
w h i c h s p e c i f i c s c i e n t i f i c d i s c i p l i n e s have p r o ­
v i d e d j u s t i f i c a t i o n a n d s u p p o r t for w o m e n ' s 
o p p r e s s i o n . T h e r e are t w o q u i t e di f ferent ways to 
c o m e to s u c h a s tudy . F i r s t , one c a n assume that 
sc ience is b a s i c a l l y as i t presents itself, a n objec­
t ive, value- free enterprise . I n this case, p r o b l e m 
areas are v i e w e d as a b e r r a t i o n s , as a f a l l i n g a w a y 
f r o m a s t a n d a r d w h i c h need n o t i tself be q u e s t i ­
o n e d . M o s t c o m m o n l y , h o w e v e r , i n f e m i n i s t c r i ­
t i q u e s the a n a l y s i s o f spec i f i c uses o f science 
a g a i n s t w o m e n is l i n k e d w i t h a m o r e genera l 
f e m i n i s t c r i t i q u e of science itself, p a r t i c u l a r l y 
ideas o f s c i e n t i f i c ob jec t iv i ty a n d the l e g i t i m a c y 
of the idea of c o n t r o l i n present science. 

B l i e r c l e a r l y takes the second a p p r o a c h a n d 
she offers her case studies as e x a m p l e s of a m o r e 
g e n e r a l p r o b l e m w i t h science. T h e o p e n i n g 
c h a p t e r s offer a c r i t i q u e of s o c i o b i o l o g y a n d of 
p o p u l a r theories a b o u t the b r a i n , ' h u m a n nature ' 
a n d sex dif ferences based o n theories of b r a i n 
l a t e r a l i z a t i o n a n d h o r m o n e f u n c t i o n i n g . T h e s e 
' s c i e n t i f i c ' theories have received very w i d e atten­
t i o n w i t h their asser t ion that i n e q u a l i t y i n gen­
e r a l a n d w o m e n ' s roles i n p a r t i c u l a r are b i o l o g i ­
c a l l y d e t e r m i n e d a n d hence i n a l t e r a b l e . T h e 
s h o d d i n e s s o f s u c h a r g u m e n t s is d o c u m e n t e d i n 
d e t a i l i n B l i e r ' s b o o k a n d o n e c a n o n l y w i s h that 
her w o r k w o u l d get as w i d e a c i r c u l a t i o n as the 
p o p u l a r m e d i a that c i r c u l a t e b i o l o g i c a l deter -
m i n i s t theories of w o m e n ' s i n f e r i o r i t y . A l t h o u g h 
the subt i t l e o n l y m e n t i o n s b i o l o g y , the b o o k also 
deals w i t h bias i n a n t h r o p o l o g y a n d p r i m a t o l -
o g y as w e l l , s ince these are a l s o m a j o r c o n t r i b u ­
tors to ' s c i e n t i f i c ' theories of w o m e n ' s b i o l o g i c a l 
i n f e r i o r i t y . 

A s a c r i t i q u e the b o o k is i n v a l u a b l e — t h e r e is 
n o t h i n g else that b r i n g s a l l o f this m a t e r i a l 
together i n one p lace . T h e b o o k does n o t offer a n 
e x t e n d e d c r i t i q u e of sc ience g e n e r a l l y b u t , i n the 
i n t r o d u c t i o n , o u t l i n e s the c r i t i c a l f e m i n i s t a r g u ­
m e n t a n d offers these areas as i l l u s t r a t i o n s . I n the 
f i n a l t w o chapters B l i e r does offer s o m e theoret i ­
ca l c o n s i d e r a t i o n s b o t h a b o u t the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between science a n d society a n d about the require­

ments for a f e m i n i s t science. T h e s e are p r o b a b l y 
the weakest par ts of the b o o k a n d I w o u l d argue 
at l e n g t h w i t h some of the a p p a r e n t a s s u m p t i o n s 
a b o u t the p r i m a c y of s e x u a l i t y i n C h a p t e r 7. 
S u c h disagreements are o n l y to be expected, 
h o w e v e r , i n a n area w h e r e f e m i n i s t theory is s t i l l 
g r o w i n g r a p i d l y a n d B l i e r ' s b o o k is a n i m p o r ­
tant step i n the d e v e l o p m e n t of that theory. 
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Discovering Reality. Feminist Perspectives on 
Epistemology, Metaphysics, Methodology, and 
Philosophy of Science. E d i t e d by S a n d r a H a r d ­
i n g a n d M e r r i l l H i n t i k k a . Dordrecht: D. Reidel 
Publishing Co., 1983. Pp. 332. 

T h i s is a text m a n y of us have been w a i t i n g 
for . It w i l l be espec ia l ly w e l c o m e d by p h i l o ­
sophers a n d s o c i o l o g i s t s of science w h o teach 
w o m e n ' s studies. 

A l l of the papers i n this a n t h o l o g y deserve 
r e c o g n i t i o n . I n the f irst t w o essays, b o t h L i n d a 
L a n g e a n d E l i z a b e t h S p e l m a n argue that the 
s e x i s m f o u n d i n A r i s t o t l e ' s t h o u g h t c a n n o t be 
disassoc ia ted f r o m the rest of h i s w r i t i n g s as 
p h i l o s o p h e r s have a t tempted to d o i n recent a p o ­
loget ics . I n the t h i r d essay, J u d i t h H i c k s S t i e h m 
extends the c r i t i q u e of the f irst t w o papers to a n 
e x a m i n a t i o n of the m a n n e r i n w h i c h A r i s t o t e ­
l i a n a s s u m p t i o n s a b o u t the n a t u r a l order of 
t h i n g s a n d w o m e n ' s a n d m e n ' s p lace i n that 
order infuses c o n t e m p o r a r y p o l i t i c a l a n a l y s i s 
w i t h a d is tor t ive male -b iased v i e w of the p r o b ­
lems of just ice . 

I n ' H a v e O n l y M e n E v o l v e d ? , ' R u t h H u b b a r d 
takes o n m a i n - s t r e a m e v o l u t i o n a r y theory a n d 
its errant c h i l d , s o c i o b i o l o g y . H u b b a r d argues, 
i n a v e i n f a m i l i a r to m o s t f e m i n i s t c r i t i cs o f 
so -ca l led ' v a l u e - n e u t r a l ' science, that science is a 
s o c i a l c o n s t r u c t i o n of rea l i ty a n d that e v o l u t i o n ­
ary theory a n d s o c i o b i o l o g y reflect the values of 



its adherents . H u b b a r d argues that m u c h of 
D a r w i n ' s theory of sexua l se lect ion s o u n d s , n o t 
s u r p r i s i n g l y , l i k e " t h e w i s h - f u l f i l l m e n t d r e a m of 
a p r o p e r V i c t o r i a n g e n t l e m a n " (p. 55). She 
fur ther i l lustrates h o w the a n d r o c e n t r i c bias of 
s o c i o b i o l o g y distorts observat ion a n d e x p l a i n s 
a w a y c o u n t e r - e x a m p l e . 

M i c h a e l G r o s s a n d M a r y B e t h A v e r i l l i n ' E v o ­
l u t i o n a n d P a t r i a r c h a l M y t h s of Scarc i ty a n d 
C o m p e t i t i o n , ' a lso cha l lenge the v a l u e - n e u t r a l i t y 
of e v o l u t i o n a r y theory a n d discuss the ro le of t w o 
p a t r i a r c h a l images i n e v o l u t i o n a r y t h o u g h t b o t h 
f r o m a h i s t o r i c perspective a n d i n current theory. 
G r o s s a n d A v e r i l l a r g u e that the a s s o c i a t i o n " o f 
nature b o t h w i t h h y p e r f e c u n d i t y a n d w i t h f o o d 
s c a r c i t y " served " a t y p i c a l p a t r i a r c h a l theme of 
m a l e c o n t r o l of r e p r o d u c t i v e choices for the sake 
of abstract p o l i t i c a l - e c o n o m i c goa ls c o m b i n e d 
w i t h the c a p i t a l i s t i c defense of m i d d l e - c l a s s 
a c c u m u l a t i o n , e x p a n s i o n , a n d d o m i n a t i o n " ( p p . 
74). A m o n g other t h i n g s , G r o s s a n d A v e r i l l 
a rgue that the images of scarcity a n d c o m p e t i ­
t i o n c u r r e n t l y operate as i d e o l o g i c a l u n d e r ­
p i n n i n g for e x p l o i t a t i o n of the e n v i r o n m e n t . 
T h e y c o n c l u d e w i t h a c a l l for f e m i n i s t s to recon­
struct e v o l u t i o n a r y theory o n m e t a p h o r s of 
c o o p e r a t i o n , i d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h nature a n d c o n ­
servat ion of the e n v i r o n m e n t . 

A n n P a l m e r i carries the d i s c u s s i o n of values 
i n science to the s o c i a l sciences w i t h ' C h a r l o t t e 
P e r k i n s G i l m a n : F o r e r u n n e r of a F e m i n i s t S o c i a l 
Sc ience . ' T h i s ar t i c le w i l l be of p a r t i c u l a r inter ­
est to h i s t o r i a n s a n d sociologis ts of soc ia l science. 
T h e r e has been a g r o w i n g r e c o g n i t i o n of G i l -
m a n ' s w o r k i n the last few years a n d P a l m e r i 
does a n i ce j o b of s h o w i n g the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between G i l m a n ' s c o n c e r n for soc ia l r e f o r m a n d 
the p a r t i c u l a r values we f i n d m a n i f e s t e d i n her 
theoret ical s o c i o l o g y . 

L o u i s e M a r c i l - L a c o s t e cha l lenges the c o m ­
m o n p l a c e reac t ions to f e m i n i s m a n d argues that 
f e m i n i s m is nei ther repeti t ive of m e n ' s w r i t i n g s 
a b o u t j u s t i c e n o r is i t mere ly a correct ive to m a l e 

bias . R a t h e r , she argues that i n a n a l y s i n g f e m i ­
nis t w r i t i n g s " o n e detects the presence of three 
basic e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l categories (h i s tor i c i ty , m a ­
ter ia l i ty , values) by w h i c h they c a n be seen as, at 
least, a n n o u n c i n g n e w f o r m s of r a t i o n a l i t y " (p. 
126). 

In ' H o w C a n L a n g u a g e Be Sexist?, ' M e r r i l l 
a n d J a a k k o H i n t i k k a m a k e a case for the a r g u ­
m e n t that l a n g u a g e is "at least s e x u a l l y biased 
a n d sensit ive to sex differences i n the very 
respects that are m o s t c lose ly re la ted to the struc­
ture of o u r o n t o l o g y " (p. 146). T h u s , the c h a l ­
lenge i n this ar t i c le goes farther t h a n q u e s t i o n ­
i n g sexist uses of l a n g u a g e . R a t h e r , w h a t is b e i n g 
a r g u e d here is that the h i s tory of o n t o l o g y is 
sex-biased. 

Jan ice M o u l t o n argues that p h i l o s o p h y accepts 
adversar ia l or c o m b a t i v e b e h a v i o u r a n d att i tudes 
as essent ia l to p h i l o s o p h i c a l m e t h o d o l o g y . T o 
the extent that o n e c a n n o t be defeated by a n 
adversaries ' c o u n t e r - e x a m p l e s , p h i l o s o p h e r s as­
s u m e that the p o s i t i o n they h o l d is a s o u n d one . 
M o u l t o n c h a l l e n g e s this v i e w a n d argues that 
not o n l y is the a d v e r s a r i a l m e t h o d p s y c h o l o g i ­
c a l l y h a r m f u l for the p a r t i c i p a n t s b u t i t a l s o is 
e p i s t e m o l o g i c a l l y l i m i t e d . T h r o u g h a discus­
s i o n of e x a m p l e s , M o u l t o n argues that " t h e 
A d v e r s a r y P a r a d i g m not o n l y i g n o r e s some 
f o r m s of g o o d r e a s o n i n g , but fa i l s to evaluate 
a n d even encourages some f o r m s of bad reason­
i n g " (p. 161). 

In a s i m i l a r v e i n , K a t h r y n P y n e A d d e l s o n 
argues that the m e t a p h y s i c a l c o m m i t m e n t s of 
scientists a n d researchers affect the q u e s t i o n s 
asked a n d the answers g i v e n . " B e c a u s e p r o b l e m s 
inves t iga ted by a t r a d i t i o n are related to the 
m e t a p h y s i c a l a n d m e t h o d o l o g i c a l c o m m i t m e n t s 
of its researchers, some u n d e r s t a n d i n g of na ture 
w i l l have a better c h a n c e for s u p p o r t t h a n o t h ­
ers" (p. 179). 

E v e l y n F o x K e l l e r discusses the r e l a t i o n s h i p 
between s e x u a l m e t a p h o r s a n d science as a n 



e x p l a n a t i o n of the p r e d o m i n a n c e of m a l e s i n 
science i n ' G e n d e r a n d Science . ' A l t h o u g h m a n y 
of us are f a m i l i a r w i t h the o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n of 
n a t u r e by " m a s c u l i n e r a t i o n a l i t y " a n d the i d e n ­
t i f i c a t i o n of the female w i t h na ture , K e l l e r ' s d i s ­
c u s s i o n presents the p o s i t i o n c lear ly . 

S o m e w h a t less f a m i l i a r is the p o s i t i o n deve­
l o p e d i n the next p a p e r w h e r e K e l l e r a n d G r o n t -
k o w s k i a r g u e that the p r i v i l e g e d status of v i s i o n 
as a m e t a p h o r for t r u t h a n d k n o w l e d g e corres­
p o n d s to the o b j e c t i f i c a t i o n of rather t h a n i d e n t i ­
f i c a t i o n w i t h that w h i c h is b e i n g s tudied . F u r t h e r , 
as a m e t a p h o r for i n t e l l e c t i o n (e.g. " t h e eye of the 
m i n d , " " t h e l i g h t of r e a s o n " ) , v i s i o n a l s o s u p ­
ports the d e v e l o p m e n t of m i n d - b o d y d u a l i s m 
w h i c h is i n t r o d u c e d to guarantee the i n d u b i t i -
b i l i t y of k n o w l e d g e c l a i m s . W h i l e the a u t h o r s 
a r g u e that there is n o evidence to suspect that the 
d e p e n d e n c e of v i s u a l m e t a p h o r is e x p l i c i t l y pat­
r i a r c h a l they c l a i m that s u c h dependence is 
" c o n s o n a n t w i t h other m o r e e x p l i c i t l y p a t r i a r ­
c h a l b iases" (p. 221). 

B o t h N a o m i S c h e m a n a n d J a n e F l a x i n the 
n e x t t w o chapters g ive a f e m i n i s t p s y c h o a n a l y t i c 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of i n d i v i d u a l i s m i n p h i l o s o p h i ­
c a l p s y c h o l o g y a n d p o l i t i c a l p h i l o s o p h y . S i n c e 
m o s t readers w i l l be f a m i l i a r w i t h the f e m i n i s t 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of m a l e d e v e l o p m e n t i n p a t r i a r ­
c h a l society, I w i l l n o t elaborate o n these art ic les . 
B o t h art ic les a r g u e for the r e c o g n i t i o n of h o w 
m a l e gender i d e n t i t y becomes m a g n i f i e d i n t o the 
i d e o l o g i c a l u n d e r p i n n i n g s of t r a d i t i o n a l p h i l o ­
s o p h i c a l p s y c h o l o g y a n d p o l i t i c a l p h i l o s o p h y . 

I n the last t w o art ic les , b o t h N a n c y H a r t s o c k 
a n d S a n d r a H a r d i n g a rgue for the necessity of 
c r e a t i n g a n e w e p i s t e m o l o g y . H a r t s o c k believes 
that f e m i n i s t s c a n create a " s p e c i f i c a l l y f e m i n i s t 
h i s t o r i c a l m a t e r i a l i s m , " u s i n g M a r x i a n meta-
theory as a m e t h o d o l o g i c a l s t a r t i n g p o i n t . H a r d ­
i n g argues i n ' W h y H a s the S e x / G e n d e r System 
B e c o m e V i s i b l e O n l y N o w ? ' that w h i l e f e m i n i s t 
i n q u i r y has l e d to c r i t i q u e s of m o r a l i t y , science 
a n d p o l i t i c s , it has n o t yet d e v e l o p e d the n e w 

e p i s t e m o l o g y w h i c h f e m i n i s m requires . She 
states that this " n e w e p i s t e m o l o g y m u s t be o n e 
w h i c h is n o t fettered by the s e l f - i m p o s e d l i m i t a ­
t ions of e m p i r i c i s t , f u n c t i o n a l i s t / r e l a t i v i s t o r 
m a r x i s t e p i s t e m o l o g i e s " (p. 311). 

I n g e n e r a l , the text is a w e l l - b a l a n c e d , inter­
d i s c i p l i n a r y treatment of the " theor ies , concepts , 
m e t h o d s a n d goals o f i n q u i r y " w i t h i n t radi ­
t i o n a l p h i l o s o p h y , science a n d soc ia l science. 
T h e art ic les g o b e y o n d c r i t i q u e s of the content 
a n d pract ice of p a t r i a r c h a l s c h o l a r s h i p . T h e r e 
are c r i t i c a l e x a m i n a t i o n s of the u n d e r l y i n g sex­
i s m i n t r a d i t i o n a l theories of k n o w l e d g e a n d 
m e t h o d o l o g y w h i c h p r o v i d e the f r a m e w o r k for 
the sexist content preva lent i n science a n d p h i l o ­
s o p h y . T h e r e are a l s o a t tempts by these a u t h o r s 
to set o u t the r e q u i r e m e n t s for f e m i n i s t episte­
m o l o g y , m e t a p h y s i c s , m e t h o d o l g y a n d p h i l o ­
s o p h y of science. 

T h i s is a text w h i c h s h o u l d be r e q u i r e d read­
i n g i n sen ior u n d e r - g r a d u a t e a n d graduate w o ­
m e n ' s studies courses. It w i l l a l so p r o v e h e l p f u l 
to f e m i n i s t s d o i n g research i n b o t h p h i l o s o p h y 
a n d science. 
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F e w w o u l d deny that we l ive i n a n increas­
i n g l y t e c h n o l o g i c a l age. I n the e x p a n d i n g w o r l d 
of m i c r o e l e c t r o n i c s , the c o n n e c t i o n s between 
t e c h n o l o g y a n d c u l t u r e are a l l too of ten obs­
c u r e d . T h e bas ic p r e m i s e of this c o l l e c t i o n of 
essays edited by J o a n R o t h s c h i l d is that t e c h n o l ­
o g y , because of its o r g a n i c l i n k to c a p i t a l i s m a n d 
p a t r i a r c h y , re inforces m a l e s u p r e m a c y . T h e 
twelve essays i n the v o l u m e — w h i c h derives its 
t i t le f r o m the f e m i n i z a t i o n of a G r e e k d r a m a t i c 
m e t a p h o r s y m b o l i z i n g the r e l a t i o n s h i p between 


