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EivaifspgiTovaakoAouBoUpepiapepivioTiIKnpebodoAoyia
OTIC EMOTAMEC Kal TN p1Aocodia; - B.M

H depvioTIkh Tapadoon cuvdlaAeyeTal e6W KAl SEKAETIEC PE TOUG XWPOULG TNC Phocodiag Kal
TWV EMOTNUWY. H oTadIaKr eloxWwenon TwV GEUVIOTIKWY AGYWY TNV akadnuaikn KovotnTa
QVTAVOKAGTAL 08 KOWWVIKA KAt TIOAITIKA QUTHUATA TTOU CLVOEOVTAV AUEDA HE SIEKDIKNOEIG TWV
GEPIVIOTIKWY KIVNUATWY TNG EKAOTOTE TIEPIOGOL. H xelpadetnTikr dilotaon anotelel avamo-
OTTA0TO KOUPATL TOU TTOATIKOU TNG BEWPNTIKNAG OKEPNG TOL GEPVIOPOL, OTTWE dbavepwveTal
TOOO OTO enimedo TNG Kolvwviag, 600 Kal o AuTO TNG akadnuiag. Ta Kpiowa epwThpaTa mov
TIPOKUTTTOLV and TIG GEPVIOTIKEG TTapaddoelc dev adopoly Pévo ota idla Ta Lmokeiueva TG
€peuvag, aAAA kal ota peBodoAoyIKA epyaAeia Ta oTTola XPNCIOTTOLVTAL. H GEUVIOTIKA OKEPN
BETEL EPWTNPATA, AOKEL KPITIKA, audLoBNTEl TAPadOXES, TTPOTEVEL HEBOOOAOYIEG KAl JETAOKN-
gaTiopolg, divel opaTdTNTA 08 adavr) ) KATATEOPEVA LTTOKEUEVA Kal, emavanpoadlopilel
EVVOIEC, EVW) TAUTOXPOVA TAPOLOIACEL TEPAOTIA TTOIKIAIC OTO ECWTEPIKO TNG.

Emotnuovikol kKAAdol, ot oroiol Tapadoclakd AmEKAEIQV ) EEAKOAOLBODV VA ATTOKAEIOLY BNAL-
kOTNTEC (femininities) amd TIC TTPAKTIKES TOLG, OTABNKAV N AUTIA yla TN AeydUEVN KOITIKA OTOV
avOpOKeVTPIoUO oTIC emoThueg. H Helen Longino (1987) aoKWwvTAC KPEITIK OTIC TTROKTIKEG
TWV EMOTNPWY, QVOPWTIETAL KATA TTOCO eival ePIKTO va LTTAPEEL PiA GEPIVIOTIKN ETIOTHUN KAl
evToniCel TNV amAvTnon OTn KOWVWVIK Kal TTOAMTIKA cAAayr ev yével. H Sandra Harding (1986)
eniong B€Tel Eva OXETIKO EPWTNHA, TO OTTOI0 TTAPAPEVEL ETIKAIPO PEXPL onuepa: «Eival duvatd
VA XPNOWOTIOINOOLPE YIA XEPADETNTIKOUG OKOTIOUC ETIIOTHEG, Ol OToiEG elval davepd TG00
oTevA oLVOEDEPEVEC e OUTIKA, QOTIKA, KAl AvOPIKA TTPOTLTQ;» . KATL avTioToo cupBaivel kal
OTO XWPO TNG PAocodiag, n omoia yiveTal avTIANTTTH WG «AdOYOC avOPOKPATIKOC Kal BewpnTIKA
NYEUOVIKOG, TTOU CLYKPOTE! €va edio amOKAEIopOoU» KAl O OTTOI0G SEXETAL ETTIONG KPITIKA WG
Kuplapxoc urrep-Adyoc (Braidotti 2006).

MEPa OPWGS amod TNV KPLTIKA SIGCTAOoN, N GEPIVIOTIKN Bewpia TPOTEVEL KATAPATIKA TIDAKTIKEG KA
€PYOAEIQ TA OTT0IA XPNOIOTTOIOUVTAL TTAEOV OTO TMAQIOLO SIETTIOTNUOVIKWY TTPOCEYYIoEWY, EKTOG
TWV TEXWV Twv orroudwv purou (gender studies). Autd cuuBaivel yia mapadelyua ye Tnv me-
pidnun diakpion uetaét BloAoyikoU Kal KolvwvikoU GUAOU, N ool orPepa eival xproln o pia
oelpa anoé emotnPovikolg kKhadoug (Oakley 1972). Eva akoéun mapddetypa anotelel n Bewpia
¢ SlaBeuatikotnTac (intersectionality theory) (Crenshaw 1989), n omoia amoTeAel TNV «TTlO
ONUAVTIKNA BewpnTiKr) ouvelodoPa TTOL OL OTTOLSEC GUAOV, OE CLVEPYACIA e AAAQ OXETIKA TTEDIQ,
€X0LV KAvel we Twpa» (McCall 2005) kal TALTOXEOVA TIPOKELTAL YIA Eva TTOAUTIUO EQYAAEID YA
TIC VOUIKEG OTTOLOEG, TN Bewpia avBpwTivwy SIKAIWPATWY, TNV KOWWVIOAOYIO KOWVWVIKWY KIVNPA-
Twv K.A. ANec ouyypadeic, onwg n Elisabeth Lloyd, emixeipolv va mapabBeoouy eTXelRrUaTa
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Should we adopt a feminist methodology in doing science
and philosophy? -v.P

For decades, the feminist tradition has been in a discussion with philosophy and the sciences.
Feminist discourse slowly infiltrated the academic community whose interests started
aligning with the demands of feminist movements. The feminist project has an inextricably
emancipatory dimension which is showcased both academically and socially. The questions
that the feminist project addresses are not solely about the subjects that are involved in the
relevant research program, but they also concern the very methodology according to which
this program operates. Feminist thought is a very rich and complicated domain. It addresses
new questions, it challenges presuppositions, it advances new methodologies, it is concerned
with the visibility of oppressed individuals, and it aims at the revision of entrenched concepts.

One of the main reasons for the emergence of the, so-called, critique of the male-centric
account of science was the fact that many scientific disciplines exclude femininities. Helen
Longino (1987) advances that line of thought and wonders whether a distinctively feminist
science could involve social and political change. Sandra Harding (1986) addresses a similar
question: “Is it possible to use the sciences for emancipatory practices insofar as they seem
essentially intertwined with western, bourgeois, and predominantly male, projects?”. A similar
worry is also raised concerning the discipline of philosophy which can be construed, as such,
as a “male-centric and theoretically hegemonic and exclusionary” domain (Braidotti 2006).

Still, feminist theory has positive proposals. It proposes practices and tools which can be used
in various interdisciplinary projects which are not, as such, purely a part of gender studies.
For example, the distinction between biological and social gender is widely used in many
scientific enterprises (Oakley 1972). Another example concerns the theory of intersectionality
(Crenshaw 1989) which is used in the context of legal studies, the sociology of social and
human rights movements, etc. In this sense, it is unsurprising that the notion of intersectionality
is said to be “the most important theoretical contribution that women’s studies, in conjunction
with related fields, has made so far” (McCall 2005). Additionally, other authors, like Elisabeth
Lloyd, put forward a line of arguments in favor of the integration of feminist methodological
tools with mainstream science and philosophy. This could be done by modifying the relevant
normative constraints that are at play in these disciplines: for example, promoting critical
thinking, openness in research and strengthening the plurality of its relevant criteria (Lloyd
1997).
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UTIEP TNG EVOWHATWONG GEUIVIOTIKWY JEBOSOAOYIKWY EQYAAEIWY OTN cLPPBATIKY Ghocodia Kal
ETMOTNYN, EVIOTCOVTAG pia oeipd anmd opEAN, OTwG O TTOAQTTAQOIAOPOG TWV KPITNPIWY, N KOLTIKA
OKEWPN, KABWGS KAl N avoiKTotnTa (openness) Kal N avektikotnTa (Lloyd 1997).

20pdwva pe ™ Sandra Harding n obyxpovn ¢iocodia TNG emoTthung SlakpiveTal Kupiwg oe
TPEIG KATELOLVOEIG: TOV GEUVIOTIKO epumelplopd (feminist empiricism), TN GEPIVIOTIKY OKOTIA
(standpoint theory) kait Tov GepvIoTKO peTapovTePVIoO (feminist postmodernism). 2To I0TOPIKAG
onuaoiag €pyo Tne «The Science Question in Feminism» xapToypadnoe TNV avepxopevn TOTe
dEUVIOTIKN TAON KPITIKAG OTNV ETILOTHUN, TTOL OTOXO EIXE VA TIPOKAAECEL VA «UETACKNUATIONO
oTa bla Ta BepéNa TNG EMOTAUNG KAl TNG KOUATOUPAG» (Harding 1986). MNapd TIG eTepOKAN-
TEC MOPASOXEC PETAED TWV GEUIVIOTIKWY PELUATWY UTTOPOLV OAEC VA TTIPOOHEPOLY, ACKWVTAG
KOITIKA, r)/Kat emavanpoodlopi{ovTasc TOuG OPOUG TWV OXETIKWY CLINTACEWV.

E€aitiac, Aommodv, Twv Sladopomolncewy Kal TwV AVTIBECEWY OTO 10 TO ECWTEPIKO TNG PEULVI-
OTIKNG Mapdadoong, 6a ATav SUCKOAO va SlaTuNTwBEL pia yevikeupévn amodn yopw amd auTrv.
H oxeTikr ou{ftnon amokta Babog, mapd TIG SUOKOAES TNG, OTAV TPAYPATOTMOoIETAl HE OPOUC
mépa and avTolc Tou BIOAOYIKOD SIMOAOL «AvOPEC—YLVAIKEC» Kal OTAV TTAEOV N GEUIVIOTIKNA
TPOCEYYION TTAVEL VA YIVETAL QVTIANTITA WG ATTAA EVOXANTIKY, OAAG Bewpeital CNUAVTIKA KAl
anapaitnTn WC TTOATIKNA TTPAEN, TOCO YIA TIC EMOTAPES, OCO0 Kal yia TN hocodia. Kat’ emékta-
on, N GEUIVIOTIKI OTTTIKA OTOXEVEL O€ Wia QVTIOEEIOTIKN KOITIKI TTPOCEYYION GO0V adopd OTOUG
KAGOOULG TTOL TTAPAYOULV YVWOoN A SlEPWTWVTAL TTAVW CE AUTH KAl JE aQUTOV TOV TPOTIO, EVW
urevBupiCel TN cuvdeon PETAEL TNC BlwPEVNG EPTEIRIAC, TNC TALTOTNTAC TWV LTTOKEIIEVWY KAl
TOU TTPORAAPATOC TNG YVWONC KAl TNG EMOTNUOVIKAC EYKLPOTNTAG.
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In this sense, Sandra Harding distinguishes between three feminist traditions: feminist empiricism,
feminist standpoint theory, and feminist post-modernism. In her seminal work “The Science
Question in Feminism” she developed a feminist critique of contemporary science whose
primary aim was to “challenge the intellectual and social foundations of scientific thought”
(Harding 1986). Even though there are substantial differences between these traditions, it
is clear that they can make valuable contributions to contemporary thought (by criticizing,
challenging presuppositions, etc.).

For these reasons it is difficult to provide a unifying link between different feminist traditions. It
is particularly important to make sure that feminist theory is not merely seen as “annoying” but,
instead, as an integral and important component of contemporary science and philosophy.
Even though feminist thought is closely linked with political action it can still have a role in
philosophy and the sciences. In essence, its main objective is an anti-sexist critique towards
every knowledge-producing domain, while also reminding us of the link between experience,
the identity of subjects, and the problem knowledge and scientific validity.
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