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Abstract

This paper explores Feminist Standpoint
Theory (FST) and the concept of Strong
Objectivity with a focus on the foundational
contributions of Sandra Harding, Donna
Haraway, and other influential feminist
epistemologists. FST challenges the
traditional, androcentric model of scientific
objectivity by emphasizing that all
knowledge is socially situated and shaped
by power structures. Marginalized
perspectives—particularly those of women
—are positioned as offering epistemic
advantage by revealing hidden assumptions
within dominant paradigms. Concepts such
as Haraway’s “God trick” and Harding’s
critique of spontaneous feminist empiricism
are introduced to expose the illusion of
neutrality in science and knowledge
production.

Building on philosophical traditions from
Hegel, Marx, and Lukécs, the paper
highlights FST’s transformative potential

Key Phrases

for reshaping not only science but also
applied domains such as medicine and
artificial intelligence (Al). In particular, it
investigates how the failure to account for
gendered and social biases in medical
research and algorithmic design can lead to
harmful outcomes and reinforce structural
inequalities. The paper argues that
incorporating feminist insights—especially
the principle of strong objectivity—into the
development of Al systems can improve
their fairness, transparency, and social
relevance. Rather than seeking value-
neutrality, future scientific and
technological research should embrace
positionality as a tool for producing more
responsible and inclusive knowledge.

Feminist Standpoint Theory (FST) emphasises the unique perspective of women (and other
marginalised groups) in producing scientific knowledge. FST argues that suppressed
perspectives (especially women’s) offer deeper insights into science and society. It insists
that starting research from these standpoints reveals power dynamic and hidden
assumptions within dominant scientific paradigms. Feminist Standpoint Theory aims to
reveal power structures and reshape science from marginalised perspectives. Additionally,
FST argues that marginalised perspectives (especially women’s) offer deeper insights into
science and society and criticise dominant, androcentric, i.e. male-centered, influence. FST
ist strongly influenced by the traditional Standpoint theorists Marx, Hegel and Lukacs who
claim that the oppressed see what the dominant do not. Feminist Standpoint theorists
search for radical transformation of how science is done. The main question is, if feminism
should radically transform science?

In contrast, Spontaneous Feminist Empiricism (Harding’s term) refers to feminist scientists
who practise more rigorous and careful methods without necessarily naming or framing
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their work within a specific feminist philosophy. Spontaneous Feminist Empiricism focuses
on improving existing methods, often without radical critique and often avoid challenging
mainstream scientific norms. The main question here is, if feminism should just reform
science?

Strong objectivity, a concept developed by Sandra Harding challenges the traditional notion
of “objectivity” in science and knowledge production. It says that incorporating the
perspective of marginalised groups can strengthen the standards of objectivity in research.
In contrast to the traditional objectivity, which eliminates all biases, suggesting that starting
from marginalised perspectives can actually lead to more comprehensive and relevant
knowledge. Instead of pretending that researchers are neutral observers, strong objectivity
argues that acknowledging and analysing one’s social position (race, gender, class, etc)
actually leads to better, more accurate knowledge.

These researchers may unconsciously contribute to feminist insights through better scientific
practise, even if they don’t explicitly challenge mainstream paradigms.

Philosophers like Helen Longino (1990) and others have developed more sophisticated
feminist philosophies of science, showing how objectivity can coexist with social values.
They argue that feminist insights aren’t just critiques form the outside but are part of
developing better science.

Sandra Harding critiques in her text the dominant (,androcentric”) conception of science,
which often ignores how gendered assumptions shape research questions, methods, and
interpretations. It argues that recognising these biases can lead to more accurate and
responsible science.

Feminist Standpoint Theory is seen as radical and transformative, drawing from traditions
like Hegel, Marx and Lucdcs, to understand how marginalised perspectives offer a more
complete understanding of society and knowledge production.

For more than 40 years feministic research has focused on the concept of objectivity,
questioning what kinds of knowledge are considered objective, wether feminism needs
objectivity, and how it might be achieved. Feminist philosophers seek a balance approach,

showing that values and objectivity are not mutually exclusive.

Instead of simply critiquing existing disciplines, these feminist discussions have focused on
two key-related issues:

Politically motivated feminist research often produces more accurate and less biased results
than research claiming value neutrality, especially in biology and the social sciences.

< The paradox

Developing research that truly serves women — not just by studying their lives, but by
generating more complete and truthful knowledge about nature and society as a whole.

< The goal
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These concerns suggest that future scientific methods should be informed by past successes
of feminists research that has challenged bias and improved objectivity.

Weak objectivity or value-free research

Strong objectivity can be contrasted with the "weak objectivity" of supposed value-neutral
research.

Value-free science claims the ideal that science research, methods and results, should not be
influenced by non-cognitive values like personal biases or social or political backgrounds.
The goal is to make sure that research outcomes are based on neutral reasoning and not on
subjective biases.

The ideal of value-free science has come under sustained critique in recent decades,
particularly within feminist epistemology. From Sandra Harding’s standpoint, the very notion
of a neutral, disinterested science is not only epistemologically flawed, but ideologically
charged. It’s argued that a purely value-free approach is unrealistic since values influence
research choices and methods and even interpretation.

Rather than assuming science as standing apart from social and political contexts, Harding
argues that all knowledge production is situated—and thus shaped by the social positions of
its producers; this is referred to Weak Objectivity.

This critique raises fundamental questions: Can scientific inquiry truly yield value-neutral
and universally valid knowledge merely through theory formulation and empirical testing??
Traditional philosophy of science has often equated objectivity with the exclusion of social or
moral values, positioning value-freedom as a core epistemic virtue. Yet feminist theorists,
Harding foremost among them, argue that such an approach conceals the ways in which
dominant social interests are encoded into supposedly neutral practices.

Instead, Harding proposes a model of “strong objectivity”, which calls for the systematic
examination of the social location of the researcher and advocates for the inclusion of
marginalised standpoints as epistemically advantageous®. From this perspective, objectivity
is not undermined by acknowledging values—it is strengthened by reflexively incorporating
them into the process of knowledge production.

1 Introduction

Feminist Standpoint Epistemology and the Concepts of Objectivity — especially strong
objectivity — by Sandra Harding, Patricia Hill Collins, Nancy Hartsock, Dorothy Smith, and
Donna Haraway have been influential across various academic disciplines for nearly fifty
years. These theoretical frameworks have been the subject of extensive debate and analysis
at multiple levels. We declare the basic idea about Feminist Standpoint Theory as well as the
background of Strong Objectivity. At the meta-theoretical level, standpoint theory posits
that knowledge production is inherently dependent on one's position within systems of
social power and domination.
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Feminist Standpoint Theory, in particular, critiques androcentric worldviews in which
patriarchal structures - typically upheld by white men - establish dominant norms and
standards. Especially notable are the contributions of Sandra Harding and Donna Haraway,
whose work emphasises the centrality of perspective in the construction of knowledge.

A crucial element of this discourse is the concept of scientific objectivity. Here, a distinction
is drawn between "strong objectivity" and what Harding refers to as "spontaneous feminist
empiricism." In this context, Haraway introduces the metaphor of the "God trick," referring
to the illusion that scientists can occupy an omniscient, disembodied vantage point - viewing
the world from nowhere, without acknowledging their own positionality.

In particular the ideas of Sandra Harding’s article “Rethinking Standpoint Epistemology are
described: What Is ‘Strong Objectivity’?“ (Harding, 1993), in which the innovative and basic
subjects of knowledge in (feministic) empiricism and several stronger standards for stronger
objectivism are outlined. Furthermore, this article explores the differences between
Feminist Standpoint Theory and more Spontaneous or Empirical Feminist Approaches to

science.

These debates are influenced by earlier philosophical disagreements — such as those
between objectivists and social constructionists — but often go beyond traditional academic
concerns. The debate reflects broader tensions between reformist and revolutionary

approaches within feminist science studies. This is explained in detail in chapter 2.

After analysing the basic concepts and ideas we focus on medical research in women'’s
medicine respectively gynaecology (Biker, 2013). Sexism in medicine, especially in women’s
health research, leads to an understanding of women’s health not only from a biological
perspective but from the threat originating in societal and biological discrimination.
Androcentrism in medical research starts with the assumption of the existence of an gender-
neutral ideal subject. Future research should systematically address gender-specific variables

in both medical research and the design of artificial intelligence technologies.

The context of traditional epistemology offered by Feministic Standpoint Theory represents
a foundational shift in how we understand the relationship between knowledge, power, and
identity. Rejecting the epistemic assumption of a neutral, "view from nowhere" often
associated with positivist science, feminist theorists argue that all knowledge is socially
situated, and thus shaped by the position of its producer (Haraway, 1988). This situation, far
from undermining the validity of knowledge, can provide critical leverage to expose and
challenge the ideological underpinnings of dominant epistemological frameworks.

Standpoint theory claims that marginalised groups, particularly women, possess epistemic
privilege due to their structural location within social hierarchies. As Sandra Harding (1991)
famously contended, starting research "from the lives of women" allows for the production
of knowledge that is both critical and reflexive. This does not imply that such knowledge is
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immune to bias, but rather that it is more likely to illuminate the often-invisible structures of
power embedded in conventional scientific practice.

The metaphor of the "God Trick"—popularised by Donna Haraway—denotes the false
presumption of objectivity in science: a detached, all-seeing perspective that claims to
observe the world without being implicated in it (Haraway, 1988). In reality, the tools,
methods, and categories of scientific research are historically and culturally embedded,
shaped by the social values of those who design and carry out the research. The
"objectivity" claimed by traditional science, then, functions less as a methodological
safeguard and more as an ideological stance that obscures the politics of knowledge
production.

Moreover, standpoint theorists argue that science is not immune to the influence of cultural
assumptions, funding structures, and institutional interests. The outcomes of scientific
research are often reflective of these embedded social values, which are rarely uniform
across researchers or institutions (Longino, 1990). Thus, the illusion of a unified, value-free
science becomes increasingly untenable in light of diverse epistemic starting points and
divergent interpretive frameworks.

Historically, foundational elements of standpoint theory can already be found in the works
of Hegel (master-slave dialectic, Phenomenology of Spirit, 1807), Marx (capitalism and the
proletariat, Capital, 1867 and The Communist Manifesto, 1848), as well as in the writings of
thinkers such as Georg Lukdcs and Alexander Bogdanov.

Rather than advocating for a complete relativism, standpoint theory proposes a
reconstructive epistemology — one that centers the voices and experiences of those
historically excluded from academic discourse, while remaining critically aware of its own
limitations. Knowledge produced from such perspectives is not deemed universally
applicable, but rather contextually grounded and open to revision in dialogue with other
standpoints.

In this way, feminist standpoint theory offers a transformative model of inquiry, not by
discarding the aims of science, but by redefining its epistemic commitments. It invites us to
understand knowledge as a collective, contested, and historically situated process, and in
doing so, expands the scope of what counts as legitimate inquiry.

2 Reasons and background for Knowledge Claims

The Standpoint-Theory suggests that knowledge and scientific approaches starts from the
perspective of marginalised people rather than from dominant groups, since their
perspective leads to more insightful and more critical questions which can not be formulated
by the reality of dominant groups. Especially the perspective of women light up the
complete social order and the life of women and their experiences build the base for
scientific knowledge and research, from which scientific questions arise.

This approach doesn’t guarantee but can maximise objectivity.

Comparing the Standpoint Theory Approach with four other approaches leads to a precision:
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the ,,God-Trick”, the ethnocentrism, the realism and the production of knowledge from the
oppressed themselves.

God-Trick

The God-Trick is an expression which was invented from the feminist scientist Donna
Haraway in her influencing essay ,Situated Knowledges” (1988). The expression describes
the illusionary imagination that knowledge can be completely objective, value-neutral and
omniscient.

As if someone observes the world from a all-seeing God perspective who stands
above everyone but is nowhere located. As if someone can describe the world
without being part of it, without having one's own bias, interests or political views
respectively power.

Haraway et al criticise this God-Trick view, because every knowledge is always
situated from a certain perspective. Scientists do not work completely value-neutral
or all-above society, scientists work within in social, cultural, historical, political and
financial contexts. In particular, the God-Trick is necessarily used to underline the
perspective of the dominant group, to represent the dominant groups and to keep
out other voices and opinions. Basically it is the opposite of what we call in Germany
the ,,Minderheitenschutz" (minority protection).

Instead of the God-Trick view Haraway claims situated knowledge, the circumstances
of knowledge and its production is supposed to be clear in sense of origin and which
social aspects played a role: who exactly is the author, where was it written, and how
so to say was it written? This doesn't necessarily mean that objectivity is impossible,
but it has to be more improved regarding responsibility, contextual circumstances
and reflectivity.

Ethnocentrism

Ethnocentrism is the evaluation of other cultures based on the scale and values of
the own culture - often in the assumption the own culture is more sophisticated and
superior or normal.

Ethnocentrism means that people are convinced that their own culture, way of living
and values are superior and one and only possibility, the normal way. Other groups
are ”strange”, ,,odd” ,weird” and definitely inferior.

This viewpoint is problematic because it distorts the understanding of other cultures
and prevents an adequate and faire debate and legitimates existing social power
structures. Intercultural dialogues become impossible, prejudices, misunderstandings
and conflicts arise. Historically seen ethnocentrism enables colonialism, racism and
other forms of suppressed society structures.

Ethnocentrism ignores and destroys other perspectives, whereas Standpoint Theory
underlines that marginalised perspectives are most important to obtain complete
and critical knowledge.

Ethnocentrism claims to have an universal objectivity of its own perspective, whereas
Standpoint Theory enables diversity and context based knowledge.
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Relativism

Relativism is convinced that knowledge, truth or moral depend always relative to a
certain culture, perspective, language or individual experience, and is not absolute or
universally true.

The main issue is ,your truth does not have to be valid for me“.

There is no fixed scale for everybody which is obligatory for everyone, but there are
many different ways of perspectives.

Theres are four different kinds of relativisms:

a) Cognitive relativism - there is no such objective truth or knowledge, there are only
certain perspectives, which are valid only for a certain group or knowledge.

b) Morally or ethically relativism - there is no general universal valid moral, it
depends on situative or cultural aspects what morally irreproachable is and what ist
not.

c) Cultural relativism - every culture has to be understood from itself, there is no
upper culture which is supposed to value other cultures. For example: in some
cultures it is polite to greet unknown people when going for a walk, other cultures
perceive this behaviour as rude and offending. Relativism says both is correct in its
context. Critique can be expressed towards relativism because if everything is
possible and correct in its context, how can one criticise violation of human rights,
what is tolerable and what is not? If every knowledge is true in its context, than there
is basically no knowledge, knowledge becomes arbitrarily. The Standpoint Theory
states that relativism evens the wide range of perspectives, and those which disguise
injustice and power relationships.

d) Standpoint theory from the oppressed’s epistemic perspective - it is claimed the
critique that Standpoint Theory are ethnocentric compared to traditional epistemic
perspectives. Sandra Harding understands this thesis as promoting identity-based
knowledge projects—projects that both sustain and are sustained by identity politics.

Based on the thoughts of Combahee River Collective, the key idea is the focus of our
own suppression, which is embodied in the concept of identity politics. The deeper
and most radical politics come always from our inner identity, we do not engage for
other’s oppression but for ourselves. For example, Marx, an economist (not only),
and Engels, a businessman among other professions, both were not proletarians, but
did outstanding effort and became famous for their contributions to capitalism,
sociology and the analysis of the class structure. Also Hegel, who wasn’t a slave,
investigated the relationship and developed a critical understanding of the
relationship between master and servants.

So therefore these examples show two essential questions, i.e. first, which role plays
the marginalised experience in Standpoint Theory, and second, which special
resources and limitations offers the reality of dominant people when developing
objective knowledge satisfying Standpoint Theory. Finally, it is discussed that
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marginalised experiences give a variety of scientific problem statements and
possibility of research for Standpoint Theory, but doesn’t offer solutions. Another
main question which deserves to be focused on is how clearly researcher and
scientists are members of dominant groups themselves, e.g. through social
advancement of simply by birth, which is especially noticeable in countries with low
social system structures. Above all who live to science profit over average from their
status while trying to analyse them.

In the following chapter ,,New Subjects of Knowledge” Sandra Hardings introduces
the concept of Feminist Standpoint Theory (FST). As already mentioned the
traditional empiristic imagination of scientific knowledge is clearly criticised as being
objective, universal and free of historical and social circumstances. The classical
subject of knowledge is represented from a value-neutral, cultural-free and sexless
observer, but this is not effective but misleading.

Feminist knowledge has arisen from European and African women, from women with a

strong financial background as well as from financially weak women, from lesbians and

heterosexuals, from women of all religions and all nationalities.

Instead as pointed out, knowledge is always characterised by social and cultural or
biological contexts, especially by sex, ethnic factors or historical status. Nature-
science orientated knowledge seems to be objective only because of the social
circumstances, under which they arise, are usually unseen.

A special focus concentrates on a feministic approach, accenting that there is nor
Lyunique feminine knowledge”. Women from different social backgrounds, e.g. black,
muslim, lesbian, financially wealthy or financially strong women complement
different perspectives. Feministic knowledge is a diverse, plural and polyphonic
project, resulting from real life experiences and criticises structural power
relationships.

The Feministic Standpoint Theory is an groundbreaking theory within the feminism
debate, which underlines again that knowledge is always characterised by the social
position and experience of a person. FST argues that women und marginalised groups
have an individual and unique perspective and insights, which other perspective are
not able to or suppress them.

The most important key points are:

Focus on experience - the experience of women and marginalised groups are central
sources for knowledge. These experiences offer a critical perspective on social
structures, power relations and social norms.

Dependence on social circumstances - Knowledge depends always on the person’s
social position regarding sex, ethnics, financial status etc and influences its
perspective and understanding of the society.
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Emancipation through perspective diversity - considering different Standpoints
including women’s experiences, shows defects of society better so that they can be
changed.

Critique on objectivistic knowledge - FST questions for the idea of an neutral,
objective truth, which is independent of social contexts. It underlines instead that all
knowledge is characterised by social and political conditions.

In summary, FST points out, that marginalised groups, especially women, own unique
and valuable perspectives because of their position in society, which is more than
necessary for an comprehensive understanding of society. It requests that FST
perspective has to be considered actively in science, politics and society to support
social justice.

Harding now goes on to establish standards by building a connection between strong
objectivity and Feministic Standpoint Theory in order to maximise objectivity.

From this discussion now the position enables to draw on the innovative foundations
and subject of knowledge in feminist epistemology a set of stronger standards for
what is called “Strong Objectivity”.

Strong Objectivity requires that the subject of knowledge must be located on the
same critical ship as the object of knowledge. It involves a strong reflexibility - a
critical awareness that recognises how culture, particularly dominant (e.g. financially
strong, male) cultures, shape what counts as evidence at every stage of the scientific
process: from the selection of problems, to hypothesis formation, research design,
the organisation auf research communities, data collection, interpretation, and the
final reporting of results.

Strong Objectivity acknowledges that no individual or community of knowers can be
fully separated from their historical and social position. Therefore, those perspectives
must be considered as part of the object of knowledge.

In order to achieve this, scientific communities must be composed of diverse
members - not only those who benefit from existing social structures. A community
lacking this diversity cannot identify all social values and interests that influence
scientific research. Strong Objectivity therefore requires a political and ethical
reflection, and a commitment to exposing and understanding the values and interests
that shape science, including gender, ethnics, class, and historical inequalities.

3 Claiming Epistemic Authority: Why Feminist Standpoint Theory

Remains Irreplaceable

Sexism and female discrimination in women'’s health research

Feminist Standpoint Theorists as well as other feminist scientists developed a
different position in every kind of science which is outbreaking and clearly more
attractive for several reasons. On the one hand Feminist Standpoint Theorists as well
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as other feminist scientists aim to eliminate sexist and androcentric biases from
research results. They want findings that are not tied to gender roles—feminine or
masculine. In this sense, they do not seek to maximise value neutrality, which is
considered old-fashioned objectivity in research results.

Furthermore, in an important sense, epistemology and research methodology -
broadly speaking - have the same implications or are at least deeply interconnected.
What would be the point of a theory of knowledge that makes no prescriptions about
how to acquire knowledge, or a prescription for acquiring knowledge that does not
stem from a theory about how knowledge can be obtained? So why not adopt and
transform what sciences consider the scientific method, while keeping the idea of
objectivity intact?

Why not argue that standpoint theories have finally completed the search for a logic
of discovery that philosophers began and then abandoned decades ago? They call for
an operationalization of the scientific method that includes the context of discovery
and the social practices of justification within the relevant rules and recommended
procedures. What would be the point of a theory of knowledge that makes no
prescriptions about how to acquire knowledge, or a prescription for acquiring
knowledge that does not flow from a theory about how knowledge can be obtained?
So why not adopt and transform what sciences consider the scientific method, while
keeping the idea of objectivity intact? Why not argue that standpoint theories have
finally completed the search for a logic of discovery that philosophers began and then
abandoned decades ago?

The call for an operationalization of the scientific method that includes the context of
discovery and the social practices of justification within the relevant rules and
recommended procedures. Scientific method must be understood as beginning in the
context of discovery, where scientific problems are identified and bold hypotheses
are formulated. Then, starting with marginalized lives, it becomes part of the method
to maximise value neutrality—the old-fashioned objectivity in research results. This
possibility could be supported by the fact that some standpoint theories consistently
describe their work as both epistemology and a method for conducting research. As
attractive as this alternative is, | think it is not compelling enough to convince us that
only the method, and not the entire concept of objectivity, should be rethought. On
one hand, this strategy makes it reasonable to think that it is possible to achieve
value neutrality in research results. It implies that human ideas can somehow escape
their place in human history. But this no longer seems plausible in the new social
sciences of science. On the other hand, and relatedly, this strategy moves away from
the project of analysing how our beliefs—those regarded as true, as well as those
regarded as false—have social causes, thus reaffirming the crucial distinction
between subjects and objects of knowledge. It would make research results, judged
maximally objective by the scientific community, appear as if they have no social
causes but are merely the result of natural impressions on our ultimately polished,

PAGE 11 OF 16



glassy, reflective minds. The optics of knowledge then again differ for the subjects of
knowledge. Subjects of true knowledge, as opposed to subjects of mere opinions, are
disembodied and socially invisible, while their natural and social objects of
knowledge are firmly rooted in social history. Thus, the strong methodological
approach, detached from strong objectivity, maintains the opposition between
subjects and objects—an opposition that distorts reality and also has a long history of
exploiting marginalized people. The strong objectivity approach locates this widely
accepted difference between subject and object of knowledge within social history; it
also calls for a scientific explanation of this assumption. Thirdly, this strategy renders
reflexivity merely a perpetual problem rather than also a resource that standpoint
theorists have transformed it into. Observers change the world they observe, but the
refusal to strengthen the idea of objectivity makes it always seem threatening rather
than also a resource to maximize.

Also, the rapidly going field of Artificial Intelligence, which is increasingly being
applied in medicine, might not be free from male-centric assumptions. Artificial
Intelligence is primarily used in medicine in fields like radiology, dermatology and
pathology. However, it is now also applied in other areas, such as the analysis of
electrocardiograms or brain wave recordings in neurology. Al has become far more
present in medicine than most people realize. Many patients are not even aware that
the results they receive are often generalized by Al - rather than, as it was common
ten years ago, exclusively by an experienced physician. Of course, medical expertise
remains essential: doctors still review and interpret Al-generated results within the
appropriate clinical context.

Indeed, historically medicine has not exactly been a pioneer of gender equity. The
influence of values on (at least past) scientific engagement with biological sex
differences is hardly disputable. Thomas Laqueur (1990) termed this paradigm the
“one-sex model“, where women were minor non-developed men (Blker 2013).

The origins of academic women’s health research lie in the feminist health movement of the
1960s and 1970s, which vehemently criticized the patriarchal structure of medicine and
medical science. Key issues included:

® Paternalistic doctor—patient relationships, especially between male gynaecologists and
their female patients.

® Access for women to positions in medicine and scientific research.

® Transparent information and informed consent for women about diagnoses, treatments,
and risks.
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A milestone was the publication of Our Bodies, Ourselves (initially the booklet Women and
Their Bodies) by the Boston Women’s Health Book Collective (1973). It emphasized lay-led
health education, self-determination, and demystification of medical authority.

At the same time, self-help groups (e.g., teaching vaginal self-exams), feminist health
centers, and organizations like “Jane” emerged—providing illegal abortion assistance until
legalization in the U.S.

In Germany, from 1974 onwards, feminist health centers such as the FFGZ Berlin were
founded, alongside Hexengefliister — Frauen greifen zur Selbsthilfe. From the mid-1980s,
birth centers appeared as alternatives to over-medicalized hospital births, eventually gaining
statutory health-insurance coverage.

Two wings emerged within the movement:

®  The radical-socialist wing sought to completely reject institutionalized medicine and

pursued revolutionary change.

The liberal-reform wing aimed for reform from within, advocating for more women in
research and policy positions. They exposed issues in early contraceptive drugs (the
Pill, DES), insufticient risk disclosure, and unethical surgeries such as forced
sterilizations.

Even today it becomes problematic when medicine itself fails to withstand scrutiny
from a FST perspective as shown below. Beyond that, it is poses significant risks if
existing errors or biases within the data are not only perpetuated by Al systems but
are further amplified through algorithmic processes. Therefore a detailed quality
ausstanze is necessary.

In the now well-established field of women's health research, there is, on the one
hand, an increasing consideration of gender-specific aspects in clinical studies, which
has led to the successful identification of organic differences, for example, in
coronary heart disease, kidney diseases, or autoimmune disorders. On the other
hand, an interdisciplinary women's health research has emerged under the umbrella
of health sciences. This approach is characterized by its inclusion of social aspects of
gender as a variable and by understanding health not solely from a biological
perspective but also as being threatened by social discrimination against women
(Biker 2013).

Finally, it is at least paradoxical and highly confusing that the strong methodological
approach must actively activate the values, interests, and policies it considers
anathema only in the process of knowledge production. It is at least strange to call on
aspiring knowers to go out and reorganise social life—something necessary to
undertake such forbidden and difficult acts as beginning to think from marginalised
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lives—in order to achieve value neutrality in research results. Standpoint Theories
aim to remove the interests and values of dominant groups from research, so why
should they also eliminate the interests and values of successfully colonised
minorities—loyalty to femininity as well as masculinity—through feminist research?
But this does not make the results of such research value-neutral. It will still be the
thinking of this era that makes various distinctive assumptions, which future
generations and others today will point to us.

4 Conclusion and outlook for future research

The debate surrounding objectivity in the sciences is no longer confined to the
neutral sciences; it increasingly concerns the humanity and social sciences - for
example interesting is the field of law.

In this context the concept of Strong Objectivity, as developed by Harding, has gained
relevance. It calls for a critical reflection on the social, cultural and political positions
of knowledge producers, arguing that such reflection can lead to more objective
insights than those derived from an allegedly neutral standpoint. Against this
theoretical backdrop, the central research question emerges: to what extend are
Standpoint Theory and the concept of Strong Objectivity reflected in legal
scholarship? Specifically, this investigation aims to explore wether and how legal
discourse, methodology, judicial reasoning can be influenced or expanded by
acknowledging social positionalities. This inquiry also addresses wether law,
traditionally regarded as objective, neutral and universal, can accommodate such
epistemological approaches or wether it resist them. It might be worth it to highlight
an analyzation and critical reflexion on the relevance and potential implications of
Strong Objectivity for legal theory and practise.

On the one hand it might be preferable to handle legal questions from an traditional
objective viewpoint, saying that law has to be value-free, neutral and the same for
everyone. But it has shown that Strong Objectivity is applicable in legal scholarships
insofar as it helps uncover hidden power structures and implicit assumptions within
legal reasoning. While law traditionally claims neutrality and universality, feminist
and intersectional legal theories show that these claims often obscure the
perspective of marginalised groups.

Case example: Pregnancy Discrimination Aiello (1974)

In this US Supreme Court case, the Court ruled that excluding pregnancy-related
conditions from disability insurance did not constitute sex discrimination. The
reasoning was that not all women are pregnant, and therefore pregnancy
discrimination was not gender-based. From the standpoint of Strong Objectivity, this
decision reflects a dominant, male-centred epistemology that disregards the lived
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realities of pregnant women. Had the standpoint of those affected been considered,
the Court might have recognised the structural nature of the inequality.

Conclusion:

Strong Objectivity enhances legal analysis by not only asking what the law is, but also
for whom and from whose standpoint it is constructed. It thus serves a critical tool
for exposing legal blind spots and advocating for more inclusive and socially
responsive legal norms.

Case example: Gender specific research on Heart Attacks (L.S. Mehta, 2016)

For a long time, medical research on heart attacks was conducted almost exclusively
on male subjects. Symptoms, diagnoses and treatments have been developed using
the male body and the male experiences as the “neutral standard”.

However, women often show different symptoms during a heart attack - such as back
pain instead of the classic chest pain. These were long considered “atypical” and
often overlooked, leading to misdiagnoses, no longer waiting times in emergency
rooms, and worse survival rates for women.

Conclusion:

The medical knowledge produced was not neutral or objective, but shaped by the
Standpoint of male researchers and male bodies. This can be shown swell in medical
treatment; the dose in medicine is often tailored to the male body rather than the
female. Meanwhile the desire for Gender Medicine is also growing, the "Gender
Data Gap" in medicine refers to the lack or insufficient data on women in clinical
trials and research, which leads to unequal health care and research outcomes
between the sexes.

In relation to “Strong Objectivity” calls for explicitly reflecting on the social position of
the researcher, rather than pretending to be neutral or detached. Objectivity here
means not the absence of subjectivity, but the deliberate inclusion of diverse
standpoints - especially those excluded due to power relations. In this case: a
research approach that systematically investigates gender differences, includes
diverse subjects, and critically examines its own methods for bias is more strongly
objective, because it identifies and corrects for structural exclusions.
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