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I don’t believe that there is such a thing as “feminist method-
ology.” Scholars and scientists with a feminist perspective have
certainly made profound contributions to both science and to philos-
ophy, in many cases by exposing male biases in the conduct and the
content of these fields. In philosophy, scholars who bring a femi-
nist perspective to their work will, in many cases, ask different
research questions than nonfeminists, will pursue different goals,
and will be more attentive to unchallenged but questionable back-
ground assumptions than researchers who fail to question the social
status quo. (And what I say goes equally for those who bring any
critical, progressive perspective their work - anti-racists, social-
ists, etc.) They will certainly challenge dogma that involves male
bias - such as Aristotle’s notorious claim that women’s faculty of
reason “lacks authority”, or Kant’s claim that women’s understand-
ing is merely “beautiful” rather than sublime, like men’s. But I
think feminist philosophers, in exposing and challenging and pursu-
ing new questions, utilize the same philosophical methods that have
always characterized the field. Where there are methodological de-
bates in philosophy - such as whether philosophy is or ought to be
constrained by empirical research, whether reliance on intuitions
and thought experiments is legitimate, or whether phenomenological
introspection can yield objective knowledge - you will find feminists
on both sides. I just don’t think that feminism entails anything

about these issues.

Science has, for most of its history, ignored the interests of wom-
en, and indeed, the interests of people in all oppressed groups,
frequently rights. One egregious example that is currently getting
attention is the case of Dr. J. Marion Sims, who in the 19th century
in the U.S. experimented in the surgical repair of fistulas on unan-
aesthetized enslaved black women. Feminist scientists, historians,
sociologists and philosophers have brought to light many such out-
rages, and have designed and worked hard to implement reforms, in-
cluding the extension of intellectual opportunity to women and to
all neglected people. But I see this important work as addressing
problems that stem from the way science is institutionalized in a
world of rampant inequality, and not from the methodology of science

itself. (The social sciences constitute an exception, since the
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methodologies in these fields are more unsettled and contested than
in the natural sciences.)

Many feminist philosophers disagree with me about all this. Some
say, for example, that traditional philosophy is too individualis-
tic, and that theories of mind, language and knowledge should be
social. But I consider such claims to be substantive philosophi-
cal positions that have nothing inherently to do with feminism. I
think it would be a terrible thing if it turned out that a critique

of male privilege depended on the question how mental states ought

to be individuated. I think that feminist values and doctrines are

independent of such questions. In any case, I'm always happy to ar-

gue things out. That’s what we do in philosophy.
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There are assumptions built into the question of whether feminist

methodology should be adopted, and some of these raise problems.

A first one is: What is feminism? There are different varieties of
this political ideology: liberal, radical, and socialist versions
are often distinguished. And these carry rather different implica-

tions for social research.

Secondly, it needs to be asked: Is there a feminist methodology and
if so what is it? This has been questioned by some feminists. Howev-
er, there are certainly ideas deriving from feminism that have im-
plications for how science and philosophy should be carried out. One
is that girls and women, and distinctive issues of concern to them,
should be a focus of inquiry, given that they have previously been
neglected or viewed through a distorting lens. A second idea is that
the goal should be to emancipate women from patriarchy, rather than
simply to produce knowledge, even about the oppression of women. A
third implication, specifically relevant to social science, 1is that
research should be non-hierarchical, with the people studied partic-

ipating in research decisions.

The question, then, is whether these implications drawn from fem-
inism should be adopted by philosophers and scientists. The fact
that I am a man may be thought immediately to discredit my answer to
this question. I do not believe that this reaction is justified, but,
needless to say, my response should be subjected to scrutiny like
any other.

My answer will be mainly concerned with social science, since that
is my field. It is certainly true that, until the rise of second-wave
feminism, there was a failure to focus sufficiently on the study of
women and girls and distinctive issues relating to them. So, the
influence of feminism has been beneficial in this respect. I am sure
that it is also the case that the increasing number of female re-
searchers has provided a broader understanding of social life. Fur-
thermore, there may still be some distance to go in these direc-
tions.
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Turning to the second implication I mentioned, I do not believe that
the goal of research should be the emancipation of women, any more
than it should be the overthrow of capitalism, or the ending of rac-
ism. These laudable interests can legitimately shape the research
agenda, but the only justifiable goal of research, and of inquiry
more generally, can be to produce knowledge - albeit knowledge that
is relevant to human concerns. To adopt any goal other than this

as a researcher is to increase the risk of bias, and to claim that
science and philosophy can do more than they can reasonably claim to
do.

Finally, the idea that researchers and researched should partici-
pate equally in the research process, a principle first introduced by
feminists but later adopted for example in relation to researching
children and people with disabilities, is misconceived. It is cru-
cial that the researcher is as free as possible to decide how best
to carry out the inquiry, within ethical constraints, and he or she
should be held responsible for how well it is carried out, and for

whether it has been done in a way that is ethically acceptable.

In summary, then, my answer to the question is that feminism is an
important source of ideas for science and philosophy, but there is
no single feminist methodology, and some of the ideas put forward

under this heading are damaging to research.'

1

Hammersley, M. (1992) "On feminist methodology», Sociology, 26, 2, pp187-206
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Afuntpa TIavaxn

MeTod LOAKTOP LK €PEUVATPOLA

TuApo oA LT LKAG Enltothung kot Anpdéoiag Atolxrnong
E6vixd kol Kanodiotpiaxkd HNovenmiothpLo ABnvov

H oulAtnon via Tnv vloBétnon kot oflomoinon twv mpooeyylogwv
TNC QERLVLIOTLKAC pebodoroy (oG OTLC €mLOTAPEC KAl TN @LAOCOQ [«
oxetlletal pe plo pLlLKh oavaBedpnon TV €vvoLdv Tng oAndeLlag, 1n¢
efouclac KoL TNG ovOpPOILIVNG UmoKke LpevLkOTNTAC. Katd x&molLov Tpdro
autd ATov KAl TO €midilro TH60O OTO «IPOTO» OCO KAl OTO «deUTEpO
KUPO» TNC QERLVLIOTLKAC OkEéWnNg, kKoOOC ol exkmpdownol Toug emLddONKOV
oTnv ovalHINon KoL oVAAUCH €PUNVELOV YVLIX TN YUVOLKE (o UTTIOTEAE LO.

H oeutlvioTLlkh Oewpla, pe 1TLg o6moleg OepeAlakég dLapopéq aviueod

OTO «IPOTO» KAL 010 «deUTepo KUPO» TOU €d0palwoe TLG OLKOUUEVLIKEQ
OewPNOoOELC PLUGC QOVTOOLAKAG «KYUVOLKE (oG adeA@OTNTAC», AVATPAINKE

tn dexaetia tou 1980 amd TNV CEPONPEQ LKV LKL KoL TNV A€o0 LaKA
QEEWLVLIOT LKA KPLTLKA. H ov&delé&n mOALTLORLKOV, TAELKOV, KOLVOVLKOV
KL €OVOT LKAV KaTaTunoewv odnynoe, mapd TLg démolLeg evortdoeLlcg,

oTad Lard OTn Bewpla TOU KOLVWOVLIKOU QOUAOU ©C KOLVWV LKA MPOEKTAON

TOU BLOAOYLKOU KOl &PXLO€ VO TIPOTOCTATEl WG KPLTILKOC avIlAoyog oO1Q
eepLVLIOT LKA Oewpla. And To TEAN Tng dexkaetiag tou 1990, 1o «IpltO
KUPO» TNG QEPRLVLIOTLKAGC Oewplag pe eppAnuotixkd épyo tnv Avatopaxn
dUAou: O Qeuilvioudg kot n Avoatpomnn tng Tautdintag, Ing @eeplvicrpLog
fewpntlkoU Judith Butler, &exivd amd pLa KPOLT LKA avdyVvewon Tou
BewpnTlKOU dedouévou Tng ToutdINTAC TOU OUAOU wg vopux, B&éToviag Tnv
{(dta Tnv Toutdétnta Und KPLTLKA dlepdInon. Itov amdnxo Ing Oewpnt LKAGC
KOLTLKAC OKEYNG twv Gilles Deleuze, Felix Guattari, Jacques Der-
rida kol 1dlalTépwg tou Michel Foucault, o omoiog avédelfe TLC
€EOUCLOOT LKEG OXéOoeLlg OTO Plkpoenimedo 1ng kabnueplvoTntag Kol
evioC TV omolwv o sgmiotnuovikdég Adyoc aflomolelital wg LOgOAOYLKO
epyorelo 1nc xuploapxng T&ENC, N QeuLlVLIOT LKA pebodoroyia, emixelpel
PlLa KPLI LKA Bedpnon TV unxov Loudv efoucioc amd 1o «KATW»,
avad{NTOVTOC Pila YEVEXAOY LKA KEOLTLKA Twv 6pwv mou rabumdtoiov 1nv
(wh) evidc TV oplwv plag ouykekplpévne toutdTntag. Ol QEULVLIOTLKEC
nebodoroyleg, AVILPATOLOT LKLY, OVTLO€ELOTLKYA, OVTL—OIIOLKLAKN,

VT LKA LTOALCT LKL, AVTLEOVLIKLOTLKY, popélotikn, xoulp kol OXL OTOV
eVLIKSO apLlBOud €mOUEVOC, €UOAEKOVINL KPOLTLKE TOCO OTINV €ILOTNUOV LKA
600 KOL OTN @LAOCO®LKNA OKEYnN - a@opoUVv TLC moAucyLdelc oOelg 1nC
{dLag Tng epunveioag ToU EUAOU, ®G KOpuoU Oewploagc mou avade LkvUel,
1600 OTIn @LAoco@lia 60O KOL OTLQ €HLOTAREG, qUTO TOU HPOR&AAeTOL

Kol voeltal wg aAnbeta, yvoon kol €foucio OTn VERTEPLKOTNTA KL
ToUuc 6poug KUPpLOPX oG autdv mIOU oTolXeLloBeToUv TNV oARBela TOU

eUAoU. To @UAO, O6mWC TO AVT LAGPRoVOUOOTE OTLC MEQEC PACQ, HE £UQEAON



AfunTpa TZavakn

oto pdéto éva ohua-Eéva EUAO, d&v UMNNPXE MELV TNV KAVOVLOT LKA-
KOTOOTOAT LK IpoaypdTeuon and 1INV €ILOTHUN ©C KABeoTOHC aAnBe Lo

pLoc emtPBeBAnuévng vopuoc. AUTO OTNV HPAYHAT LKOTNTH LoodUVauoUoE

e tnv gdpaiwon tng Oeoplkng undoToong Twv dU0 QUAWMVY, TNV MOALT LKA
KOl KOLVOVLKA Bavdtwon tng avdpdyuvne/yivovdene (wHc Kol TEAOG TNV
anoydpeuUcn TOU EUQUAOU QUTOIPOCO LOPLOUOU, HEe KUPpOoelg o omola (i
apv Loty va unotaxtel og auth Tnv vopua. And 1o TEAN Tng deroetiac
tou 2010, n PeTodOULOT LKA QEULVLIOT LKA Bewpla &oknoe KPLTLKA OIN
HLETAQPUO LKLY a@HyNon Tou RBLolatplkoU Adyou, MoU eu@avL{o6Tov oudéTepod
KoL omOAUTa oAnOng, e£vo otnv ouclo €liyxe dnuLoupynoel TO VEWTEPLKO
OUNO WG e€pyaAelo NG MATPLOPX LKAC KOLVvwviag. O BlLotatplkdg Adyog,
IOTELUPX LKOC KoL povouepng, dounce tnv €VvvoLlo TOU KOLV®OVLKOU QUAOU,
netd 1o 1950, eyxrAwBiloviag Kol ovomapdyovING &vo TATPLAPYX LKO
KOVOVLOTLKO mAalolo yvoong, umd roabeoTdG ouvexoug OLlapdpowong, Omwng
avade tkvUetal and 1n Jemina Repo. Te oqutd 10 mAaiclo dLapopedvetal
N BLOMOALT LKA TOU @UAOU evidC KUploapXxwv KaBeotdHTOv yvodong/
efouolag, kol moplyel KL ovanopdyel OLAPpKOG Tov pUbo tng oAnbe Lag
Tou kUploapyxou umoke Lpévou. IHMoap&dAAnAa (NTAPATA AVXCTPOQENC TOU

OUAOU TV JLEPEUALKOV KOL OLAQUALKOV UIOKE LPEVWOVY, OOWC KAUOT LKX
dLamiotdvel n Repo, uvmodnAdvouv 61l n (wn €ival ovOnopkIn Xoplg tnv
aAffela tou €1dLkoU. To QUAO, WG €K TOUTOU, amoteAel OecueALddec
TuApa Ing (diag tng aAnbelag, TG €Aeubeplogc KoL TOU Tl TEALKA
epuUNVeUETULl WG UMNOKE (HeVvo OTn PETH-VERTEPLKOTNTA KAL ©C TETOLX
ouvenkn, meptiapfdvetal, 1600 oTnv aAnbela Tng @LAocopiag, 600

KOl TV E€ILOTNUOV, QIOTEAOVTAG doplkd otolxelo oTnv kotavodnon

nNg Agltoupylag twv RUpLOPpXWV PNXavLoudv yvoong/efouciag KoL TOU
QIIOKAE LOUOU TOU ovBp®hmou amd IOV oUTOIPOCdLoPpLoud KAl aVATIHPNyOVTAQ
ouvexdc Tn dLtdkplon tng (wAg og rUplapyxn kKol KuplapyxoUuevn. I't’
autd 1N EEPRLVLIOT LKA pebododoyic, pLa xplTLlkh Oedpnon amd Tn oxomL&
TOU QV-UIIOKE LPEVOU, TOU HEPLOWPLOIOLNIEVOU, TOU HUN—-KAVOVLKOU,
armoterel TOV KOPpudO O PLA KPLT LKA, OUYKPLTLKA KL OLEMLOTNUOV LKL
av&Auon pe 6, Tl AoyIi{eTol ©OC OVTILKELPEV LKA IPUYHATLKO KUl oAndLvo,
dlvoviac tov 1é6mo péoa amnd TOV OmOolo Ol E€MLOTAPEC KUL N @LA0COO(q,
KOAOUVTAL V' oVOKOATYOUV TO KABeOTNHC GANOE LAC TIOU OVATIXPAYOUV

Taf LKA, QIOLKLOKPUT LKA, O€&LOTLKA KOL PUATOLOTLKY SUT LKOEUPMOIN L KK

EMLOTNUOV LKA KXL @LAOCOQ LKA apnyHuoTA.
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Should we adopt a feminist methodology in doing science and
philosophy?

A methodology is a theory about how best to conduct research
— which approaches and methods will produce the best, or better,
knowledge. A methodology includes not only choices about tech-
niques for producing evidence (methods), but also choices about the

aims of knowledge.

A methodology is feminist if it is (minimally) committed to the pro-
duction of knowledge that supports equal rights and privileges for
all, but also acknowledges the relevance of the social category of
gender for this goal. Given that gender distinctions do differen-
tially structure the lives of individuals in human societies, femi-
nism directs us to be alert to such effects and how they might nega-

tively bias or limit knowledge production, or even aid in it.

An example of feminist methodology is feminist standpoint methodol-
ogy. Feminist standpoint methodology directs researchers to start
from the lives of women - to start from their lived experiences.
Researchers employ methods such as participant observation and in-
terviews. However, the use of such methods can (and has) revealed
that standard social science concepts may not be adequate to capture
lived experience. Such discordances motivate a revision of disci-
plinary conceptual frameworks. The introduction of the concept of
“sexual harassment” as a way of describing a pattern of behavior
experienced by women in the workplace in the 1970s is an example of
such a revision. A new concept helped facilitate an understanding
and response to a real, but previously unlabeled, phenomenon (Farley
1978) .

Although it might be tempting to think that feminist methodology is
only relevant to social science, our views about gender and its re-
lation to sex may shape natural science as well. Scientific research
is a social activity and scientific communities are affected by the
presence or absence of diversity - diversity understood as differ-
ences among people, but also differences in their beliefs and ideas.

For example, widespread assumptions about the “maleness” of testos-
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terone supported understanding it as a cause of certain “male” be-
haviors, but recent research suggests that the behavior may be a
cause of an increase in testosterone in both males and females (van
Anders, Steiger, and Goldey 2015).

Philosophy too is a social activity. Experiences and perspectives of
those involved in the discipline influence which philosophical prob-
lems come to the fore at any given moment and how they are investi-
gated. The account of feminist methodology I offer here calls for
the researcher to be conscious of hidden assumption and unchallenged
presuppositions about gender and how such assumptions may oppress
women in myriad ways. The investigation of our unexamined assump-
tions and untested concepts is at the core of philosophical re-
search. This makes feminist methodology and philosophy natural com-

panions. My answer to the question is thus an unequivocal “yes”.

References:

Farley, Lin. (1978). Sexual Shakedown: The Sexual Harassment of Women on the
Job. New York: McGraw-Hill.

van Anders, SM. Steiger, J. and Goldey, K.L. (2015). Gendered behavior modu-
lates testosterone in women and men. PNAS: Proceeding of the National Academy

of Sciences 112, 13805-13810.

183



184

gavagai / ykaBaykail letters

Susan Haack
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The “Feminist Methodology” Muddle

[I]f I should ever attack that excessively difficult question,
“What is for the true interest of society?” I should feel I stood
in need of a great deal of help from the science of legitimate

inference.—C. S. Peirce?

Should scientists and philosophers use “feminist methodology”?
No; for more reasons than I can spell out here, but first and foremost
because their business is figuring things out, not promoting social

justice.

“Methodology” is a much overworked and underspecified word;? but
“feminist methodology” is especially vague, ambiguous, and ill-

defined. Even a brief survey of syllabi to be found online for courses
on feminist methodology confirms this: one syllabus I found said that
the students are to “design a feminist methodology” for their work
themselves;3? and another that in the course “we” (i.e., presumably, the
professor and the students) will try to answer the questions, “what

counts as a feminist method?” and “who gets to say?”*

Presumably, “feminist methodology” means something like “methodology
informed by feminist values.” But this raises a whole raft of problems.
In the first place, feminism is hardly monolithic, so we can expect
there to be competing understandings of what values qualify as

feminist. For a humanist, individualist feminist such as myself, a

1 C. S. Peirce, Collected Papers, eds. Charles Hartshorne, Paul Weiss ad (vols. 7 and 8), Arthur Burks (Cambridge, MA:
Harvard University Press, 1931-58), 8.143 (1901; reviewing Karl Pearson, 1900).

2 See, e.g., Susan Haack, “The Long Arm of Common Sense: Instead of a Theory of Scientific Method,” chapter 4 of Haack,
Defending Science—Within Reason: Between Scientism and Cynicism (Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books, 2003).

3 Sasha Su-Ling Welland, “GWSS 503 A: Feminist Research And Methods of Inquiry,” Spring 2017 Courses, University of
Washington Department of Gender, Women & Sexuality Studies, accessed December 17, 2018, https://gwss.washington.edu/
courses/2017/spring/gwss/503/a.

4 Jamie P. Ross, “WGSS 412/512: Feminist Theory & Methodology,” Winter 2014 Courses, Portland State University College
of Liberal Arts & Sciences: Women, Gender, Sexuality Studies, accessed December 17, 2018, https://www.pdx.edu/ws/sites/
www.pdx.edu.ws/files/WS%20412%20Syllabus%20Feminist%20Methodology%20Winter%20’14.pdf.

© 2018 Susan Haack. All rights reserved.
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recognition of every woman’s full humanity and of each woman’s unique
individuality will have priority; for many academic feminists today,
apparently, it is what they take to be the shared oppression of women-
as-a-class that matters.® In the second place: however those feminist
values are construed, though they may have some bearing on some issues
in the social sciences and a few in the life and medical sciences,
they are essentially irrelevant to physical cosmology, the theory of
magnetism, quantum chemistry, molecular biology, etc., etc., and their

relevance to philosophy seems even more limited.

In any case, the idea that we should conduct scientific and
philosophical work in such a way as to advance the interests of women
faces an insuperable hurdle even within the limited sphere where it’s
relevant: such advice could be followed only if we already knew what
women’s interests really are, and what would really advance those
interests; and to know this, obviously, we’d need serious philosophical
and scientific work independent of any feminist agenda. So to urge that
science and philosophy use feminist methodology is, in effect, to urge
the deliberate politicization of inquiry, the deliberate blurring of
the line between honest investigation and disguised advocacy; which
both corrupts inquiry—which, as we should know from the awful examples
of “Nazi physics” and “Soviet biology” is bound to be a disaster—and

leaves advocacy without the firm factual basis it needs.

We can’t overcome the problem of limited scope by appealing to supposed
“women’s ways of knowing” anything and everything, such as reliance

on emotion rather than reason, or on the subjective rather than the
objective—which just reintroduces old, sexist stereotypes under

the guise of “feminist values”; nor can we avoid it by pointing to
supposedly sexist metaphors in science or philosophy of science—which

is, frankly, silly. And, of course, we can’t overcome the hurdle of

5 See, e.g., Susan Haack, “After My Own Heart: Dorothy Sayers’s Feminism” (2001), in Susan Haack, Putting Philosophy to
Work: Inquiry and Its Place in Culture (Amherst, NY: Prometheus Books, 2008; expanded ed., 2013), 221-34 (text) and 309-10
(notes), distinguishing the old-fashioned style of feminist to which I, like Sayers, subscribe, and the newer forms of feminism
now fashionable in the academy.

© 2018 Susan Haack. All rights reserved.
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identifying women’s interests and understanding what advances them

’

by appeal to “feminist philosophy” or “feminist science,” or avoid
the danger of transmuting inquiry into advocacy by suggesting that
we are doing no more than detecting and correcting sexist biases in

philosophical or scientific work.

Am I saying that there have never been biases of this sort? No; I
daresay there have. And such bias is, of course, regrettable—damaging
not only to science and to philosophy, but also to women’s interests.
Still, I very much doubt that sexist bias is the commonest form, or the
most seriously damaging to inquiry—confirmation bias® and bias in favor
of an accepted theory’ are probably both commoner and more serious. And
in any case the best way to avoid deleterious bias is simply to seek
out as much evidence as possible, and to assess as honestly as possible

where it points.

Am I saying that advocacy is a bad thing? No, of course not; it’s
often needed, and it’s fine in its proper place—in law, in politics,
etc. The law relies on cross-examination and advocacy on each side;
but the purpose of a trial is to arrive, within a reasonable time, at
a verdict—a verdict warranted to the required degree by the evidence
presented.® Unlike a trial, however, scientific and philosophical work
isn’t constrained by the desire for a prompt decision, but takes the

w

time it takes; and often enough, the best “verdict” we can give is “as

yet, we just don’t know.”

Am I saying that I don’t care about social justice? No; though I do
think the way the phrase combines highly nebulous content with strongly
favorable connotation is potentially dangerous. Still, a society where
everyone is free and no one oppressed is certainly desirable—unclear
as it is how such a society might look in the specific, or how we might

bring such a situation about. But I have to say that the idea that,

6 See, e.g., Raymond S. Nickerson, “Confirmation Bias: A Ubiquitous Phenomenon in Many Guises,” Review of General
Psychology 2, no.2 (1998): 175-220.

7 | think, for example, of the decades of resistance on the part of the medical-science establishment to the idea (which
turned out to be correct) that gastric ulcers are caused, not by stress and diet, but by a bacterium. See, e.g., Martin B. Van
der Weyden, Ruth M. Armstrong, and Ann T. Gregory, “The 2005 Nobel Prize in Physiology or Medicine,” Medical Journal of
Australia 183, no. 11 (2005): 612-14, https://www.mja.com.au/journal/2005/183/11/2005-nobel-prize-physiology-or-medicine.
8 See Susan Haack, “La justicia, la verdad y la prueba,” in Jordi Ferrer Beltran and Carmen Vazquez. eds., Debatiendo con
Taruffo (Madrid” Marcial Pons 2016), 311-36.

© 2018 Susan Haack. All rights reserved.
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187
at this point in time, women in the developed Western world are an
oppressed class strikes me as a grave exaggeration—and a dangerous
one, for several reasons. Rather as over-broad definitions of sexual
harassment trivialize the serious offenses, this idea trivializes the
real oppression that some classes of people are suffering: the Rohingya
of Myanmar,® for example, the Uighurs in China,® the ordinary people of
Venezuela or Syria, not to mention the Saudi women who have only very
recently been permitted some of the many freedoms we take for granted
in the West. At the same time, it encourages women in the developed
Western world to be preoccupied with slights—“micro-aggressions” in
today’s catchphrase—at the expense of getting on with their lives and
with productive work. Moreover, by conveying the false impression that
the sciences and philosophy are pervasively riddled with sexist bias,
it probably encourages some women who might otherwise have made a real
contribution to these fields, and found satisfaction in doing so, choose

other, and perhaps less rewarding, occupations instead.

The anonymous author of the Wikipedia entry on feminist method speaks
of “a sense of despair and anger that knowledge, both academic and
popular, [is] based on men’s lives, male ways of thinking, and directed

’

towards the problems articulated by men.” I think it’s long past time
we put such factitious anger and such factitious despair behind us, and
long past time we moved beyond thinking in terms of male and female
ways of thinking to a fuller appreciation of the richness, variety,

and potential of human intelligence, regardless of sex or any other

irrelevant consideration.

9  “Myanmar Rohingya: What You Need to Know about the Crisis,” BBC News, April 24, 2018, https://www.bbc.com/news/
world-asia-41566561.

10 Tom Phillips, “China ‘holding at least 120,000 Uighurs in re-education camps,” The Guardian, Jan. 25,2018, 3:03 p.m. EST,
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2018/jan/25/at-least-120000-muslim-uighurs-held-in-chinese-re-education-camps-report.

© 2018 Susan Haack. All rights reserved.
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Should we adopt a feminist methodology in doing science and phi-
losophy?

The answer to the question for me is, ‘yes, but, it depends.’ It de-
pends, firstly, on what is meant by feminism; secondly, on what is meant
by methodology; thirdly, on what is meant by science and philosophy; and
fourthly, it also depends on two unmentioned ‘elephants in the corner’
here. One concerns what the purpose for which its ‘doing’ should be ad-

opted; and the other concerns who ‘we’ are.

Starting with feminist methodology, what is this and how does it re-
late to methods seen as more or less feminist in their applicability,
and relatedly to questions of epistemology and ontology? These are huge
questions, so not surprisingly a wide variety of responses have been
elaborated in the relevant literatures. A shorthand answer is that a fem-
inist methodology has the purpose of forwarding in some way or another a
feminist politics, with methodology here being a combination of a broad
framework or approach, combined with a choice of methods of investigation
seen as appropriate and sufficient for the particular purpose. And this
methodology should in some sense embody or encapsulate a praxis which
combines a feminist politics and a feminist epistemological stance re-
garding the character and production of knowledge. Accordingly, it takes
up a particular ontological position by seeing the social world in terms
which, broadly speaking, combine foundationalism and constructionism and
which elsewhere I have written about as ‘feminist fractured foundation-
alism’. The world is ‘there’, we live with it as it is, but we endeavour
to change it, because it is capable of being changed. And so feminism
here is a praxis with the purpose of helping to achieve such change, in
contributing to a more equal and just world, in particular but not ex-

clusively in gender terms.

The term ‘science’ is often used in a rather exclusive way, to intend
just the so-called ‘natural’ sciences and exclude the social sciences,
humanities and arts. This version of science needs a kick up its backside
and the term rescued and used instead to cover all structured forms of
inquiry, including philosophy along with the other disciplines, inter-
disciplines and postdisciplines. Should a feminist politics, a feminist

methodology, a feminist praxis, be adopted in doing this expansive kind
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of science? Certainly, again with the proviso that what this would mean
in practice ‘all depends’. It depends on how feminist praxis is conceived
and practiced, the purpose of the particular inquiry being engaged in,
and who the ‘we’ are who might adopt it. A baseline here is that ‘we’
includes anyone who accepts feminism’s purpose of working towards a
more just and equal society, in particular but not exclusively in gen-
der terms. And feminist praxis of course requires considerable change to
what it is to be a ‘scientist’, in recognising that knowledge is always
at basis situated and grounded, in adopting an analytically-focused re-
flexivity regarding the processes and products of knowledge-making, and

in seeing the inquiring subject as central.
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Patricia Hill Collins
Distinguished University Professor
University of Maryland, College Park, USA

The answer depends on two things, first, your conception of feminist
methodology; and second, how feminist methodology articulates with sim-
ilar intellectual projects.

Contemporary debates about whether there is a feminist methodology, and
if so, the nature of its contours, speak to the first concern. Is there
such a thing as feminist methodology? And if so, what are its distin-
guishing features? How do those features differ from established method-
ologies? Science would argue no, pointing out that most feminist schol-
arship relies on traditional tools or methodologies from the sciences and
humanities. None of them is unique to feminism. From this perspective,
feminism enters into the research process in relation to the substance
of research questions, namely, those that speak directly to gender and
sexuality as well as to the social issues of that affect women. In other
words, there are no cognitive tools that are unique to feminism. Rath-
er, there are feminist sensibilities that enter into research, primari-
ly through the questions that a given researcher brings to the research
process as well as the use of feminist frameworks to analyze the results

of research. There is merit to this view.

Yet another approach emphasizes less the feminist substance of methodol-
ogy, but rather how methodology itself constitutes a process for not only
explaining the social world, but also constructing it. From this perspec-
tive, methodology is not a neutral, benign process that is used to create
a positivist mirror on the social world. Rather, methodology is deeply
implicated in power relations because methodology underpins epistemolog-
ical assumptions concerning truth. Stated differently, using a critical
methodology is central to the process of decolonizing knowledge itself.
Within this broader, critical framework, a constellation of knowledge
projects uses existing methodologies toward similar ends, for example,
fairness or social justice. From this perspective, feminist methodology
cannot claim a privileged position as an alternative methodology to domi-
nant approaches. Instead, it is one strand among many others that aims to
criticize and develop alternatives to methodologies that uphold gender,
sexuality, race, class and ethnicity, among others, as systems of power.
Feminist methodology cannot claim as unigque to its own project approaches

that one finds in many other knowledge projects of decolonization.
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Attending to methodology can point to broader issues concerning the role
of knowledge in power relations. Methodological considerations often
mask more basic political and epistemological concerns concerning whose
truth will prevail. Feminist philosophers have made important contribu-
tions in criticizing how methodology can be used to uphold existing power
relations and how epistemological concerns make some questions possible
while precluding others, and accept some explanations as more valid be-
cause they follow the rules of the game. They have also pointed to the
importance of methodology in developing new truths.
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Should we adopt a feminist methodology in doing science and phi-
losophy?

The answer of course depends a great deal on how you define feminism,

feminist methodology, science, and philosophy.

Let’s say you define feminism as something like the following two-part
claim: first, that the complex structural hierarchies used to order human

lives are calibrated according to socially and historically contingent

W ”

empbodied markers such as “sex” and “race” that can be shown empirically
to be irrelevant and arbitrary when used as criteria for considering the
limits and possibilities of human flourishing; and second, that we should
work to minimize the influence of irrelevant and arbitrary criteria when
considering the limits and possibilities of human flourishing. You might
throw in here an additional feature of feminism concerning the critical
investigation into the nature of and need for structural hierarchies of
whatever kind insofar as these so often function as barriers to human
flourishing, but let’s focus for now on the embodied markers used to cal-

ibrate the structures in any given context.

Then let’s say you define feminist methodology as a set of practices
designed to detect irrelevant and arbitrary embodied markers and the
contingencies that led those markers to gain significance, whenever and
wherever they’re at play.

Then let’s say you define science and philosophy as practices that have
among their goals, the identification of factors that are causally explan-
atory of phenomena as distinct from factors that are causally irrelevant.
It’s worth noting here that the histories of scientific and philosophic
practices are beset with mistaken claims regarding the causal relevance
of various embodied markers used for ordering human lives - markers be-
lieved at first to be necessary or natural, but upon closer examination
to be accidental or contingent. These mistaken claims have negatively

impacted human flourishing in a variety of ways.
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If you’re with me this far, you might be inclined to say that, given these
goals and this history, then, all things being equal, we scientists and
philosophers would be well-served by training in feminist methodology as
it would aid us in our detection of the contingencies of embodied mark-
ers, and our avoidance of a predictable set of errors regarding the per-

ceived necessities of these same markers. Human flourishing for the win!

I am tempted to add here (and so I will) that of course the need for
feminist methodology is restricted to those kinds of scientific and phil-
osophical practices that concern human lives and the potential for human
flourishing. So maybe the costs associated with the training and hiring
of feminist methodologists won’t be a factor for string theorists and
metalogicians. However, as soon as I write this, I am brought back to
another helpful feature of feminist methodology, namely that it reminds
us of the difficulties of predicting which research projects will affect
humans and human flourishing and which won’t - these are tricky empirical
questions, and the answers shift over time. It’s probably best, then, to

keep a feminist methodologist on retainer.
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BaoLa NERKQ
Ap. Iotoploag
E6vixkd kol Kanodiotpiaxd HNovenmiothpLo ABnvov

Stov 21° atdva, To mopamdve £p@TNua poldlel emidekTLlkO ploag kol pdvng
an&vInong- mpoeavdg, ploag oamdvinong XKoutoeoatlkAG: Not, gival Oeplttd vo
axolouboUpe pla @epLlvioT LK pebodoroylo OTLG €ILOTHREG KAL OTN @LAOCOQ .
Apevdg, dL16TL, mapd TOUG AYyOVEC KAL TLC OLEKOLKNOCELG TOU QEULVLIOTLKOU
KLIVAPOTOC YEVIKA KXl TWOV YUVXLKOV OTOUGC TOuelg TNG E€mLOTHUNG KXl TNC
pLAocoplac €1d1kd& katd tov 20° oldva, dev éxouv gfaAelefsl Tao euLvoéusva,
Ol TPOKTLKECQ KAL Ol unyxoviopol omokAelopoU TV YUVXLKOV omd 1o medio Ttwv
EMLOTNUOV KOL TOV XOPO Tng olLiocopiac o akadnuailkd 1 Begoulkd enimedo,
KoL, opeTépou dLOTL, ardOua Kol €xkel 6moOU O AmOKAE LOpdC €xel vnootel K&mo Lo
PAYHRXTO, N, HEXPL KAL CAPEPD, GV LON KO L LEPOANIIT LKA AVT LPETAILON TOV YUV LKAV
KOO LOTA €e€mMLTOKTLKA 1NV Ulobétnon ploag @eptviotlkAg pebodoAroyiag. Tnv
{dLa otiypn, ouwg, eival ovaykraio va mpoxwphooupe mépa arnd TOV KIPOPAVI»,
amd pla EEPLVLICT LKA ONT LKLY, XOPAKINEX TV IHPUIAVE® OUUIEPACUATOV KXL VX
e Lo&youpe Otn oulANTnon poac pla oelpd onuUOVI LKOV Topapétpwev. Hpdyuotl, n
EVvvoLla ToUu @UAOU egival kKoOuPRLKA 66Xl pdVO wg OVOAUT LKA Katnyopla yia TLC
EMLOTAPEG KoL TN @LAoCOQla, OAA& Kol ¢ OXNUo yLlo TNV oueLoBRInon ITov
kUPp lopX®Vv dOoPAOV KAl VOOTPOILAOV TV OSUTLKOY KOLVOVLIOV TV apX®dv Tou 21°
atdva. IMolto évvola ToUu «PUAOU», OUWG, E€ILKOAOUPACTE KL MOl avdyVvwon Tng
amoteAel TOo avilkelpevo 1tng oulHTnong pog; ALdTL, €d0 e€AloxeUel mdvia o
kK{vduvoc va dLoALCBACOUNE OTO AVLIOTIOPLKO oTdImNUA TNg OVILUETOILONG TNQ
eumeLplag KoL LOTOPLKAG OSLadpoung TV EUEUAOV TAUTOTATWV HOVOSLACTATA
KOl OUOLOKPOT LKA, OIOKAELOTLIKA péoa amd 1o mplopa tng dUTLKAQ eunetlplag
ng notploapxiog, kol va ratodhfouupe va mnpotdfouupe pla véx ouolokpatlia
tou @UAou und 1o mnplopca, oUTHY T ©OoPd, TNC QEULVLIOTLKAG IIPOONT LKAC.
Ev aviibéoel, 10 (nroUuevo eival voa evidfouus Kol va of LOTOLHOOUUE OTIN
@LAOCOQPla KL OTLC €OLOTAUEG Tn OUlNTNon yla TNV LOTOPLKA AglTtoupyla tou
EUAOU WG «PUOBULOTLKOU 1de®doug», yla Toug Tpdmoug ouykpdINnong Ing Eueuing
TauTtdINTAC TV UIOKELPEVOV OTO TNAA(OLO TV KUplapXxwv KaOeoTHTOV aAnbe Log
KOL YLl TLC OUVIOVLIORévECG omdIe LlpeC KAVOVLKOMO(Nnong tng oefouaAlkdINTACg
EVTOC TOV VERTEPLKOV BLOMOALT LKAV KOLVOVLIOV. Me &AAX AdOY LA, Ol E€MLOTHUECQ
KoL N @LA0COQla emlBAAAETAL VO €UIAOUTLOTOUV UE OVOAUT LKA e€pyodelia Kol
nebodoroy LKA epwTApaTa amd TN OUYXPEOVN QEULVLIOT LKA KXl UETAEERLVLOT LKA
Bewpla, mou Ba e€fetd&louv, OULG, TNV (dLa OTLYUH TNV €YYPAEH TOU @UAOU
010 TOALTLKSO medio, pe o1dxo Tnv emaveléTaon Twv ReBalothTov 10O TNC
pLhocopiag 600 kol TV (dLleV TV €ILOTNUOV ©C MIPAKTI LKOV KAl UNYXOV LOUOV
efouoclac kol yvoong otov Uotepo KamLlToAlopd: yeyovdg mou Oa petooxnudtile
O6xL pdévo 1n BGewplo, oAA& kol Tnv (dla tnv mpdén tng ©LA0COQINGC KXL TV

emLoTNUOV. Me dgdopévo, Aoitmdv, 61L, oOnwg emionuaivel n Judith Butler



Bdaoia Aékka

oto BLBAlo Tng Zouata ue Znuacia. OplLOBETNOELC TOU «PUAOU» OTO AOYyO,
«NEUAO” dev glval omA®C K&TL TOU TO €xel KAMOLO UNOKE(PWEVO I PLlA OTAT LKA

neplypoe ToU Tl gival KATOLO UNOKelpevo», oAANG «amoteArel ploa amd tTLg

voépueg mou kKabLoToUv efapx)c BLdoLlpo 1o “umokelpevo”, auth mou mLoTomoLlel
6Tl éva oduo éxel ta mpoodvia va (Hoel PEoa OTNV EMLKPATE LK TOU IMOALTL-—
oLk dLovontoU», evdeXOouévwg, TO £pdtnua Bo mpémel

VO OVOIIPOCHPUOCTE [ ¢
Ei{vat duvatdév ol

EOLOTAUEC KL N QLAOCOP(x Umd TNV mDopoUlod HOopPPn TOUC VI
akoAoubnoouv uia (ueta)eutvioTLK) pebodoroyia,;
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AAe&avdpa ZaPpoU
Epyaoctfiplo Zmouddv dUAou, Tunua KolvwvIkAg IHoALT LKAC
I&vteto MavenLoTHULO

To e€pdtnua autd ayyilel (NTAPATE E€MLOTNUOAOY(OC KXL PETAQPUOLKNACG IIOU
AEOoPOUV KoL OTO QeuLlVIoud G TMOALTLKO Kol Tautdxpova ditovontlkd Kivnuo.
To mp®to eivoal ov undpyxel TEALKA OVILKELPEVLIKA Yyvdon kal 1o delUtepo av
undpyxet €ueuin “evon” kol mola e€lval oauth. Toa duo epwihpata, nepl Ing
Bepediwong tng yvoong kol mepl tng oviodoyloag Tou @UAlou, Pplokoviol oTO
en{xevipo pLog oulhInong vyla TNV €OLOTAUN Kol T @LAocoola pe usilova
NO LKOMOALT LKA JLloakuBelpata KobOG, petalld 1tv AAAOV, oUvdéovIolL HUE TO
(ATNUX TNG KOLVEOVLKAC dLkaLlooUvng. 1o nmedio tov Inouddv dGAou n om&vinon
elval 6Tl dev unmdpxel ULX VT LKELPUEV LKA yvoon, dev undpxel &ueuin “ovton”.
Téco n yvoon 600 KoL TO QUAO €lval KOLVOVLIKEG KATOAOKEUECQ AOYOBET LKAV
IPOKT LKOV, MOU dLeKOLKOUV KAOEOTAOC ANBE LOC KL IPAYHAT LKOTNTAC. ZUVENDS,
1o {ATnua Tng 6€ong kKAl NG eykKUupdINTAC HLAC QEULVLIOTLKAC pebododoyiog
eviOC TV €OLOTNUOV KXL TNC @LAocopliac ouvioTd £Eéva epdtnua OxL udvo
BewpnT kO aAA& Kol {0wC mPWT(0TwC TOALT LKO.

O @eptviopdg, amd TLC amapx€c Tou ota péoo Tou 190U aldva, ovantUxOnke
WG TOALTLKO XKoL KOLVoVLIKS kivoua oAA&d kol Toutdyxpova ¢ Oewpnt LkdO-
KOLTLKO dL&fnua. H KATOXUPWON MOALT LKAV KAL KOLVOVLIKOV O LKALOUATOV YL
TLC yYuvalkeg mpoUméBete odAAd KAl eméQepe TNV QPO LOPRATNON TOV KAVOVLOT LKOV
BloAoyLxkomoLlnuéveyv Bewphoenyv TNC EUEUANG dLapopdc, dnAadh ToUu avOPOIoU WG
“YoUO LKA €uEUAOU OVTIOC KAL TV CUVEIAYOUEVOV OV LICOTATOV KXL LEPUAPYXNOEWV .
And 1o 1960 direxrdiknoe duvaulkd mopoucia Kol Adyo oOToV akadnuaixrd xXopo,
KOOOC KAl TNV avayvOpLon Tng aeovoug péxpl 16Te OUPPBOANG TV YUVXLKOV OTNV
Lotopla Twv emioTnudv, Tng @LAocopiag, Tng Aoyotexviag kol 1ng TéXVvng.
Extote, ovoiyel o dpduoc Twv PEOOSOAOYLKAOV KXL @LAOCOPLKOY avol{nTHoewnv
O0ToUC KOATIOUG TOU OQeuLlVIopoU kol opxilel plLa meplodogc auelofiInong twv
ToPXdOXOV TOU ALAE®TI LOROU kKol Tou AUTLKOU OpboloylopolU, ue onuaivouocecg
OUVETIELEC YVIX Tn 6€0n TV QEULVLIOTLKOV Onouddv OTLC AVOPWILOTLKEQ KAL
Kolvovikég ETLOTAREG OAAG KOl TNV oVATITUEN KOLVOTATWOV YVOONG OT LG TUPUPEQ

kKol €€w omd ta akadnualxd LdpUpaTo.

1o emLoTNUOAOY LKA (NTAPNATX TOU Ti6evial, I QEULVLIOTLKA [Opooéyylon-
KOoLTLKY dev elval eviala. Aloapopedvovial OLAPOPETLKEC KATeUBUVOELCQ,
oL omoleg pmopoUv, O€ YVEVLIKEC Vpouuéc, Vvo SLakpLlOoUV OTO0 QEULVIOTLKO
euneLpLoud, OTn QEULVIOTLKN OKoml& (standpoint) Kol Og PETAUOVTIEPVECQ KPL—
TLKEC INC EMLOTAUNG OUVOALKA. H Boolkp 60N TOU QEULVIOTLKOU EUIELPLOUOU

KOL I «KOLVOVLKA enmiotnuoloylo» mou emefepydletal eival 6Tl n €mloTHuUn



AAeEavdpa Zappou

umopel va «Bepameute(» amd AVOPOKEVIPLKEQ KOUL TATPLAPX LKEC TPOKATAAAVE LG
epbdoov amokatootafel 1n ouvleTdHINTH TWV OXALVOUEVEY, KATL TO omoio 6o
katootel e€pLxk1d ov dlLeupuvBel 1n emiLoTnuovikn kolvoétnto pe 1nv €lo00do
QIIOKAE LOPEVOV KO LVWOV LKOV ouddwv (m.x. yuvailixkeg, poUtpol) kol ovarntuxOel
o0 dL&AoyoC PeTaléU TWV «KOLVOTATWV YyvAoNc». & JLUPOPET LKA KL TAEOV
pLloomaoT LK KATeUOUVON, I IPOCEYYLON TNG QEULVIOT LKA OKOILAC vaIitUooE L
QVTAYWOV LOT LKEC E€MLOTNUOAOYLKECG Bfcelg, pe kUpla oUThH TV “TtomofeTnuévov
YVvooenv”, SLekDLKOVTAC HAALOTH KaOeoTHg “OL1&doxng emiothung” (successor
science). Oewpel OTL amalTel(THl PLA €VAAAXKT LKA €OmLOTAUN mou Ba ulobe-
Tel TNV OHNTLKA TWV KATAILEOPEVOV (£V MPOKELPEVE, TV YUVALKOV), £vO Bd
avoyvoplilet 6TL N avilkeLPevIROTNTA €{val TAVTA PEPLKY KXl MEPLOTUO LAKY.
TENOCQ, OTLC HETX-OOULOTLKEC QEULVLIOTLKEC mpooeyyloelg mou eyypdpovial
Kol aunxoUv TO PEeTAUOVIEPVO peUua, OewpelTtoal 6TL 0oUte n e€mLoThun ovUTe
n eLAocopia mpooeyylilouv tnv AANBela. AVILOETWG, Ol €KAOTOTE QAVOAUT LKEQ
Toug katnyoplec xrataokeu&louv Tnv €LkO6VH ToU KOOUOU TOU KATA meploToon

vvwpl{oupe ©¢ QUOLKA 1) TIPAYUAT LKA.

HoPGAANAX, N @EPLVLIOT LKA KPLTLKA TNC OUTLKAGC METAPUO LKAC KATAILAVETAL HE
EPWOTHUATA IIOU APOPOUV OTO OVIOAOYLKS KAOEOCTHC PACLKOV KATNYOPLOMIO LACEWV
6nwg TO @UAO, 1n oOUAn, n ocfovuaAlkdinia, P&oel TV omolwv TO &TOUO
ko lotatal avayvopliolpo xKolvovikd vUmokelipevo oTa €KACTOTE LOTOPLKA
oupppaldueva. IMpdkelTal VYia RroAoylkd, dniadn “euolxrd” vunotibetol,
OePEALOUEVA KOLVOV LKA YOPOAKINPLOTLKA 7 VIO KOLVOVLIKEC KATHAOKEUEG, W€
AAN AOY LO, KOVOVLOT LKG npdtuna; Ol KATNyopleg aUIEC AIOTUIOVOUV €yyevelg
KoL ouOUmapkteg @UOLKEC 1OLOTNTEC TV ATOUV 1, oVILOETOG, oIOTeAOUV
VONUAT LKOUC KOUPoUC OUOTNUATOV aVvAIopAoTdoewVv, T omola rataokeu&louv
Pla OUYKEKPLUPEVN ¢€1KOva mpoaypatLlkéIntoag; Ol amoviioelg eival molxkiAeg
KoL O0gv opoyevomoloUvIal. Hop’ OA' oUutd, ©C KOLVOC TAPOVOUXCTNG TiBetal
o0 01dX0C¢ 1INC amoddunong TV aUutovontwv, O6ocwv eueavi{ovial ®¢ TPAYHAT LK,
Hdote va dtauyootel 10 IOHC “EUOLKOMOLOUVTINL” OUYKEKPLPEVEG AVATIAPACTACE LG
IPOYHXT LKOTNTAG, VOULHPOMOLOVIAC TOUTOXPOVA TLC €xkAOTOTEe Oxéoelg gfouoi-
ag.

AUTH N KELT LKA Tap&doon, oV KoL TMOAUOCX LONC KAL €TEPOVEVAG, QEPEL LOTOPLKA
OAAG KOl €K IPOOECEWC OUYKEKP LPEVOUC K&AOE OPA TOALT LKOUC IPOCHAVATOALOuoUQ,
Ll OUYKEKPLPEVD TOALT LKA Tomobétnon. Hapendpevo aUTIHC ING KATAOTAT LKAGC
oUVvOAKNG TOU @eulviopoU  elval ol peBododoyliec mou eotL&louv  OTn

CUOTNUOT LKA KO LVW@V LK aykKUpwon Kol oploBétnon, &pa oTnv LOToplkomolinon
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Kol moAltilxkomoinon Twv (NnInudTev yveoong xrol sumelpioag. Me authv  Tnv
EVVO LN, N QEULVLIOTLKA pebodoroyia, Ol ©¢ ToUutotTLlkOQ mpoodLloploudbg 1 »g
(ATNUA YUVALKOV OAAE ©C LOTOPLKA dUVAULKA TOU avanIUooeTal WG ovoLlXTtd
nedio OegwpntlKOU HmPORANUAT LOPOU, OUYKPOUOEWV Kol oueloRATnong, umopesl va
ocuvexloetl va amotede( yoviun nInyn €nepdInong TV IopadoxXdV mou BepeALdVouUV
TLC €HLOTHUEG KUL TN @LAocopia.
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Genevieve Fraisse
Director of Research (emeritus)
National Centre for Scientific Research (CNRS, France)

1) L'adjectif « féministe » renvoie a un choix politique, comme 1’adjec-
tif « socialiste » ou « communiste ». Y a-t-il une pensée féministe ? Oui,
mais plutdt une pensée du féminisme, qui dit « le féminisme, c¢a pense »,

loin de 1’humeur ou de 1l’opinion ou on veut le cantonner.

2) La méthodologie existe-t-elle en philosophie ? Oui et non. Oui, si
elle débusque les présupposés d’une démarche intellectuelle, ou plutdt
si elle explicite les présupposés d’une recherche, les conditions de
pensée qu’on se donne. Non, si elle s’érige en impératif de pensée. Car
la pensée philosophique est toujours en travail, recherche de concepts,
élaborations de probléemes : ce qui n’est pas donné par une méthode mais
ce qui produit de la méthode.

Bibliographie:

Du Consentement (2007,2017), Seuil.

Les exces du genre, une enquéte philosophique (2014,2019), Points-Seuil.
La sexuation du monde, réflexions sur 1’émancipation (2016), Presses de
SciencesPo

La Suite de 1’Histoire, actrices, créatrices (2019), Seuil.

Féminisme et philosophie (2020), Folio-Gallimard
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Anna Carastathis

Postdoctoral Researcher

Department of Social Anthropology

Panteion University of Social and Political Sciences

Is the use of a feminist methodology in science and in philosophy
legitimate?

1. Perhaps before all else, philosophy teaches us to ask questions; not
to take ‘reality’ at face-value, but to go beyond commonplaces and common
sense—to deconstruct the sedimented meanings that ‘we’ take for granted.
How we pose a question will, often, determine what kinds of answers are
given—not only in the sense of which answers are taken to be relevant
or irrelevant—but, also, in the deeper sense of what kinds of answers
are even imaginable. Questions can be leading of answers; they can be
rhetorical (asked by a speaker not in order to invite an answer but to
give emphasis to their own view); they can be circular (as in questions
begging the question); they can even be coercive, or epistemically vi-
olent. Conversely, posing a question differently can open a previously
unthought terrain of debate, generating not only new answers, but new

kinds of questions.

2. When, as someone trained as a feminist political philosopher, I was
asked the question, Is the use of a feminist methodology in science and

in philosophy legitimate? I had a number of immediate reactions.

3. This question, as posed, predicts two kinds of answers: an affirmative
answer, along the lines of “yes, a feminist methodology is legitimate”;

w

and a negative answer: “no, it is not”—along with variants that strad-
dle the binary between “yes” and “no” yet accept the basic terms of the
question: for instance, “feminist methodology is legitimate in social

sciences but not in physical sciences.”

4. The question presupposes the stability and knowability of feminist

”

methodology and of “science” and “philosophy,” while presupposing a dis-
tinction between all three. The implication is that something called
“feminist methodology” is neither quite “science” nor “philosophy.” Nor

”

is “philosophy” quite “science,” and vice-versa. In fact, debates in the
subfields of feminist epistemology, feminist philosophy of science, fem-
inist history of philosophy, and feminist political theory have revealed
all of the above (feminism, science, and philosophy) to be contested,
fraught, and unstable. Still, since at least the 1970s, something called

“feminist philosophy” exists. A not insignificant number of people take



Anna Carastathis

’

themselves to be “doing feminist philosophy,” giving courses and talks
and writing books on the subject. Feminist methodologies are operation-
alised across (and often against) disciplinary divides in scientific re-
search. Given the fact of the existence of feminist methodology, whence

the question of its legitimacy?

5. At the risk of overgeneralising, if feminist epistemologies have one
thing in common, it is that they view knowledge as fraught with hierar-
chical relations of power, with the consequence that all subjects are not
situated equally vis-a-vis “rationality,” “objectivity,” and “truth.”
Part of the ongoing project of feminist epistemology (intersecting with
race-critical epistemology) is to show how knowledge is embedded in power

and how power is constituted as/through knowledge.

6. Historically, “science” and “philosophy” were explicitly constructed
as domains privileging white men as knowers. White men have expended a
great deal of energy, and have spilled a lot of ink defending the exclu-
sion of gendered and racialized others as knowers on metaphysical, evo-
lutionary, biological, cultural, and sociopolitical grounds. In the pro-
cess, certain questions became unthinkable. This is not a closed chapter
of history: despite being—or perhaps because they have been— globally in-
fluential, feminist methodologies (and their exponents) have, once again,
transnationally, come under attack by the extreme right, religious, and
fascist political formations, sometimes wielding state power (see, for
example, recent state attacks on gender studies from Orban’s Hungary to

Bolsonaro’s Brazil).

7. The question seems to assume an implicit consensus around what con-

’

stitutes “legitimacy.” Legitimate (or lawful, 1licit) is that which is
in accordance with the law, or that which is allowed by the law. Inter-
woven with authority, force, and hegemony, legitimacy is one facet of
state power. In epistemological terms, from a (race-critical) feminist
perspective, certain subjects are systematically disauthorised by/in the
dominant community of knowers; their testimony silenced or smothered;
their capacities of judgment, rationality, and knowledge always already
disputed. Such subjects—and their knowledge claims—are always viewed as

illicit or illegitimate by those enjoying epistemic power.
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8. Given the above, the epistemic burden on each response (the affirma-
tive answer and the negative answer) to the question is not the same.
Nor is it the same burden for every situated knower offering a response.
Indeed, the terms of the question foreclose the possibility of an answer
not mired in the same epistemic and political conditions that, I take it,

feminist methodologies want to contest.

9. With the above in mind, how might we pose a question about the possi-
bility, actuality, desirability, and significance of feminist methodolo-

glies differently? (It’s not intended as a rhetorical question!)
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Baow KiLvtf

KobnyntpoLoa ®LAocoplag

TuAuo Ioctoploac kot dLAocoplag Tng Emiothiung
EOvIkd xol Kamodiotpraxkd Hovemiothuto ABNvVAOV

«Ei{val BepLté va xpnoipomoLoUpe pia @pepLvioT Lkl pebododroyia otTLg
EMLOTAPEG KL TN QLAoogopia;»

Aev glval capéc ral KaBopLlopévo To TL €vvooUue pe 1ov 6p0 ‘QEULVLIOCT LKA
pedodorovyia’ kol dev gival emiong caeég o€ TOLEC EMLOTANEC ovaQePOUACTE
6TV pwtdpe e&v elval Begultd va xpnoiLpomoilnBel. Yndpyxouv dLapwvieg,
aroOun Kol PETHEU QEULVLIOTPLOV, VIX To mola eival ) Ba émpeme va €lval n
‘eeptlvioT LK pebodoroyia’ . Tpémel va otkelomolnBel TLC KAaOLKEC pebddoug
NG ENLOTAUNG KXL VA TLC €pappdoel O BEUATA QEULVLIOTLKOU £vdLapépovioq,
npémetl vo dLEUPUVEL T €PEUVNT LKA €vdLO@EPOVTN, TPEIMEL VA OUPIANPOOE L
kevd, vo dLopbhoel OTpePBAOCELC, VO AIOKOAUYel OeflOTLKEQ HPOKATOAANYELC,
vo oo Llofntioetl Kablepwuéves pedbddoug, va mpotelivel véeg aad EEPLVLIOT LKA
okomt&; OAa outd éxouv mnpotabel xal SAa autd eival yxphoilpa, noEdTL
oplLopéveg and aUTEQ TLC TpPoTIpoméc elval petalld Ttoug aoUuRatecg. e
OPLOUEVECQ E€MLOTAPEG, T.X., TLC KOLVOVLIKEQG I TLC ovOPWILOTLKEQ, OAAX KoL
TLC LOTPLKEG I TLG PBLOAOYLKEG, I QEULVLIOT LKA ont LK) ovadelkviel OYeLg
TV €OLPEPOUC VT LKELPEVOY TOU Pplokoviav mponyouuévwg otn oOrkLd Ko,
Oo pmopovUoaue vo moUue, OTL Hpoopépel Vvéa, mAoucldtepn Kol okplBéotepn
yvoon. It1i1c “orRANPEC” QUOLKEQ E€MLOTAUEC KOl OTA UaONUOT LKA 1n onuoc o
INC QEULVLIOTLKAC OomnTLKAG elval duokoAdtepa avixvelolun. & OAoug OUWG
Tougc kA&doug, oaveldpinta amd plLo véa 1 OxL upebodorovia, €xel onuoacia
n nopoucia yuvalk®dv oe éva meplRAAAov mou dev B TLC avItpeTwnilsl ©g
eLAoEevoUpueveg kal ¢ Eévo odupo. Metd and t1dox xpdvIa SLAKEKPLPEVNC
IOPOUC LG KL KATOAKTNOEWV o0& OAOUC TOoUug KAADOUQ, ol yuvalkeg €faxoAouboUv
va vplotovial &tumeg popeéc dlaxploenv mou TLQ omokAe{ouv omd exelveg
TLC Oéoeilg mou rabopilouv TLC €feAlfelc KAl OLAPOPPOVOUV T LG TPOKTLKECQ.
H ‘eeplvioT Lk pebododoylia’, ov umopoUue va PLAGuEe otov €VviIkd yL' autnv,
éxel va ouykepdoel éva aKTLRLOTLKSO altnuo pe yVwoLoOAOoyLkKEéEC ofLdoeLlg. Yo’
auth TtV évvola, 6o fAeyo OTL Bploxkduacte axdun oItnv apxn. Ipémel va
okeEOoUue ta nmpdypato, Ondadly 1o mOC PBAEmoOuUps TLG EMLOTAMESG, TN YvOon,
Tic afleg, amd 1nv CaExh, Kol Vo ofloAoyhooupe TLG oOuvémeleg. AxdOUn
UnAceoUue OT0 OKOT&DL TOU OXNUATLOOV ALOVEC KATAIL€0NC, OIOKAE LOUOV KOL
dtakpioewv. Autd mou eival, OxL amAdg 6enttd, oAANG avaykaio eival 1
SLapKAC mopoucia ITNG QEULVLIOTLKAG ONTLKAC TIOU, HETAQEPOVIAC TN PRlwuévn
epmeLpla T@V YyUVOLKOV, pmopel vo @épel 010 Ou¢ OPelg TWV IPAYPAT®V IIOU
éxoune pdbel vo unv PAfmoupe Kol vo ayvoouUpe. ELdLk& otn @LAocopia pnopel
vo enepwinoel maylewpéveg PRePfatdtnreg meplRePAnuévec pe 1o KUpog evoC

av1LoTop LKOU kol amdbAutou Opbou Ndyou.
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Mapioa Houpvépn
AvamAnpdtpla KabnyntpLa
HDoidoayeyLlxkd Tuhpo Anpot kNG Exnoidsuong

HoventotApLlo Iwavvivev

AGo avoaykoaliec dlaxpioelg 6o AHTov xpnoluec €& uvnmopxnc. IHpdTov, ol
uebodoloyiec TNG €TLOTIAUNG KXL TNG @LAOCOO oG, oav Kol umopel va dlaypdeouv,
ev moAAolcg, mapdAAnAiec mopeleg dev tautilouv mAvVIa TLG pebodoloylieg ToUG.
AeUGtepov, pe B&on tn dLdxpLon 1ng Harding petall pebddou, pebodoroviag
Kol emiLotnuoloylag, Ol MEéBOdOL €lval «TeXVIKEC OUANOYNG OIIOdE LKT LKAV
otolxelwv», evd n pebodoroyia eival «pLla Bewploa kol av&AUCH TOU NOC HEEME L
vo mpoxwpel n épeuva»n. H emiotnuodoyia sgival n «Beswpla tnc yvoonce 1H n

O LK LOAOYNT LKA OTPATNYLKA» mou otnpilel 1n pedbodoroyia (Harding 1987,2).

Qg mpog 10 €pdInua 1o (dLo, dLdpopeg €peuveg éxouv delfel OTL oplLopéveg
eopéc n emiothun pol&lel Vo OURGVEL PE TOUGC @QEULVLIOTLKOUG otdXOoug,
evtouTtolg, Otav T1e60oUV  €PWTAUXTA OXET LKA HE  TLQ EMLOTNUOAOY LKEQ
npotnobécelc oL omoleg ornpilouv TIn YXPEHNON OUYKEKPLPEVOY HeEBOdOV YL 17
SdLaocedALon TV oavaykalov texunplowv, ol mpoUmobécelc autég dev umote{vouv
TOUC O LKXLOAOYNT LKOUG AOYOUG ULOGC QEULVLIOTLKAQ €nLoTnuoAoylac. Emouévag,
axoun kol O6tov pLlo €peuva dgv €dpaldvel PNTX TLGC KUPLAPXEC AVOPOKPAT LKEC
IPOKT LKEQ Pe TN Popen pebddwv MOU avarapdyouv TLC KAaTnyopleg Tng xuplapxng
EueuAng 1deoroviag, xpeldletol vo eAéYXETAL WG HIPOGC TO &V HTPAYHAT L
CUPB&AAE L OTnV avdKINOon €xelvov TV dLooT&CewV TNG KOLVWVLKAG (wHC mou

pe x&molov tpdmo ayvooUvial amd Tnv mopadedopévn £peuva.

M&ALOTA, A@EOTOU OTLC QEULVLIOT LKEC EQUPUOYEC TV €PEUVNT LKAV uedddwV OTLC
KOLVOVLKEG €ILOTAREG APXLOE VO THPATNEE(TAL Pl OO LOT LKA OTpoen amd
TOV poviopd oT1ov mAOUPAALORd Twv peBddwv, n duvatdinta dLkaloAdbynong e€vog
dlaxkpltoU yuvalkelou tpdmou yvodong X Loe VO AIOPUAKPUVETHL WG IPOOIT LKL .
Evdexonévong, va e€lval mio mopayoylkd va potdus 1L onuaivel «va x&vouues
EILOTAUN WG @eulvioTég» (Longino 1987, 53) kot va ovayvepiloups o1l 1
QEEPLVLIOT LKA €PEUVNT LKA TPAKT LKA oucthAvetal ue B&on tic deoueloelg TOU
dnuLloupyoUv To €PWINMATH MOU auih Bétel, KaBOG Kol ta medla e€vidg TV
onmolwv oautd vonuatodoTtoUvIiol. Ymd oquth tnv €évvolx, n oulATnon yiLo TLg
QPEPLVLIOTLKEG PeEBOdOUC, €UIAOUTLOWEVN pe 1N oUulHTnon yio tn pebodorovyia,
opelAel v avade LKVIETAL ©G oUulATnon via 10 Ogwpnttkd mAalolo kol yla tnv

IoPaywyn yvoonc oTax omoia ooxkoUvIiol ol uébodol.

SUpewva pe outh TNV 1Oéx, 1N QEULVLIOTLKY €pguva €xel OUykKAlvel VvUpw
and évoa oUvoAo deopeUoewv IOU TI O LAPOPPOVOUV, d16TL oL deopevoelq
autéc xoBodnyoUv TOov TEOIO Pe TOV OHOLO XPNOLUOmOLoUVINL oL pebddol

CUOTAVOVING TO pebodoroylkd miaicio. Téooeplg kolvég deopeloelg eilval
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1dtaltepa mpoeféxouceg: H RATAAANAOTINTX (relevance), 1n €uUIOELPLKN
BepeAiwon (experiential grounding), n Aoyodoolo (accountability) xot n
avootoxaoT LkOTNTa (reflectivity) (Wylie 2007). Autéc oL deopelUoeLg BonboUv
otnv kabodHynon Ing €peuvoc OOTE, OPOTOV, VO HUNv elval OgfLOTLKA KoL,

deUtepov, Vo oupRadilel pe TA EEPRLVIOT LKA LOeddN.

H npotn omd autég, 1N KATOAANAOTINTON, OoVAQEPETINL OTOoUg Ot1dXoug 1INC
QEEPLVLIOTLKAC €pguvag, ue 1nv €évvola OTL OxL udvo mpémel Vo TUPEXEL
KATovoNnon TwV Oe&LOTLKAOV KOl E£TEPOKAVOVLIOT LKOV Begoudv, oAAd Bo mpémel
enfong vo dnuloupyel otpatnylkég yio 1tnv addoayn Toug (Ehrlich 1975).
S1n Oéopeuon yla eunelplkn OepeAiwon evoopoatdvetal 1 odnylo 6Tl oL
pepLlviotpleg nmpémel vo E€kLVOUVY TNV épeuva Toug amd Tn (0h TOV YUVALKOV KL
nv eunelpla exelveov nmou meplbwplomoloUvial omd TLC OUPPBATLKEC EUQUAECQ
Souéc, €mLOLOKOVIAC TNV aUTOKRATAVONOon ¢ Kplolpo mdpo o OAX T OTAd LO
ng épeuvag (Wylie 1992). H odéoueuon ylia Aoyodooia umootnpilel o1l n
€PEUVNT LKL HPOKT LKA MPEIel VA ammoTeAe( XOPO yIa TNV £dpxiwon @ePLV LOT LKOV
KOLVOV LKAV KoL MOALTLKOV OfLOV pe XeLlpapetnTt kO mepleyxdpevo, of ldOVoOVTAQ
Ol OUVEPYATLKEG HIPOAKT LKEC VA EMLTUYXAVOUV TN dLAXUON 1) QIOKEVIEPWAON TNG
efovuclag, o6mnwg upmopoUVv Vvo TNV eyyunboUv ol ouumeplAnunIlkol tpdmol 1nC

KOLT LKNC €UIAOKNG O€ E€HILOTNHOVLIKEC KOLVOTINTEC.

OL deopeUoe Q¢ AUTEC €RKPAANOUV OTNV AVAYKALOTNTA TNG AVACTOXAOT LKOTNTAC WG
KEVIPLKAC PETNGC TNG QERLVLIOT LKAC pebodoroyiag. H dUvaun Ing @eRLVLIOT LKAC
KOLTLKAC EYyKeLTOl OTNV omoKGAUYnR TV AQvOovOVTIWV EUEUARV Tapadox®dv, n
omola ouvioT& mpoldv pLag kplotung mhalolobétnong tng épeuvag. Méow 1tng
IPONIX{ TNONG VI LOXUPH VI LKELPEVLIKOTNTY, €TLOLOKETAL TO UNOKe(pevo 1NnC
yvoong vo (otatal oto (dLto xplTlkd enimedo pe 1O avILlkelpevo ITng yvodong
KoL, upe Bd&on 1tn dlopkh autodldpbwon Ing pebodoroyiog, va opbhdvovIiol OL

avoyKaleg vt LOTAOE LG OT LG audnelpec andkpulPng TV £UEUAMV KAOOP LOPOV .

H nmpbkAnon mou e€midLldreTol, omd mPAKT LK Kol pefododoyLkh &moyn, elival va
SdetxBel 6Tl oL ovefdrelnteg mMAXLOLaKEC afleg pmopoUv v amoTeAéOOUV TO
EOWTEPLKEUPREVO VT LKe (pevo oAA& kol 1o medlo ovapétpnong ITng e€mLOTAUNG

HE TLQ E€MLOTNUOAOYLKEG mpoUmobécelg TNG.
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Ka®nyntng

TuAuo Ioctoploac kot dLAocoplag Tng Emiothiung
EOvIkd xol Kamodiotpraxkd Hovemiothuto ABNvVAOV

Noyog Iepil ®epiLviotikfg Mebddou

H enmiothiun eival ploa avlpdmivn dpactnpldinta mou Aappdvel xodpa o€
CUYKEKPLPEVEGC OLKOVOULKEG, KOLVOVLIKEQ, KL TOALTLORLKEC OUvBAKeg. Elvol
eGAoyo, emnopévwg, vo unoBécoupe OTL KOLVOVLIKECG KOl TOALTLOMLKEG oflec
QIOTUNOVOVTINL OTn Yyvoon mou nopdyetoal amd auth Tn dpxotneldintoa. Oplouéveg
and auTtéc TLG afleg oxetilovial pe 1o Agyduevo KOLVwVLIKO @UAO (gender), dn-
Aodh T XUPOUKTINELOT Lk& 1ou amod{dovial otoug &vdpeg KoL OTLC yuvalkeg oe ou-

YKeRpLPéVEG KOLVwvieg.

El{val yveyovdég OTL OTLC €OLOTAPEG, KATA TO peyaAUtepo pépog tng Lotoplac toug,
dev glyxav Béon ot yuvaixkes. T'la nopdde Llypd, £wg T TEAN ToU 19° aridva, 1600 OTNnV
Eupdnn 6co kol oTLg HIA, ol yuvaikeg dev elyxov mpdoBacn oTnv MOAVEILOTNHLAKN
exnoidevuon. MoOvo xatd 1n dLdpkela tou 2000 aldva 866nke, OTAdLOKA  KOAL
OLOTOKTI LKG, 1n duvaTtdinta OTLC YUvalkeg v @oLTACOUV OT1o HovemLloThuLo. AUTH 7|
aPVNT LKA HOTUXH TNG Lotoplag Tng exnaideuong amotéAece £€va onuovilkd ctolxelo
NG QEULVIOTLKAC KPLTLKAC OTLC E€MLOTANECG, NMOU OUWGC €HEKTAONKE Kol Og MOAAOUC
&Ahoucg topelcg, o6mwg n pebodoroyia, ol mpoTtepuldINTeEC KAL TO meplexduevo 1ng
EMLOTNUOV LKAG €épeuvag. Peplviotpleg Lotoptlkol kol @LAOCOPOL TNG €HLOTAUNG,
6nwc n Carolyn Merchant kot n Evelyn Fox Keller, emeohpavoav tn oe£flOT LK pn-
TOP LKA mmou ouvddeue Tnv oavdduon Ing VvEAQ MIELPAUAT LKAC pebododoylag xatd tov
17° at@vo. e euPAnuaT Lk Kelpeva QUOLKOVY @LA0COPwV Tou 17 aldva, Onwg Tou
Francis Bacon, noapoucl&letol oG e€vdedelypévn pébodoc via tnv omdKIinon yvoong

n Bloatn ambébomoon TV PUCT LKOV Tng oUuong/yuvalixroag amd tov egpsuvnth/&vdpa.

Eniong, moAAéC pedAétec mou a@opoUv Lo npdopatec meplddoug éxouv delfel OTL oL
aviodInTteg avapeoa ot dUO QUAX KOL Ol HIPOKATOANYELC OXET LKA PE TLC YUuvalkeg
¢xouv eunpedoel dL&popeg emlothueg, amd TNV LATPELKA Kol 1N BLodoyia éwg Tnv
Kolvoviodoyla. AUTH N opVvNT LKA €ILPPON €mMLKEVIPOVETAL O¢ Tpelic &foveg: 1) ToOV
KoBopLopd TWV €0EUVNT LKAV TIPOTEPALOTATOV KXL KATEUOUVOEWY, 2) TNV €ILAOYN TOU
VT LKE LPEVOU peAétng, Kol 3) Tn vevixkdiepn ount Lk uvnd tnv omola dLaTundvovial

unobéocelc xal Bewpleg.

Eva nopddelypa oxXeTLlkd pe tov mpdto amd toucg mapordve &foveg elval n
neploplopévn xpnuoatoddinon, £éwg Tn dexoeti{o Tou 1980, Twv €PEUVAOV YLX TOV
xopk{vo TOoU pootoU, o€ oOxéon upe T XeNnuatoddtnon GAAwV  TUNOV  KXPK(vou.
Ooov apopd Tov deUtepo &fova, Eva XUPAKTINPELOTLKO noapddelypx eival 6Tl Ol

LatpLlkéQ €épeuvec via tnv kopdlondbela, €fwc Tn dexaetlo Tou 1990, eixov wg
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KUpLlo avIlkelpevo peAétng toug &vdpeg, cfattiac tnc AovBooupévng ovt Anyng
61l mpdrelTal Vi avdpLKE acBévela. AMOTEAECUN QUTANG NG HOPOKATAANYNG HTov
6Tl T APUOKO TIOU dNULOUPYHRBNKOV YLIX TOUC Kapdlomabelc AHTOV ANOTEAEOUNT LKA
uévo otav yxpnoilupomoloUvioav amd &vdpeg, €vo elxoav BAamtTlkég snintdoslg Otov
xpnotLpomnototvtav amnd yuvaixreg. Télog, boov apopd TtTov Tplto &fova, éva
nopddelypa nmou delxvel 6Tl oe&LloTLlkA otepedtuna elival duvatdv va eanpedcouv
TNV OHT LKA TV e€mloTnudvev e£lvol n ovarapaywyll TPOKATOAAYEOV yia T dU0 QUAX
(0 «evepynTLKOC» AvdpaCg KAl n «madntLkh» yuvalka) o BLodoylkég Bewpleg via

n dLaditrkaola tng oavamopayewyng (evepynt kb cmepuatolwdplo / modntlkd odplo) .

JSUVETIOC, N QEULVLIOT LKA mpocéyylon, kat’ opx&c oe touelg TNg €mLOTAUNG IOU
oxetllovial éupeoca 1 AQueca Pe TO KOLVOVLIKO @UAO, umopel va @épel oOTnv
eEILOAVE LA TPOKATOANYELC KoL OTepedTUNN IIOU uUmovoupeUouv 1tnv oflomLoTtia 1tng
EMLOTNUOVLKAC £PEUVAC KL TNG YVOONG HmoU mopdyetal péow oUTAG. Ynd auth Tnv
¢vvola, «elvoal BGepltd [xot, Ba mpdobeta, oUxva oavaykaio] vo XENOLPOIOLoUue

plo eepLvIoT LKA pebodoAoylo OTLGC €MLOTAREG».

Qotdo0, UNDAPYXELl KOL PLA ILO LOYUPH €kOOXH ITNC QEULVLIOTLKAC pebododoylag otLC
ENLOTANEC VI Tnv omolo éxw oplopévec emleuAdielc. H peAétn tou €pyou 1ng
vevetlotpLag-RLoAdyou Barbara McClintock amnd tnv Evelyn Fox Keller amox&Aule
611l n McClintock €ixe pLa «gvouvalodnon yLa 1oV 0opyov Loud» Kol avT LAOuBovOTON
N eUon «wg &vav sgvepyd oUVIPoeo o¢ pLla aupolPoaia oxéon pe Tov e€&loou evepyd
nopatnenth» (Keller 2008, 252). Me évauopa tn peAétn tng Keller, éxel umno-
otnpLlxBel 61l n dlLepedvnon tng ©Uong dev mpémel Vo €lval EVviova ToPeURAT LKA
(kOL, Be aqUTH TNV évvoLla, «avdPLKA»), aAA& va RaocileTal otnv e€vouvaiodnon yio
TO aviLlkelpevo peAéIng xal In ouvepyoolo pe 1n @Uon. H evouvalobnon, ouwg,
dev elval AmoKAeLlOT LKA «yUvalke la» LdLdTNTa. ZTov PBabud mou amoTeAel ouvnBé-
OTE€PO XUPOKTINPELOTLKSO TNC «yuvalke {ag» ontlkhg, autd umopel vo elval mpoldv
TV OUYKEKPLPEVOY TIOALT LOPMLKOV HTPOTUNWV KXl OTEPEOTUNMV IIOU O LAUOPOOVOUV Td
dUo oUAx. Emilong, yvia va dovelot®d ta Adyla tng (diag tng Keller, mnapdAo mou
«t0 6papa [vision] tng McClintock yila TNV €mioTAun ATov avoue {BoAa nopaywy Lkd
yia qUTAV .. mpénel va nopadexbolue 6Tl n enLliuxia Tng wxpld upnpootd o qUTHV

ING €ILKPATOUOCNGC (poplaxkng) PRLodoyloac» (Keller 2008, 252).
AVOQOpEC
Evelyn Fox Keller, “Gender and Science: An Update,” oto Mary Wyer et al (eds.),

Women, Science, and Technology: A Reader in Feminist Science Studies, 2™ ed.
(Routledge, 2008).
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