
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 



the words o f the a u t h o r whose work they 
d e s c r i b e (e.g. t h e i r a c c o u n t o f Mary 
P a r l e e ' s r e v i e w o f r e s e a r c h on the p r e ­
m e n s t r u a l syndrome). N e v e r t h e l e s s , t he 
m a t e r i a l j_s_ t h e r e f o r the u n d e r g r a d u a t e 
s t u d e n t t o t h i n k about. 

As O ' N e i l l s a y s , j u s t about everybody 
i s an i n t e r a c t i o n i s t on the i s s u e o f the 
r e l a t i v e i n f l u e n c e o f n a t u r e and nu r ­
t u r e i n the development o f sex d i f f e r ­
e n c e s . But O ' N e i l l might have p o i n t e d 
o u t t h a t Hyde and Rosenberg a r e much 
more on the s i d e o f n u r t u r e than i s 
Bar d w i c k , whose f r a n k p r e f e r e n c e f o r a 
b i o l o g i c a l l y based p s y c h o l o g y o f women 
made her book u n a c c e p t a b l e (even naus­
e a t i n g ) t o many s t u d e n t s . 

W h i l e one can agre e w i t h O ' N e i l l t h a t 
the m a t e r i a l on the p s y c h o l o g y o f sex 
d i f f e r e n c e s i s i n a d e q u a t e l y p r e s e n t e d , 
i n a l l f a i r n e s s i t s h o u l d be noted t h a t 
t h i s i s an a r e a where t h e f i n d i n g s seem 
t o change each y e a r . Even t h e e n c y c l o ­
p e d i c work by Maccoby and J a c k 1in (5)has 
been shown t o c o n t a i n a h o s t o f omis­
s i o n s , e r r o r s and m i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s . 
(6) W r i t e r s o f t e x t s on t h e p s y c h o l o g y 
o f women must be hard p r e s s e d t o know 
what m a t e r i a l i s s u f f i c i e n t l y w e l l 
e s t a b l i s h e d t o m e r i t i n c l u s i o n i n a new 
book, and one can imagine them w i s h i n g 
t o make changes i n the s e c t i o n on sex 
d i f f e r e n c e s r i g h t up t o t h e time t h e 
book goes t o p r e s s ! 

And t h a t b r i n g s me t o my l a s t c r i t i c i s m 
o f O ' N e i l l ' s r e v i ew. He w r i t e s as i f 
the book were about sex d i f f e r e n c e s . 

In f a c t , i t i s about " t h e female e x p e r ­
i e n c e : " the r o l e s t h e female p l a y s 
throughout her l i f e c y c l e , her needs 
and m o t i v e s , her d e s i r e s and f r u s t r a ­
t i o n s , her e x p e r i e n c e o f her body and 
her s e x u a l i t y . The p s y c h o l o g y o f sex 
d i f f e r e n c e s i s o n l y a s m a l l p a r t o f 
t h a t s t o r y . 

A l l i n a l l , t h i s book i s a v a s t improve--
ment on a n y t h i n g t h a t has been a v a i l a b l e 
i n the p a s t . Your r e a d e r s s h o u l d be 
made aware o f t h i s . 
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