
engagement with the field of economic humanities, Edwards complicates and refines many of
the stories that Hewison told. Most importantly, she queries the notion that Thatcher, with her
mantra of popular capitalism, ushered in a new epoch in British social life. Thatcher’s govern-
ment may have sponsored a deregulation of the financial sector and sold off public assets, but
the forces that were shaping the economic landscape had a mixed lineage and were in motion
long before 1979. Nor did these forces necessarily run with the grain of Thatcherite thinking.
As Edwards demonstrate in chapter 3, the deregulation of the 1980s did create opportunities
for private financial investment. Yet, more often than not, it was financial and business elites
who determined the nature of these opportunities. There is little evidence of the popular
capitalism that was envisioned by the likes of Nigel Lawson.

Edwards also captures the double movement of the social changes that investment culture fos-
tered. In one sense, the increasing availability of investment opportunities and credit did create
space for new subjectivities to emerge. But identities were not remade by the sudden availability
of credit, and the “discourses and practices associatedwith investment . . . were as contradictory as
theywere complementary” (11). In chapter 5, Edwards drives this point home by offering a com-
pelling analysis of the most elusive cultural icon of the eighties: the yuppie. Rather than trying to
establish the true identity of this sociological abstraction, Edwards instead uses representations of
yuppies to showhow investment cultures spilled over into the popular imaginary.What emerges is
a complex picture. Fewwriters and commentators shareda sense ofwho the yuppiewas, andmany
representations were punctuated by indifference. But the yuppie nonetheless “generated cultural
resources through which people could make sense of the world around them” (175).

Edwards distinguishes between two kinds of subject that circulated in financial discourses:
the “investor-citizen” and the “investor-shopper” (11). The former was something of an ideal
type: an informed consumer who saw the acquisition of financial knowledge as a civic duty. But
Edwards claims that in the concrete world of investment, it was the investment-shopper who
was more abundant. These individuals tended to be passive participants in the investment
process who allowed financial institutions to make decisions on their behalf. According to
Edwards, then, the reality of investment culture often undermined the politicized descriptions
of investors that tended to circulate in Conservative party literature.

Some readers may question whether we should be so quick to shift focus away from Thatch-
erism to the extent that Edwards invites us to. After all, there remains a compelling case that
Thatcher’s project initiated path-breaking policy change that imposed a new trajectory upon
the state. But even a skeptical reader will acknowledge the value of this innovative and com-
pelling book. By viewing the economic changes of the late twentieth century through a cultural
lens, Edwards has opened up new lines of enquiry that will occupy students and scholars for
many years to come. She has also told a lively story that helps us to think more carefully
about the way ordinary people navigated Thatcher’s decade.

Dean Blackburn
University of Nottingham
dean.blackburn@nottingham.ac.uk
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In one of the many striking anecdotes in Freddy Foks’s Participant Observers: Anthropology,
Colonial Development, and the Reinvention of Society in Britain, a history of the rise and fall
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of British social anthropology, Audrey Richards departs fromVictoria Station in 1930 to begin
her journey to what the British colonial state referred to as Northern Rhodesia. Her mentor,
Bronislaw Malinowski, comes to see her off and to gift her a bewildering range of colored
pencils so that she can organize her fieldwork notes: brown for economics, red for politics,
blue for ritual. Once in the field, overwhelmed by the challenges of applying the lessons of
Malinowski’s writings and seminars to her new environment—and perhaps by her own
skepticism—she asks, “how do you study a whole society, how do you do it?” (59).

One might ask the same question of Foks, who seeks to chart the shifting place of social
anthropology in Britain’s intellectual culture. This goal takes him to many different settings,
both familiar and unexpected—from the South Pacific to Bermondsey. Throughout, Foks
excels in revealing the paths not taken, the views that did not win out, the quirks and oddities
of personality and thought that shaped large-scale disciplinary structures.

Foks traces the rise of anthropological knowledge through the 1920s and 1930s as a prop to
colonial development. He follows this story through the apex of anthropological prestige in
1950s Britain and its decline in the policy sphere thereafter. But much like imperial power
itself, Foks suggests, anthropological power was reconfigured and redeployed in the later
decades of the twentieth century rather than simply lost. In the later chapters of the book,
Foks explores the ways that anthropological knowledge was used in metropolitan British
culture as a way to understand the social. Ultimately, he suggests, the discipline was most
impactful in shaping debates about social change in Britain. These two narratives—the chang-
ing fortunes of anthropological knowledge about colonial development and the role of anthro-
pology within Britain’s intellectual culture—are both compelling, if not always as deeply
connected as they might be.

Foks begins his narrative in the early twentieth century, adding texture and nuance to the
story of anthropology’s professionalization and setting the stage for its increasing centrality
to the colonial state. He offers a fine-grained analysis of how and whyMalinowski’s perspective
came to dominate the field. Parsing the differences between Malinowski and his competitors,
such as Elliot Smith, Foks explicates howUS funding played an important role inMalinowski’s
triumph—but also shifted Malinowski’s own focus from the South Pacific to East Africa.
Expertly tracing the “dense intra-imperial academic network that stretched across Britain’s
settler colonies” (27), Foks brings to life the world of debate and dissent that characterized
this moment of “multipolarity with no single center of gravity” (28).

Foks brings a productive sense of friction to the world of British social anthropology, explor-
ing how scholars offered competing views of indirect rule and trusteeship in response to the
shifting demands of colonial politics. He is particularly effective in showing the range of polit-
ical possibilities that emanated from social anthropology, helping readers to understand why
this field was “for a time, an appealing body of knowledge for colonized peoples” (42) such
as Jomo Kenyatta. Foks offers insights into anthropological method, presenting close readings
of—for example, Lucy Mair’s fieldwork experience (though a suggestive argument about
gender is not fully developed)—and showing how the lessons of Malinowski were always
contested.

From here, Foks turns his attention to the place of social anthropology in British culture
more generally. He delves into the work of interwar anthropologists in British literary
culture and radio broadcasting, concluding that the dream of conveying anthropological
knowledge to a broader public was punctuated by frustration. Foks impressively charts the
precise lines of influence between Malinowski’s scholarship and interwar debates on the
British family. He rightly notes that interwar British debates on the family were an often
chaotic amalgam of conservative and progressive forces. To these debates, Malinowski (and
Margaret Mead) offered a vision of Pacific Islanders ensconced in “boring, but stable and sex-
ually well-adjusted marriages” (85). The precise scale of the uptake of Malinowski’s ideas can
be a bit murky: as Foks acknowledges, few received the precise lessons Malinowski wished to
offer.
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In the final three chapters, Foks explores what he sees as the debt of community studies
researchers who conducted fieldwork in 1940s and 1950s Britain to social anthropology. Yet
Foks also concedes the acrimony between anthropology and sociology during these same
decades and the vitriolic disavowal of anthropology by these same scholars. We benefit
throughout from Foks’s careful readings of canonical texts, such as Peter Willmott and
Michael Young’s Family and Kinship in East London (1957). More zooming out from these
texts, however, would have been welcome. Foks notes that the anti-statist views of Willmott
and Young were taken up by Conservatives, too, but it would have been helpful to hear
about these divergent political agendas. It is not always easy to discern the stakes of different
scholars’ ties to social anthropology, though Foks’s tracing of these ties is always painstakingly
executed.

Foks ends by considering how anthropological expertise was eclipsed by economics. He
offers intriguing, if not wholly convincing arguments that the last incarnation of anthropolog-
ical expertise was in the domain of social history. Social anthropology, he proposes, “prompted
historians to rethink modernization in the past, just as it began to be displaced as a way to think
about development in the present” (173). Arguing that social anthropology “fertilized”
debates in multiple domains, he suggests that the functionalist theory of social anthropology
“allowed historians to connect changes in one domain of social life to another” (174). Here,
the rubric of what counts as anthropological thinking occasionally becomes too capacious.
Overall, though, this is a sophisticated and polished work, one that displays Foks’ own
deeply impressive expertise on the inner workings of texts, scholars, and institutions.

Jordanna Bailkin
University of Washington
bailkin@uw.edu
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doi: 10.1017/jbr.2023.188

This might seem an odd time for a book-length study of British honors, an elite system of
awards that employs the power of the state to grant special privileges to some individuals
over others in a process that is opaque and undemocratic and both reflects and reinforces
gender and racial hierarchies in British society. But in Tobias Harper’s capable hands, this is
what makes From Servants of the Empire to Everyday Heroes: The British Honours System in the
Twentieth Century so timely. While he examines the entire honors system, Harper’s main
focus is on the newest Order of Chivalry, the Most Excellent Order of the British Empire,
known widely as the OBE. This honor was intended to be more inclusive than traditional
orders. It failed in that respect, but it did succeed in revitalizing the idea of honors in a mod-
ernizing Britain. Thus, the OBE provides an excellent perch from which to think about
meaning making, historical change, and the persistence of hierarchies in a democratic society.

The Order of the British Empire was created in 1917 to honor ordinary people—including
women—doing extraordinary things for the nation in a time of total war. However, most
appointments went to those to whom honors had always flowed: elite, white men who held
positions of power and influence in the military, civil service, and society as a reward for
their loyalty to the state. The attempt to make this hierarchy more inclusive failed, Harper
argues, because it was structurally tied to traditional orders whose meaning depended funda-
mentally on exclusivity and secrecy. Yet, while the new order was not as inclusive as originally
intended, it became wildly popular, and continues to be taken very seriously. How could this
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