pro-
nounced m the context of a girl participantwoman researcher dyad. A comple-
ment to open-ended interviews s Elizabeth Frazer's use of discusston groups
conststing of a small nwmber of girls, with the mvestigator as facihitator. Such
groups will inevitably also produce their own stlencimg etfects, as some girls
hold back from speaking in front of others or present themselves as they would
like to be seen by their peer group. No methaod of enquiry can gsuarantee that
all girls will speak with equal ease— mdeed, the quest for such i clusive
method 1s part of the epistemological framework [ am arguimg against. Never-
theless, Frazer’s discussion groups, while acknowledging the researcher’s
powertul rale, sull allow for rhe interacrion of girls who ditter in important
ways from one another. These groups also dittuse the power of the
rescarcher, providing opportunities tor girls to speak up together and to
resist a particular conversational direction. Although some diftersnees will
always be repressed (tor example, Frozer comments on the ditferent taboos
and silences surrounding social class tor workimg-class and muddle-class
girls 1n her discussion groups [Frazer 1938)), rthey are less likely to be
ditterences that retlect asynmimetries of power berween rescarcher and par-
ticipant. By rearranging the relations of power, discussion groups offer a
ditterent perspective on the same ssues. While they may not be a suitable
forum for soliciting contidences, they are one powertul rescarch tool for
negotiating complex and pow er-laden wWenuries. )

The second suggestion is that Gilligan include more mteraction berween
her research conclustons and the girls’ interpretations of their own words. As
she says,

The interview process also demonsrrated one of the most
important benefits of speaking with and histening to girls in this
way: 1t can help girls to develop, to hold on ro, or to recover
knowledge abour themselves, therr teelings, and therr desires.
Taking ¢irls serously encowages then to take then own
thoughts. feelings, and expernience serously, to mamtan ths
knowledee, and cven to uncover knowledgee thar has become
lost to them. {Taylor, Gitligan, and Sullivan 1995, 128)

Gilligan herself mentions wsing feedback techniques 1n Meeang At The
Crossroads, m which she describes giving interview extracts back o the girls,
explamning her analysts, and mviting ther response (Brown and Gilhigan 1992,
228-32). Indeed. “checking back™ and otfering participants an opportunity to
respond to the researcher’s mierpretations of their hives s a tammihar method in

progressive ethnography, albeit one with 1y own prttalls (Stacev 1990; Frazer
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1992). Gilligan and her colleagues would do well to develop activities char
bring thetr explanations of girtls’ disconnection and relational impasse at
adolescence more directly back to the girls themselves, tor two reasons. First,
Gilligan’s tendency to think thar there 15 a “truth of the marrer” in girls’ mitial
TesPONSes fo Interview questions, coexists uncastly alongside her recognition
that they may change their minds about those answers, respond skeptically
when her analyses are fed hack to them, or give different responses depending
on the social location of therr interviewer. Second, Gilligan urges educarors
and youth workers to include girls’ voices i processes of policy formation, yet
she does not fully incorporate this msight into her own work (Taylor, Gilligan,
and Sullivan 1995, 191). Engagimg the girls more duectly in dialogue m the
research process itselt 1s likely not only to produce more complex and differ-
ence-sensttive stories about girls' fives, but also to achieve femmist goals of
empowerment (Frazer 1992, 100). More exphcit acknowledgment both of the
power relations embedded in difterence, and of the ways ditferent rescarch
methods create specific conditions of possihiliy tor the negotiation of such
differences, far trom hindering Gilhgan's political goals, would serve to make
rhem more attamable,

CONCLUSION

Just as Gilligan needs to move a collective exploration of power and
difference to the center of her femunust merhod, so our third wave revisions of
the political work of second wave feminists need 10 avord an epistemological
critique that persistently fragments categortes without exploring therr empiri-
cal adequacy or political importance. This paper has pomnted out how Gilhigan,

«w

far trom bheing “an essentilist,” has moved toward a pohineally informed
anti-essentialist method. Laymg out salient differences in advance of enquiry,
as she does 1in Between Vaice and Silence, 15 a necessary jumping-off pomnte for the
construction of anti-essentralist generalizations about girls, and feminists have
heen rightly skeptical of rescarchers who paird no heed 1o the sigmiticance and
teraction ot gender, race, or class 1 formulating research problems. This
paper has suggested, however, that an anti-essentialist research methodology
needs to he even more open ro the meroducuon of new axes of difference and
to the asymmetries of power that may obscure those axes, particularly between
rescarchers or theorsts and the different others they seek to bring into therr
NArratives.

The reconstruction ot those second wave projects we have rended ro dismuss
as hopelessly narve has only just begun. As third wave femimists become
increasingly exasperated with the superflurty of cricique and the paucity of
political strategies and solutions, we need to bring our critical skills to bear in
excavating and restoring those projects that have been burnied by the dis-
approbative rubble of theoretical ann-essentialism. One major area in which
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the nsights of anti-essentialist teminisms have been only tentanvely apphied
15 soctal research programs; vet anti-essentialisni constitutes a set of claims
precisely about the adequicy conditions ot ferminst merhod. By focusing on
how power frames difference i the context of Cilligans research, thas paper
has tried ro show how the method deployed i one fenunist project can be
refined and nuanced m ways “hat advance its goals rather than simply reveal-
g aes it ions.

Fially, Carol Cilligan 1s remarkably percepriv e abour how women dissoct-
ate trom relatonships. One thing | may well have learned from her and her
collaborators 15 that some recont femimist philosophy exemplifies ancther form
of dissociation: from actual pohitical problems that often seem too overwhelm-
ing to address. It s casier by tar, but tar less frurtful, o analyze the miustakes of
second wave femimists than o make concrere proposals while fully incorporat-
ing a third wave commument to anti-cssentialist method

NOTES

[ would hke to thank Marguerite Deslauriers, Suc Dwyer, David Kahane, Vicky
Spelman, Jim Tully, Tacquelyn 2y, and two anonymous Fivpatia reviewers tor ther
helptul comments on carlier drates of this paper

1 The classie second wave text s Stimone de Beauy orrs Second Sea (1949), 1 am
also thinking of Kare Milletts Sevuad Politees (1969) and Shulamath Frrestone's Dialectic
of Sea (1970). | constder Later second wave withors 1o mdlude Susan Brownmiller, Mary
Daly, Nancy Chodorow, and Carol Gillligmn Of course, this use of “secord wave™ 1
seleenive, and Trecognize thar wonen wath ditterent idenoties and ideologies were both
theorizing and organizing concurtently with these wrters Thus 1 usinz the term
“second wave” Thope to pomnt out the emergence of a canon ot fenmnist theory, agaimst
which “anti-cssentralist” feminass theory s juxtaposed

2 My supubative detnntion of “rhind wave” s miended here o capture all crivical
work, wharever 1ts theoreucal onentanon, that pomts, among other things, to the
homogenizing or exclusin e tendencaies of earhier dommant femunisms for example, some
ot the work of Judith Butler, Kumberl¢ Crenshaw, Diana Fuss, bell hooks, Maria
Lugones, and Ehzabeth Spehman 1 also ise the term “third wave™ ro caprure the
experience of voung feminist theorists, s for many of -is these cntical texes have been
central 1o our academic education

3 Ghlbgan’s work on this rsue forms part of several research projecrs with orher
10y estigators, and s reported 10 nemerous books and articles to date In presentimg this
body ot iterarure, by and Targe, s exemplay of Gilligan's method, T do not ineend ro
crase the contrtbutions of her co-authors nunmuze the collaboratve narare of the
rescarch, or suggest that there s always a urirary aurhoral yowce mthese stuedies, Rarher
[ want to avord sevlistic awkwardness, to seress how the Larer books re-work ideas first
presented m In A [Different Vowe and to acknowledge that Gilligan s the only author
common to all the studies

4. Nerher the sexaalities of the researchers nor any exphat analysis ot
heteronormanvity s presented moany discusston erther of the retrear process, the
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interpretive community, or the rescarch itselt. Members of the research team may, of
course, wdentify as lesbran or bisexual, but this 15 not mentioned i the book.
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