foxes are the better predictors: Within the expert group,
foxlike predictors clearly outperform hedgehogs. Second,
the other main predictor of expert accuracy that Tetlock
discovers is how famous an expert is and how often he is
consulted by the media. Unfortunately, the correlation is
negative: The more well-known an expert is, the worse
his predictions. The experts that more people listen to and
read are systematically the worst predictors.

I have focused on some of Tetlock’s fascinating findings
(there are other intriguing analyses, such as his study of
counterfactual historical judgments). Tetlock also spends
a great deal of time exploring counterarguments by
hedgehogs that their cognitive style really does make for
better predictions, once we get clearer about what is a
“better” prediction. Throughout, Tetlock impresses the
reader with his intellectual honesty, never failing to do
justice to alternative hypotheses. I do not wish to suggest
there are no worries at all about the data or his analysis: It
can be very difficult to track down in the appendix how
many were asked which questions; looking for raw data
can be frustrating. These though would be mere quibbles.
This is a great book.
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Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2005. 336p. $45.00.
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— Nicholas Xenos, University of Massachusetts at Amherst

The conceit framing Keith Topper’s fine and necessary
book is that the state of social science methods has grown
so disordered it has even come to public attention, first
when the journal Social Text unwittingly published Alan
Sokal’s parody of poststructuralist jargon and the now
defunct Lingua Franca exposed the hoax, and then when
the so-called Perestroika movement emerged to challenge
dominant approaches in political science. Because the first
instance attacked the perceived consequences of epistemic
relativism in the social sciences generally and the latter the
rigor mortis resulting from an allegedly hegemonic notion
of scientific rigor in its discipline in particular, Topper’s
conceit allows him to play the role of Odysseus steering
through the straits, lashed to his hermeneutic mast while
shunning the Manichean siren songs of scientific monism
to the one side and empty pluralism on the other, and
heading for more open, ecumenical waters. It also enables
him to claim that all this tacking to and fro has a public,
political import. Indeed, he asserts that his primary con-
cern in this book is “with a set of contemporary questions
about the ways in which particular methodological com-
mitments enable or constrain one’s capacity to identify
and act upon opaque power relations that sustain forms of
domination” (p. 12).

Topper is a good critical guide through the troubled
waters of methodological dispute. The basic outlines of
that dispute are well known. It has revolved for a long
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time around the question of the relationship of the social
to the natural sciences, generally involving arguments over
the nature of their respective objects of study and pitting
those who argue that one method of study fits all against
others who claim, on ontological and/or epistemological
grounds, that the social sciences require methods peculiar
to them. Topper does not waste much time on the back-
ground to all this and moves instead into an extremely
well-informed engagement with recent debates. His pur-
pose is to develop a form of hermeneutics that is both
pragmatic and antinaturalist without being antirealist.
Although fully half of the text is devoted to a thorough-
going critique of Richard Rorty’s pragmatism and anti-
foundationalism, which Topper finds both not pragmatic
enough and burdened with its own metaphysical baggage,
and another chapter explores Roy Bhaskar’s critical real-
ism, the main purpose of these chapters is to explicate and
defend the hermeneutics Topper associates primarily with
Hubert Dreyfus and Charles Taylor. Even though Topper
agrees with Rorty that “there is no language-independent,
pretheoretical access to either nature or social life,” he
rejects Rorty’s claim that there are therefore no important
differences between the natural and social sciences (p. 75).
Instead, Topper turns to the claim of Dreyfus and Taylor
that the social sciences display a doubly hermeneutic char-
acter. While both natural and social science entail “a shared
background of meanings and practices” that make inter-
pretation integral to their functioning, the social sciences
have as their objects self-interpreting subjects. Thus, social
science “requires both (1) a grasp of the background webs
of meaning and practices that are the precondition of all
science and all intelligibility, and (2) an understanding of
the background self-interpretations of the objects (per-
sons, groups, cultures, classes, and the like) being studied.
Moreover, this second feature places constraints on the
first, namely, that social scientific vocabularies must retain
some connection to the self-interpretations of the objects
being studied” (p. 76).

On his own terms, it is important for Topper to dem-
onstrate that this hermeneutical approach makes possible
the sort of exposure of power relations supporting domi-
nation that is his purpose. He rightfully criticizes Rorty
on just this point, arguing that Rorty’s strict separation of
incommensurable private and public spheres—represented
in his writings as the ironist’s realm of self-creation and
the liberal realm of justice, respectively—and failure to
provide sustained descriptions of the social practices that
underlie private projects “follows the time-honored liberal
practice of insisting solely on a division of these spheres,
while ignoring their historical and conceptual interrela-
tions” (p. 101). In contrast, among the examples consis-
tent with the hermeneutical principles Topper advocates,
the most significant are to be found in Pierre Bourdieu’s
several studies of social and political institutions. In his
chapter on Bourdieu, whom Topper sees as unfortunately

March 2007 | Vol. 5/No. 1 161


https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592707070284

Book Reviews | American Politics

neglected in Anglophone political theory, Topper charac-
terizes Bourdieu’s work as involving the explication of “the
precise ways in which contingent social norms, practices,
and structures become ‘naturalized’” and thus is intended
“to open new spaces of political agency and resistance, to
liberate social and political actors by enabling them to
shape and act upon those forces that previously shaped
and acted upon them, and to facilitate interventions in
those chains of causality that restrict the development of
more vital democratic institutions and practices” (p. 157).
By attending to the nondiscursive sources of what Topper
calls “ordinary violences,” such as in linguistic or cultural
competences, Bourdieu exposes dimensions of power that
“are neither simply consented to nor simply imposed”
(p. 180) and are otherwise opaque to the view of many
institutionally centered approaches in political science.
Having put Bourdieu forward as a style of inquiry that
conforms to the basic tenets of his pragmatic hermeneu-
tics, Topper returns, in his concluding chapter, to Pere-
stroika and the calls for methodological pluralism. Here,
Topper claims that he is staking out a unique position by

claiming that, rather than affixing positive or negative judg-
ments to this or that method, “we are likely to gain better
purchase on the stakes of methodological debates if we
examine closely the potential gains and losses that attend
the use of particular methodological approaches in spe-
cific contexts” (p. 189). Using Bourdieu’s work as a bench-
mark, Topper then assesses several well-known examples
of work either in the area of quantitative research or ratio-
nal choice theory. His judgments here may be controver-
sial, but his points are generally well taken and his larger
intention to provide the basis for judging the contribu-
tions to political inquiry of specific works rather than to
advance either monolithic dogmas or anything goes
vacuities should be welcomed.

Topper likely overstates the public political stakes in
the methodology wars—it is doubtful that anyone beyond
the shores of academe is really paying attention—but that
does not diminish the value of this responsibly thoughtful
book to those of us trying to negotiate our way through
the reefs.
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This pathbreaking edited volume combines a classic arti-
cle with 10 original essays to present a comparative exam-
ination of the women’s movement. As the title indicates,
analyses largely revolve around the U.S. case, with com-
parison carried out over time or in relation to cases in
other countries. In bringing together this group of prom-
inent and emerging scholars of women’s movements to
place the United States in international perspective, this
volume works to fill a large gap in the literature.

This set of essays is effectively geared toward two audi-
ences. Because of the combination of rich detail and sophis-
ticated yet accessible development of theory, it is ideally
suited for courses on gender, politics, and social move-
ments. At the same time, social movement scholars will
find a generous array of top-notch theory building based
upon new material derived from primary sources.

In her introductory chapter, volume editor Lee Ann
Banaszak lays out three theoretical concepts that orient
the essays that follow: resource mobilization, political
opportunities, and ideational factors (i.e., frames, dis-
course, identity, and culture). Banaszak rightly empha-
sizes that these concepts often causally intersect rather than
function independently, an argument confirmed by many

162 Perspectives on Politics

https://doi.org/10.1017/51537592707070284 Published online by Cambridge University Press

of the chapters (p. 17). The importance of preexisting
communications networks, as argued in Freeman’s classic
essay “The Origins of the Women’s Liberation Move-
ment” republished in this volume, is also a theme in many
of the chapters (p. 27). Using the Banaszak and Freeman
chapters as keystones, volume contributors build theory
relating to the causes and consequences of the women’s
movement, producing an unusually rich and cohesive
volume.

All of the nine original substantive chapters have mer-
its, yet several deserve special mention. Nancy Whittier
presents a brilliant comparison of the second and third
waves of the U.S. women’s movement, providing new
insights through which to better understand and place
into perspective this latter wave. She argues that both the
radical “younger branch” of the second wave and the third
wave are best understood as grassroots organizations that
share a nonbureaucratic approach to many of the same
issues of concern to women, despite an otherwise signifi-
cant political generational divide.

Lisa Baldez and Celeste Montoya Kirk compare Chile
and the United States for a sophisticated inquiry into the
conditions triggering women’s collective action. They point
to two changes in political opportunities. First, a shift in
political context generates a new rhetorical framework con-
ducive to women’s coalition building. Second, a common
“precipitant” prompts women’s mobilization—the per-
ceived failure in both cases of male officials to act on
women’s concerns (p. 136). These authors are particularly
adept at making clear the interdependence of their guid-
ing theoretical concepts.
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