
has been both difference and similarity among the schools of HE, with the differences
being largely complementary, and the similarities becoming more obvious.

For instance, radical political economists developed an analysis of segmented
labor markets, long waves, power, and economic democracy to which other schools
were sympathetic. Post-Keynesians had a view of uncertainty, the monetary theory of
production, and endogenous money that other schools found very useful. Feminists
began working with Marxists, institutionalists, and social economists while also
developing their own perspectives of class, gender, and ethnicity, which mirrored
advances made by other schools. Social economists reoriented their analysis to ethics,
morality, and trust in the institutions while including other schools in their themes.
Even Austrians seemed to look at institutions, uncertainty, endogenous money, and
qualitative changes in a way strangely similar to other schools.

Lee recognizes that a community of heterodox scholars is currently being
generated at a time when orthodoxy is becoming stronger. This paradox is perhaps
due to things that are in the forefront of heterodoxies’ concerns with uneven
development, sectoral metamorphosis, contradictory tendencies, and heterogeneous
groups and agencies. HE is developing an impressive edifice of theory and empirics.
Principles and stylized facts have been and continue to be developed concerning
historical specificity; circular and cumulative causation; contradictory processes
within the institutions; different groups of classes, genders, ethnic groups, and
nations; uncertainty and risk; and uneven development and sectoral metamorphosis.

Fred Lee believes that the edifice of heterodoxy is superior to orthodoxy in being more
attuned to the realistic workings of the institutions of capitalism and its alternatives.
Major advances are being made to develop a community of heterodox scholars in many
countries. Orthodoxy periodically takes ideas from heterodoxy to improve its own ability
to understand the world. Currently, heterodoxy is advancing in leaps and bounds as
thousands of scholars work together to develop a more coherent framework of analysis.

Lee has been doing a major service to humanity in documenting the rise to
prominence of heterodox economics at a time when economics has lost some of its
prestige in the face of financial crisis, ecological destruction, and loss of trust in many
nations. But will the heterodoxy of today be the orthodoxy of the future? It may well
be the case if HE manages to inculcate hundreds of scholars of a similar caliber to
that of Fred Lee in advancing its theory and empirics. This is an outstanding book
that deserves to be on the shelves of pluralistic economists and good libraries.

Phillip Anthony O’Hara
Global Political Economy Research Unit, Curtin University, Australia

Roger Backhouse and Philippe Fontaine, eds., The History of the Social Sciences
since 1945 (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2010), pp. x, 256, $26.00. ISBN
978-0-521-71776-2.

doi: 10.1017/S1053837211000186

Roger E. Backhouse and Philippe Fontaine declare two purposes in bringing together
these essays. The first is to focus explicitly on the development of the social sciences
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in Europe and North America since 1945 on the premise that World War II marked
profound changes in the social sciences. Secondly, the editors intend these essays on
separate disciplines—psychology, economics, political science, sociology, anthropol-
ogy, and human geography—to ‘‘pave the way toward an integrated history’’ of the
social sciences, and in the last chapter they produce a stimulating ‘‘prolegomena’’ to
such a history (p. 5). The disciplinary chapters are expertly done and informative, but
only the Backhouse essay on economics attempts a comprehensive disciplinary history.
The others limit their focus geographically or topically, giving substantial attention to
British perspectives, and do not always cooperate in making the editor’s synthetic case.
Readers of the Cambridge volume on the history of the modern social sciences in the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries (Porter and Ross, eds., 2003) will not be altogether
surprised by these essays (two authors are the same), but the book as a whole brings the
last sixty years into sharper relief and deepens analysis of important issues. Backhouse
in particular sets a high standard in combining a practitioner’s acute understanding of
his discipline with an historian’s understanding of the multiple contexts that shape it.

Backhouse’s essay on economics makes the strongest case for marking a new period
in social science history at 1945 and provides the template for the synthetic essay on all
the social sciences. The historical consequences of World War II, he argues, shifted the
whole landscape of economics, making American practitioners and disciplinary insti-
tutions predominant. At the same time, economists’ wartime experience, development of
new statistical and modeling techniques, and the influence of new standards of scientific
rigor reconstituted economics as an engineering-oriented science. The editors construct
a common history largely by suggesting that the major factors at work on economics
were also—if differentially—at work on the other disciplines.

The factor most fully addressed by the separate essays is Americanization, and here
the other essayists display a good deal of resistance. Backhouse himself prefers
American ‘‘dominance’’ to the term ‘‘Americanization,’’ for he makes it largely a matter
of size, noting that many of the ideas behind the new mathematical and engineering
techniques originated in Europe. Mitchell G. Ash in psychology likewise emphasizes the
explosive expansion of the American discipline since the war, concluding that
psychology is now everywhere ‘‘deeply dependent . . . on American research styles
and professional practices’’ (p. 30). Robert Adcock and Mark Bevir, however, taking
political science in the United States and Britain as a case study, find a narrative of
Americanization inadequate to the ‘‘contingent transnational exchanges both ways’’
(p. 71) and the highly selective British appropriation of theories and methods. Jennifer
Platt echoes that judgment in regard to sociology and, as in political science, finds that
American influence peaked before 1970, with greater European selectivity thereafter.
Writing on human geography as an Anglo-American enterprise that became a social
science only after the war, Ron Johnston also finds a mixed picture of commonalities
and differences. Adam Kuper, focused only on British social anthropology, links that
field to British institutional contexts from the 1920s through the 1960s—colonial rule in
Africa and university location in a few high-status institutions; only after the collapse of
the imperial project did the culturalist influence of American anthropology dominate.1

1Kuper here uses the work of Benoit de l’Estoile to revise his earlier judgment of the relative unimportance of

the colonial context to social anthropology. Cf. Porter and Ross, eds. (2003, pp. 369–370).
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American dominance has thus been more potent in disciplines whose conceptual and
methodological tools are abstract and mathematical but less powerful where the
disciplinary apparatus is more deeply imbedded in political, social, and cultural
contexts.

The editors’ other major factor in the transformation of the social sciences is the
technical, engineering orientation that emerged from social scientists’ experience
during the war and their desire for rigor in scientific method. Here again, economics
and psychology most fully embrace the task of management of modern society, while
social engineering and its methods grew in, but proved less constitutive of, the other
social sciences. Only in economics did the preference for rigor succeed in establish-
ing a firm orthodoxy around new mathematical and statistical tools, and around
market theories built on the presumption of individual actors and rational behavior in
accord with those tools.2 In contrast, Ash shows, rigor accentuated the distinction
between ‘‘hard’’ and ‘‘soft’’ methods in psychology, sharply dividing specialized
fields and then replicating the methodological split within them. Cross-cutting
divisions between fields of specialization and method appear to have proliferated
in sociology and political science as well. Adcock and Bevir’s excellent analysis
shows that political science reconstituted a loose ‘‘mainstream’’ influenced by
behavioralism but still grounded in the modernist empiricism that took shape in
the 1920s, and that competing conceptions of theory and method survived in
distinctive subfields.3

Changing intellectual and political contexts added further sources of conflict.
While positivist theory undergirded the desire for rigor in the post-war decades, the
criticisms of positivism launched by humanistic approaches to the social world after
1970 legitimated hermeneutic methods and valorized culture. Economics was least
affected by this epistemological shift. The largest effects were felt by anthropology,
followed by sociology and human geography, as well as differentially by country.

Politics—a major source of conflict that shaped all the social sciences—appears
only sporadically in these essays. The editors alone try to consider its effects
systematically. In economics, Backhouse treads carefully in showing links between
economics and ideology: post-war/Cold War politics shaped the desire for scientific
rigor in a number of ways and the conservative political climate after 1970, as well as
economists’ esthetic preference for rigor, led to the rapid spread of the influential
neoliberal market model; in turn, the economists’ market model legitimated neo-
liberal ideas in politics and society.4 The editors suggest that the radical politics of
the 1960s and beyond, including feminism, most influenced sociology and reinforced
the proliferation of heterodox approaches in all the social sciences. Arguing that how
a discipline manages dissent from mainstream understandings is an important
determinant of the shape it will take, Backhouse shows that economics alone was
able to marginalize the dissent flowing from these multiple sources.

Economics thus followed a strikingly different path of consolidation over the
course of these decades, with neoliberal market theory only a variation of its

2For a more extended discussion of this point, see Backhouse (2010, chs. 6–7).
3For the continuing struggle over constitution of a ‘‘mainstream’’ in political science , see Monroe, ed. (2005).
4Backhouse expresses this link conditionally and in double negatives (pp. 65–66). He is more definite in

Backhouse (2010, ch. 8).
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dominant paradigm, while the other social science disciplines continued to frag-
ment.5 Ash describes psychology, the largest social science, as now hopelessly
fragmented. The fragmentation of sociology is not only discussed by Platt but
replicated in the form of her essay. Kuper declares at the outset that a comprehensive
history of even twentieth-century anthropology is ‘‘impossible.’’

Lest the narrative emerging from these essays be mainly a story of increasing
separation between and fragmentation within the social sciences, the editors place
a good deal of emphasis on cross-disciplinary efforts. The number of such efforts is
impressive, particularly from 1945–65, fueled by the search for solutions to common
social problems and the hope of ‘‘an integrated theory of the individual and social
behavior’’ (p. 210). The editors call attention to the central presence of psychology in
many of these efforts and the more imperial style of economists’ cross-disciplinary
ventures. They conclude nonetheless that these efforts, while creating a subset of
genuinely interdisciplinary practitioners, worked to define disciplinary borders as
well as to build bridges, and represented less efforts at cooperation than competitive
efforts of different disciplines to capture the social field.

Though still thinly and incompletely sketched, then, something like a picture of
the contemporary social sciences emerges from these essays, replete with astute
observations and suggestive insights, and calling for further historical study. A social
science whose central purpose is the ‘‘management’’ of society is deeply imbedded in
society’s ideals, languages, norms, and practices, as in its institutions and structures
of power. That imbeddedness, together with contemporary perspectives in episte-
mology, raise an issue only intermittently broached in these essays: reflexivity, the
recognition that social scientists operate not as observers of a reality outside them but
as participants within it. The implications of that condition have only begun to
penetrate the social sciences—from economists’ dawning recognition that market
actors’ expectations can be shaped by economists’ own theories and prescriptions to
anthropologists’ sometimes debilitating anxieties of interpretation, but reflexivity
offers historians an especially rich field. If social scientists generally do not
understand their own ideas and practices as shaping and being reshaped by the
social world they study, that understanding comes easily to historians.

The editors’ emphasis on the mid-century transformation of the social sciences
also needs to be weighed against longer views. As periodization changes, so too does
significance. The longer term conceptual continuities highlighted by the essays on
political science and anthropology as well as by the essays in Porter and Ross (2003)
can be treated as precursors to post-World War II developments or as indicative of
deeper characteristics and contexts. In economics, a long-term view would highlight
the underlying bias of neoclassical economics towards laissez faire as well as the
contingent conditions in the 1970s that, as Backhouse emphasizes, moved economics
to a neoliberal market paradigm.6 In sociology, the longer time frame would reveal
not continuity, but the striking decomposition of the realm of the social since the
1970s. The nineteenth-century discovery of society and the importance of social

5Backhouse notes a recent broadening of methods in economics, as in the use of experimental methods and

behavioral economics, methods that revise some assumptions of market theory but still conform to the canons of

positivist science.
6See Mary Morgan in Porter and Ross (2003, pp. 297–298).
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theorists in defining modernity gave sociology jurisdiction over a thick understanding
of social milieu and structural narratives that oriented modern society in time and
place. As that social-historical understanding has eroded, so too has the coherence
and confidence of the discipline.7 Instead, the growth of economics and psychology,
and the pervasiveness of their languages of the market and management of the self,
reinforce the understanding of society as a realm of merely aggregated individual
behaviors. The editors’ striking closing image of the social sciences as competing ‘‘to
force their own conception of society on each other so as to emerge as the main
providers of solutions to its problems’’ (p. 223) suggests the importance of attention
to this ongoing history.

Dorothy Ross
Arthur O. Lovejoy Professor Emerita of History

Johns Hopkins University
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