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decades form Kourany's point of departure and her response to these questions builds on their
insights. This way of approaching science differs from mainstream philosophy of science in two
crucial respects: it locates science within its wider societal context rather than treating science as if it
existed in a social, political, and economic vacuum; and it points the way to a more comprehensive
understanding of scientific rationality, one that integrates the ethical with the epistemic. Kourany
develops her particular response, dubbed by her the ideal of socially responsible science, beyond
the gender-related questions and contexts that form its origins and she defends it against a variety
of challenges, epistemological, historical, sociological, economic, and political. She ends by
displaying the important new directions philosophy of science can take and the impressive new roles
philosophers of science can fill with the approach to science she offers.

"This is an excellent and valuable book. Philosophy of science should matter-science is the
dominant knowledge system of our age, and philosophers are supposed to be experts on
knowledge--but it's sometimes hard to believe that a lot of it matters at all. Kourany here makes a
serious and uncompromising attempt to figure out how we got to this point, and what we should do
about it. This is the kind of book that should be widely read and talked about by students of
philosophy of science as well as by professionals."--John Dupré, University of Exeter, United
Kingdom, Perspectives on Science

"The book and its SRS [Socially Responsible Science] ideal have much to recommend them.
Kourany demonstrates the ongoing relevance of the tradition of feminist epistemology and
philosophy of science and argues compellingly for considering the social responsibilities of science
and philosophy of science."--Matthew Brown, University of Texas at Dallas, U.S.A., Philosophical



Studies

Janet Kourany believes that philosophers of science should be mobilised to support socially
responsible science (SRS). She introduces the idea of SRS with reference to issues that concern
women, issues that have, in particular, to do with women (still) lacking equal status with men. She
begins her opening chapter with four quotations from international bodies such as UNICEF which
cite facts about lower wages for women, preference for male children in many countries and
violence against women. The next sections mention some scientific research that actually
perpetuates sexual inequality and discrimination; for instance psychological research findings that
see differences in male and female brains which implies that the latter are 'inferior'. Kourany then
asks whether something should be done about this. Surely we can all agree that something should
indeed be done, for presumably the research she mentions is bad in the sense that the findings are
wrong, and we can all agree that one of the aims of science is to correct or reject bad work. Such
corrective endeavours would therefore tend to help women by showing that they should not be
denied equal status because, for instance, their brains differ from men's. Kourany then writes,

the above [issues] have analogues that pertain to race and ethnicity, sexual orientation, physical
disability, and other struggles for social justice. Science can be a powerful ally in these struggles
too, and in these struggles, too, science has all too frequently done more for the cause of inequality
than for equality (p. 14).

The book is about philosophy of science after feminism, for not only should philosophers of science
rally to the feminist cause, they should also concern themselves with these broader social issues. I
am not convinced, by any means, by everything Kourany has to say about philosophy of science
and SRS (and, some of the time, by the way she says it, and I have in mind here her penchant for
sentences without verbs!). However, Kourany and I are very much on the same side when it comes
to the need for science -- all of science, both pure and applied -- to be directed as much as possible
for the benefit of people and society and away from special interests, and in urging philosophers,
and others who study science, to support this agenda. Our differences are really only about the
details. Moreover, I think Kourany would acknowledge that she has a pretty big agenda and that this
book is only a beginning. She covers a good deal of ground fairly quickly, and it is clear that more
needs to be said about many of the topics raised. In this sense, then, the book is somewhat
programmatic and should be read as such. The big questions addressed in the book include the
following: Why is it that philosophers of science have (tended to) neglect matters that have to do
with socially responsible science, feminist critiques of science, and such like? (Why, in other words,
is philosophy of science what it is today?) What can feminist studies offer by way of changing the
direction of philosophy of science or of offering new directions? What are the challenges to this new
way of doing philosophy of science and how are these challenges to be dealt with? And finally, what
are the prospects for this new kind of philosophy of science? These big questions correspond to the
four chapters in the book following the introduction.

Turning to the first big question, Kourany gives a synopsis of developments in philosophy of science
since the professionalisation of the subject, which she dates from the middle of the last century. She
traces the traditional concerns with issues such as theory structure, confirmation, explanation, and
so forth to the influence of the Vienna Circle and to Hans Reichenbach's distinction between the
contexts of discovery and justification. It is clear that if one is not interested in considerations that
led scientists to do certain kinds of research and come up with certain discoveries, then one will not
be interested in those scientists concerned with or motivated by SRS. However, Kourany points out
that at least some of the members of the Vienna Circle were interested in social and political matters
and that these concerns were lost when influential members transplanted themselves to the United
States. But, as most of us who worked in the field know, the fact that logical empiricism was not a
success did not mean philosophers of science decided that what had gone wrong was a failure to
contextualise science. Some claimed to pay attention to the history of science, but Imre Lakatos,
notoriously, thought it required rational reconstruction. Others looked to more effective methods of
analysis, such as informal set-theoretical methods after the fashion of Patrick Suppes. For my own
part, for what it's worth, I have recently given up my (thirty-year) subscriptions to Philosophy Of
Science and British Journal for the Philosophy of Science because of the increasing specialisation



of the discipline: I am not a philosopher of biology, though I find it interesting when I can understand
it, and philosophy of physics is now just too technical, and there is little else in these journals. I wish
there was, and I hope philosophers of science will become engaged with SRS, but I think they will
not only have to change their ways, but acquire new means to do so (more on this point later).

The next chapter, Chapter 3, called "What Feminist Science Studies can Offer", I found to be the
least satisfactory in the book. This is not because it was not a good idea to include a chapter of this
sort -- indeed one of the key ideas of the book is that philosophers of science should follow the lead
of feminists who have already sought to contextualise science, and, moreover, Kourany has defined
SRS as a broadening of the feminist project to include social justice for all. The problem I have with
the chapter is that it engages in a discussion of Helen Longino and others that seems a little too
detailed and critical for the purpose for which it is intended, and I think this is because the chapter
has appeared elsewhere and in a different context. If (possibly recalcitrant) philosophers of science
are to be persuaded to follow the lead of the feminist philosophers, I think it would have been better
to give a more general overview of the work. This could have been done keeping the (laudable)
overall objective of the chapter which is to show that the ideal of SRS is a good candidate to replace
the ideal of a value-free science. I have to say that Kourany's presentation of this option (pp. 67-77),
in the form of a kind of debate, could have been a little better.

The following chapter, "Challenges from Every Direction", addresses a variety of challenges to SRS,
and it is very well done. The challenges are five-fold: epistemological, historical, social, economic,
and political. What are these challenges to, exactly? It is to any kind of interference in science and
any attempt to direct science. For instance, Michael Polanyi remarked that "you can kill or mutilate
scientific advance, but you cannot shape it" (Kourany considers this as part of the epistemological
challenge to science, though I think, like much else, it was in fact a political challenge, designed to
keep scientists in command of their own research agenda.) I think the simplest response to those
who say that science cannot be directed or shaped is to say that nearly all of it is shaped and
directed. The real challenge is changing the direction, away from projects that involve things like
weapons research and development which absorbs by far the largest proportion of the R&D budget,
to SRS-type projects.

One can go a step further and explain why science is directed and shaped by adopting Kuhn's
account of normal scientific research. Kourany mentions this alternative, but does not finally commit
herself (I would be happy to do so). The historical challenge, as Kourany understands this, can be
disposed of quickly. She considers here Lysenkoism and Nazi science. The latter was essentially a
curtailing of science, of branding certain sorts of physics 'non-Aryan', while the former was a
distortion of the content of science. One can, of course, be a realist about science, think that science
aims to describe the world as accurately as possible, and still believe that science should be socially
responsible. That just means that one tries to describe those things in the world that assist socially
responsible projects. Thus, we can all condemn Lysenkoism and Aryan Physics. Kourany then
considers that if science had simply been left alone to get on with what it does best, we would not
have had these distortions of science, and she introduces her discussion here of the sociological
challenge with mention of the Mertonian norms. But these were supposed to regulate the scientific
community considered as a kind of autonomous system whose aim was to produce 'certified
knowledge'. So while this maybe insulated science against Lysenkoism and other distortions, there
was no guarantee, or motivation, to produce anything socially useful. And, as Kourany correctly
points out, Merton was surely painting an idealised picture of science. There is much other good
sense and critique in this chapter.

Now to the final chapter, "The Prospects for Philosophy of Science in the Twenty-First Century".
Having done the hard work in showing that SRS is not something that is impossible or contrary to
the 'essential nature of science' or distortive of scientific advance, we come to the positive side, what
philosophers of science should be doing. There are two related areas of new work that Kourany
suggests. The first is to analyse, criticise and clarify the professional and ethical codes of conduct of
professional scientific bodies, such as the American Physical Society, the American Chemical
Society, and so on. The second is to help clarify science's research goals in the light of these values
and (I assume) in view of the overall aim of SRS. As to the first of these new areas, Kourany states



that this is the business of philosophers of science because it is a normative project and
philosophers of science "have deep grounding in normative issues" (p. 118). I'm not quite convinced
that philosophers of science have all the skills needed to work in this area, because I believe a fair
amount of familiarity with moral philosophy is also needed. A moral or ethical code of science that
goes beyond the requirement to uphold some self-serving set of institutional values will express
moral values, and I am not convinced that philosophers of science have, on the whole, a deep
grounding in moral issues. So I think that this endeavour is more inter-disciplinary than Kourany
suggests, and to the extent that the task of clarifying research goals involves the application of
moral values so it too will need more than the traditional skills of the philosopher of science.

The very last section of the chapter, Kourany's final thoughts, is about public intellectuals and why
philosophy of science has produced next to none. The obvious answer is that they have nothing
much to say to the public about the things that the public is concerned about. I agree with Kourany
that they should engage with matters that concern the public, matters to do with equality and social
justice, with misuse of research funds on war and weapons research, on health programmes for the
benefit of rich white folks, and so forth. All of us in the field should take what Kourany says seriously
and do our best to take part in the kinds of work she identifies in her excellent book.

Â·Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â  Intuitions, especially when sharpened to insight, furnish premises for arguments,
and wisdom synthesizes arguments from very diverse perspective.Â  Thus, just because JK may be
characterized as a radical feminist does not mean that she should be rejected (or supported) on that
account.Â  (Your experiences?) Rather, we want to learn from her argument and from opposing
lines of intuition and reasoning.Â  The motto here is â€œFirst understand, then criticize.â€•Â 

Â·Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â  The pattern of sequencing inquiry in terms of truth, beauty, and goodness
inclines us in the direction of the thought that we do well to withhold goodness conclusions until after
the truth work has been done.Â  If this suggestion is honored, it would imply that it is not wise to
constrain scientific inquiry by imposing a political agenda on it.Â  (Your ideas?)

Â·Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â  On the other hand, the Crito pointed toward a mutual dependence of inquiry into
fact (the political significance of the fact of Socrates as a life-long Athenian citizen found guilty of a
capital crime) and value (the practical significance of Sâ€™s and Critoâ€™s long-standing
commitment to justice).Â  If this suggestion is honored, it may increase our receptivity toward
JKâ€™s advocacy of the social responsibility of science. (Your ideas?)

Â Â Â Â Â  The concept of justice here is held up in abstraction from any historical understanding.Â 
History is largely presented as a story of the oppression of women (though some recent steps of
progress are noted).Â  But the more progress women make the weaker the argument for radical
remedies becomes. Â A broader perspective on history might possibly weaken JKâ€™s case.

Â Â Â Â Â  The concept of equality is taken as a self-evident and supreme value with very little
analysis or supporting argument.Â  One may agree that there is a problem of gross inequality of
wealth and power, and that social equityâ€”to be realized over timeâ€”is an important goal.Â 
Nevertheless, equality is only one value of many to be sought in social, economic, and political
contexts.Â  Some other rights are military defense, preservation of peace within national borders,
education, and individual liberties including rights regarding property, freedom of speech, religion,
and so on.Â  It may distort things to exalt just one value.

Â Â Â Â Â  Philosophical reflections on sex and gender have begun to develop difference theory as
well as equality theory.Â  In what ways are women and men equal? What if men and women are
both equal and also complementary?Â  (Some of the research results reported on page 5 may be
interpreted in these latter terms.)Â  Â If complementarity is part of the story, then we need to think in
what ways they are equal and in what ways they are complementary.Â  Moreover, if either
dimension is held up without leaving room for the other, the result will be one-sided, foolish, and
harmful.

The professionalization of philosophy of science. Â Â Hans Reichenbach (1938) said that



philosophy of science should do rational reconstruction of scientific reasoning (â€œthe context of
justificationâ€•) setting aside the psychological and sociological factors in the actual reasoning
process of scientists (â€œthe context of discoveryâ€•).

Obstacles to success.Â  Mid-20th C. philosophers of science recognized the narrowness of
[Reichenbachâ€™s] project, on account of its inability to grasp the importance for science of e.g.,
(a) the ability of a theory to predict novel phenomena and (b) the â€œprogressivenessâ€• (Lakatos)
of some research programs, e.g., Newtonâ€™s (26).

Early â€“twentieth-century philosophy of science: the Vienna Circle. Â Â The Vienna Circle (but not
Carnap) had leftist social reform Â intentions (32) along with its anti-metaphysical â€œunified
scienceâ€• platform (wanting to bring all sciences under a single umbrella) and challenging the
interests of the promoters of racist science.Â  Otto Neurath (34) spoke for the interconnectedness of
phenomena making it impossible to isolate a set of phenomena or statements (e.g., observation
statements or â€œprotocolâ€• statements) that could be the Foundation for the rest of science.Â 
The â€œscientific world conceptionâ€• was regarded as a tool to transform society for the better
(35d).

After WWII, philosophy of science became part of the cultural Establishment and adopted centrist
attitudes (where the dangers of totalitarian political distortions were far less) and philosophers of
science tended to become silent on politicsâ€”despite the fact that, by the end of the twentieth
century there was extensive evidence of, and widespread discussion of, the commercialization of
science and the politicization of science and the mutual influence of science, business, and politics
(37df).

Prognostic reflections.Â  (a) First of all, the classic twentieth century project of abstract logical and
mathematical analysis of scientific reasoning will and should go on.Â  It will enrich and be enriched
by the contextualization process.Â  (b)Â  â€œTHE GOAL OF PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE IS TO
ARTICULATE SCIENTIFIC RATIONALITYâ€•â€”and to aid in its development (42c).

Note: The following discussion is added by JHW and is not part of Professor Kourany's text.Â 
Contemporary feminism along with other egalitarian movements as they were observable from the
1960s owed much to the polarizing heritage of Marxism's social-economic egalitarianism, in both its
more and less reasonable aspects.Â  Here is one reconstruction of Marxism.

Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â  The ideal of value-free science.Â  Feminism challenges â€œthe
eighteenth-century idea that science deals with facts and that facts are distinct from values; the
nineteenth-century idea that the sciences should be impartial resources for the solution of social
problems; and the twentieth-century idea that the establishment of scientific truths is a purely
epistemic affairâ€• (54).

Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â  Sociology of science showed that it was normal for values to inform
scientific work.Â  â€œAny scientific contribution . . . was a product of a particular time and place, of
a particular social and cultural location, of particular interests and values; a â€˜view from
nowhere,â€™ from a psychological and sociological vantage point, was simply naÃ¯veâ€• (55).Â 

Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â Â  Feminists disagreed on how to re-organize thinking in the light of these
emerging considerations.Â  Some feminists wanted more objectivity, proposing feminist questions
as a way of discovering possible bias.Â  Other feminists wanted â€œa new and better
understanding of scientific objectivityâ€• (55).Â  This will be JKâ€™s proposal: define objectivity in
both epistemic and political termsâ€”so that objective science supports the cause of social reform
(57).


