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In La main visible des marchés (The visible h , Thibault Le Texier

marketing. This story is centered on what thor, an associate researcher to the
Centre Européen de Sociologie et de Science Politiq@e de la Sorbonne (CESSP), calls
“marketing rationality,” namely a “coheren
whose genesis, specific logic, and diffusi

structured, and prescribed there, main cholarly textbooks.

: enesis of this marketing rationality. In the
nineteenth century, “domesti uals included recommendations addressed
to housewives to orient thems within a commercial offer that was diversifying but
whose quality was unceftain. e turn of the century, “agricultural marketing” manuals
i and livestock products, who had to find ways to sell
kets made accessible by agriculture and road and rail
e fromagricultural marketing was then systematized, formalized,
et goods and services, leading to the establishment of “modern
the author, “since the 1920s, the marketing rationality has
as evolved little” (p. 71).

connect them (chapters 13 to 19). Marketing rationality is what puts in tune the multiple
mediations aimed at bringing together consumer demand and producer supply as
markets multiply and expand. The author then looks at how marketing rationality has
been invested with an expansionist mission by some of its theorists. Attempts to
implement marketing in fields as diverse as politics, non-profit organizations, or “self”
marketing are examined in turn (chapters 20 to 22).

Throughout these pages, two major arguments emerge. The first is that the marketing
rationality has succeeded in animating, connecting, streamlining, and harmonizing a
vast set of products, channels, and consumers, to the point that these, put together, form a
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system. By “marketing system,” Le Texier means “the general arrangement of society
with a view to ensuring an abundant flow of goods between distant producers and
consumers” (p. 418). In this system, the strength of marketing rationality rests less on its
ability to guide consumer choices, or even to manipulate them, than on giving supply
players (i.e., producers and traders) the means to act on the market without seeming
to. The “ruse” of marketing is to promote the figure of the consumer-king or -queen, to
bend to their free choice and whims to better attract them. For the author, “marketing is a
subordinate power, a servant power: it achieves its full effectiveness when it puts itself—or
seems to put itself—at the service of subjects” (p. 103). The author’s second thesis is that
marketing rationality struggles to impose itself outside its original domain, that of trade in
goods and services. For Le Texier, marketing rationality travels badl ering in this
from managerial rationality, which he has studied for his PhD diss e i

agement
marketing
that critical

focus on textbooks and

laboration of knowledge that partici-
1 nce this movement of formal

rationalization has been accomplished

subject that occupies most of the book i

economic and social spheres. On these

a formal rationality, the authorZ @ i

First, if we stick to form, ity alone, one can regret that the author does not

diffusion of this rationality in different
s of the constitution and dissemination of

640) informs us about oach followed by the author. Le Texier has produced a
corpus of approxim:

does not give a ¢ presentation of this corpus. He does not explain his strategy

for analyzing , and neither does he offer a guide allowing his specific
contributios ifferentiated from academic work on marketing that he also
builds ext of the development of this prescriptive knowledge, the
audiences hich they were intended but also their material form, are not presented

in the book.

Second, prescriptive books are not a self-sufficient source for describing the
dynamics of diffusion of knowledge, which mobilizes a wide variety of actors,
institutions, and scales, and are likely to come up against competing rationalization
processes. These processes of transformation and social recomposition, which in the
Weberian approach fall under material rationalization, are generally absent from the
book. Admittedly, the author shows that the knowledge of marketing, stabilized and
made consistent, comes to materially equip market exchanges. But the marketing
rationality seems to impose itself, and to float above the commercial exchanges that it
tends to streamline, by harmoniously aligning channels, products, and consumers. It
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is unfortunate that the author does not focus more systematically on formal rationality
compared with other historical approaches to marketing, whether it is studied through
the lenses of its spokespersons, such as trade associations (Chessel 1998) or the trade
press (Cochoy 2014), the structure of power in productive companies (Fligstein
1990), or social movements (Cohen 2003; Johnson 2019).

Third, the project appears unconvincing when the author is concerned with passing
severe judgments on the social sciences of marketing. Le Texier abruptly considers that
“the social sciences have abandoned this object” (p. 160). Works in history are presented
as descriptive, precise, but specialized, and “little careful to articulate the different facets
of marketing” (p. 636). Faced with so-called critical approaches, which denounce the

manipulations of marketing and advertising, and the extension of tk d of commod-
ification, Le Texier offers a plea in favor of marketing, unfairly c ccording to
him. But the author, himself a sociologist, directs his harshest c omprehen-
sive approaches in economic sociology, which “do nothi he work of
marketing and repeat what its specialists have been sayi 'y’ (p. 640).

, and mobilizes
researchers from different traditions and approac ple, Cochoy and
Dubuisson-Quellier 2013; Zwick and Cayla 201 , and Kjellberg 2010;
Geiger et al. 2014). Far from “repeating” what marketi rofessors say, these works

way—without being limited to
grating devices, organizations,
s are often incomplete or flawed,
ether they emanate from the public
d their representatives, or from institutions
other, apprehend the market as a political
the only ones to make the market, hence the
ompanies and in the market and non-market spaces
pvern.

ways of doing things, and strategies.
and they come up against other fra

interest of studying themgin 't
that they intend to orgafiize and
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As the title clearly indicates, Peter Galbacs’s publication provid hat part
of Milton
istorically.

odology ... 7!

realistic underpinnings of the
4, “Realism and Instrumen-
on of realism in the works of
conomics?,” proposes that the
cturalist,” used in this book should

The next chapter, “Agents and Structures,” inv
microfoundations of both Friedman and Luca
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The reason for having written isithat Galbdcs is disappointed in the history
5 ic thought found increasing irrelevance,
and empty instrumentalism” (p. xii). History of
economics has become nd rejective.” What is needed instead, according
to Galbdcs, is a “su d positive attitude,” a discussion of the history and
methodology of ne i “as a neoclassical economist” (p. xi).

D

the absence of social res

indicates, the bo i ‘structuralist approach,” but the work does not explain
what this me
point, so it is an endeavor to put forward a history
y writes on itself” (p. xii), while it is not explained what such a
neoclassica oriography could be. A few pages later, the target has moved a bit:
attempts to provide a realist interpretation of Lucasian macro, I wanted
to show what a methodologically underpinned neoclassical history of economic thought
would look like” (p. xiv). Based on this latter wording, I assume that a “structuralist
approach” means a methodological underpinning by a realist approach. This assumption
seems to be confirmed in Chapter 1: “the ultimate purpose of this book is to argue for a
plausible realist reading of Lucas” (p. 18), and “the central thesis of the present book
[is] to highlight that Lucas ... established a firm and powerful realist connection to socio-
economic reality” (p. 39). In other words, Galbécs wishes his book to replace a historical
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