might provide an interesting control for
understanding the true plight of women.

There is, then, more to the scandal of
The Double Helix than either James Wat-
son's defective character or Rosalind
Franklin's mistreatment as a woman ex-
cluded by her colleagues. Science is
not a pure and rational search for ob-
jective truth, unsullied by the mundane
facts of power and money. It is instead
a social activity which, like any other,
reflects the values of the society of
which it is a part. The position of
women within the microcosm of the scien-
tific professions is a product of these
wider social values. Ruthless competi-
tiveness, hierarchical institutions and
at best ambivalent attitudes about the
suitability of women for the life of
science pervade the scientific arena

as they do society at large. Viewed

in its historical context, the case of
Rosalind Franklin takes on its proper
significance.
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Elinor J. Burwell A COMMENT ON PATRICK
O'NEILL'S REVIEW OF HALF THE HUMAN

EXPERIENCE

A book review should, as a minimum, in-
form the reader about the contents of
the book. Patrick O0'Neill's review in
the Fall 1976 issue of Atlantis(1)of
Half the Human Experience, by Hyde and
Rosenberg, (2)fails to accomplish this
minimum. O'Neill has focussed almost
exclusively on the book's presentation
of Freud's thecry of the female person-
ality, a secticn which covers only seven
of the book's 306 pages.

The academic psychologist who teaches a
course on the psychology of women wants
information on how this book compares
with previously published texts. The
fact that there are good chapters on
lesbianism and on cross-cultural as-
pects of sex roles is of interest,
since these topics are absent in both
the Bardwick(3)and Sherman(4) texts.
new and exciting concept of androgyny
is discussed. There is a good section
on methodological problems in research
on sex differences. There is even a
chapter on sex differences in animal
behaviour for those who are 'into' com-
parative psychology. Following an
account of the psychology of black
women, the concept of women as a minor-
ity group is introduced. The chapters
on biological influences on female be-
haviour and on female sexuality give
the main points on these topics clearly
and concisely. One might complain that
Hyde and Rosenberg stick too closely to
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the words of the author whose work they
describe (e.g. their account of Mary
Parlee's review of research on the pre-
menstrual syndrome). Nevertheless, the
material is there for the undergraduate
student to think about.

As 0'Neill says, just about everybody
is an interactionist on the issue of the
relative influence of nature and nur-
ture in the development of sex differ-
ences. But 0'Neill might have pointed
out that Hyde and Rosenberg are much
more on the side of nurture than is
Bardwick, whose frank preference for a
biologically based psychology of women
made her book unacceptable (even naus-
eating) to many students.

While one can agree with 0'Neill that
the material on the psychology of sex
differences is inadequately presented,
in all fairness it should be noted that
this is an area where the findings seem
to change each year. Even the encyclo-
pedic work by Maccoby and Jacklin(5)has
been shown to contain a host of omis-
sions, errors and misinterpretations.
(6) Writers of texts on the psychology
of women must be hard pressed to know
what material is sufficiently well
established to merit inclusion in a new
book, and one can imagine them wishing
to make changes in the section on sex
differences right up to the time the
book goes to press!

And that brings me to my last criticism

of 0'Neill's review. He writes as if
the book were about sex differences.
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In fact, it is about ''the female exper=
ience:'" the roles the female plays
throughout her life cycle, her needs
and motives, her desires and frustra-
tions, her experience of her body and
her sexuality. The psychology of sex
differences is only a small part of
that story.

A1l in all, this book is a vast improve-.
ment on anything that has been available
in the past. Your readers should be
made aware of this.
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