
hood" must recognize the need for 
s t i f f standards of analysis and must 
reject the pervasive tendency to see 
criticism as personal attack. If we 
cannot be c r i t i c a l of each other's 
ideas, how will we make any progress 
towards an understanding of women's 
role, past and present, in Canadian 
society? 

Ellane Silverman AND 
Margaret J. Osier 

WOMEN IN SCIENCE: A DISCUSSION 

James Watson's The Double Hel?x (1968) 
and Anne Sayre's Rosalind Franklin and 
DNA (1975) cast new light on the social 
roles of scientists at work. The Double 
Helix, describing the process of the 
d iscovery of the molecular structure of 
DNA, a discovery which won the Nobel 
Prize for James Watson, Francis Crick 
and Maurice Wilkins in 1962, challenges 
the popular conception of science as a 
rational and dispassionate search for 
the truth, instead, we find the pro­
tagonists engaged in a competitive 
race, ruthless in their quest for a 
solution. One of the victims of their 
single-mindedness was Rosalind Franklin, 
a member of the King's College, London, 
research group and a colleague of 
Maurice Wilkins. The X-ray diffraction 
data she had gathered on the DNA mole­
cule provided a key element in the u l ­
timate unravelling of the problem. At 
a crucial juncture in Crick and Watson's 

model building, Wilkins, unbeknownst to 
Franklin, provided them with her data. 
Throughout Watson's account of this in­
triguing story, his personal contempt 
for Franklin is unabashed: he disdained 
her intelligence and creativity and 
found her deeply unattractive, c r i t i c i z ­
ing everything from her appearance to 
her personality. A perfunctory epilogue, 
which Watson wrote after Franklin's 
early death in 1958, is coolly polite 
but does not change the overwhelming 
impression given throughout the book of 
an unimpressive, uninspired, yet aggres­
sive and hostile colleague. 

In response to Watson's book, Anne 
Sayre, a novelist and a friend of 
Franklin, attempted to redeem her 
friend's reputation. Sayre described 
Franklin's early inclination to science, 
her training at Cambridge in physical 
chemistry, her large number of important 
papers in that f i e l d and her well-
developed sense of self-respect. Por­
traying a more attractive person than 
Watson had seen, she ascribed Watson's 
perceptions of Franklin to his profound­
ly hostile and demeaning attitudes to­
wards women. 

The juxtaposition of these two books 
raises significant questions about the 
role of women in science and, more 
generally, the sociology of sc i e n t i f i c 
research. In a recent review in 
Atlantis, Thelma McCormack undertook to 
discuss some of these problems, particu­
larly in the light cast by Franklin's 
career on discrimination against women 



in the s c i e n t i f i c profess i o n s . ( I ) We 
think that she f a i l e d to provide an 
adequate h i s t o r i c a l a n a l y s i s of the 
images and r e a l i t i e s of science. Cer­
t a i n l y , the issues raised by research in 
the developing f i e l d of women's h i s t o r y 
are so c l o s e to our own r e a l - l i f e 
s t r u g g l e s that i t is not s u r p r i s i n g to 
f i n d confusions of s c h o l a r s h i p with 
r h e t o r i c . 

McCormack's review d i s p l a y s ambivalence 
towards the s c i e n t i f i c endeavour. She 
accepts the image of science as "the 
d i s c i p l i n e which more than any other can 
cla i m u n i v e r s a l i t y and independence from 
p r e v a i l i n g p r ejudices . . . a world of 
dedicated s c h o l a r s , labouring anonymously 
in the s e r v i c e of truth. " ( 2 ) Having then 
discovered b l a t a n t v i o l a t i o n s of t h i s 
image in the behaviour of Watson, C r i c k 
and W i l k i n s , she expresses outrage. At 
the same time, she derides C P . Snow's 
review in The New York Review of Books 
on-the grounds t h a t , in hi s assessment 
of Sayre's book, some a b s t r a c t s c i e n t i f i c 
i d e a l was employed to judge F r a n k l i n ' s 
a b i l i t i e s in a negative and male-oriented 
way. While McCormack attempts to s o r t 
through the complex i t i e s of science--
rea 1 and i d e a l , masculine and feminine--
we think i t would be more f r u i t f u l to 
examine the place science h i s t o r i c a l l y 
occupies in s o c i e t i e s and the manner in 
which i t r e f l e c t s and implements the 
values of the times and places of which 
i t i s a part. 

Both Sayre and McCormack cla i m that male 
pr e j u d i c e against women s c i e n t i s t s lay 

at the root of F r a n k l i n ' s abuse. To 
e s t a b l i s h the t r u t h of t h i s a s s e r t i o n 
and to give i t h i s t o r i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e , 
we must consider F r a n k l i n ' s case i n the 
context of women's place in the s c i e n ­
t i f i c p r o f e s s i o n s . Otherwise we are 
l e f t w ith the i d i o s y n c r a c i e s of a 
s i n g l e instance which may simply be the 
r e s u l t o f a c l a s h of p e r s o n a l i t i e s or 
other f a c t o r s of no great s o c i a l or 
h i s t o r i c a l consequence. For example, 
we might begin by asking where women 
s c i e n t i s t s have been d i s c r i m i n a t e d 
against and where they have been accep­
ted. F r a n k l i n h e r s e l f spent three 
happy and productive years in a labora­
tory in P a r i s where she was warmly r e ­
ceived and i n t e l l e c t u a l l y respected. 
Was there a d i f f e r e n c e between the 
s t r u c t u r e and s o c i a l r e l a t i o n s of Eng­
l i s h and French l a b o r a t o r i e s ? Has the 
treatment of women in such circumstan­
ces varied over time? McCormack's own 
experience i n d i c a t e s that women's 
s c i e n t i f i c t a l e n t s were c a l l e d upon 
during World War I I : was support w i t h ­
drawn a f t e r the emergency? Was d i s ­
c r i m i n a t i o n against women l i n k e d to 
male pre j u d i c e against women in higher 
education, as Margaret R o s s i t e r has 
shown to be the case between 1900 and 
1920 in the United States ? ( 3 ) Socio­
l o g i c a l studies of women's r o l e in 
science in the contemporary United 
States point to three areas i n which 
women face hindrances in seeking a 
career in science. P r e v a i l i n g s o c i a l 
a t t i t u d e s about t h e i r competence and 
the "appropriateness" of science as a 
career f o r women tend to l i m i t the 



number of women who pursue s c i e n t i f i c 
careers in the f i r s t place and to 
produce i n those who do an ambivalent 
f e e l i n g about t h e i r work, r e s u l t i n g in 
lower p r o d u c t i v i t y than among male c o l ­
leagues. More pertinent to the Frank­
l i n case i s evidence that in the United 
States women s u f f e r from d i s c r i m i n a t i o n 
in the form of lower s a l a r i e s and slower 
p r o f e s s i o n a l advancement than men.(k) 
Did s i m i l a r f a c t o r s p r e v a i l in B r i t a i n 
in the e a r l y 19501s? One would suspect 
an a f f i r m a t i v e answer, given c e r t a i n 
s u p e r f i c i a l f a c t s such as the existence 
of a lunchroom f o r men only at King's 
College at the time F r a n k l i n worked 
there. 

A f u r t h e r problem for h i s t o r i a n s i s 
whether issues about women f a l l i n t o the 
t r a d i t i o n a l categories of h i s t o r i c a l 
s c h o l a r s h i p or whether they r a i s e e n t i r e ­
ly new questions that c a l l f o r new cate­
gories of a n a l y s i s . Sayre's book i s 
merely responsive to Watson's judgments 
of F r a n k l i n . Watson s a i d that F r a n k l i n 
did not wear l i p s t i c k ; Sayre responds 
that she d i d . Watson found her c o l d ; 
Sayre describes her warmth and presence. 
Watson decried her achievement; Sayre 
attempts to resurrect her s c h o l a r l y repu­
t a t i o n . F a i r enough; but Watson's book 
need not be taken as "a r e l i a b l e p i c t u r e 
of how s c i e n t i s t s work," nor need 
Sayre's.(5) 

More to the p o i n t , serious c o n s i d e r a t i o n 
of the place of women in science requires 
that we ask questions that go beyond the 
categories of Watson's judgment. Does 

the h i s t o r i c a l or s o c i a l p o s i t i o n of 
women in the sciences i n v i t e us to look 
at the h i s t o r y of science from a new 
vantage point? Instead o f asking the 
t r a d i t i o n a l questions about important 
s c i e n t i f i c d i s c o v e r i e s — w h o made the d i s ­
covery? out of what i n t e l l e c t u a l t r a ­
d i t i o n d i d the problem emerge? what 
t r a i n of thoughts, theory and observa­
t i o n led to the d i s c o v e r y ? — p e r h a p s the 
s i t u a t i o n of women in science, and the 
F r a n k l i n case i n p a r t i c u l a r , lead us to 
an e n t i r e l y d i f f e r e n t range of questions 
—what s o c i a l f a c t o r s determine who 
enters p a r t i c u l a r professions? how are 
p r e v a i l i n g s o c i a l values and a t t i t u d e s 
r e f l e c t e d in the inner workings of a 
profession? why are c e r t a i n f i e l d s at 
c e r t a i n times more amply funded than 
others? who makes decisions about 
funding? p r o f e s s i o n a l advancement? on 
what grounds? 

It i s c l e a r that c e r t a i n occupations at 
p a r t i c u l a r times are defined as incom­
p a t i b l e with women's other r o l e s . Men's 
work tends to be most h i g h l y regarded 
and w e l l paid; p r e s e n t l y , w i t h i n aca-
demia, the sciences are most esteemed 
sin c e they a t t r a c t the most f i n d i n g . In 
i960 women represented only h.2% of 
p h y s i c i s t s ; ( 6 ) c l e a r l y something about 
t h e i r s o c i a l i z a t i o n o r men's s o c i a l i ­
z a t i o n or about support s t r u c t u r e s or 
funding agencies hindered women's en­
trance i n t o physics. On the other 
hand, they comprised 2d.h% of mathema­
t i c i a n s ; how to understand that? 
Mathematics i s s u r e l y as a b s t r a c t , 
l o g i c a l and l i n e a r as t h e o r e t i c a l 



p h y s i c s , yet w o m e n — i n t u i t i v e , 
s e r v i c e - o r i e n t e d and a l l the rest of i t 
— a r e mathematicians. Is i t because 
f o r mathematics you need only a piece 
of paper and a p e n c i l , w h i l e f o r 
physics you need massive equipment 
which i s not mobile and prevents a 
women from f o l l o w i n g her husband? Is 
i t because g i r l s are not given e r e c t o r 
sets to play with? To what extent i s 
mythology about women's nature and 
c a p a c i t i e s a f a c t o r in determining the 
acceptance of women in t o the pr o f e s ­
sions? The two books under d i s c u s s i o n 
point to these mythologies as i n f l u e n ­
c i n g Watson's judgement of F r a n k l i n and 
her work. Here again, one must ask why 
Watson, r a i s e d in a p a r t i c u l a r time and 
place, held one set of a t t i t u d e s , w h i l e 
i t would appear that F r a n k l i n ' s French 
colleagues held a d i f f e r e n t set of as­
sumptions about women's c r e a t i v i t y ? 

To move beyond the s p e c i f i c s of the 
F r a n k l i n case toward an a n a l y s i s of the 
place of women in the s c i e n c e s , we must 
view the r o l e of women against the 
background of r e l a t i o n s h i p s in the aca­
demic s e t t i n g which are o f t e n deter­
mined by power and p o s i t i o n . Women are 
not the only members of the s c i e n t i f i c 
community who are u n j u s t l y abused. 
Studies of the education of s c i e n t i s t s 
in the u n i v e r s i t i e s , of competition 
among s c i e n t i s t s f o r s t a t u s and p o s i t i o n 
and of the dependence of s c i e n t i s t s on 
granting agencies f o r t h e i r e x i s t e n c e 
as researchers point to the systematic 
e x p l o i t a t i o n of graduate students and 
post-doctoral f e l l o w s f o r the advance­

ment of t h e i r p r o f e s s o r s . For example, 
examination of the authorship of 
multiple-authored a r t i c l e s , a v i r t u a l l y 
u n i v e r s a l p r a c t i c e in the contemporary 
scie n c e s , w i l l reveal that more o f t e n 
than not the c r e d i t f o r the student's 
research i s conferred upon h i s professor 
by v i r t u e of g i v i n g the l a t t e r s e n i o r 
authorship of the a r t i c l e . This p r a c t i c e 
may not c o n s t i t u t e the o u t r i g h t act of 
s t e a l i n g data that Maurice W i l k i n s 
a l l e g e d l y committed against Rosalind 
F r a n k l i n but i t i s no more honourable 
than h i s act and sets the moral tone f o r 
the e n t i r e s c i e n t i f i c community. 

S t e a l i n g per se is not without precedent 
in the h i s t o r y of science. Recent cases, 
such as the Summerlin case in immunology, 
reveal that s c i e n t i s t s , in desperate e f ­
f o r t s to forward t h e i r careers, may even 
resor t to f a l s i f y i n g data. (8) Summer­
l i n ' s motive was apparently r e l a t e d to 
the pressure to obtain grants f o r h i s 
research. Such v i o l a t i o n s of the canons 
of i n t e l l e c t u a l honesty and s c i e n t i f i c 
research should provoke h i s t o r i a n s to i n ­
q u i r e more deeply i n t o how science i s 
supported, how s c i e n t i s t s are educated 
and how c r i t e r i a f o r advancement are 
ap p l i e d . 

While women have indeed been n o t o r i o u s l y 
powerless in the sciences throughout the 
twentieth century, one must ask f u r t h e r 
about the s o c i a l i z a t i o n , the psychic 
p r i c e s paid, the careers u n f u l f i l l e d , of 
the graduates i n the sciences who f o r ­
ever remain somebody's a s s i s t a n t . The 
t o l l exacted of "un s u c c e s s f u l " males 

r 



might p r o v i d e an i n t e r e s t i n g c o n t r o l f o r 
u n d e r s t a n d i n g t h e t r u e p l i g h t o f women. 

There i s , t h e n , more t o th e s c a n d a l o f 
The Double H e l i x than e i t h e r James Wat­
son's d e f e c t i v e c h a r a c t e r o r R o s a l i n d 
F r a n k l i n ' s m i s t r e a t m e n t as a woman ex­
c l u d e d by her c o l l e a g u e s . S c i e n c e i s 
not a pure and r a t i o n a l s e a r c h f o r ob­
j e c t i v e t r u t h , u n s u l l i e d by the mundane 
f a c t s o f power and money. I t i s i n s t e a d 
a s o c i a l a c t i v i t y w h i c h , l i k e any o t h e r , 
r e f l e c t s t h e v a l u e s o f the s o c i e t y o f 
whi c h i t i s a p a r t . The p o s i t i o n o f 
women w i t h i n t h e microcosm o f the s c i e n ­
t i f i c p r o f e s s i o n s i s a p r o d u c t o f t h e s e 
w i d e r s o c i a l v a l u e s . R u t h l e s s c o m p e t i ­
t i v e n e s s , h i e r a r c h i c a l i n s t i t u t i o n s and 
at b e s t a m b i v a l e n t a t t i t u d e s about the 
s u i t a b i l i t y o f women f o r the l i f e o f 
s c i e n c e pervade the s c i e n t i f i c a r e n a 
as they do s o c i e t y a t l a r g e . Viewed 
i n i t s h i s t o r i c a l c o n t e x t , t h e c a s e o f 
R o s a l i n d F r a n k l i n t a k e s on i t s p r o p e r 
s i g n i f i c a n c e . 
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Elinor J. Burwell A COMMENT ON P A T R I C K 

O'NEILL'S REVIEW OF HALF THE HUMAN 
EXPERIENCE 

A book r e v i e w s h o u l d , as a minimum, i n ­
form the r e a d e r about the c o n t e n t s o f 
the book. P a t r i c k O ' N e i l l ' s r e v i e w i n 
the F a l l 1976 i s s u e o f A t l a n t i s ( 1 ) o f 
H a l f t h e Human E x p e r i e n c e , by Hyde and 
R o s e n b e r g , ( 2 ) f a i 1 s t o a c c o m p l i s h t h i s 
minimum. O ' N e i l l has f o c u s s e d a l m o s t 
e x c l u s i v e l y on th e book's p r e s e n t a t i o n 
o f Freud's t h e c r y o f the female p e r s o n ­
a l i t y , a s e c t i o n w h i c h c o v e r s o n l y seven 
o f the book's 306 pages. 

The academic p s y c h o l o g i s t who t e a c h e s a 
c o u r s e on th e p s y c h o l o g y o f women wants 
i n f o r m a t i o n on how t h i s book compares 
w i t h p r e v i o u s l y p u b l i s h e d t e x t s . The 
f a c t t h a t t h e r e a r e good c h a p t e r s on 
l e s b i a n i s m and on c r o s s - c u l t u r a l a s ­
p e c t s o f sex r o l e s i s o f i n t e r e s t , 
s i n c e t h e s e t o p i c s a r e absent i n both 
t h e B a r d w i c k ( 3 ) a n d S h e r m a n ( 4 ) t e x t s . The 
new and e x c i t i n g c o ncept o f androgyny 
i s d i s c u s s e d . There i s a good s e c t i o n 
on m e t h o d o l o g i c a l problems i n r e s e a r c h 
on sex d i f f e r e n c e s . There i s even a 
c h a p t e r on sex d i f f e r e n c e s i n animal 
b e h a v i o u r f o r t h o s e who ar e " i n t o " com­
p a r a t i v e p s y c h o l o g y . F o l l o w i n g an 
acc o u n t o f the p s y c h o l o g y o f b l a c k 
women, the concept o f women as a min o r ­
i t y group i s i n t r o d u c e d . The c h a p t e r s 
on b i o l o g i c a l i n f l u e n c e s on femal e be­
h a v i o u r and on femal e s e x u a l i t y g i v e 
t h e main p o i n t s on t h e s e t o p i c s c l e a r l y 
and c o n c i s e l y . One might c o m p l a i n t h a t 
Hyde and Rosenberg s t i c k t oo c l o s e l y t o 


