
others related to the civil rights movement. In addition, Favors combed HBCU campus-
based newspapers and the Black press to craft and tell a story of HBCU students’ con-
tributions to African Americans’ freedom struggle in the United States. This is significant
given that the perspectives reflected in these sources reveal the thoughts and viewpoints
of those living within the constricted confines of a Jim Crow South.

American society sought to crush the hopes and aspirations of its African
American citizens. The African American community has vehemently fought this
in many ways for more than a century. Favors’s work shows how college students
at HBCUs contributed to African Americans’ freedom struggle over almost a century
and a half, beginning before the Civil War and lasting through the modern civil rights
movement and into the mid-1970s. I believe Favors’s work begins to scratch the sur-
face of HBCUs and their students’ contributions to American history. His work calls
for education historians and historians of the African American experience to look
more closely at the institutions created in the wake of the Civil War that sheltered
and educated generations of African Americans seeking, as did their ancestors, an
education and their right to be participatory citizens of the American republic.
There are stories that remain untold about these unique institutions. This work
should inspire others to more fully uncover the rich history of these institutions
and their students’ contributions to our shared American history and African
Americans’ freedom struggle in the United States.
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On an unseasonably warm April day in Chicago 2003, at the annual meeting of the
American Educational Research Association (AERA), psychologist Russ Whitehurst
stood up to deliver a talk entitled “New Wine, New Bottles.” Whitehurst was the
director of the newly created Institute of Education Sciences (IES), and he set
out to describe the reasons that the Education Sciences Reform Act of 2002 and
IES—which the act created—were necessary, and what he hoped these would do
for educational research in general.

Citing long-standing complaints about education research’s proclivity for theory
development and advocacy, Whitehurst argued that research in the field ought to
focus instead on workable strategies that are “relevant to practitioners and policy
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makers.”1 He outlined four areas of emphasis: effective instructional practices, stan-
dards and assessments, education finance, and closing achievement gaps. And he
specified that the randomized controlled trial provided the best evidence on which
practitioners can rely, though quasi-experimental and correlational designs were
also fine, and qualitative methods had a supporting role to play in certain
situations.2 This research agenda represented the “new wine” in his title; the federal
funding agency represented his “new bottles.” The basic project Whitehurst outlined
in 2003 continues to drive the agenda and methods of influential educational research
to this day.

It was difficult for me not to think of Whitehurst’s talk—the denigration of theo-
retical and advocacy work, the emphasis on creating knowledge for practical use, and
the veneration of the randomized trial—as I devoured Solovey’s magnificent Social
Science for What? Although Solovey focuses on the mission and the tribulations of
the social sciences at the National Science Foundation (NSF) in particular, the titular
battles that he chronicles resonate widely, largely because the historical contexts that
shaped the NSF—the Cold War, the social movements of the 1960s, and the rise of
Reagan conservatism—obviously shaped other organizations and fields as well.
Education specialists will find Solovey’s book quite relevant to their own interests.
As I did, they might also find it meticulously and exhaustively researched without,
somehow, reading ponderously—a neat trick!

The book’s exhaustiveness owes primarily to its scope. In order to give readers a
sense of the battles and the seesawing political demands that caused the social sci-
ences’ star to rise and fall cyclically at the NSF, Solovey cannot afford to leave any-
thing out. He begins with Vannevar Bush’s 1945 Science—the Endless Frontier, the
report that proposed something like the NSF, and he carries the narrative all the
way into the Trump administration. As he does so, he sets himself the unenviable
task of accounting for several synchronic phenomena simultaneously: the NSF’s
internal organization and mission, the policy-making environment surrounding the
NSF, the evolving place and prestige of the social sciences within the agency, and
the agency’s direct and indirect influences on the practice of social science beyond
its walls. In light of this ambitious and complex undertaking, the book’s readability
stands out all the more starkly as a major accomplishment.

Amid this richly layered historical narrative, two clear through lines emerge. The
first is a simmering and unresolved struggle over whether the social sciences are really
scientific in the mold of the natural sciences. In this respect, the story of the social
sciences at the NSF is indistinguishable from the global story of the social sciences
in the latter half of the twentieth century as a whole. Assumed to be less “mature”
than the natural sciences, the rigor of social science methods and the quality of
their theoretical questions were constant sources of anxiety for both social scientists
and their patrons. Solovey terms the view that the social sciences are indeed partici-
pating in the same project as the natural sciences “scientism,” which he notes has a
“specific sense” in his usage. On this view, there is a “unified scientific enterprise” of

1Grover J. Whitehurst, “The Institute of Education Sciences: New Wine, New Bottles,” American
Educational Research Association 2003 Annual Meeting Presidential Invited Session, April 22, 2003, 4–5.

2Whitehurst, “Institute of Education Sciences,” 5–7.
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which the social and natural sciences both partake (pp. 12–14). Over and over again
in the twentieth century, regardless of the personal views of NSF leaders and social
scientists themselves, the agency finds itself compelled to justify its funding and its
projects by appealing to scientism in Solovey’s sense.

To pick one nit with Solovey’s book, here, the distinction between his “specific
sense” of scientism and the more common sense seems to obscure rather than to clar-
ify the internal relation between them. It can come to look like all Solovey is discuss-
ing under the flag of scientism is this theoretical belief in the unity of the sciences,
thus unhooking that belief from its practical ramifications—which is where the
more common understanding of scientism becomes necessary. This more common
sense of the term holds that science is the sole source of trustworthy knowledge
(p. 1). The very reason that the NSF must constantly publicly appeal to scientism
in Solovey’s sense is therefore rooted in scientism in the ordinary sense. Even though
these two senses really are different from one another, as their definitions are suffi-
cient to show, they rarely appear in isolation in the real world of policy and practice.
The use of each tends to imply the other. Given the amount of time Solovey devotes
to the entanglement between social science practices and the politics of social science
funding and oversight, I’m not sure it makes sense to put the more ordinary under-
standing out of play. Is it less clunky to regularly have to say “a unity-of-sciences
view” than it is to regularly have to talk about a “long-standing commitment to first-
rate scientific inquiry and scholarship at the hard-core end of the social research con-
tinuum” (p. 273), which is more or less what the ordinary sense of scientism involves?

The second through line wending through the book derives from the anxiety over
the status of the social sciences vis-à-vis the natural sciences to which scientism in
both senses responds. The ambiguous value of the social sciences for producing trust-
worthy knowledge about the world that can guide public action exposes the social sci-
ences to political attacks, both for their perceived weakness in this regard and for their
potential power. Solovey notes throughout the book that NSF funding for social sci-
ence programs consistently pales in comparison to funding for the natural sciences,
which reflects the relatively low opinion that public representatives hold of their trust-
worthiness and utility. At the same time, however, public funding for social sciences
is also under constant threat because of those representatives’ fears of its effectiveness,
its potential, lying right there in the name itself, to bring about “socialism” or engage
in “social engineering.” In this lose-lose setup, social science is unworthy of public
expenditure not only because of what it cannot do but also because of what it can.
Politicians of all stripes can at least agree on this: we shouldn’t fund the social sci-
ences. From the point of view of an education scholar, this is doubtless the most
depressing aspect of the story.

Solovey’s account of the NSF’s role in the Man: A Course of Study (MACOS) affair—
which he covers over the course of two central chapters—will be the most familiar to
educational historians and also the most revealing of the book’s main arguments. The
high hopes for MACOS, representing a turn toward applied science at the NSF, were
rooted in the social sciences’ potential for describing social reality rigorously and faith-
fully. And the conservative backlash against MACOS, based on the idea that social sci-
ence methods allow ideological indoctrination to masquerade as value-neutral
education, reveals the fear that they do not describe reality rigorously and faithfully at all.
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The MACOS debacle has weighed heavily on every subsequent proposal to feder-
ally support educational research. Think again of Whitehurst’s 2003 address at AERA:
it plays all the hits. Educational research should methodologically approximate the
natural sciences to the greatest possible extent; doing otherwise risks undermining
the unity of the sciences and exposing our findings to claims of ideological bias.
Educational research should also defer to the practical needs of school leaders and
policymakers when it comes to deciding which questions to pursue. In light of
Solovey’s work, we can see that this move offloads the risk involved in formulating
a research agenda, and that Whitehurst’s shortlist of addressable needs represents
only the most nonthreatening, instrumental avenues researchers might pursue. In
order to win monetary support, then, from IES and many private funders alike, edu-
cational researchers have to take pains to assuage the same kind of anxieties that have
dogged the NSF’s social science programs since the agency’s founding. They have to
claim to be no different from the natural sciences in either their ability to represent
reality or their ideological neutrality. Solovey’s excellent book reminds us that educa-
tional research is not alone in this. For social scientists, this has always, and literally,
been the price of the ticket.
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Desegregation as a means of attaining equivalent education has received significant
attention in the literature since Brown v. Board of Education (1954). The historical devel-
opment of the desegregation process has been, and still is, an essential issue affecting
Black people and Black education in the South. In Just Trying to Have School: The
Struggle for Desegregation in Mississippi, Natalie G. Adams and James H. Adams explore
the multifaceted story of racial desegregation in Mississippi public schools during the
late 1960s through the early 1970s. Adams and Adams make a critical contribution
to the history of American education by exploring how parents, students, teachers,
superintendents, coaches, and other community actors assisted in desegregating public
schools in Mississippi. Adams and Adams’s perceptive text brings readers into some of
the most intimate accounts of local Mississippians who were in school around or during
the time between Brown and Alexander v. Holmes County Board of Education (1969)
through riveting narratives about this unobserved aspect of the civil rights movement.
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