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INTRODUCING
PIERRE BOURDIEU

Culture provides the very grounds for human communication
and interaction; it is also a source of domination. The arts, science, reli-
gion, indeed all symbolic systems—including language itself—not only
shape our understanding of reality and form the basis for human communi-
cation; they also help establish and maintain secial hierarchies. Culture in-
cludes beliefs, traditions, values, and language; it also mediates practices by
connecting individuals and groups to insttutionalized hierarchies.
Whether in the form of dispositions, objects, systems, or institutions, cul-
ture embodies power relations. Further, many cultural practices in the ad-
vanced societies constitute relatively autonomous arenas of struggle for
distinction. Intellectuals—the specialized producers and transmitters of
culture—play key roles in shaping those arenas and their instdtutionalized
hierarchies. So argues Pierre Bourdieu, today’s leading French social scien-
tist.

With his election in 1981 to the chair of sociology at the prestigious
College de France, Pierre Bourdieu joined the distinguished ranks of the
most revered postwar French social scientists, Raymond Aron and Claude
Lévi-Strauss. A prolific writer and extraordinarily productive researcher,
Bourdieu has puhlished more than 30 books and 340 articles over the period
1958 ro 1995. Many of these works are collahorative, as Bourdieu is also
founder and direetor ol lus own research center, the Centre de Sociologie
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Européenne.! He directs his own sociological journal, Actes de la Recherche
en Sciences Sociales, and his own collecton (under the imprint, Le sens com-
mun) of more than sixty books with the French publishing house, Editions
de Minuit.? Indeed, it is no exaggeration to say that Bourdieu’s efforts have
culminated in the development of a veritable new school of ¥rench sociol-
ogy on a scale comparable to that produced earlier this century by one of
his principal sources of inspiration: Emile Durkhein.

Prompted in part by increased accessibility due to numerous recent
English-language translations of his work, interest in Bourdieu is rapidly
growing in Britain and the United States. By the late 198os Bourdicu had
already become one of the French social scientists most frequentdy cited
in the United States—surpassing Lévi-Strauss.! Bourdieu is perhaps most
widely known among sociologists for his carly work with Jean-Claude Pas-
seron on French higher education, particularly for their most frequently
cited hook, Reprodaction: n Education, Society and Culture (1977).* But he is
also recognized, particutarly among anthropologists, for his work on colo-
nial Algeria, which appears in The Algerians (19622), Ontline of a Theery of
Practice (19770, and The Logic of Practice (1ggoh). In addition, his contribu-
tions to the study of relations between culture and social class (Distinction:
A Social Critigue of the Judgement of Tuste [1984a)), the sociology of language
(Language and Synibolic Power [1991c]), and the sociology of culture (The
Field of Cultural Production [1993b]) are rapidly gaining recognition. Many
of his works are becoming standard references in current growth see-
tors like the sociology of culture. His work spans a hroad range of subjects
from ethnography among peasants in Algeria, to sociological analysis of
nincteenth-century artists and writers, education, language, consumer
and cultural tastes, religion, and science in modern I'rench society. Bour-
dieu is a major social theorist who also does empirical research.

1. Since entering the Collége de {“rancc, Bourdieu has shifted uwuch of his work to these
facilities, leaving che administration of his center o former collaborators, including Monique
de Saint Martin and Jean-Claude Combessic.

2. In 1993 Bourdieu left Editions de Nbouit to publish with Fditions du Seuil.

3. The Social Science (ttation Index vanking trom high to low in 1989 for leading French
intellectuals was the follawing: Foucault, Bourdiew, Lévi-Strauss, Derrida, Althusser, Sartre,
Poulantzas, Touraine, Lacan, Baudrillard, Boudon, and Aron.

T'he intellectual notoriety of Bourdieu has not always been so extensive, partcularly in
professional sociology. An examnination of the number of articles or reviews devoted to his
work in the core publications of the American Sociological Association (plus The Awericun
FJournal of Sociology and Socia! Forces) shows that over the period 1971 o 1985, Raymond Bou-
don and Alain Touraine in particular as well as Michel Crozier reccived considerahly more
attention (Crmnvlutive Index of Sociology Journals, 1971 1985).

4 Indecd, Repadaction has hevome someshing of a civation chesic, particabaely in the social
agy ol educiton, s more recent work on Freneh hiphier edueation s assembled in Fonm
Avtcdvmmeare QERLY andd L Noblese d Etrt (198000
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At the same time, acquaintance with his work has been fragmentary in
Anglo-Saxon countries. An early problem of lack of translations of key
works has now been rectified. Some of his work stressing the social repro-
duction effects of French education (Bourdieu 1973a; Bourdieu and Pas-
seron 1977) was translated before some of his earlier reflection on a theory
of practices (Bourdieu 1972). His conceptual development was thus read
out of sequence and he hecame narrowly classified as a social reproduction
theorist rather than appreciated for the broad range of conceptual concerns
anmimating his thinking. By 1994, however, all of Bourdicu’s major books
had been translated into English.

A sccond problem has been that carly interest in Bourdieu emerged
along sectorial lines of academic specialization, which tended to limit
knowledge of his oeuvre to the special concerns of selected fields, such as
anthropology or the sociology of education. His early international teputu-
tion and much ofthe initial critical evaluation in sociology were based on his
work on IFrench education—notably Reprodeection-—rather than his earlier
studies of Algerian peasants. Sociologists of education missed the anthropo-
logical concerns, garnered from his early research experience in Algeria,
that animate his sociology of modern France. Thus, his overall conceptual
framework has not received the kind of attention it deserves. Some of his
most significant contributions to social theory have gone relatively unno-
ticed. Moreover, someofthe criticisms leveled at Bourdicu appear to be based
on a partial understanding of his overall approach to the study of social life.?
Yet, as [ explain in chapters 3 and 4, Bourdieu’s suciology emerges from a
broad interdisciplinary background that reflects the particular organization
of intellectual discourse that characterized France in the 1950s and *6os.

And third, the reception of Bourdiew’s work has been frequently polar-
ized between uncritical acclaim by disciples and disdainful dismissal by cer-
tain critics.* Even in France Bourdieu’s work has received strikingly little
sympathedc critical review.” This is no doubt due in part to the sharply

5. See Wacquant 19934 for a lucid ¢xamination of the uneven reception of Bourdieu’s work
in the United States. The reception of Bourdieu’s work has been uneven in France as well,
as can be seen in Accardo 1983, Caillé 1992, Collectif “Révoltes logiques” 1984, and Ferry
and Renault 1990. The collaborative presentation of Bourdieu's work in «An invitution to Re-
fexive Sociology (Bourdieu and Wacquant 199z) helps rectify the fragmented acquaintance with
Bourdiew’s overall sociological project.

6. A few exceptions must be noted. “Rethinking Classical Theory: The Sociological Vision
of Pierre Bourdicu,™ by Rogers Brubaker (1985), and “Review Essay: On Pierre Bourdieu,”
hy Paul DiNlaggio (2076). are both sympathetic hoe crirical examinations of key dimensions
of Bourdicu’s work. The collection of analycal exsavs Bousdica: Gritical Paspectives (Calhoun,
LalPunna, and Postone 10g3) represents an sportam seeps i this dirccion,

7. Mustenive ol ihe 1wo exeemes wouhl be the svngrabictie b anertieeal papeleizagon
ol Bosisches's work by Alaen Aveande (hevanlo 1ol g, Acenndn il Corestt 19860, al the
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critical stance Bourdieu takes toward most established approaches in the
social sciences. His critical style tends to recruitdisciplesor establish enemies.

It is dme for a more comprehensive presentation and critical assess-
ment of Bourdieu’s mode of sociological inquiry. This book joins the im-
portant efforts by Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992), IHtarker, Mahar, and
Wilkes (1990), Jenkins (1992), Robbins (1991), and Thompson (1991), to
accomplish that task. It will elucidate and critically evaluate Bourdieu’s
overall conceprual framework and situate it within the French intellectual
context. While it attempts to give an overall grasp of Bourdien’s sociologi-
cal project, it does not aim to he an exhaustive examination of Bourdieu’s
oeuvre. It offers a sympathetic but critical examination of selected themes
and concepts central to Bourdieu’s sociological project, some of which have
thus far received relatively little attention in the Anglo-Saxon literature on
Bourdieu. While considerable attention has been given to his concepts of
cultural capital and habitus, relatively little attention has been given to the
concept of field. Yet the conceept of lield is crucial to a fuller understanding
of his theory of practices and the way he conceptualizes relations between
culture and social structure. His analysis of intellectuals, their key role as
specialists of cultural production and creators of symbolic power, their posi-
tion in the social class structure, and their refation to polities have been
noted but not sufficiently explored. Yet, as 1 will show in chapters ¢ and
10, a theory of intellectuals stands at the heart of Bourdieu’s sociological
project. Moreover, his normative vision for the scientific intellectual and
the critical practice of saciology have received almost no attention. These
all represent essentiul components in Bourdieu’s work and thus far have
not received appropriate recognition or critical assessment. The objective
of this book is to help address these lacunae in the Anglo-American litera-
ture on Bourdieu’s work.

* * *

T'he rich complexity of Bourdieu’s conceptual world resists easy summary.*
I'ew bodies of work are as comprehensive, complex, and innovative. Few
approach Bourdieu’s sophistication in scrutinizing the mundane operations
of empirical research in terms of their epistemological and philosophical

contemptuous dismissal of Beurdieu's sociology by arch-rival Raymond Boudon. in his 4. /deo-
logie: Ou Vorigin des idées regues (1986:227-28).

8. Miller and Branson (1987:214) doubt that the complexity and range of Bonrdicu’s (Fanwe-
work ¢an be succinctly summarized within a few pages. Cathown, LiPuima, and Postone Grgo:
12) note that “Bourdiew’s work resisis o siple urdecing al the priomy ol concepis ar thesnes.™
See. however, Wacquaut sguz Tor an wsighintul eltore Ty o clime callaborator o sdentaty o
systentstic ity theoughos Bowdhen’s work
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presuppositions. And few employ the kind of practical and strategic—in-
deed politcal—orientation to their sociological work thatrenders a strictly
“theoretical reading” of its products potentially misleading.” Bourdieu
forges his concepts as correctives to opposing viewpoints. His work can be
read as an ongoing polemic against positivism, empiricism, structuralism,
existentialism, phenmmenology, economism, Marxism, methodological in-
dividualism, and grand theory." He frames his rejection of these opposing
views, however, by criticizing the subjectivist and objectivist forms of
knowledge and the substantialist view of reality that he believes pervade
them.

Thus, Bourdieu’s primary concern is not one of conceptual genealogy,
or faithful adherence to any given theoretical tradition. Bourdieu is a theo-
rist but hardly a systems theorist in the tadition of Talcott Parsons. He
in fact sharply criticizes “theoretical theory” for emphasizing abstract con-
ceprualization independent of objects of empirical investigation. Bourdieu’s
concepts are nat designed to respond in the first instance to the forinal
canons of internal consistency, generalizability, etc. Rather, they are prag-
matically forged out of empirical research and confrontation with opposing
intellectual viewpoints. His concepts shiftin emphasis and scope depending
on the opposing viewpoints they address. Nonetheless, they reveal a fairly
consistent set of underlying merasociological principles that guide all of his
investgations.

Bourdieu is a conceptual strategist whose choice of conceptual lan-
guage is explicitly designed to establish distance from opposing viewpoints,
particularly from those subjectivist and objectivist forms of knowledge that
he believes hinder the development of a unified theory of practices. For
this reason, | devote considerable attention, particularly in chapter 2, to
the intellectual context and research experiences out of which Bourdieu
develops his sociology. Chapter 3 presents Bourdieu’s critique of subjectiv-
ist and objectivist forms of knowledge and chapter 11 outlines his alterna-
tive general theory of practices including a reflexive practice of sociology.

9. Brubaker (19g3:2t7) argues that Bourdieu's worl: “is particularly ill-suited toa concepeu-
alisi, theoretical logocentric reading, one that treats it as the bearer of a set of logically inter-
connected propositions [ramed in terms of precise, unambiguous concepts.” Rather than indi-
cators of specific empirieal thenomena, or building blacks of systematic theory, his conceprs
are better understood as heuristic devices for communicating a general approach to the study
ot the secil world, | would stress that Bourdiew’s texts are fundamenmwlly political as well as
scientifie: they bath refleet the intellectual issues of specific subscantive fields and are straregi-
cally artented wward producing a symbolic effcer i those fields.

10, Bourdicu i et barvws fram cach ol these thenretivgl enemics—fronn steucturalism
et e cansulens thar each offers imporian, o parial, nsiglis inta the social workd.
It Bousbion’s ambitisn o diseard e respeciive weasknesses s Inold chee respective

strentiile inio a penesal sowenere ol practives
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Chapter 10 outlines the political project that undergirds his sociological
program.

Finally, Bourdieu has developed distinct theories relative to action, cul-
ture, power, stratification, and sociological knowledge. Yet they intersect
and interweave in complex ways that make it difficult to abstract one from
the other even for expository purposes. This book attempts to highlight
the principal conceptual interweavings so as to provide a richer understand-
ing of Bourdieu’s sociology. Chapters 3 through 6 explore the central argu-
ments and concepts. Chapters 7 through ¢ bring to the conceptual discus-
sion substantive areas of investigation (social class structure, education, and
intellectuals) that are particularly crucial to Bourdieu’s sociological agenda.

Culrare, Power, and Reproduction

Bourdieu proposes a sociology of symbolic power that addresses the im-
portant topic of relations between culture, social structure, and action,
Whether he is studying Algerian peasants, university professors and stu-
dents, writers and artists, or the church, a central underlying preoccupation
emerges: the question of how stratified social systems of hierarchy and
domination persist and reproduce intergenerationally without powerful re-
sistance and without the conscious recognition of their members." The
answer to this question, Bourdieu argues, can be found by exploring how
cultural resources, processes, and insatutions hold individuals and groups
in competitive and self-perpetuating hierarchies of domination. He ad-
vances the bold claim that @/ cultural symbols and practices, from artistic
tastes, style in dress, and eating habits to religion, science and philosophy—
even language itseif—embody interess and function to enhance social dis-
tinctions. ‘The struggle for social distinction, whatever its symbolic form,
is for Bourdieu a fundamental dimension of all social life. The larger issue,
then, is one of power relations among individuals, groups, and institutions
(particularly the educational system). Indeed, for Bourdieu power is not a
separate domain of study but stands at the heart of all social life."? And the
successful exercise of power requires legitimation. The focus of his work,
therefore, is on how cultural socialization places individuals and groups
within compctitive status hierarchies, how relatively autonomous fields of
conflict interlock individuals and groups in struggle over valued resourccs,

1 1. Thisis a variant on Durkheim’s fundamental concern for whar produces sovial solidar
ity, theugh for Bourdieu the sacial arder is a sirmified order with hierarchical mul inegalivavian
arrangements anmeny ixlividuals and groups Gsee DIMaggzo 70 Sulknen g8 iog),

12, Far Bonrdicw, no expression of suvialility ar iis svenholic represeatatings e be oy
tched frons s constintive power relaions
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how these social struggles are refracted through symbolic classifications,
how actors struggle and pursue strategies to achieve their interests within
such fields, and how in doing so actors unwittingly reproduce the social
stratificadon order. Culure, then, is not devoid of political content but
rather is an expression of it."*

The exercise and reproduction of class-based power and privilege is a
core substantive and unifying concern in Bourdieu’s work. It is his ambition
to create a science, applicable to all types of societies, of the social and
cultural reproduction of power relations among individuals and groups. In
an early statement (Bourdieu 197 3a), he calls for a “science ofthe reproduc-
tion of structures” that would be

a study of the laws wherehy structures tend to repraduce themselves by producing
agents invested with the system of dispositions which is able to engender practices
adapted to these structures and thus contribute to their reproduction.

In a more recent statement, Bourdien (1987l:92) describes his work as
offering a genetic theory of groups. Such a theory would explain how groups,
especially families, create and maintain unity and thereby perpetuate or
improve their position in the social order. He charges the sociologist to
ask “the question with which all sociology ought to begin, that of the exis-
tence and the mode of existence of collectives” (1985e:741). Bourdieu fo-
cuses on the role culture plays in social repreduction. How groups pursue
strategies to produce and reproduce the conditions of their collective exis-
tence and how culture is constitutive of this reproductive process is for him
a unifying problem in both sociology and anthropology and a substantive
theme throughout his work (see Bourdieu 1985e:741).

At the core of Bourdieu's intellectual project for over thirty years stands
the central issue in Western social thoughtsince Marx: the debate between
cultural idealism and historical materialism. Bourdieu’s sociology repre-
sents a bold attempt to find a middle road that transcends the classic
idealism/materialism bipolarity by proposing a materialist yet nonreductive
account of cultural life.” His thinking begins with Marx but draws more
substantively from Durkheim and Weber.

13. And for Bourdieu (1987h:36), a critical theory of <ulture “leads veey naturally to a the-
ary of politics.”

14. Bourdieu claims that he hegan devoting ateention to culture because it was a neglected
dimension, nor because it holds some theoretical priority for understanding the souial world.
In s 1983 interview he (1987h:61) recalls thart ac the tme of his work on Algerian peasanw
in the late 10508 he foaml the snbstamive area of culture to be largely neglected. According
ter hime dhe prevailingg comeepucas o calosre at that me were splic berween Marxists who
assigned i1 the senus al soperstrmere, sl therctore secendaey o the ceonnmy, and those
nat-Aacnists who nlealizeal 1, Bonrdien sers bis appseoae as oo cflon tairanseeinl these two
tadically apposed views ol cadooe
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In his approach to culture, Bourdieu develops a political economy of
practices and symbolic power that includes a theory of symbolic interests,
a theory of capital, and a theory of symbolic violence and symbolic capital.
His theory of symbolic interests reconceptualizes the relations between the
symbolic and material aspects of social life by extending the idea of eco-
nomic interest to the realm of culture. There are symbolic interests just as
there are material interests. 11e conceptualizes culture as a form of capial
with specific laws of accumulation, exchange, and exercise. The exercise of
power, he argues, requires legitimation, so he also proposes a theory of
symbolic violence and capital that stresses the active role that symbolic
forms playas resourccs that hoth constitute and maintain power structures.
These arc not tidy, well-delimited theoretical arguments but orienting
themes that overlap and interpenetrate. They draw from a wide variety ol
intellectual influences including Marxism, structuralism, phenomonology,
the philosoply of science, and the classical sociological tradition, and they
will be explored in chapters 3 and 4.

The Agency/ Structure Problem

Another general arca of concern is the relationship between individual ac-
tion and social structure. What motivates human action? Do individuals
act in response to external causes as much mainstream academic sociology
tends to assume? Is individual action determined by “culture,” “social struc-
ture,” or “made of production™ Or do actors act for their own identifiable
reasons as the phenomenological, interpretative, and rational-actor schools
in the social sciences maintain? Relatedly, what in fact is to be the epistemo-
logical status of actor conceptions in social scientific accounts of their be-
havior? Are they, as in the Durkheimian tradition, to be dismissed as episte-
mologically unreliable? Or are they to become the essential building blocks
of scientific accounts, as the hermeneutical wradit'on would have it? These
questions point to what Giddens (1979) identifies as one of the central
problems in contemporary social theory, namely, the relation of agency
and structure.

Bourdieu is among the first of the post-World War Il generation of
sociologists to make the agency/structure issue central to his socioloyry. He
proposes connecting agency and structure in a “dialectical relationship.”
He argues against conceptualizing human action as a direct, unmediated
response to external factors, whether they be identified as micro-structures
of interactions or macro-level cultural, social, or economic bciors. Nor
does Bourdieu sec action as the siuple omgrowth from intermal fciors,
such as conscions intentions and calenlation, us posited by volnneirise and
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rational-actor models of human action. I'or Bourdieu, explanations that
highlight either the macro or the micro dimension to the exclusion of the
other simply perpetuate the classic subjective/objective antinomy. Bour-
dieu wants to transcend this dichotomy by conceptualizing action so that
micro and macro, voluntarist and determinist dimensions of human activity
are integrated into a single conceptual movement rather than isolated as
mutually exclusive forms of explanation. He thus proposes a structural the-
ory of practice that connects action to culture, structure, and power. This
theory undergirds his key concept, habitus, which, along with cultural capi-
tal, has become one of his conceptual trademarks. We examine this theoret-
ical concern and his concept of habitus in chapter 3.

Fields of Power

Practices occur in structured arcnas ol conflict called frelds. This central
concept in Bourdieu’s sociology connects the iction of habitus to the strati-
fving structures of power in modern society. Bourdieu conceptualizes mod-
ern society as an array of relatively autonomous but structurally homolo-
gous fields of production, circulation, and consumption of various forts
of cultural and material resources. Fields mediate the relationship between
social structure and cultural practice. Developed later than his more famil-
iar concepts of cultural capital and habitus, Bourdieu’s concept of field is
less well known. But it has become a central pillar of his conceptual edifice,
and I explore its key dimensions in chapter 6.

I conclude chapter 6 with a recapitulation of the full conceptual model
of Bourdieu’s general theory of practices. In chapters 7, 8, and g, 1 will
demonstrate how Bourdieu combines his concepts of habitus and cultural
and symbolic capital in a field analy-tic perspective to analyze the social class
structure, the education system, and intellectuals in modern France!®

Sociology as Socioanalysis

Since, according to Bourdieu, actors by and large “mis-recognize” how cul-
tural resources, processes, and institutions lock individuals and groups into

15. One importmt substntive arer in Bourdieu's work that I donot examine is his analysis
of lmgusge, Language is o central vehicle of habiws as the generator of practces, which
include lingzuistiv praciices: it also unetions as a form of cultuml and symbnlic capital and is
suseepible o Bovrdien’s tiehd salvae perspective, See Bourdien e for key papers hy
Bovrdieu oo the social sses of Empage sind on in<igltful introdueaon by John B Thompsan.
Al sees the ilrieesine papers vebnmg: Rowediea’s analveis ol Bigmagse 1o vdueaim (Collins
10008) sk 3o scsantres 1h ks egg
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reproducing patterns of domination, the task of sociology is to unveil this
hidden dimension of power relations. Bourdieu thinks of the practice of
sociology as secioanulysis where the sociologist is to the “social unconscious”
of society as the psychoanalyst is to the patient’s unconscious.' The soeial
unconscious consists of those unacknowledged interests that actors follow
as they participate in an unegalitarian social order. Since, according to
Bourdieu, it is the misrecognition of those embedded interests that is the
necessary condition for the exercise of power, he believes that their public
exposure will destroy their legitimacy and open up the possibility for aleer-
ing existing social arrangements. By exposing those underlying interests
that bind individuals and groups into unequal power relations, sociology
becomes an instrument of struggle capable of oftering a measure of freedom
from the constraints of domination. Here Bourdieu’s sociology intersects
with critical theory.

Bourdieu believes that one indicator of how well the socioanalysis is
carried out can be seen by the degree to which it elicits resistance. To the
extent that sociological analysis touches the vital unacknowledged interests
of actors, it will often elicit resistance. And Bourdieu (1987b:7—10) admits
that he self-consciously orients his sociological criticism to what he thinks
are the vital but unacknowledged interests of particular groups."

For a Reflexive Practice of Social Science

The possibility of revealing the underlying interests of practical social life
is, however, for Bourdieu no simple matter. Since according to his theory
«ll symbolic forms function to generate social distinctions, the practice of
social science itself is not exempt from processes of social differentiation.
Thus, Bourdieu rejects scient'fic positivism and its ideal of value-neutral
objectivity. How, therefore, is it possible to practice a social science—itself
an institution of cultural symbols and practices—that might expose the un-
derlying nexus between action, culture, stratification, and power without
simultaneously creating the same effects of social distinction observed in
everyday social life? Since social scientists cannot themselves escape the

16, Bourdiew’s conception of sociology as a sortof “social psychoanalysis” is perhaps most
cevident in Distinction (1984a:11), where he writes that “sociology is rarely more akin to socil
psychoanalysis than when it confronts an ohject like taste, one of the most vital stakes in the
struggles fought in the (iekl of the dominant class and the field of cultural production.”

17. There is also a disconcerting tendency by Bourdieu to see criticism of his wark m
socioanalytic terms; that is, to view it as a form of resistance to the exposure of the: vitl
interests as defined hy his own analysis. While in many instances this may he correcs, it also
tuns the danger of reducing appropaiate criticism to farms of allegred sell-merest.
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social logic of symbolic distinctions, their socioanalysis is itself not exempt
from underlying interests. What formn of objective scient fic knowledge is
therefore possible?

Faced with this dilemma, Bourdieu insists that socioanalysis simulta-
neously requires reflexivity, that is, a systematic and rigorous self-critical
pracdce of social science. Chapter 2 describes how Bourdieu draws from
the French philosopher of science, Giaston Bachelard, whose nonpositivist
episterology calls for a reflexive monitoring of the cognitive and social
conditions that make scientific work possible. Following Bachelard, Bour-
dieu demands that the standards of critical inquiry be applied to observing
social scientists as well as to their subjects of observation. This does not
mean that Bourdieu rejects all possibility of scientific objectivity in favor
of a thoroughly interpretative and rclativist approach to understanding the
social world. Rather, he argues thav it is enfy through a reflexive practice
of social inquiry that one can hope to achieve 2 desirable degree of objectiv-
ity on the social world.

Further, Bourdieu (1971¢:181) equates the practice of reflexivity with
the practice of science itself when he writes, “the scientifie project and the
very progress of science presuppose u reflective return to the foundations
of science and the making explicit of the hypotheses and operations which
make it possible.” He sees a sociology of sociology as a necessary means for
freeing the social scientist from the constraints of symbolic swuggle in the
field of science. Thus, he most certainly disagrees with Skocpol (1986:11~
12) who warns sociologists “from wandering into the dead end of meta-
theory.” Bourdieu explicitly engages a series of metatheoretical issues that
he believes will establish a firtn epistemological base for sociology (see
chapters 3 and 10). At the same time, Bourdieu does not share Ritzer’s
(1988) vision of establishing sociological metatheory as a legitimate subfield
within the discipline of sociology. For Bourdieu, the sociology of sociology
must be made an essential component of #// sociological inquiry. “It is the
nceessary prerequisite of any rigorous sociological practice” (Bourdieu
1)80)h:385). For Bourdieu, the practice of a genuine social science requires
1 “rctlexive return” upon itself.

"I'his call far a reflexive return on the practice of social science charts for
Beourdicu hoth a distinctive mode of inquiry and a substantive orientation.
bxleed, Bourdicu vicws this dimension of his approach to social inquiry as
whit most distinguishes it from all others:

I believe that o the sacinlogy | peapose dilTers o wmy signilicant way from the other
soctologies of he past and ol he present, stis above all w thar w continually turns
Dadk anter anedf the sovntefse weapom st prodaces. (Wavqusmn 19Rg:64)
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In fact, a critical reflectuon on the use of social scientific categories has
characterized Bourdieu’s work from the very start. Bourdieu (19goh:15)
describes the critical examination of the relations between the researcher
and the object of research as “the most significant product of my whole
undertaking.” It also justifies his research in the substantive arenas of educa-
tion and intellectuals. For Bourdieu, these substantive and metatheoretical
questions are inseparably linked, and much of his work simultaneously re-
flects on both. This approach enriches and increases the complexity of his
thought as he investigates both the role of culture in social class reproduc-
tion and the epistemological conditions that make it possible to study cul-
wure reflexively and objectively. His claim that a ptoperly constructed re-
flexive sociology holds promise for emancipating individuals and groups
from the constraints of social determination and domination represents a
unique contribution to critical social theory and research."

Sociology s Politics

Thus, Bourdieu’s work is not to be thought of as strictly academie social
science; it also represents a mode of pelitical intervention. Bourdieu thinks
of his practice of sociology as a means to provide a corrective to prevailing
forms of mis-recognition; as 1 explain in chapter 1o, itis a form of political
pract’ce conducted in the name of science. Much of this political interven-
tion is aimed against the self-image and self-esteem of the intelligentsia as
the carriers of universal cultural values freed from economic and political
detertninants. Since fellow intellectuals bear the brunt of Bourdieu’s critical
socioanalysis and represent a recurring key topic in his work, I devote chap-
ter ¢ to Bourdieu’s treatment of intellcctnals. Chapter o, then, examines
Bourdieu’s vision for a critical role of the social scientist in the modern
world.

Career

Lictle published biographical information on Bourdieu currently exists, and
Bourdieu resists public self-disclosure. Yet, the social and intellectual con-
text in which he developed his sociology is important for understanding
the origins of the sharply critical posture Bourdieu has taken toward French
education, sociology, and intellectual life more generally. Bourdieu’s soci-

t8. Though Bourdien dees not identify with the Frankturt Schaol, he is nonctheless a
crtrcal cheorist and does share wirh 1 lovkheimer and Adornn three core feanres: eriticison
of aceepted categories, criticism ol the pracuee of theory isellcand eriticen ol evervibay [ili
(Calhioun, LiPanta, and Poswne 1g3). '
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ology emerges from an unusual experience of upward social mobility and
from a broader range of intellectual influences and career experiences than
usually is found among sociologists. He is a cultural and social “outsider”
to the French intcllectual elite, who trained in philosophy, began his career
as an anthropologist, and draws on Anglo-Asmerican and German as well
as French intellectual wraditions.

Writimg Style

Finally, it is perhaps appropriate to say something ahout Bourdieu’s writing
style, since many find it to be a formidable ohstacle to hurdle (Jenkins
1992). Bourdicu is both a superb stylist and the author of some impenetra-
ble prose. I1e writes long, complex sentences with many phrases embedded
in one another. Commas and semicolons proliferate. His prose is charged
with polemic, paradox, negation, :and an occasional pun that make his work
difficult for thosc readers who arc not faniliar with the French intellectual
context in which he is writing. Bourdieu can never be read casually.

Nonetheless, threc observations might cnhance understanding of
Bourdieu’s writing style. First, Bourdieu consciously employs rhetorical
techniques for gaining distance from the taken-for-granted world. Since,
according to Bourdiey, it is the experience of familiarity that stands as one
of the principal obstacles to a scientific understanding of the social world,
he self-consciously selects terminology and cultivates a writing style that
establishes distance from everyday language use. Second, his style is a calcu-
lated challenge to the stylistic conventions of orthodox academic discoursc
in France. France is a country where clarity of exposition (le clarte) is ele-
vated to a national virtue, where it is seen as truly a mark of natural talent
and intelligence. Bourdieu’s prose style can be scen as a reaction against
this particular academic orthodoxy, a critical reaction that is designed to
shatter the notion of excellence as a sort of natural abilicy. And third,
though unacknowledged, Bourdieu’s writing style undoubtedly represents
an intellectual strategy to demarcate his distinctive product on the French
intellectual market just as Barthes, Foucault, and Lacan have invented their
respective writing styles."”

1. Sce Wacquan (19g3a) for suggeesuve reasnons why many Anglo- Atuerican social scien-
tists singde out Banrdian's prose for evineism. Wacquant discisses the issue, however, solely
feone the standpome ol ithe fiehl of inelectial consicoptisn. My observationssituate Bourdieu
within lus bl ol intedlestual preduction, They mdicate the degree of conmsitment Bawrdien
has e to 3 distinenve prealessionalized sacidagacal disi-onese. Al they feave him open o
O Weigln Mall's Grosgi g teniliae adisonition: “To overcome the aademe prose von
Laavee 1wt 1o ovencnene e acidenae o
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These observations point to a fundamental paradox in Bourdieu’s rhe-
torical strategy. If his sociology is indeed to be an instrument of struggle
against all forms of symbolic domination and this project is to have some
collective as well as personal benefit, then the problem of diffusion beyond
the specialized circles of academia must be addressed. Bourdieu appears to
have recognized this problem by using in a number of his more recent
works a more readily acccssible style of the interview (see in particular
Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992).

2  CAREER AND FORMATIVE
~ INTELLECTUAL INFLUENCES

Fora fuller appreciation of Bourdieu’s general approach to sociolog-
ical inquiry, this chapter examines key features of his career and intellectual
heritage. [ do notattempta bingraphyofBourdieu; that task awaits another.
{ focus only on selected factors that seem most decisive in shaping his intcl-
lectual agenda.

Little published biographical information on Bourdieu currently exists.
Bourdieu, himself, says very little about his own life. In contrast to many
other leading French intellectuals who have published personal memoirs,
for example Raymond Aron (1983a; 1983b), Alain Touraine, or Emmanuel
Le Roy Ladurie (1982), Bourdieu resists public sclf -disclosure. He deplores
personal and anecdotal observations by intellectuals, considering “bio-
graphical writing” to be a form of narcissism that wallows in the celebration
of individual subjectivity and is devoid of genuine sociological insight (see
Bourdieu 1987a). In the few places where he does offer information en his
career and intellectual development, observations are cast as being socio-
logical rather than personal. The biographical information presented below
is extrapolated from Bourdieu’s published work,' frem personal observaton
during the periad 1970 to 1976 when | was a student in Paris and attended

1 The Tew picees where he does offer insight inta the fornuive inflienees on his sociology
clole Bovredion 1ogoc:g g3, vogolier - 20; Bourdien s Passeran 10673 aod Hometh, Ko
cybme awd Schwite 1Ko,
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Bourdieu’s seminars, from many conversations since 1976 with observers
both in France and the United States, and from a few conversations with
Bourdieu.

“This chapter includes relatively more information on Bourdieu’s early
years than on the period subsequent to his 1981 election to the College de
France. [ believe this is justiied in light of the degree to which the formative
intellectual years establish the intcllectual dispositions that one tends to
carry throughout life. It is rare indeed for someone to “undo” their early
education—a point stressed in Bourdieu’s own theory of habitus and sup-
ported by his analysis of the enduring eftects of education on French intel-
lectuals. This view is supported by the findings of Derek Robbins, in his
chronological study of Bourdieu’s works. Robbins (1991:178, 181) con-
cludes that Bourdieu acquires his intellectual framework early in his career
and does not substantially alter it subsequently. Bourdieu of course tests,
reexamines, elaborates, and in some ways renders more supple his frame-
work in response to social, cultur-al, political, and intellectual changes. I
will note those shifts in emphasis where appropriate. But I, like Robbins,
am struck by the consistency and recurring intellectual patterns displayed
throughout Bourdieu’s work.

This work emerges from quite diverse intellectual sources and profes-
sional experiences; indeed, it is not easy to situate Bourdieu on the con-
temporary map of currents in Western intellectual thought. There are,
nonetheless, a few general sources of influence that decisively shape his
work: his philosophical training while a student at the Ecole Normale Su-
périeure, his reading of three of the classic figures in sociological theory
(Mars, Durkheim, and Weber), the general intellectual climate of postwar
France—particularly the influence of structuralism—and his ethnographic
fieldwork in Algeria.

Bowurdicu’s Pro fessional Career

Pierre Bourdieu’s professional career follows an extraordinary trajectory of
upward mobility. He climbs from marginal cultural and social origins to
the apex of the French intellectual pyramid, the College de France. He
was born in 1930 into a lower-middle-class family (his father was a village
postman) in Deguin, a small town in Southwestern France. He spent his
early years in this remote rural region of Béarn and spoke the regional
dialect. A particularly gifted and industrious student, he first entered the
Lycée de Pau, then the prestigious and academically selective Parisian 1y-
cée Louis-le-Grand (1g49-51). I 1ggi, he entered the academically clive
Feole Normale Supdricnre rne d'Chi) ine Paris where e prepased the
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agrégation in philosophy. He also took courses at the Faculty of Letters in
Paris.

One of the most famous French grandes éceles, the Ecole Normale Su-
péricure (ENS), was originally set up to prepare academically gifted stu-
dents as teachers for the French fycées. [t became France’s highest expres-
sion of the academic meritocracy by selecting secondary-school students
through rigorous competitive examinations and providing them with the
best preparatory training for passing the national competitive examinations
for teaching positions. Successful candidates enter the prestigious and aca-
demically powertul alumni network of norwzaliens who exercise considerable
influence over curriculum, examinations, and teaching appointments in
French education.

ENS also became the premier preparatory school for French intellectu-
als. Among ENS alumni one finds such notables as Jouis Althusser, Henri
Bergson, Georges Canguilhem, Régis Debray, Michel Foucault, Jean
Jaures, Claude Lévi-Strauss, Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Paul Nizan, and
Jean-Paul Sartre. One also finds several of France’s leading French sociolo-
gists, including the founder of French sociology, Emile Durkheim. ENS
was in fact the “breeding ground of young Durkheimians at the turn of the
century” and the shared educational experience for leading postwar French
sociologists including Raymond Aron, George Friedmann, and Jean Stoet-
zel (Karady 1981:37). Alain Touraine preceded Bourdieu ac cthe ENS in
1945 and Raymond Boudon followed in 1954. Jacques Derrida and Em-
manuel Le Roy Ladurie were among Bourdieu’s peers at the Ecole.

It is not surprising to find an extraordinarily successful student of mod-
est social background like Bourdieu pass through the doors of ENS. ENS
is undoubtedly the most academically oriented of all the French grandes
écoles and relatvely less influenced by family background in its recruitment.
Sirinelli (1988) documents that historically there have been just enough
upwardly mobile recruits to give plausibility to its meritocratic image.’ Yet,
as research by Bourdieu (r¢98ge) and others show, the meritocratic image
of the gramdes écoles, including ENS, represents an ideology that deflects
attention from the very large number of recruits from privileged back-
grounds.’ Being from the extreme southwest provinces, Bourdieu shared

2. Amang the move sicikings exampies is the late Georges Pompidou, whese grandparents
were peasants, whose parenis were clenentary schoal teachers, and who excelled academically,
attendes] NS, aud eventually hecame President ol the French Republic.

3 Glistin Baudelot, dirceior of Secial Sciences a1 NS, reported that ENS has never
been ¢ major seuree ol upwicd social niabitity (rom the lowest reaches ol French society
(presertkation at the Cemar For BEnropesn Smdies, Fiovard University, £ 3 Mareh 1g03). Ae
combing to Banndedon vy abont g pereent ol FERS studenis today sepresent the pogaibar clisses,
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in neither the cultural nor social advantages of the majority of his ENS
classmates,

Bourdieu, of course, was not unique in being viewed by his Parisian
peers as a young “provincial’—thcere were many others. Foucault too was
a provincial outsider to the Parisian inteflectual heirs (Eribon 1991:15).
Indeed, as Bourdieu (1988b) remarks, the anti-institutional disposition of
all three—Bourdieu, Derrida, and Foucaulc—may stem in part from their
respective backgrounds as outsiders to a milieu dominated socially and cul-
turally by Paris.

ENS is known for cult'vating an abundance of esprit eritique, and in
this Bourdieu excelled. Little escaped his critical flair: peers, professors, the
school itself. The reputation that would characterize his later sociological
work—that of being a sharp and relentless critic of the French educational
establishment—is already in evidence at NS, What is striking is Bour-
dieu’s self-perception of being an outsider within the academic establish-
ment and his sharply critical attitude toward the very institution that helped
make his phenomenal rise to intellectual renown possible. Bourdieu experi-
enced NS not only as 2 miraculous survivor of strenuous academic selec-
tion, but also as a cultural and social outsider. One of Bourdicu’s ENS peers
recalls Bourdieu having an “extraordinary desire for revenge” against the
Parisian intellectual world that dominated the Ecole (Dufay and Dufort
1993:196). This would find an echo later in The Inberitors, Bourdieu’s analy-
sis of French university culture as hostile toward the popular classes and
as privileging individualized stylistic distinction rather than genuine intel-
lectual inquiry.

[t is sometimes said that behind every cyniclies a disappointed idealist.
This can perhaps be said of Bourdieu, who likens his relation to French
schooling to that of a frustrated “oblate” (1988b:xxvi). Bourdieu borrows
this religious term to refer to the intense institutional loyalty felt by those
teachers of humble origins who owe their cultural, social, and professional
success to the educational system.! Bourdieu, however, refuses to give alle-
giance to the institution that makes his success possible. He is frustrated
by the gap between the lofty ideals of universalism promulgated by French
education and the actual practices of academic power regulating relations
among faculty andstudents. He is incensed by the French academic manda-
rins who impose curriculum orthodoxy, who themselves do little or no em-
pirical research, and who exercise tight control over the careers of aspiring

4. The religious term refers to the boy wha shows iniense instintional loyalty 10 the
Church since it selecied him from very hinble social origins for aining Tor e priesthoed
(Beavislicu 688D 31, 2000,
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future academics. He is offended by the thinly veiled prejudice against the
lower classes he perceives in French academic culture.® He rails against
the traditional curriculum, pedagogy, and cvaluation that foster academic
routinization rather than artistic and scientific exploration. This personal
experience of alienation within French academe motivates him to submit
French schooling to critical examinatien in his tater work.” But it also in-
forms his approach to all institutions. Indeed, one finds Bourdicu normaliz-
ing this critical disposition as a desirable—if not necessary—ingredient for
the successtul pursuit of sociology itself *

One might have expected Bourdieu’s revolt to take him into the French
Communist Party. In the late ’40s and early ’sos, ENS, like much of France,
had became highly politicized. French intellectual life was sharply divided
between adherents to the French Communist Party, those sympathetic to
Marxist class analysis but critical of the Party, imd existentialists who were
more concerned with personal freedom and meaningful individual involve-
ment (Poster 1975). At that time, the French Communist Party and its
associated labor organizations enjoyed the most clout on the political left.
Moreover, the Communists enjoyed considerable legitimacy for having
played an important role in the French resistance during the war. Even
Sartre, who dominated French intellectual life in the early ’sos, produced
in Les Temps Modernes his ardent debates with Merleau-Ponty, Claude Lef-
ort, :md Albert Camus over allegiance to the Soviet Union and the Party.

ENS did not escape this heated political debate. Everyone was called
upon to “choose sides” either for the workers or for the political right (Eri-
bon 1991:33). Le Roy Ladurie (1982:79), who entered ENS in 1949 and
became head of the ENS communist cell, recalls that about 20 percent of

5. He cites as prime exainples (Georges Davy and George Guiviteh (Henneth, Kocyba, and
Schwibs 1986:37). The disdain by Gurvitch for Lévi-Strauss, who did not follow the elite
academic track before entering the College de France—he did not write a doctoral thesis—
is legendary. The story is teld of Gurvitch summarily flunking a student who simply men-
tioned Lévi-Strauss during an oral examination.

6. Later, hewill judge professorial evaluations of student work to bein fact social judgments
of their class origins (Bourdieu 1988b:194—210).

7. In a rare moment of personal disclosure Bourdieu writes, “the special place held in my
wark ly a somewhat singular sociology of the university institution is no doubt explained by
the peculiar foree with which 1 felt the need to gain rational control over the disappointment
Jeli by an ‘oblate” faced with the annihilation of the truths and valuesto which he was destined
and dedicated. ratier than take refuge in feclings of self-destructive resenunent” (1988b:xxvi).

8. Bowrdicn suggests that students most likely to he reeeptive to the kind of critical sociol-
ogy he advocates are those who not anly are strong in science hut also have “a certain revolt
apainsy, or distnee lram, thae calture Guost alen rooted o estranged ssperience of the
acacemie notverse) tae pasdies thent nae s hey it an s Face valoe o, gquite shoply, a Tovm
ol restaanue to e grepricized and dercalizid vepresemainn of the soeial worll offered by
the soenlly dommans diwnurse e sacilogy® Carmdien and MWisedmne 1oy s.40)
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the students became members, though not all attended meetings regularly.
In addition to peer pressure, some highly respected ENS faculty were party
members and actively recruited students. For example, Jean-Toussaint De-
sant, specialistof Marxismand phenomenology, a “ferventCommunist” and
a “brilliant professor . . . exerted enormous influence on the ENS students
and helped make membership in thc Communist party attractive” (Eribon
1991:31—32). Louis Althusser exerted considerahle influence over a signifi-
cant number of ENS students as their adviser. Michel Foucault joined the
party in 1950 largely through Althusser’s influence and remained member
until 1953, though notactivein the ENS cell. Foucault formed his own simall
band of Marxist followers who were tolerated but considered insufficiently
orthodox by party standards (Eribon 1991:50—31). Bourdieu’s eventual col-
laborator, Jean-Claude Passeron, was an active member of Foucault’s group.

Yetunlike many of his wormalien peers of the period, Bourdieu did not
join the party. Indeed, Bourdieu (1ggoc:3) recalls having created with sev-
eral other ENS students, including Jacques Derrida, during the Stalinist
era, a cominittee for the defense of liberties that was denounced by Le
Roy Ladurie hefore the school cell.” I'hough Bourdicu attended Althusser’s
seminar, he never became a convert.”! When Althusserian Marxism came
to dominate much of French intellectual life, Bourdieu became a sharp
critic of its followers." Nonetheless, Bourdieu’s encounter with Althusse-
rian Marxism during those early years clearly shaped his work. That in{lu-
ence can be seen in some of the intellectual issues that Bourdieu addressed.
The idea of the relative autonomy of culture is one example (Bourdieu
1990¢:7). Moreover, some of Bourdieu’s conceptual language can be under-
stood as a reaction to Althusserian rhetoric. And finally, Le Roy Ladurie
(1982:79) recalls that among all of his worwalien peers who went into the
social sciences, it was above all Boutdieu who was able to develop and estab-

9. Morethan thirty years later the facts of Bourdieu’s refationship ta the ENS communists
aredisputed and remain a sensitive issue. In a 1988 interview in the French newspaper Litera-
tion, Picrre Juquin, one of Bourdicu's ENS peers who later became a political bureau member
of the Party, alleged that Bourdieu had helonged to the ENS commuist cell. Bourdieu re-
sponded with a sharply worded denial in the next issue. fuquin in turn maintained that “if
Bourdieu wasn’t a member, he in any case attended cell reunions” (recounted in Dufayand
Dufort 1993:197).

1e. Though not one of Altausser’s circle of ENS students, Bourdieu has refrained from
publicly judging him. In an interview with the author (Paris, 19 Novernber 1987) Bourdieu
mamrained that one of the contributions of Althusser was that he encouraged ENS students
to read Marx beyond the usual platitudes and slogams dictated hy the Party.

11. See his particnlarly pointed ateack in Aces de fit vecherche cn seicnces yociuafes (Bour-
dieu 1975a). According: ro Bourdieu. Althusserianism exercised an oppressive role on sovial-
seientific inguiry (Public commumication at the Canterence anihe Sovial “heary of Phorre
Beowddicus Mareh 11 April 2 coRg ar ihe Cener o Paycbosocial Snidies, Chieagro, 111,
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lish in the contemporaty French intellectual world a central idea shaped
by the Marxist climate of the Ecole during those years; namely that the
French school system and the culture it transmittcd fundamentally served
the dominant classes.

FRENCH SOCIOLOGY IN THE FIFTIES AND SIXTIES

When Bourdieu entered ENS, French sociology had a very weak institu-
tional hase. T'he I'rench intellectual world in the early 1950s was dominated
by existentialism and Marxism. Both the antipositivism of existentialism
and the official scientific Marxism of French communists discouraged the
development of an independent base of social theory and empirical re-
search. The rich heritage of Durkheim had fallen into decline even before
World War [, because of the premature deaths of its most promising heirs
and because of its marginal position in the French academic establishment
(Karady 1981). Newcomers to the tew teaching positions in sociology after
1945 had to find their intellectual inspiration abroad. They imported to
France some specialized orientation for their work, as Jean Stoetzel did in
social psychology (Karady 1981:42).

Sociology was not taught in the fycees. No sociology degree was oftered
in the university. In 1949 only eighteen researchers in the Centrc Nationale
de Recherche Scientifique covered the area of sociodemography and in
1950 only four chairs of sociology existed in all of France (Amiot 1984:
281-82). What little structure to the academic discipline existed in the early
"sos was firmly in the hands of George Gurvitch and Georges Davy, who
held chairs at the Sorbonne.” They were veritable university mandarins
rather than practicing social scientists, more social philosophers than pro-
fessional research sociologists. Moreover, the empirical work of Jean Stoet-
zel and George Friedmann did not have legitimate intellectual status in the
eyes of young nermaliens with a taste for philesophy (Bourdieu 1987b:15).
‘Fhese researchers had not “followed the royal road—IJcole normale and
agrégation”; rather than as sociologists, they were perceived as failed philos-
ophers (Bourdieu 19gec:5-6).

Yet, if French sociology of the 1g50s offered little professional status
appeal to young normaliens like Bourdieu, iw relative lack of institutionaliza-
tion and professionalization nonetheless offered him an intellectual market
opportunity that was not already overcrowded as was academic philosophy.
But he woulld not realizc that opportunity before first doing field research
as an cthrologist in Algeria and without the help of i powerful sponsor,
Raymond Aran.

v Rivmanmd Aroa wonbbreploce Dasy o alie Sorhammne i ngss
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After finishing the agrégation in 1953, Bourdieu, like so many agrégés
in philosophy before him, went to the provinces to teach philosophy at the
secondary level. He began teaching at the Lycée Moulins just outside of
Paris. But the war with Algeria intervened, and he was called into military
service.

Colonial Algeria was important to Bourdieu’s career, for it was there
that he actually began his social scientific work as a “self-taught” ethnolo-
gist (Honneth, Kocyba, and Schwibs 1986:39). His first book, published in
1958, was Socielogie de I Algerie."* In that same year, Bourdieu became a
teaching assistant at the Faculty of Letters in Algiers, and it was from there
that he initated two large-scale studies on the transformation of Algerian
social structure under colonialism and the war. This research resulted in
two co-authored books Travail ¢t travaillenrs en Algerie (Bourdieu, Darbel,
et al. 1963), Le Déracinement (Bourdieu and Sayad 1964), and numerous
articles. It also forms the basis for three subsequent and widcly acknowl-
edged books: Esquisse d'une théorie de la pratique (1972); its revised and up-

dated translation, Outline of a Theory of Practice (1977¢); and The Logic of

Practice (19goh).

Like many French intellectuals, Bourdieu opposed the French war ef-
fort, and for this reason was eventually obliged to leave Algiers and return
to Paris. There he assumed an appointment as one of Raymound Aron’s
teaching assistants at the Sorbonne. He taught at the Sorbonne from 1961
to 1962 and then at the Faculty of Letters at the University of Lille through
1964. In 1964 he became one of the directors of studies at the Ecole des
Hautes Etudes en Sciences Sociales (EFIESS) in Paris.”* He did not, how-
ever, go on to complete the state doctorate degree, which is the standard
requirement for those seeking chairs in the French universities."”

13. This work was translated into English as The Afgeriuns (1962).

14. Raymond Aron and Alin Touraine had becoine dircciory of studies in 1960. In 1964
the nomination was actually to the “sixth secton” of the Lcole Pratique des Flautes Etudcs.
The Ecole was created in 1868 under the second Empire outside ot the university structure
for the purpose of linking research and teaching. In 1947 two historians, Fernand Braudel
and Lucien Febvre. founders of the famed Anrales school in historical research, created within
the Ecole the sixth section, oriented toward the cconomic and socia sciences. Thessixth section
rapidly becane a key center for social scientfic research and teaching in France. In 1975 the
naine was changed to he Ecole des Hautes Etndes en Sciences Sociales and the institution
was given a degree granting status analogous to the university. Today it has an autonomy
analogous to a grundv école. "I'he appointment gave Bourdieu a key institutional base to develop
liis own research outside of the traditonal teaching and career structures of the university.
The nomination was made possihle by the combined support of Aron, Braudel, and Lévi-
Strauss.

15. As a consequence, Bourdiea camot preside over dissertation defense commiuees tor
docoral degrees in the French aniversity. This is another illasoration ol his “omsider as m
sider™ status within French academe, Inohigeespeen Foncaoli, who did his states docionie,
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Raytmond Aron was a key sponsor for Bourdieu in those early years as
he was to many of today’s leading French sociologists.”® Jean-Claude Ray-
naud, Eric de Dampierre, and Claude Lefort were also early members of
Aron’s entourage. As professor at the Sorbonne, Aron was a member of
the doctoral dissertation committee of many of today’sleading French soci-
ologists, among them, Michel Crozier and Alain Touraine. In 1961, with
monies from the Ford Foundation, Aron founded his European Center for
Historical Sociology. Aron saw in Bourdieu a promising and particularly
industrious scholar who combined a keen interest in classical social theory
{particularly Max Weher) with empirical research. Bourdieu was also a #or-
matien and agrégé in philosophy, as was Aron. He called upon Bourdieu in
1964 to assume administrative responsibilities of the center. It was while
co-directing Aron’s center that Bourdieu recruited the core of his early
rescarch team: Luc Bolranski, Yvette Delsiut, Claude Grignon, Jean-
Claude Passeron, and Monique de Saint Martin. )

In politics and temperament Bourdieu and Aron were quite different,"”
but initially there was mutuil respect.’ Sharp differences emerged atter the

was the imore unwersitaire of thetwo. Bourdieu would follow the pattern of Lévi-Strauss, who
also did not complerc this academic requirement.

16, It is noteworthy that in the few biographical statements Bourdieu makes regarding
his intellectual background, o mention is made of Aron. Yet Aron made available crucial
institutional resources to Bourdieu in the early 19Gos.

Aron was a central figure in the development of academic sociology in France during the
years following World War Il. Postwar sociological research in France developed initially
outside of the university under the leadership ofpioneers like Georges Friedmann in empirical
research institutes as the Centre d’Erudes Sociologiques. When Aron was elected Professor
of Sociology at the Sorbonne in 1953, he joined Georges Gurvitch, a social philosopher, and
Jean Stoetzel. a social psychologist, the two other chaired professors of sociology, to teach a
hodyofknowledgethatwas taught only:t four universities in France—Paris, Bordeaux, Stris-
bourg and Toulouse—and led to no formal degree. Up undil then, sociology was taken only
as partial credit for complet'ng degrees in philosophy or in a non-teaching degree (icence
libre). In 1958, Aron introduced a ficenre degree in sociology. Starting with only one teaching
assistant in 1955, he ended his career at the Sorbonne in 968 with ren. With such a key
figure as Aron giving direction to a renewed academic sociology, it is hot surprising thar
Bourdieu’s career would intersect with Aron’s.

17. Aron and Bourdieu were both narmaliens and shared a common interest in classical
social theory, particularly Max Weber. But politically they were ditferent: Bourdieu was on
the keft and Aron on the center right of the French political spectruini. Morcover, Aron was
a blic intellectinl who wrote regularly as a journalist on current poliical affairs as well as
carrying out his academic aciivitics. Bourdieu coneentrated his attenton on scholarly and
research sedvities and has always: been highly critical of the type of puhlic intellectual role
i Aron symbolized.

tR. Aron's iatial respeet lor Bourdiea is capturest in the prefuce e wrote w File Sgerians
G s ook byony foend Picvre Boovdiew™ and gocs om e cliaim that the book

conetis masd b Alpens, ot winls the swan i Alperios Bontdie, & sonalogaa and philosoplier, s lived
i at comagy b many s e e the aloling o adeea sl desachanan sl oemdecad wich
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1964 publication of The Inberitors, in which Bourdieu, along with his co-
author Jean-Claude Passeron, advanced stinging criticism of the class-based
character of the French university population and of student culture.”” A
sharp break finally occurred in the spring of 1968 when, in response to the
student revolt, Aron publicly advocated limiting student participation in
the life of the university and designated his center as a rallying point for
like minds {Colquhoun 1986:339~40).° Bourdieu exited, taking his closest
collaborators with him, and founded his own Center for European Soci-
ology.?

Years after the hreak, Aron’s inlluence was, however, still to be felt
and on occasions solicited. Aron’s support aided Bourdicu’s election to the
College de I‘rance in 1981. Moreover, Bourdieu’s efforts to sponsor his
own candidates for positons at the Ecole des ['lautes Etudes en Sciences
Sociales and at the Centre National de Recherche Scicntifique were often
successful only with Aron’s support.22

sympathy, to reconstruct the nutloak and system of values of different communiities at the some tine that he
perceives the growing unity of those commuities as they ranged henielves 2gainst the colonial condition,

Despite what Aron claims, Bourdiew’s analyssis of Algerian prasant communities is inseparable
from an amlysis of the French Colonialisin in Algeria arul the war. Indeed, he concludes the
work with a last chapter “The Revoluion within the Revolution™ focusing on the war.

Bourdieu reciprocated hy dedicating the 1965 publication of Un art meyen 1w Aron.

19. ltis important to recall the symbwolic imypartance of the role of secular public educan'on
in France at the time when Bonrdicu and Passeron offered their criticism. The secular and
tuition-free public educarton system was a crowning achievement of the Third Republic in
its conflice with the Churcly, the monarchy, and conservatism. In the eyes of many French,
the school was 4 symhol of egalitarianisini agoinst elitisnt; of democracy against the monarchy;
and of liberty aguinst the control of the Church anc. the dominant classes.

Aron himselfhad heen critical of French unnversity education. As early as 19 50— only: four
yearsafter his electinn to the chair of sociology at the Sorhome—aAron wrote for Le Figaro an
article, “The GreatMiseryofthe Sorbonne,” in which hecomphined of svercrowding. [n 1960
he followed with four majorarticles on “The University in Crisis™ in which he deaounced the
tendeney in French higher education to emphasize “rhetorical qualin'es” and the fearning of a
“general culture” rather than preparing teachers and studesits in research skills, “These were
criticisms also voiced by Bourdieu and Passcron. But the class-hased indicunent by Bourdicu
and Passeran of university culture and the teaching profession was too unsettling for Aron.

20. That the break between the two left a sense of deep disappointment and frustratec
expeetations, there can be no doubt. In his memotrs, Aron echoes his side of that deception:
“Atthe time, he promised everything that he has fulfilied, one of the ‘greats’ of his generat.an;
but he gave no indication of what he has beceme—the leader of a sect, self-confident and
domincering, skilled m university intrigue and merciless towards any who might cause him
offense. In human temas, | expected diff erently of him” {quoted in Colquhoun 1986:10). Bour-
dicu has never written his versicn of che affair.

2t. Bourdr'eu was not alone in his sharp disagreement with Aron over May 1968. Aron and
Touraine as well broke off cottmmnication over Touraine’s enthusiastic embrace of the events
of May (Colquhoun 1986:340).

22. An account of the relations between Aron and Buouelica than is Gavorable 1o Aron ¢am
be fornd in Baverez 1gy3.
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If Bourdieu broke with Aron over May 68, this was not because of
Bourdieu’s enthusiastic embrace of the student revolt as was the casc of
Touraine (1968). Bourdieu’s relationship to the student movement was in
fact ambivalent. Like other leading French thinkers, Bourdieu did not an-
ticipate the May 1968 revolt. The Inberitors had contributed to the growing
critical consciousness among some student leaders of class inequalities in
French higher education (Lindenberg 1974:31). Yet, his theory and re-
search on French higher education at that time emphasized the reproduc-
don of French social structure, not its possibility for change. Indeed, the
book was criticized in Les temps moderns for suggesting that French univer-
sity students did not form a social class and were hence incapable of class-
based mobilization (Bourdieu and Hahn 1970:19-20). In 1970 he and as-
seron would publish Reproduction: In Education, Society and Culture, where
the theme of the social reproduction of educau'onal institutions receives
its strongest emphasis. Moreover, in 1968, Bourdieu, Chamboredon, and
Passeron published The Craft of Seciology, in which the central concern was
one of delining the necessary conditions for an epistemologically informecd
practice of sociology rather than advocating political practice.”

Bourdieu’s earlysilence regarding the events of 1968 is conspicuous, for
the French student movement received special attention from all the other
leading French sociologists at the time.?* Only when secure in the highest
and most prestigious academic position in French academe at the College de
France did Bourdieu publish, in Hoio Academicus, his interpretation of May
1968. This critical study, which will be examined in chapter 7, emphasizes
the role of the profession:l interests within the university teaching prof ession
in contributing to the crisis. Though himself a critic of the status quo, Bour-
dieu remainsskeptical of the real significance of the French May 1968 experi-
ence. Eventoday, he describesitas only a“symbolicrevolution” or“collective
trauma” that, while contributing to the reemergence of cultural conservatism
in the academy, has heen “without political consequences™ or any gcnuine
social transformation (Bourdieu and Haacke 1994:72).

I’ROFESSIONALIZING AND DEVELOPING A CENTER
It became something of an initiaton rite for the post—World War Il gener-
ation of I'rench sociologists to make their pilgrimage to the Mecca of soci-

23. As one of Aron's teaching assiswants ac the Sorbonne in the sixties when Aron was
prepaciegg Maiu Currents in Sociological Thought (1965), Bourdieu taught Durkheim and other
suciulogionl chissics rather thm sacial movements or action-oriented sociology.

M Areu (68), Crarier (196}, Boudon (1964, 1970, 1¢)71) and Touraine (1968), for cx-
anple, bl oltered analyses ol the ceents,

05, Iz arseke ks deleose o corps” Bouedica, Balanske, aod Maldidier 1710 Baw-
dien dul o some o the i wleas thay weald e sdeveloped o Homo toademian
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ology, the United States. Several made their name in France for the intel-
lectual products they imported from the United States. Stoetzel brought
social psychology and opinion polling, Bourricaud brought Parsonian func-
tionalism, and Boudon brought methods from the Lazsarsfeld tradition.
Bourdieu, too, wene to the United States in the 1960s for brief visits to the
Institute for Advanced Study in Princeton and the University of Pennsyl-
vania. At Penn he met Erving Goffinan, whose work Bourdieu helped intro-
duce in France through translation. Bourdieu claitns Goffiman influenced
him considerably, though he seldom cites hitn. While it would be incorrect
to say that Bourdieu founded a Goffian current in French sociology, he
employs some of Goffinan’s concepts, such as the “totat institution,” in his
own work(Bourdieu 1989¢:112). More itnportantly, Bourdieu finds in Goff-
man’s strong sense of agency a strategic corrective to French structuralism.

Bourdieu’s efforts during the 1960s and carly '7os focused on devel-
oping a professional sociology as disu'nct frem the academic sociology
taught in the universities and the media-oriented sociology that flourished
in French intellectual circles. Early pieces critical of T'ouraine’s sociology
of action (Bourdieu 1974b) and Morin’s focus on the mass media (Bourdieu
1963) would help demarcate a distinct niche in French sociology. Bour-
dieu’s sociology would be critical though not prophetic, theoreti'cal though
empirically researchable, and scientific though not positivist. In the Durk-
heimian tradition he worked to found a school thar would legitimize and
institutionalize his vision for sociological inquiry. He did all of his teaching
in graduate research seminars at the Ecole des Hautes Etudes en Sciences
Sociales and the Ecole Normale. Rarely did he make public political decla-
rations in the tradition of Parisian intellectuals. Initially active in the publi-
cation and professional life of French sociology, he redirected his efforts
to develop his own research center and successfully atn-acted a number of
able collaborators.?® Most of Bourdieu’s published work has been generated
out of his research center, and bears the imprint of these collaborative ef-
forts. Failing to secure the conunanding voice he sought in the principal
French sociological journal, the Revne Fraucaise de Secielogie (and also with
Theory and Sacicty, where there is a brief collaborative effort with Alvin
Gouldner), he founded in 1975 his own journal, Actes de /u Recherche en
Seiences Seciales. This made him the only contemporary French saciologist

26. Bourdieu's Center for European Sociology is situated in thatinstitutional arena of semi-
public research ccnters outside of the university where most sociology in postwar France was
in fact produced, ‘Though he did receive funding trom Kadak for the study of photography
{Bourdieu, Boltansky' et al. 1965), his center did not depenil oa private fFunding; nor has it
thrived on government coneract research. Baurdicu huili ap his cener lirgely sheough public
resources from the FAHESS (see Dyoward toR2).
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with his own professional review. Many of his books since 19735 arein fact
claborations of articles first published in Actes.?

An extensive survey of French consumer practices, cultural tastes and
lifestyles and further analysis of his Algerian data in the 1970s culminated
in two major books, Distinction: A Social Critique of the Fudgentent of Taste
[1979] and The Logic of Practice {1980] that helped him gain entry into the
College de France in 1981.% Distinction was a commercial success and
brought Bourdieu considerable media attention. T'he new public notoriety,
however, did not diminish his productivity. The 1980s brought to fruition
his long-standing eftorts of critical study of the French university and the
system of the grundes éceles. His study of the university faculties and profes-
sorate culminated in the 1984 publication of Homw dcademicus. The re-
search project on the grundes éwles, begun in the early '70s, finally was pub-
lished in La noblesse d'Jitat in 1989. In 1992 he would publish Les régles de
l'art, which assembles his work on Flauhert—a sort of sociological response
to Sartre—and the rise of artistic and literary ficlds in France.

Near the end of the decade he began a new research project on public
housing policy in France (Bourdicu 199ob; Bourdicu, Bouhedja, and Givry
1990; Bourdieu, Bouhedja ¢t al. 1990). This was followed in the early nine-
ties by a massive interviewing project of lower-middle-class individuals on
the theme of “social suffering.” This research lead to the publication of L«
Misere du mwonde (1993), which was also a commercial success.

In 1993 he received the CNRS Gold Metal for outstanding contribu-
tion to scientific research. This prestigious award is seldom given to some-
one in the social sciences, and therefore represents spectal recognition by
the French scientific community of sociology as a social science and of
Bourdieu as its most recognized spokesperson.”®

Despite continuing a rigorous research agenda, Bourdieu made a shift
in the style of his published work. An increasing number of his publican'ons
in the 1980s and 'gos consisted of collections of interviews, lectures, and
conferences (Bourdieu 1990c¢, 1993d, 1994; Bourdieu and Haacke 1994;
Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992). More and more, he adopted the interview
format rather than the highly formalized writing characterizing most of his
previous work.

27. Al'ter the ereation of cletes, Bourdieu stopped publishing in the Revie Frangaisede Sociolo-
we—a further indicaion of his irm inention to found his own school of sociology.

28, Founded w1540 by Frangois 1 the Callegre is an academically prestigious institute for
advanced sy whose siall 1enured Ticoky (sleglndy aver §o cliairs) are selected by voring
meniburs s the most aceamplishesd representaiives of their disciplines, Bourdien's eleetion
1 1l College pused huge agamst lis peneipal compemnr at be EHESS, Alian " Fouraine,
Ihe el vances ol Avon, Levi-Steansse and Beandel veale Bonrdien’s viesory pisible,
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After 1981, Bourdieu also shifted his time and interests from his Center
for European Studies and the EHSS to the College. Having solidified his
position in French sociology and the French intellectual world, he is now
able to devote increased attention to international intellectual markess.
There has been increased travel to other European countries, United
States, and Japan.

He launched in 1989 Liber: Revue Eurepéenne des Livres, which is de-
signed to provide an independent forum for intellectual exchange that
struggles against all forms of national, regional, and professional provincial-
ism thar divide intellectuals. Because of financial limitations, it has since
hecome an amnex of Actes. In the late "8os and early ’gos one saw increased
political activism with high profile media attention.

The Significance of Philosophical Theught o Bourdicu

Next [ examine several pivotal intellectual influences that have shaped
Bourdieu’s approach to sociological inquiry. I have been selective, as Bour-
dieu draws from an unusually wide range of soutces. | focus on Bachelard,
Sartre, L.évi-Strauss, Marx, VWeber, and Durkheim, and on his early ethno-
graphic field experience in Algeria. Bourdieu also draws inspiration from
Austin, Cassirer, Heidegger, Husserl, Merleau-Ponty, and Wittgenstein in
developing his logic of practice and particularly the role of language. Inote
but do not examine systematically these influences. Their impact on Bour-
dieu’s treatment of language, which is not examined in this book, can be
ohserved in the edited collection of Bourdieu’s papers on language and the
helpful introduction by John B. Thompson (Bourdieu 19grc).

In approaching the Bourdieu’s work it is helpful—particularly for Brit-
ish and American social scientists—to kcep in mind that he originally stud-
ied philosophy and approaches his social scientific work through distinctly
philosophical concerns.*® Bourdieu (1987b:40) himself explains that

philosophers are much more present in my work than 1 can say. . . . Sociolegical
research as 1 conceptualize it is also a good terrain for doing what Austin called
“fieldwork in philosophy.”

30. Philosophy has played a much more centralrole in the formation of French sociologise
of Bourdieu’s generation than it has in British and particularly in Novth American sociology.
Several of Bourdieu’s contemporaries, such as Raymond Boudon 2nd Alzin Touraine, weve
also trained in philosophy, and it is possible to see traces of that formative period on their
subsequent work, Boudon (198e), for example, has written an the ¢pistemology of sucinl sei-
ence. But none has uscd as self-vonstiously and systenmtieallyas has Bourdico sovial seivinee
1o explore key philosophical questions relmive 10 knowledige, porception, action, choier, al
determinism,
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It is indeed appropriate to think of Bourdieu’s sociology as “fieldwork in
philosophy.” Some of his work quite explicitly seeks to translate philosophi-
cal issues and concepw into social scientific research.! Moreover, a polemi-
cal thrust emerges in this effort, namely, to dethrone the idealist tradition
of philosophy—particularly strong in the French academy—by taking the
noble concepts, such as Kant’s theory of aesthetics, and finding their em-
hodiment not in the life of the mind or movement of reason, but in the
mundane, practical activities of everyday life, such as eating, dressing, and
exercising.? For Bourdieu, philosophy is an ideal-typical form of symbolic
violence that lays claim to universal forms of knowledge totally independent
of their social location. He is sharply critical of all forms of intellectual
practice—particularly philosophical—that resist being situated socially (see
Bourdicu 1983b).

But it is also Bourdieu’s clear aim to set sociological inquiry on a firm
cpistemological foundation.” To do this, Bourdieu draws from several dif-
ferent philosophical currents that have shaped French intellectual thought
since the 1930s. One of the most distinctive features of his sociology is
his eff ort to integrate into his sociology elements trom these philosophical
schools.

Foucault (1978b) observes that French philosophy since 1930 hasbeen
divided by two broad traditions: the phenomenological/existential and the
history and philosophy of science. The former focuses on experience, per-
ception, and subjectivity as it tackles the problem of relations between
knowledge and the knowing subject. Both Merleau-Ponty’s phenomenol-
ogy and Sartre’s existentialism flow from this tradition. The latter focuses
on knowledge itself and queries the development and structure of scientific
reason independent of the knowing subject. Lévi-Strauss’s structuralism
comes out of this tradition. Bourdieu’s intellectual lineage clearly owes
much more to the second camp; vet his intellectual project represents a
critical dialogue with both.

As a studentin the 1950s, Bourdieu studied the key phenomenological

31. In Distinction, for example, he frames his study of French patterns of lifcstyle and taste
with a critique of Kant’s thought on aesthetic judgment.

32, The sheer idca that soeiology could address philosophical issues shows how Bourdieu
tukes aim at the vory: of the elite intellectual tradition in postwar France. AsJean d"Ormesson
abservedl, “immediately afeer the swr, and for several years thereafter, philosophy carried in-
comparable prestige. Udon’t koow if Lean describe, now, at this distance, what it represented
for us. “I'he ninciecmb cennury was, perhaps, the ceniury of history; the mid twentieth century

semal dedivated 1o philosophy L. lieraare, painting, hisiorical smdics, policics, theacer,
anel Sl seere all i pladosophy®s hands™ Guened me Eeilion wei:17),
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writings of Heidegger, Husserl, Schutz, Merleau-Ponty, and Sartre. I'lis
student generation clearly felt the towering influence of Sartre, though by
the 1950s a shift away from existentialism was already apparent. Reflecting
upon his student experience, Bourdieu (1987b:15) says he “never partici-
pated in the existentialist #700d”—an intellectual orientation that provided
more appeal to students of bourgeois origins than to those of lower-middle-
class background from the provinces, such as himself. Despite his train-
ing in philosophy and the influence of existendalism on postwar French
thought, Bourdieu developed an carly preference for the sciences, and in
fact at one point considered majoring in biology. The popularity of existen-
tialist thought, he contends, worked to impede the development of the so-
cial sciences in France. Sartre, in particular, held the social sciences in low
esteem, making them unattractive options for aspiring young French intel-
lectuals. IHence the importance Bourdieu attributes to the phenomenologist
Merleau-Ponty, who played for young Bourdieu a key role by taking seri-
ously into account the social sciences in his phitosophical work. It was in
fact Merleau-Ponty and philosophers of science, such as Gaston Bachelard,
Georges Canguilhem, and Jules Vuillemin, whom Bourdieu (1987b:14) re-
calls as the most formative philosophical influences upon his early intellec-
tual life.

The influence of phenomenology and existentialism is nonetheless
both substantively and conceptually present in Bourdieu’s work. Substan-
tively, he carried out later in his career a study situating I-leidegger in his
political and intellectual milieu (Bourdieu 1991 f). Moreover, it was clearly
Sartre who motivated Bourdieu’s (1988a) study of Flaubert. Conceptually,
his interest in reintroducing agency into structural analysis reflects the early
influence of existentialism. And from phenomenology Bourdieu (1967)
takes the idea that even the most mundane activities of human life may he
subjected to philosophical inquiry.**

Nevertheless, the more important formative influence is to be found
in the history and philosophy of science of postwar France. Pointing to this
intellectual tradition Foucault (1978b:ix) remarks that if “you take away
Canguilhem . . . you will no longer understand much about Althusser, Al-
thusserism and a whole series of discussions which have taken place among
French Marxists.” Speaking of his own work, Bourdieu says, “I tried to
transpose into the field of the social sciences a whole epistemological tra-

34. Beurdieu would have us see his attention 1o lifestyles and their relevance for under-
swnding contemporary steatification in France in eritical canirast 1o the more angist 1opics
among French lefustsocial seicmisis of working-class cuhare and organization, polinicalumln
lization, conteporary capialisne aml ihe sace.
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didon represented by Bachelard, Canguilhem, {and] Koyré” (Bourdieu,
Chamboredon, and Passeron 1991:248). This is a French philosophy-of -
science tradition not widely familiar to English-speaking social scientists.
It predates yet overlaps with many of the widely acknowledged tenew of
Thomas Kuhn's (1962) seminal work on scientific paradigms.”” As a student,
hoth Bachelard and Canguilhem were for Bourdieu “exemplary prophes
in Weber’ssense” (Honneth, Kocyba, and Schwibs 1086:36). Their episte-
mological legacy in Bourdieu’s work continues to this day. Indeed, many of
Bourdieu’s central theoretical concerns remain somewhat elusive to much
British and American sociology unless they are understood in light of this
philosophical tradition. I turn therefore to a brief discussion of key ideas
from Bachelard—the more central thinker tor Bourdieu—that animate
Bourdieu’s conception of the social scientific method.*

As a philosopher of science, Bachelard argues that philosophy must
come to grips with early-twentieth-century revolutionary changes in phys-
ics.”” For Bachelard, relativity theory and quantum mechanics completely
revolutionized the philosophical task as well as the nature of philosophy
itself. "T'hese changes, he concluded, undermined the existing philosophical
traditions of both idealism and empiricism. Philosophy could no longer
find grounding in « priori categories of reason (Kant), language structures,
or in a transcendental subject (Hegel). Reason is historical since modern
physics demonstrates that there is historical development within the ratio-
nal structures and standards of science itself. This historical development
unfolds from the confrontation between theory and the empirical world,
thereby discrediting both idealist and empiricist views of reality. Scientific
knowledge is “constructed” and “dialectical” knowledge, one that does not
arrive at final truths but proceeds as an ongoing project of correction and
rectficatron of past errors. Thus, the logic of scientific discovery, Bachelard
argues, points to a new kind of philosophical task that must be carried on
without the tradit’onal foundations. The philosopher must adopt the “dia-
lectical reason” of science, which does not need to be grounded in the #
Jrieri reasoning capacities of a knowing subject or in an independent empir-
ical world. Bichelard therefore proposes a reflexive epistemology, one that

3 5. Bourdiew's generation of nermalicn philosophy students were familiar with the Bache-
lard, Canguilhem, and Koyré epistenological wadiiion prior to the publicadon of Kuhn's
work.

16. Uhe wlluenee of Bachelard can he veadily scen in fhe Craft of Saciology.

17. Lhis shart sanmmary of Racheld represeus a ceadingg of Bachebard svith an eye toward
explicanng Bourdien sither dvm previding a colerent imraduction wa Bachelard s intellecial
projeet. | leve deso teom Bachelanls Fae forimation de Fesprst wrensifigae ( GBoY, ihe seleaed
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is historical, discontinuous, dialectical,andno longer centered in some con-
tinuous, unchanging, or ever-renewing cogito.

Bachelard’s understanding of dialectical reasoning is not to be contused
with Hegelian or Marxist dialectics (T'iles 1987:146). For Bachelard, the
dialectical mode of reasoning in science does not replace one theory by
another that contradicts the first. Rather, the movement of thought pro-
ceeds from a limited conceptual framework, which is closed to some impor-
tant aspect of experience, to the development of a broader framework that
includes the previously excluded aspect. In this way, for example, Euclidean
geometty was not replaced but rather superseded and regionally situated
within a broader nen-Euclidean, space-time conceptual space. Dialectical
reason situates the previous theory in a broader conceptual space that high-
lights both its strengths and limitatons. This mode of dialectical thought
can include several different theories, which at a given level of logic contra-
dict each other by virtue of their limits, but, when situated within a broader
framework, stand in complementary relationships. Former knowledge is
not rejected but changed by a sort of realignmient in which new felds of
knowledge are opened up, forcing a reevaluation of what was previously
taken for granted. Such a shift in thought constitutes what Bachelard calls
an “epistemological break” with the previous theories.”

The logic of scientific discovery thus proceeds by epistemological
breaks or paradigmatic shifts. These are cognitive discontinuities or rup-
wures in logical relations in which previous conceptualizations are super-
seded by broader, more encompassing frameworks. This means thatscience
is not a cumulative knowledge that progressively broadens its base and
builds over time a higher and higher edifice of findings. Rather, Bachelard
insists on the discontinuous character of scientific achievement. Scientific
progress is marked by abrupt shifts in outlook, not by cumulative knowl-
edge. Karlier conceptualizations and constructs are displaced and replaced
by new, more encompassing understandings.*”

Full awareness of epistemological breaks develops, however, only after
they occur. The limitations of existing theories are not immediately ap-
parent. Indeed, Bachelard argues that previous theories can acwally op-
erate as “epistemological obstacles” to the progress of science. They be-

38. The term is more commonly associated with Althusser. It is in fact Althusser’s extrapo-
lavon from Bachelard’s thought more than Bachelard himself that gives this term currency
in French intellectual thought. Althusser (1970:257) claims that the term is rarcly found in
Bachelurd’s work and thar Canguilhem did not “usc this cemcept spstenraticaliyas | have tricd
to do.” Nonetheless, as Althusser admits, the idea is cleasly presemt in Bachelard’s writings.

39. This idea is of counrse caprured in Kahi’s (6.8 cancepr of pasadligan.
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come obstacles when they assume a necessary, taken-for-granted status in
ordering scientific work. In the history of science, Bachelard argues, both
rattonalism and empiricism were important constructions in the early
phases of the history of science. But as they became part of the everyday
reasoning of practicing scientists they became epistemological obstacles to
lurther progress and therefore needed to be rejected in favor of new con-
structions.

If scientific progress is marked by fundamental shifts in conceptual-
wation of reality, how can such shifts be facilitated, particularly since
the obstacles to progress in scientific thought never become visible until
after the fact? Bachelard’s answer is that the dialectical reason of science
operates by negation; it operates as an ongoing polemic against existing,
established procedures and theories. By refusing to grant existing theories
a kind of universal status, dialectical reason offers the dynamic potential
lor transformation. Further, relevant knowledge for seeking out and over-
coming epistemological obstacles goes beyond the conceptual, cognitive
foundations of an intellectual discipline to include all the social, cultural,
:md psychological factors that shape our perception of particular theoretical
issues and our theorizing about them. IHere Bachelard opens the door to
sociological factors as conditions that can shape the processes of reason and
scientific discovery. He sees a unigque role for epistemology as a necessary
rcliexive monitoring instrument for increasing awareness of both the cogni-
tive and social conditions that shape and limit existi'ng scientific work. Epis-
temological reflection on previous theories makes it possible to investigate
precisely what they assume and to enhance the chances for an epistemologi-
cal break.

Bachelard therefore sees his philosophy of science as “open,” since sci-
entific reason is historical, discontinuous, dialectical, and reflexive. New
scientific knowledge obtains through an ongoing process of negations and
new syntheses, Since this dynamic process is continually modifying and
Lringing into perspective new angles on the past through elimination
and rectification of past errors, the task of scientific construction is never
lully completed once and for all. The scientist continually confronts episte-
mological obstacles that must be overcome in order to achieve new scien-
tilie knowledge. For Bachelard, error continually reasserts itself as existing
thearies assume the status of a necessary truth.

FFinally, for Bachelard, scientifie knowledge must be constructed in op-
position to everyday practical knowledge, hy struggling against such spon-
tncous proclivities of the an mind as mking events and esperiences ar
Ewe vitlue or beconting, easily captivated by particnlacly vivid impressions.
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Bachelard argues that these natural inclinations of human thought are the
working matter for art and poetry. But science is a constructed knowledge
that can be developed only through an epistemological break, or rupture,
with everyday reasoning.®

Bourdien draws inspiration from these aspects of Bachelard’s thought
in developing his sociological method. Like Bachelard, Bourdieu is sharply
criti'cal of empiricism and positivism. He presents his early programmatic
statement on the sociological method in The Craft of Sociology—where his
indebtedness to Bachclard is most explicit—as a means of correcting for
the positivist climate in French sociology of the t9sos and ’Gos. In chat
work, Bourdieu charges that empiricism and positivism focus on the logic
of verification while leaving unattended the sources of scientific discovery.
Bourdieu wants to remove the process of theory construction from the
realm of individual intuition or genius to discover its underlying logic
(Bourdieu, Chamboredon, and Passeron 19g1:vi-vii). He is interested in
calling attention to the research process itself and stresscs that the sociolo-
gist’s relationship to his or her practice is usually mediated by values, atu-
tudes and their representations that are frequently quite remote from the
formal standards of verification. Thus one can see his interest in and influ-
ence by Bachelard, who calls attention to the “constructed” nature of scien-
ufic knowledge and who calls for reflexive monitoring of the assumptions
that enter into the scientific construction process. Bourdieu adopts this re-
flexive method as the trademark of his sociology.

Bourdieu extrapolates from Bachelard’s dialectical reason three episte-
mological checkpoints for sociological research (ibid., 1 1). He builds from
“Bachelard’s premise that the scientific fact is won, constructed, and con firned.”
First, and foremost, is the idea that scientific knowledge must brcak with
received views of the social world, whether they be everyday lay construc-
tions or taken-for-granted theoretical perspectives. Scienti'fic knowledge is
a constructed knowledge, one that is built against previous conceptualiza-
gons. Second, the scientific method involves the construction of formalized
models; and, third, these models must receive empirical verification. Each
of the three epistemological acts can be associated with a particular research
technique:

40. The idea that the most important scientific disceveries oppose everyday, common-
sense assumptions is an argument made not only by Bachelard but by many' other philoso-
phers of science. including the eminent Brit'sh scientist, Lewis Wolpert. One of Wolbert’s
{t993) main theses is precisely that the mast significant discoveries of the scienees violate the
precepts of conmion sense. Fle argues that the styles: of thonght cinployed in the fundsmemal
principles of science are radically dilfevenn from hose croployed by litnaos in everyday vea
SO,
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the break wich the distancing power of ethnological vocabulary, construction with
the specif.c effect of formalism, or veritication with the most standardized forms
of the questionnaire. (57)*

Bourdieu proposes these three epistemological acts in a logical rather than
a chronological order. Rather than a series of discrete steps, each is si-
multaneously present in all phases of the research process. Theory
formulation, data collection, concept measurement, and analytical tech-
niques are for Bourdieu all intimately related. Theory calls forth and
is rooted in data; data and their organization and verifica'on embody
theory.

Bourdieu sees this epistemological monitoring as a necessary corrective
to positivism where the logic of verification (considered the substance of
the scientific method) is detached from the logic of hypothesis formation
and theory generation. Bourdieu, like Bachelard before him, emphasizes
the importance of theory tormation and the development of a kind of men-
tal orientation (what Bourdieu calis a “scientific habitus”) that implements
an “epistemological vigilance” over a// aspects of the research process. Just
as Bachelard’s epistemology rejects hoth idealism and empiricism, Bourdieu
too rejects the distinction between theory and research in sociology. His
method emphasizes integrating the two at every stage of sociological in-
(uiry.

Finally, one can observe Bourdieu adoptng Bachelard’s “applied ratio-
nalism” to argue for a social science situated between two epistemological
extremes: idealism and realism (221). Bourdieu adopts a similar cognitive
strategy to Bachelard’s in an effort to construct an epistemological con-
sciousness for the social sciences that transcends but incorporates within a
broader framework the partial views of what he calls “subjectivism” and
“objectivism.” By subjectivisin, Bourdieu means all those forms of knowledge
that focus on individual or intersubjective consciousness and interactions.
By objectivisin he means all those forms of knowledge that focus on the
statistical regularities of human conduct. Both his key concepts, babitus and

field display a similar movement of thought. Habitus calls for moving to

4 conception of action and structure that breaks with and transcends the
wraditional dichotomies of subjectivisim and objectivism. Field follows a sim-
ilar movement by situating individuals, groups, and institutions within a
broader manrix of structuring relations. Chapters 3 and 4 will explore these
conceptial swategies in more detail.

e B Bovndteaw resus sedovige the cppsiamabopoesl reguircmens e ise of pavacalare
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Sartre and [évi-Strauss

Two towering intellectual figures, Jean-Paul Sartre and Claude Lévi-
Strauss, have been imposing references for all contemporary French think-
ers in the period follewing World War II. For Bourdieu, the confrontation
between these two intellectual models clearly shaped his inteflectual and
professional orientation. They represent, for Bourdieu, opposite types of
knowledge and vocation for intellectuals: Sartre the subjectivist and en-
gaged humimist and Lévi-Strauss the objectivist and detached scientist.*?
Both models are importumt for understanding the kind of synthesis that
Bourdieu develops in his own work and carecr.

In terms of models for the political vocation of an intellectual in post-
war I'rance, Sartre had come to incarnate the prophetic image of the “total”
intellectual, fully committed to political engagement, and the carrier of a
world view that could be applied to every issue of the duy. Sartre zealously
pursued this intellectual and political agenda. Quoting Sartre’s faniliar im-
perative from the manifesto in the first issue of Les Tensps Medernes, “We
must miss nothing of our time,” Bourdieu observed thatin fact Surtre rarely
did (Bourdicu and Passeron 1967:173). From pronouncements on the Alge-
rian War, reasons for adhering or not adhering to the French Communist
Party, criticism of colonialism and the Viemam War, to commentary on
art and theater, Sartre and his fellow travelers of Les Temps Modernes were
“perfect illustran’ons of this policy of being present at all the outposts of
the intellectual front and participating in all the avant-garde movements”
(157). They were “always . . . chasing after the latest ‘alienation’ motivated
“by the desire to ‘miss nothing’” (176). Bourdieu, however, has from the
beginning followed a quite different intellectual role, one that is much
closer to the model of a professional sociologist than of a public intellectual.

[n sharp contrast to the Sartrean model of the total intellectual, Lévi-
Strauss emerged to offer for the young Bourdieu a more compelling intel-
lectual vocation. Bourdieu describes in the preface of The Logic of Practice
(19g9eh:1~2) how Lévi-Strauss appeared for Bourdien in the postwar period
as an antithetical model for the intellectual vocation.

It is not casy to communicate the secial effects that the work of Claude [.évi-Strauss
produced in the French intellectual field, or the concrete mediations through which
a whole generacion was led to adopt a new way of conceiving intellectual activity
that was opposed in a thoroughly dialectical fashion to the figure of the polivically
cemmitted “total” intellectval represented by fean-Panl Sartre.

32. Poster (1975320 1 providesagrood suontaey of thes spaetted exchinges betwveen Levi
Strzaauss and Navire i the el ssties
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[t is Lévi-Strauss who offers to Bourdien a “new way of conceptualizing
intellectual actuvity” that in contrast to Sartre made it possible to “reconcile
theoretical and practical aims, scientific and ethical or political vocations
.. . through a more humble and responsible manner of fulflling their task
as researchers” (8). “Equally removed from pure science as from exemplary
prophecy” Bourdieu’s intcllectual vocation, which will be explored further
in chapter 10, is to use science to demystify relations of power. It is to be
fundamentally a political project, but one that finds its method in the prac-
tice of science rather than in the public practice of political posidon-taking
a la Sartre.

This is not to say that Bourdien does not share many of Sartre’s politi-
cal sentiments or that he has been totally absent from the French political
scene. Bourdieu has been consistently on the French polidcal left since his
student days at the licole Normule Supéricure. He published five articles
in Les Temps Modernes during the 196os and has regularly been associated
with the CFI)'T, the Socialist trade union. But his “poliu’cal practice” has
heen markedly different from that of Surtre or the common image one has
of the Parisian Left Bank intellectual. Bourdicu rarely signs public petitions,
participates in public demonstrations, or writes aboutstrategies for political
engagement.

Bourdieu sees his intellectual vocation as one of providing conceptual
tools and research findings that can be employed by political acuvists in
various struggles against domination. It is his “wish to approach burning
political issues in a scientifically disciplined way” (Honneth, Kocyba, and
Schwibs 1986:43). Lis response to the Algerian War was characteristic.
Rather than participate in public demonstrations in Pan's against the war,
Bourdieu researched peasant atutudes and behavior toward their changing
cconomic situation and wrote scholarly publications on the topic. He
admits in retrospect that this effort had no impact on the course of the war
or French policy toward Algeria (39).

A piece of research that did have an important public impact and that
first gave Bourdiceu public visibility in France was The Inheritors. Although
it was used by French student activists in 1968 and probably influenced
some of their analysis of the class bias of the French university, the book
was written primarily as a scholarly work that critically examined patterns
nl class~hased educational opportunity and cultural ideals in the student
papulation.

But Sartre and Lévi-Strauss alsa represented Far Bourdieu two radically
different approasches for underscunting social life. Sartre emphasized the
role ol the freely choosmp, crenive, mdercrmined conscionsness ol the

mehvidhil sshjeer swherveas LevieSoranss focused on e causal poswer of
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structures that operate beyond the consciousness of individuals to shape
their choices. Bourdieu sees in this paradigmatic opposition the roots of a
broader, and more fundamental, opposition that structures all intellectual
thought and stands as a veritable obstacle to the development of a genuine
social science of practices (Bourdieu 19goh:¢3). Two modes of knowledge,
the suhjectivist epitomized by Sartre and the objectivist represented by
Lévi-Strauss, stand in sharp opposigon and find expression in a variety of
forms in the social sciences.

Bourdieu sees his work as an effort ro idenuty the social and epistemo-
logical conditions that make possible these two forms of knowledge. In-
deed, his work can be read as an effeit to “move beyond the antagonism
hetween these modes of knowledge, while preserving the gains from each
of them” (Bourdieu 199oh:25). The intluence of Bachelard’s dialectical
method isobvious. Chapter 3 exatnines how Bourdieu attempts to construct
a general social theory that addresses this dilemma.

Classical Suciological Theory

‘Though Bourdicu actively eschews association with any one of the three
classical sociologists—Marx, Durkheim, and Weber—he in fact draws sig-
nificantly and selectively from each, synthesizing their works in two re-
spects. First, he suggests that whereas Durkheim, Marx, and Weber hold
sharply contrasting theories of the social world, they in fact share the same
“epistemological and logical principles of social knowledge” (Bourdicu
1968:682). Their theories of sociological knowledge actually converge in
what Bourdieu calls the “principle of non-consciousness” (Bourdieu,
Chanboredon, and Passeron 1991:15—-18), which posits that the scientitic
explanation of social life does not reduce to conimon everyday perceptions
or individual ideas or intentions. Here Bourdieu joins the classical sociolog-
ical tradition with Bachelard.

Second, Bourdieu pursues a sort of “dialectical eclectieism” in which
he critically juxtaposes Marx, Weber, and Durkheim by highlighting what
he views as their respective contributions and limitations to the study of
symbolic power (Bourdieu 1977d, 1991b, 1993d; Bourdicu and Passeron
1977:4-5). Chapter 4 will examine this synthesis. Flere we will identity the
central themes he adopts from each.”

MARX
While some early British and American interpretations of Bourdieu’s work
wrongly identity him as a Marxist (notably Inglis 1979), more recent critical

43. My preseniation of Bourdien’s comiccion whe elassie socialopival tradivion driass in
pant fronabhe et wtele by Brabaker CoRg)
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reviews rightfully recognize the relatively stronger influence o f Durkheim
:md especially Weber (see Brubaker 1985; DiMaggio 1979).* Marxist crit-
ics point out i particular the Durkheimian lineage. These critics notwith-
standing, Bourdieu clearly appropriates for his work a number of key
themes from Marx. At the same time he reserves some of his harshest criti-
cism for Marxist theorizing.

From Marx, Bourdieu draws his general program to write a sociology
of reproduction. He accepts from historical materialism the primacy of class
conflict and material interests as fundamental pillars of social inequality in
modern societies. Yet, he is sharply critical of class reductionist accounts
of culeural life. Chapter 7 will show that Bourdieu does not restrict the
concept of class to position in the social relatiens of production; he thinks
of class in more general terms of conditions of existence that can include
¢ducation, gender, age, and status as well as property.

Bourdieu is a materialist in the sense that he roots human consciousness
in practical social life. He is also concerned with forms of talse consciousness
or, in his terms, wisrecognition of power relations. He accepts the Marxian
idea that symbolic systems fultill social functions of domination and repro-
duction of class incquality. Yet he is critical of the view of ideologythat focuses
largely on the social functions of symboalic goods and practices without show-
ing how they arc necessury features for the enactment of social practices.

While Bourdieu accepts the Marxist claim that cultural pracrices func-
tion to legitimate and perpetuate class inequality, he resists focusing on the
symbolic dimension of social life as separate and derivative of the more
fundamencal material components of social life. He in fact rejectsthe Marx-
ist infrastructure/superstructure conceptual distinction, which he believes
to be rooted in the classic idealism/materialism dichotomy that must be
transcended. Here Bourdieu parts company with the structuralist Marxism
of Althusser (1970).* In his revisionist approach to the Marxist distinction
hetween infrastructure and superstructure, Althusser theorizes that in cer-
tain historical situations superstructural instances, such as culture, ideology,

- Homneth (1986:55) and Garnham and Williams (t98o:129) see a significant Marxist
lincage in Bourdieu’s emphasis on the role of class struggle in shaping contemporary culture.
But as we shall see in chapter 7, Bourdieu’s coneepe of class is hardly Marxist, and his emphusis
on straggle stems more Frow an anthropological premise that the search for distinction consti-
mtes a lundamental dynamic of social identity than it does from dynamics specific to capital-
st The erroncous: classiicaion of Bourdiew as fundamentalty Marxist is not confined te
Brsh and Awerican observers, however, Same French erivies (e.g. Ferry and Renaule 1990)
alser sitwate Bourdiea braadly wabin a Aaesise inellecunal femnework.

4§ Bonvdhew staply erfoeizes Ahhusserian Masxisme Jor three reasions: it ircats. actors as
stuplee adimets o swevoues, o welepares crhoee o bighly lormalized sibssstem of super
st e, ‘Illd 1" II"-I ORtapes at |ll‘|l canspnn Jl ssesipginion
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religion, and politics, can obtain relative autonomy from infrastructure and
play a dominant role in shaping class relations; in the last instance, however,
the economy is always determinative. Bourdieu shares the basic materialist
outlook of Althusser and his emphasis on the relative autonomy of religion
and culture from politics and economics.* Still, Bourdieu’s position is not
fundamentally Althusserian. Inspired by Marx’s first thesis on Feuerbach,
which emphasizes the underlying unity of all social life as practical activity,¥
Bourdieu (1984a2:467) rejects the idea thatsocial existence can be segmented
and hierarchically organized into disanct spheres, such as the social, the
cultural, and the economic. Rather than explore the various forms of articu-
lation of the superstructure and infrastructure as Althusserians do, Bour-
dieu argues that the two realms are not to be separated in the first place.
Instead of distinguishing superstructure from infi-astructure, Bourdicu con-
ceptualizes the social world as a series of relatively autonomous but struc-
turally homologous fields of production, circulation, and consumption of
various forms of cultural as well as material resources. Bourdietw’s conecpt
of field functions as a mediation area between the infrastructure and super-
structure where cultural producers and their institutionalizzed arena of pro-
duction reunite the twe instances that Marxi'st theory separates. Bourdieu
seeks to write a general science of practices that combines both material
and symbolic dimensions and thereby emphasizes the fundamental #nity of
social life. Nonetheless, Bourdieu’s central concern with the problem of
relations between the symbolic and material aspects of social life and be-
tween structure and agency stem in part from his early confrontations with
this particular Marxist tradition. And his idea of the relat’'ve autonomy of
fields bears the imprint of Althusser’s thought.

Finally, like Marx, Bourdieu employs a critical method in constructing
his social science. Nevertheless, the significance of Bourdieu’s relationship
to Marx lies less in an attempt to appropriate particular concepts and to
give them a specific Marxist application in his work than in an effort to
elaborate upon certain themes inherited from Marx by drawing more di-
rectly from the work of Durkheim and especially Weber (Brubaker 1985).

46. Indeed, at times Bourdieu echoes the Althusserian position when, for example, e posits
that actor dispositions are “engendered . . . in the last analysis, by the economic bases of the
social formation in question” (Bourdieu 1977¢:83).

¢7. T'he epigraph o Ourline of « Theory of Practice (1977¢) is from Marx's first thesis on
Ieuerbach: “The chief defect of all hitherto existing materialism—rhat of Feuerhach in-
cluded—is that the thing, reality, sensuousness, is conceivell nnly in the form of the ohject
or of contems plution, but not as buntnn sevstionts gcttvity, proctice, not subjeciively, FHence it hap-
pened that the aarve side, in contradistinetion to materialisi, was developod by idealisin
but only abstractly, since, of conrse, weslism does nat know ecal, sensions activiey as such”
(quowil fram Tucker 11)78:144),
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AVEBER

I‘rom Marx, Bourdieu turns to Max Weber for the conceptual tools to elab-
orate a theory of symbolic goods and practices that would transcend both
vlass reductionism and idealism. Bourdieu (19goh:17) remarks that it is
Weher “who, far ftom opposing Marx, as is generally thought, with a spiri-
walist theory of history, in fact carries the materialist mode of thought
wito areas which Marxist materialism effectively abandons to spiritualism.”
Bourdieu (199oc:36) sees Weber offering a “political economy of religion”
that brings out “the full potential of the materialist analysis of religion with-
aut destroying the properly symbolic character of the phenomenon.” @ne
central objective of Bourdieu’s sociology is to elaborate Weber’s model for
a political economy of religion to #// cultural and social life. Indeed, Bour-
icu (107) sees his sociology of culture to he of the same character as that
ol Weber who used “the economic model to extend materialist criticue
into the realm ofreligion.” It is to be a “generalized” or “radical” material-
ism, but one that avoids the class reductionism that Bourdieu believes char-
acterizes Marxism (199o¢:17; 1993d:12). Bourdieu believes he has found
in this generalized materialism a way to transcend the classic idealism/
wmaterialism dichotomy in the social sciences.

Bourdieu’s work represents an important elaboration of Weber’s no-
iion of ideal goods and interests.®® "T'he idea of “religious interest” comes
from Weber’s emphasis on the “this-worldly” character of behavior moti-
vated by religious belief. Weber (1978:399) writes that “the most elemen-
ary forms of hehavior motivated by religious or magical factors are ori-
ented to this world.” He goes on to stress that “religious or magical behavior
or thinking must not be set apart from the range of everyday purposive
conduct, partcularly since even the ends of the religious and magical ac-
tions are predominantly economic.” Bourdieu (199oh:4) argues that by in-
sisting on the “this-worldly” character of behavior motivated by religi'ous
factors Weber provides a “way of linking the contents of mythical discourse
(and even its syntax) to the religious interests of those who produce it,
diffuse it, and receive it.” Thus, Weber provides a means for connecting
rcligious beliefs and practices to the interests of those who produce and
whuinister them.

Bourdicu (1987d:122), however, considers WWeber’s notion of “reli-
gious interest” 1o be “only weakly claborated” since it limits the scope of
interest o he “determined by the agents’ conditions of existence.” In con-
wast, Bourdicw siresses that religions interesis—and symbolic interests

AR, Recall AWebser's Tamons dechwarmm vt “eor weas, o ovenat g wdeal miterests,
direaly povers mew's condia” (Coerch and Mills 170 280)
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more generally—“are also determined in their form and their conditions
of expression by the supply of religion and the action of the religious profes-
sionals.” Nonetheless, Weber’s thinking permits one to construct a

system of religious helicfs and practices as the more or less cransfigured expression
of the strategies of different categories of specialists competing for monopely over
the administration of the goods of salvation and of the different classes interested
in their services. {Bourdicu 1991h:4)

Bourdieu extends the idea of interest to include nonmaterial goods by
arguing that «// practices are fundamentally “intercsted” whether directed
toward material or symbolic items. He wants to construct a “science of
practices” that will analyze “all practices”as “oriented towards the maximi-
zation of material or symbolic profit” (Bourdieu 199oh:209). The research
program he proposes would unite what has traditionally been thought of
as economic (interested and material) and noneconomic {disinterested and
symbolic) forms of action and objects. Thus, symbolic interest and material
interest are viewed as two equally objective forms of interest. Actors pursue
symbolicas well as material interests and exchange one for the other under
specified conditions.

While extending the idea of interest from material to ideal goods,
Weber nonetheless retains analytcal distinctions for different types of be-
havior. Weber (1978:24-25, 339) analytically distinguishes the following
types of action: “instrumentally radgonal,” “value-rational,” “affectional,”
and “tradidonal.” Weher does not consider every action as economic. To
be economic, action must satisfy a need that depends upon relatively scarce
resources and a limited number of actions. Such distinctions disappear al-
together in Bourdieu’s work. Moreover, the idea that action is interest-
oriented is for Bourdieu a fundamental presupposition not a hypothesis for
testing. And he does not consider whether some practices might be more
self-interested than others.

The extension of Weber’s idea of religious interest permits Bourdieu
to develop concepts such as religious capital and cultural capital asirreducible
forms of power though interchangeable with economic capital. With the
concept of culturul capital, Bourdieu expands \Weber’s idea of social closure
to include more subtle, informal kinds of exclusionary practices.** Bourdieu

49. The closure theorist Raymond Murphy (1988:18-19) also sees thisaspect of Bourdiew’s
framework as extending fromn positions raken by Weber. By extending the concept «apital from
i usual economu’c meaning to include nonmaterial iters as well, Bourdlicu shares the view,
which is “at the root of closure theory,” that closure invalves not only *pracesses of monopoli-
zation (and exclusion) based on eapital in the marker” it also “other provesses ol monupoliz
tion and cxclusion. sich as these hased an race, cthinieng., sex.” "The work of Randall Colline
(o78) follows in he saae vem,
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(1)8ec:375) conceptualizes resources as capital when they function as a “so-
cizt] relation of pewer” by becoming ohjects of struggle as valued resources.
Bourdieu’s (1991b:g) concept of religious capital is close to Weber’s idea
vl religious “qualitication.” It represents “accuinulated symbolic labor” and
is connected to the “constitution of a religious field” where a group of
religious specialists is able to monopolize the administration of religious
prouds and services. Religious capital is a power resource, since it implies
a1 form of “objective dispossession” by the constirution of a “laity” who by
definition are those without, yet in need of the valued resources controlled
by specialists. Bourdieu’s concept of cultural capital covers a wide variety
of resources, such as verbal facility, general cultural awareness, aesthetic
preferences, scientific knowledge, and educational credendals. His point is
1u suggest that culture (in the broadest sense of the term) can become a
|oWer resource.

Bourdieu draws from \Weber’s notions of charisma and legitimacy to
develop a theory of symmbolic power. This theory stresses the active role played
Iy taken-for-granted assumptions in the constitution and maintenance of
power relations. Like Weber, Bourdieucontends that the exercise of power
requires legitimation. Bourdieu argues that the logic of self-interest under-
Iving all practices—particularly those in the cultural domain—goes “mis-
recognized” as a logic of “disinterest.” Misrecognition is a key concept for

Juurdieu; akin to the idea of “false consciousness” in the Marxist tradition,
misrecognition denotes “denial” of the economic and political interests
present in a set of practices. Symbolic practices, Bourdieu thus argues, de-
lect attenton from the interested character of practices and thereby con-
tribute to their enactment as disinterested pursuits. Activities and resources
pain in symbolic power, or legitimacty, to the extent that they become sepa-
ratedd from underlying material interests and hence go misrecognized as
representing disinterested forns of activities and resources. Individuals and
proups who are able to benefit from the transfortnation of self-interest into
disinterest obtain what Bourdieu calls a symbolzc capital. Syibolic capital is
“denied capital”; it disguises the underlying “interested” relations to which
u is related giving them legitimation. Symbolic capital is a form of power
that is not perceived as power but as legitimate demands for recognition,
delerence, obedience, or the services of others.*® Symbolic capital is a re-
lnrmalation of Weber’s idea of charismatic authority that legitimates power
relations hy aceentuating selected personal qualities of elites as supposedly
siperior and maqural. Bourdien, however, does not think of the concept as

s See Bowrden tgg2007 940 10770070 B b e 2 and 1ogte 6370 for key
Lnmubatiose ol s courep
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an ideal type or restrict it to leadership but extends the idea as a dimension
of all legitimation.’!

For Bourdieu, the focus by Weber on religious leadership provides the
key for understanding how refations of interest become transformed into
disinterested relations to create symbolic capital. It is the “symbolic labor”
by specialists that transforms relations of power into forms of disinterested
honorability (Bourdieu 1977¢:171). Bourdieu (1987d:122-24; 1991h:5-13)
highlights as particularly insightful Weber’s (1978:1177-81) analysis of the
“ethicalization” and “systematization” of religious needs of the rising urban
bourgeoisie as the product of religious labor by specialists. Religious labor
by specialists creates religious understandings of the particular social condi-
tions of existenee of specific groups. Symbolic labor producces symbolic
power by transforming relations of interest into disinterested meanings.
Symbolic lahor paints to the central role that Bourdieu assigns to intellectu-
als (symbolic producers) in his analysis of social stratification.

Also from Weber’s sociology of religion, Bourdieu derives in part his
concept of f1eld to designate competitive arenas where other forms of capi-
tal (e.g, symbolic, cultural, social) as well as economic capital arc invested,
exchimged, and accumulated.®? The concept is inspired by Weber’s discus-
sion of the relations between priest, prophet, and sorcerer (Bourdicu 19g1b:
49).* Weber identifies the specific and opposing interests of the principal
types of religious leadership and the structures of the “competition which
opposes them to one another” (Bourdieu 199oc¢:i107). Bourdieu (1987d;
1992:260) proposes a structuralist reinterpretanon of Weber’s analysis by
stressing more than Weber how the interactons between the types of reli-
gious leadership are structured by their opposing interests and how these
interests are in turn related to broader power structures. Bourdieu (1987d:
121) believes that Weber restricts his analysis to an “interactionist” per-
spective by focusing on the interpersonal or intersubjective relations among
actors. A field perspective, however, introduces a broadergrasp of structural
conditions that shape the interactions of actors without their being aware
of them. Weber’s discussion of the specific and opposing interests of the
principal types of religious leadership permits Bourdieu to show how par-
ticular ficlds of cultural life emerge through the development of specialized

s1. Whereas Weber tended to associate charismatic authority with precapitalist societies,
Bourdien finds it in the form of the ideclogy of the gifted individual even in modern societies
where the rationalized, bureaucraac type of authority predominares.

52. [n developing the concept, Bourdieu (1987d) draws prinwarily from chapter 6 of Feononry
and Society and chapter 15 devated w domination. He ulse takes into acoemni The sections of
chapter t entitled “I'he Concep of Conflicr™ vl *1Hieraeratie Orgadizanion.”

53, It ulso parallels Weber's ideq ol “life-orders,” which mspives Gienh sl ABIS's Cong
cenepulizaden o “sanuuonal ovilers”
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corps of cultural producers. Chapter 6 is devoted to a detailed examination
»t this key concept.

From Weber’s concepts of social classes and status groups, Bourdieu
recenceptualizes the relations between class and status by proposing a the-
ory that systematically refates the distinetive marks of lif estyle patterns and
auribudons of prestige and honor to their material condidons of exis-
1ence.” Whereas Weber thought of class and status as distinct ideal types
that can be used to compare and contrast historically specific societies,
iunrdieu posits a fundamental principle linking class and status. Status cul-
1ite is a sort of veneer that legitimates class interest by presenting it under
iie guise of disinterestedness. Status groups and status distinctions are
classes and class distinctions in disguise. Bourdieu thus emphasizes the
complementary rather than oppositional nature of relations between class
and status. This dimension of Bourdiew’s thought is explored further in
haprer 7.

Finally, Bourdieu borrows from Wceber’s methodology a fundamental
ilistinction for his class analysis. Weber held thut “classes™ are aggregates
ul common life chances but not real social groups. Bourdieu adopts this
distincdon to argue for a “rclational” as opposed to a realist approach to
sacial classes. For Bourdieu, social classes are probabilistic constructs that
should not be conflated with reality. Modifying the classic Marxist distinc-
non, Bourdieu argues that “classes-on-paper” can become “classes-in-
reality” only if there is symbolic and political work to give them actual
uleatity and mobilization. Like Weber, Bourdieu wants to stress that one
should not assume that class consciousness and action necessarily low from
ubjective class condigons. Bourdieu emphasizes the symbolic dimension of
vlass analysis.

DURKHEIM

I'he influence of Durkheim in Bourdieu's work is beginning to be acknowl-
rdgred (see Miller and Banson 1987; VWacquant 1992) but seldom given the
emphasis that it deserves.®® Virtually ignored by the immediate postwar
peneration, Durkheim found renewed interest in the 196os with the second
peneration of postwar French sociologists, including Bourdieu. This is the
period when several French sociologists sought to find an alternative to

s This is most extensively developed i Distimetion (Bonrdien g8 4axi—0i) where in the
prelace to e Enghsh edition Bonrdien writes: *The madel of the relationships between the
nniverse ol cenmomie and savial comlisions and the universe of ife-styles which is put forward
heve fiss] ased onvan endevor torehiak Mas Weber's apposiitan between chss and Stnd.”

55, Duvkhemn s the meea hequently ceterenced ihimker i Bonheu’s ig68 meihidalogeal
tenthieah T £neft wl S h'/u_qr
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the academic tradition of French sociology, epitomized by Georges Gur-
vitch at the Sorbonne, and the immediate postwar empiricism imported
from the United States (Besnard 1987:209-10). A return to the classics,
especially Durkheim and Weber, was a way for Bourdieu’s generation of
French sociologists to distinguish themselves from their empiricist prede-
cessors.’

In this light, it is significant that Aron lectured at the Sorbonne from
1959 to 1962 on the classical writers Montesquieu, Comte, Marx, Tocque-
ville, Durklieim, Pareto, and Weber, and that these lectures became the
material for his two volumes of Main Currents itz Soctological Thonght (Col~
quhoun 1986:7). As Aron’s teaching assistant, Bourdieu also taught Durk-
heim. For Bourdieu, it was Durkheim as well as Saussure¢ who represented
the significant intellectual precursors of the scientific method that became
fashionable under structuralism.

Bourdieu adopted as a cardinal principle of method Durkheim’s posi-
tion that science must break with everyday understandings and representa-
tions of social life in order tm establish a genuinely scientific explanaton.’”
Indeed, Bourdieu has energetically pursued with all the ambition and pas-
sion of Durkheim the project of establishing sociology as science rather
than as social philosophy. Bourdieu, of course, went on to distance himself
from Durkheimian objectivisin by integrating actor representations into his
structural account. But like Durkheim, he began sociological investigation
with the “methodological decision to ‘treat social facts as things™ (Bour-
dieu, Boltanski et al. 199o:2).%*

Bourdieu shares with Durkheim the impulse to reveal the social in the
apparently most individua! forms of behavior. Following Durkheim’s meth-
odological design in Swicide (1951), Bourdieu selects objects of study, such
as photography and tastes, thatappear most readily understandable in terms
of individual choice or motivan'on to illustrate the power of sociological
explanation. I'o discover the social at the very heart of the most subjective
experience is a central aim of Bourdien, just as it was for Durkheim (Bour-

56. Mannheim’s (1956) idea of “intellectual generations” seems appropriate here.

57. It The Rudes of Saciological Method Durkheim (1966:32) insists that the social scientist
“must emancipate himself frem the fallacious ideas that dominare the mind of the layman;
he must throw off, once and for all, the yoke of these empirical categories, which from long
continued habit have become tyrannical.”

§8. This does not conflict with Bourdieu’s criticism of Durkheimian objectivist in another
passage where lre observes that “social science cannct ‘trear soctal realities as things,” in accor-
dance with Durkheim’s famous precept, without neglectingall thin these realities owed 10 the
fact that they are objects of cogniion Galhein o wmisrecapgniion) within ithe very objeetisity of
social existence” (Bourdicu vggoh:i3g). As we will see in chopter 3, Bourdico wakes hath
claims as representingy 1w distine b nevessare stepe in the sesearch pracoss.
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dieu rggaoc). Indeed, his early study of photography frames the research
issue in quintessential Durkheimian terms of a sociological (e.g., degree of
group integration) rather than a psychological explanation of picturing tak-
ing {see Bourdieu, Boltanski et al. 1990).

Durkheim’s fundamental theme of the increasing division of labor is
cvidentin the distincrion Bourdieu draws between undifferentiated and dif -
ferentiated sociceties. Like Durkheim, Bourdicu (1989c:376) works with the
idea of a historical transition from fairly unifted and undiff erentgated socie-
ties to modern societu'es where various cultural modes of expression become
Jifferentiarcd and constituted as relatively autonomous fields. Indeed Bour-
Jieu’s general view of society as a web of interweaving fields of struggle
over various kinds of valued resources is consistent with the Durkheimian
idea of an ongoing process of differentiation.

Bourdieu extends Durkheims’s sacred/profane opposition to an analy-
sis of contemporary cultural forms. In his sociology of education, Bourdieu
(r989c:164) sees French schooling as a “religious instance” in the Durk-
heimian sense for it produces social and mental boundaries that are analo-
gous to the sacred/profane distinction. The elite tracks and institutions in
French education function analogously to religious orders, as they set apart
as superior and separate a secular elite with quasi-religious properties of
public legitimation or symbolic power. The significance of this analogy to
the sacred—indeed its polemical character—can be more fully appreciated
if one recalls that France is a country with a strong antclerical tradition
and where secular public education has been embraced as one of the endur-
ing legacies of the French Revolution.

More generally, Bourdieu believes that the religious sacred is but a
particular case of the more general idea that social distinctions, whether
applied to individuals, groups, or insttutions, assume a taken-for-granted
quality that elicits acceptance and respect. Symbolic power is a power to
“consecrate,” to render sacred. He thus associates the concept of the sacred
with legitimation, pardcularly in high culture and art where boundaries
delimiting the legitimate from the illegimate are particularly strong*? In
this sense, he can declare that his sociology of culture is in reality a “science
of the sacred” (Bourdieu 1992:210, 260—-61).

Bourdicu revives Durkheim’s project to develop a sociological theory
ol knowledge :ind social perception to explain the “social origins of schemes
ol thought, pereeption, appreciation and action.” Durkheim argues in The

sop. Bomrdiva Cgg plii) swpgeests that eeligion, which Duckheim “delined hy the serting-
up ol a teanger besseen he saerel and the prolime, s sienply s pacticalar case of all the acis
ol msttiang fronteraolsongle sshivh dilercnces ol metnre are seap benveen vealines tha in
realiny” are se bt by adintesinal, somenoxs nupecceptilile dilleceores”
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Elementary Forms of Religions Life that symbolic classifications correspond
to social classifications. Bourdieu (1991b:5) follows closely this idea when
he writes that

if one takes seriously both the Durkheimian hypothesis of the social origins of
schemes of thought, perception, appreciation, and action and the fact of class divi-
sions, one is necessarily driven to the hypothesis that a correspondence exists be-
tween sacial structures (strictly speaking, power structures) and mental structures.
"T'his correspondence obtains through the scructure of symbolic systems, language,
religious, art, and so forth.

In Distinction, where Bourdieu (1984a:468) systematically relates social class
to lifestyles and cultural consumption patterns, he dcfines his research ob-
jective as identifying “the cognitive structures which social agents imple-
ment in their practical knowledge of the world [and which] are internalized,
‘embodied’ social structures.” Like Durkheim, Bourdieu sees symbolic sys-
tems as classification systems that provide both logical and secial integration.
He emphasizes the social as well as cognitive functions of “collective repre-
sentations” and “primitive classifications.” But if for Durkheim this integra-
tive force operates to produce a desired consensual unity for the social or-
der, for Bourdieu it produces domination. Thus, Bourdieu is concerned
with the function of differentiation as well as with that of integration. The
pressing question for Bourdieu is not, as it was primarily for Durkheim,
how solidarity is reinforced, but rather how solidarity is constructed and
maintained in a social order characterized by hierarchy, conflict, and strug-
gle.”” Bourdieu’s theoretical effort to combine the issue of social reproduc-
tion with that of social classification amounts to a “revisionist approach to
the Durkheimian problem of order” (DiMaggio 1979).* Bourdieu (198oc:
52-53) sees this effort as an attempt to mate Durkheim and Marx, anthro-
pology and sociology.

The Significance of Ethnographic 'ieldwork in Algeria

While trained in philosophy, Bourdieu began his social-scientific career as
an ethnologist, doing his first fieldwork in the late 1950s among the Berber

6o. See Cherkaoui 1981, Giddens 1982, and Wacquant 1gg3c for views that Durkhein was
more concerned with eonflict than is generally credited and that his concern for the problem of
order was not formulated in response to the Hebbesian prohlem as Parsons (1968) suggests.

61. Durkheim 1s also concerned with the social hasis of disorder. His concept of “anomie”
reflects his concern for forces that deregulate as well as those dun integrate the social body,
In Bourdieu, however, we tind fitde snention devaned to devianey ihong s dieve are namble
exceptions, such as Bown-hen vgBge: 5y g and Bowedien, Bolizmsk el 100030 40
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peasants in Algeria. Out of this first research experience of crossing disci-
plinary boundaries between anthropology and sociology, Bourdieu sees
himself joining

a new generation of sociologists, who started out in philosophy and were schooled
m cthnology, land who broughtabout] a reunification of the ethnological and socio-
Ingical interests that had been completely dissociated by neo-positivism. (Bourdieu
and Passeron 1967:198)

I'le believes that at the heart of the Durkheimian tradition there is no sub-
stantive distinction between sociology and anthropology.

This early research expericnce inaugurates specific motifs and points
ol method that become recurring themes in Bourdieu’s later work. Four
(undamental conceptual issues in particular emerge: the problem of rela-
tions berween individual dispositions and external structures, the problem
of agency in structuralist analysis, the problem of relating cognitive struc-
tures to social structures, and more generally the problem of relations be-
ween material and symbolic aspects of social life. The Algerian research
also demonstrates the kind of political activitism that Bourdieu would pur-
siie as a professional social scientist.

The first problem emerged from thie particular situation he encoun-
icred in colonial Algeria during the Algerian War. He says retrospectively
(in Honneth 1986:40) that his personal way of dealing with the war was to
varry out a study that would combine theoretical and political aims. As an
apponent of the war, Bourdieu was interested in identitying those social
lorces in Algeria most likely to overthrow French colonial power and inau-
purate a new democratic order. He therefore turned his attention to the
differences bensveen the Algerian proletariat and sub-proletariat and their
different forws of “revolutionary consciousness.”

The war accelerated the intrusion of the market economy by French
volonialism into the traditional peasant social world. The French army’s
policy of forced resettlement (regroupement) destroyed, uprooted, and relo-
cated peasant villages and thereby rapidly introduced traditional peasants
1o the modern exigencies of the market economy. Bourdieu explored how
radition and forced modernization intersected.” The newly imported and
tmposed money economy required of the peasants new attitudes toward
thine and new “mades of action based on rational anticipation” (Honneth,
Kouvyha, and Schwibs 1986:40). Yer, Bourdicu observed that peasants ini-

62, Lhs swo books Le Devaanenens: Laecrise de U agrtindise tvadisonnelle eo M gerie (Bourdieu
and Savind vongy and Tl oo Frecattears ca AMgerre (Boanhen, Dbl e sl o6 explore
e praitteras ol asbaptivnoen 1o his nesy siasion
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tially responded to the new economic conditons through the dispositions
originally produced and shaped by their traditional economic order. Rather
than consider this Kabyle peasant response as essentially irrational by mod-
ern economic standards, Bourdieu draws on the Durkheimian tradition to
identify a deeper social rationality. The new structural demands were fil-
tered through traditional dispositions, since peasant dispositions “do net
change in the same rhythm as economic structures.” Peasant behavior
changed only as individual actors strategically adapted their dispositions to
the new coustraints and opportunities imposed by the new economy.

From this initial research experience Bourdieu developed a more for-
malized conceptual reflection on the relations between internalized disposi-
tions and object've structures. For him, a proper account of practices will
require a conceptual language that calls attention to the complex interac-
tion between internalized dispositi'ons and objective structures. Action will
be theorized as a culturally mediated response to structural constraints and
change. This problem became formalized in his key concept, habitus.

The second conceptual theme emerged from Bourdieu’s efforts to
apply Lévi-Strauss’s structuralist analysis of myth, kinship, and ritual to
Algerian Berber secieties. In doing a statistical campilation of marriages,
Bourdieu found that the parallel-cousin marriage rule posited by 1.évi-
Strauss actually occurred in less than 5 percent of cases. Similarly, by careful
study of ritual, he found that the kinds of systemic oppositions posited by
Lévi-Strauss for a structuralist analysis of ritual simply left out a number
of significant practices (Bourdieu r99oc, 199oh). These tield obseivations
pointed up two glaring weaknesses in structuralism, namely, the absence
of an adeqjuate theory of agency and the limited capacity of formal models
to account for action.

Like all ethnographic researchers, Bourdieu experienced the practical
problems of data collection and analysis. In particular, he confronted the
problem of the relations between the social scientist as the outside observer
and the subjects of obsetvation. The problem resided, for Bourdieu, in the
gap between the practical logic and necessity of everyday activities carried
out by actors, which the social scientist is interested in observing, under-
standing, and explaining, and the formalized accounts that the social scien-
tist constructs. This research dilemma is familiar to all social scientists with
ficldwork experience. Bourdieu stresses that theoretical knowledge con-
structed by the social scientist is fundamentally different from the practical
knowledge employed by actors; yet it is this practical knowledge that guides
actions and therefore should he the object of stidy hy the social scientisi.
Rather than dismissing this ditficulty as one of the necessary constraints
ol ethnographic ohservaiion, Bowrdicu translorms it inee o fundaanenal
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problem for all social science. A central question that permeates his work
asks how one can write a science of the practical logic of practices that itself
mikes into account this fundamental difference.

A third conceptual problem points directly to Bourdieu’s conceptual
heritage stemming from Durkheim, Mauss, and Lévi-Strauss. Among the
Algerian peasants, he confronted a world where ritual and myth intersect
fully with the social and physical organization of everyday life. He would
later publish his structuralist analysis of the Berber house demonstrating
how ritual and symbolic classifications are embedded within with the spacial
arganization of the house (Bourdieu 1970). He then would generalize this
problem of relations between cognitive stiucturcs and social structures to
French schooling, where he saw contemporary French mentalities embed-
ded in the social organization of French higher education (Bourdieu 1989c¢:
1»8). Thus, the theme of relations between symbolic classifications and social
structures stems from both his Algerian fieldwork experience and the Burk-
hcimian heritage.

The fourth problem stems from his observation in Kabylia that ritual
and ceremony, feasts, and key symbolic observances were no less important
to» the maintenance and reproduction of group life than were its economic
foundations. Indeed, Bourdicu concluded that in this traditional society it
is impossible to distinguish the material or economic from the symbolic,
and he reconceptualized the symbolic as a form of power, a kind of capital,
that can be used to generate social advantages as well as exercise social
control. This conceptual shift igured significantly in his criticism of eco-
nomic reductionism by French Marsxists, and led to a materialist but, what
he believes to be, a nonreductive account of the symbolic practices of social
hfe.

Finally, this first research project illustrates the style of political en-
gagement that Bourdieu employs. Bourdieu advocates a leftist political role
for the social scientist as one who should intervene in the public arena
agrainst all forms of domination, but in the name of science. Bourdieu’s
research projects are Forms of political intervention presented primarily as
works of science.




BOURDIEU'S METATHEORY
OF SOCIOLOGICAL KNOWLEDGE

In attempting to write a critical sociology that will expose the power
relationships produced and reproduced through cultural resources, pro-
cesses, and institutions, Bourdieu encountered a number of methodological
and theoretical enemies. This chapter first discusses his objections to “sub-
jectivist” and “objectivist” modes of knowledge and shows how he proposes
integrating them into a more general knowledge framework, which he calls
a “general science of practices.” It then takes up the problem of substantial-
ism and examines his alternative “relational” method of analysis.

The Subjective/Objective Antinony

A recurring theme throughout Bourdieu’s work warns against the par-
tial and fractured views of social reality generated by the subjectivism/
objectivism antinomy.' The principal challenge, as he sees it, lies in writing
a theory of symbolic power and an economy of practices—including intel-
lectual practices—that will transcend this particularly troublesome and per-
sistent dualism. Reflecting hack over more than thirty years of work, he

1. As was noted in chapter 2, Bourdieu’s centrol concern to ranscend the subject/object
dichotomy rooted in positivism finds inspiration in his philosophical training. C:mguilhem's
history and philosophy of science and Bachelard’s historical episicmolupy pasit a complex
interact.onrclation between the subject and object of knawledge tha disphaces the traditinngl
subject/object opposition. It also stems from criticism of Aldwsscrian Mayxismy hy positing
2 fundamental unity of praciices tha cmoot be rapuared by abe inlvastrae mre/snpersirnemne
distinciion.
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ubserved that overcoming this antinomy has been “the most steadfast (and,
w my eyes, the most important) intention guiding my work” (Bourdieu
1989di15).2

Bourdieu sees the subjective/objective dichotomy manifested in several
Jifferent forms throughout the social sciences. Table 1 displays a selection
of issues, approaches, labels, and theorists that he associates with this under-
lying polarity? As table 1 suggests, Bourdieu uses the dichotomy to group a
liroad variety of theoretical and research traditions, theorists, and opposing
ethods. Surface inspection might lead one to conclude that the classifica-
lion is fairly arbitrary. Is there not, for example, a “subjectivist” dimension
to Weber’s I7ersteben sociology, or is not an important current of ethno-
methodology concerned with empirical observation? At times, the dichot-
omy means the opposition between interpretive and positivist approaches
te social reality; at other times the opposition contrasts micro and macro
levels of analysis; at still other times the oppositon between the participant
and the outside observer is indicated. One also finds the opposition refer-
encing debates over relations betwcen theory and method. Moreover, the
various specifications of this abstract dichotomy are frequently conflated.
One finds both interpretative and positivist variants of micro-level analysis
limped together and labeled “subjectivist.” Such distinctions in micro-level
work are lost in Bourdieu’s generalized use of the term subjectivist.* Fur-
ther, the dichotomy alsa expresses for Bourdieu the underlying structure
of the Marxist/non-Marxist debate over relations between economic and
noneconomic goods, between ideal and material interests, and between
subjective and objective measures of class.

2. This theme goes back to some of lus earliest work. 1t appears already in Travadl er rra-
eaillenrs en Algérie (Bourdieu, Darbel etal. 1)63:3) where he argues that the transition from
precapitalist to capitalist economies is rot propelled primarily by either cultural or material
lactors but by their “dialects'cal relation.” Drawing from Sombart, Bourdieu considers that
the: formation of the entrepreneurial spirit and the development of a capitalist economy were
concurrent processes. In Un art moyen (Bourdieu, Boltansk: et al. 1965:18-20), he proposes
1 “total anthropology” that would integrate and transcend suhjective and objective forms of
knowledge.

3. The tahle was assembled from several of Bourdieu’s texts where he evokes the various
dimensions of the subjeasve/objective dichetomy. See in particular Bourdieu 1977d, table
7.1, where he cassifies several subjectvist and objectivist components in his theory of symbolic
[)n\vcr.

4. An example is Bourdieu’s tendency to classify interactions’st sociology as subjectvist,
whiereas much reatment of the micro world of interactions tends to be highly emmpirical. In
comenipovary religious research, lor exsnuple, one inds thacitis religious helief that is treated
asan atribuie of the subject whereas imerpersoml naworks hecome the ohjective infrastruc-
tare o1 wloch bebiel s erccted AV mlmow (o8 1:28). Rizer (1 oH8) argnes that micro-macro
and sulectiveabiechive are wo concemizans enpeically or dieorenvally and aeed 6 be cearly
disonpunshed
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TaBLE 1. The Subjective/@bjective Dichotomy

Objectivism Subjectivisii
Lévi-Strauss Sartre

Hegel Kant

Saussure Cassirer

Durkhein Sapir

Marx Whaorf

Weber

Structuralist Fxistentialisin
Theoreticism Phenomenology
Functionalism Ethnomethodology
Marxism Tdcalism

Fmpiricism

Positivism

Materialism

Left Sociologist Conservative Sociologist
Economic Noneconomic

Matter Ideas
Classes-in-themselves Classes-for-themsclves

Thus, Bourdieu employs the subjective/objective antinomy to refer-
ence a wide range of issues and intellectual traditions. But rather than effec-
tively transcend this opposition, Bourdieu’s work seems paradoxically
plagued by it. Too frequently, it seems to hecome a technique for setting
up opposing straw positions that can then he easily knocked down with
Beurdien’s own preferred alternative. This “intellectual triangulation”
technique may be a usetul thinking tool if applied heuristically; it is a useful
reminder that sociology must grasp the dual character of social life, both
its subjective and objective aspects. But, as Brubaker (1993:227-28) in-
sightfully points out, the technique can lead to an excessively polarized
reading of social theory giving reductionist and misleading portrayals of
other theorists.

Clearly Bourdieu employs the subjective/objective distinetion in a vari-
cty of ways to reference different theorctical and methodological issues.
Broadly speaking, subjectivist approaches include thase emplasizing micreo
interactions, voluntarism, and methodolopical individnalism. "These include
symholic interactiouisu, ethnamethodolugy, phenomaenology, and ragional
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actor theory. Objectivism, on the other hand, seems to take two general
lormis for Bourdieu (1977¢:27): (1) the uncritical recording and statistical
analysis of empirical regularities of human behavior, and (2) forms of con-
ceprual abstraction that tend to impute the properties of formal models to
wcial realities. @bjectivist approaches include Marxism, status attainment
1esearch, functionalism, French structuralism, and forms of empirical work
iht focus exclusively on macro-level concerns. Bourdicu believes that each
sule of the opposition offers important insights into social life but remains
skewed if considered separately. Applying Bachelard’s dialectical reason,
Bourdieu argues that these various oppositions must be transcended and
megrated into a broader knowledge framework.

When stated at a very general level, the subjective/objective dichotomy
1 recognized by most social scientists as one of the enduring metatheereti-
eal dilemmas in the social sciences; few would disagree with Bourdieu’s
¢laim that it represents an obstacle to the construction of a total picture of
sog1al reality.” Most would uccept the claim that the logic of structures must
connect at some point with the beliefs and practices of individual actors.
O the other hand, this very general dichotomy groups specific method-
vlogical and epistemological issues that divide social scientists and on which
Bourdieu takes specific positions. In contemporary sociology, this antinomy
and the various oppositions associated with it tend to revolve around three
predominant divisions of intellectual labor: theory and empirical research,
approaches focusing on symbolic forms versus those focusing on the mate-
rial objects of social life, and micro versus macro levels of analysis. What
is unique in Bourdieu is his contention that these divisions “have a social
loundatien but they have no scientific foundation” (t99oc:34). He charges
that the problem they pose is not simply epistemological, but also social,
and in the final analysis political. The variations of the subjective/objective
dualism stem trom underlying struggles among social scientists for power
and recognition (Bourdicu and Hahn 1970:14). They also stem from
I'roader underlying social divisions among classes and status groups in the
social order.®

5. Brubaker (t985:750) notes that such a program “might well have been endorsed by theo-
rists as istant from ane another as Parsens and Marx. (Parsons indeed explicitly constructs
his theory with reference to the problem of the relation befween objective condit'ons and
subjective norns i values.)” Brubaker goes on ta suggest thar ar this very general and ab-
sieaet Jevel, the subjective/abjeciive polarity in fact remains a psendo problem unless specific
meanings ave assigned woiheopposing wrms, Brubaker in fact idenaties eighe iff erent speci-
ticanions that ¢ he subsinesd mder this very hrowl conceptial dichoomy.

0. Bourlicn slse sees e sibiccrive Zobjective opposition as a permanent featire |>I'c\'cl'y(lny
strugptles Tor distincnon and powers Coustden for esaanple, the siemepy of presenting one's
view as ehieenyee amd ol ane’s advesan as oo subieciive
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For transcending the subjective/objective dichotomy, Bourdieu pro-
poses a two-step model of epistemological reflection that integrates subjec-
tivist and objectivist formns of knowledge into a more comprehensive, third
fortn of knowledge which he calls a “general science of practices.” "The
first calls for breaking with subjectivist knowledge of social practices and
the second for breaking with objectivist explanation.

BREAKING WITH SUBJECTIVISM

Since, for Bourdieu, the fundamental task of sociology is to disclose the
means by which systems of domination impose thcnsclves without con-
scious recognition by society’s members, then recourse to the subjective
perceptions of participaats can only reinforce the very system of domina-
tion to be exposed. Sociology cannot, therefore, take everyday classifica-
tions and representations by actors at face value. The first task of the social
scientist must be to initiate an epistemological break with commonsense,
everyday representations by constructing the statistical regularitics of prac-
tice. Scientific knowledge begins with an objectivist moment, since objec-
tive knowledge establishes the conditions in which interaction occurs and
subjective knowledge is produced.

Bourdieu hence endorses Durkheim’s epistemological objectivism as
well as Bachelard’s dialectical reasoning by arguing that the first step in
the construction of social-scientific knowledge must break decisively with
agents’ self-understandings. This epistemological stance is necessitated by
the very nature of insider accountsof their own practices. tnsider represen-
tations reflect the practical logic of getting along in their social world, and
hence arc to be understood as instruments of struggle for practical accom-
plishments rather than attempts to draw a coherent and objective picture
of actor behavior* While scientific representations are constructed out of
the representations of everyday practices, the latter cannot be substituted
for the foriner (Bourdieu 199oh:t4, 94-95).

7. T'he two steps are outined in Bourdieu 1972:162-74, 1973b, 1977¢: 1-4, 19goh:25-29;
Bourdicu, Chamboredon, and Passeron 1991. Bourdieu’s terminology for his third type of
theoretical knowledgze has changed. In Bourdien 1972, he calls it “praxeological” knowledge.
Praxcological also appears in Bourdieu 1973h, which is the English translation of the section
of Bourdieu 1972, where the three types of theoretical knowledge are presented. In Bourdieu
1)77¢, the third type of knowledge is labeled the “theory of theory and the theory of practice”
or a “science of practices.” Judging from an interview statement, Bourdieu likely dropped the
term praxeological to differentiiate his posidon from use of the term praxis current in Marxist
thought (Honneth, Kocyba, and Schwibs 1986).

8. Bourdieu accepts the abjectivist moment in ::uciulugic:al anlysis, not beese he consiud-
ers, as does Durkheim, that acter accounts are unrcliable or srcanomal. Riuher, Baourdien ob-
jeets because they are gnided by practical acvesss which differ trom e thenrecal nteresis
that dircer the auemzon of e social sciennst.
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The break with subjectivism calls for critical examination of “infor-
mant” accounts of peer behavior as well (Bourdieu 1977c:16-22). Infor-
mant reports likely assume too much and are too general for the kinds of
details needed by researchers to uncover the underlying principles of prac-
tices. More importantly, however, informant accounts are likely to be ori-
ented with an eye for the unusual rather than the mundane, to impress
the researcher. And they tend to employ normative constructs rather than
provide the descriptive detail needed to reconstruct the sequence of prac-
tices. Hence Bourdieu, like Bachclard, draws a sharp distinction between
cveryday practical knowledge and scientific knowledge.

Bourdieu identifies three forms of subjectivist knowledge that must be
cpistemologically corrected by recourse to structural indicators. One form
of subjectivism Bourdieu singles out for criticism is Sartre’s voluntarism.
Bourdieu dismisses Sartre’s existential notion of tree will as an approach
1o the problem of practice, since it abstracts actor decisions from their social
context.

A second form of the subjectivist perspective includes the broad range
of micro approaches to the study of human interaction, such as ethnometh-
odology, symbolic interactionism, and phenomenology. Bourdieu takes is-
sue with these approaches, which hold the epistemological positon that
scientific conceptions must be built up from actor accounts (Winch 1g58).
Such approaches, he charges, fail to link patterns of face-to-face interaction
and socially constructed meaning systems to larger patterns of hierarchy
:md domination in social arrangements. Micro approaches, which build on
actor accounts, forget that agents classify and construct their understanding
of the social world from particular positions in a hierarchically soructured
social space. Since there is an unequal distribution of resources for reality
construction, not all actors are equally situated to understand and act upon
the world in similar terms.

Finally, a third approach to the problem of action that emphasizes the
individual as the unit of analysis is rational actor theory, which Bourdicu
also dismisses as an undersocialized view of action.

The first epistemological break with subjective knowledge forms,
therefore, stresses that all human action is situated within determining
structures that are not readily available to everyday consciousness but must
Ie constructed by the social scientist.

BREAKING WETH ORIECTIVISM

I shjective knowledge is needed 1o correet the limitations of subjective
knowledpes a second episscemolopical brask becames necessary 1o correet
lor the Tavitations of ohjective knowledge. Ulis seeond epistemological
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break moves in two directions. The first calls for critical reflection on the
generative as well as situated character of practices. Bourdieu argues that
practices are constitutive of structures as well as determined by them. He em-
phasizes that structures are themselves socially constructed through every-
day practices of agents. This leads Bourdieu to explore the practical charac-
ter of agency and develop his concept of habitus, which integrates actor-
symbolic representations with structural factors.

Second, the break with objectivism also calls for critical reflection on
the specific character of theoretical practices. Here Bourdieu introduces a
reflexive perspective on sociological practice itself as a necessary moment
in developing a general theory of practices. Indeed, a critical reflection on
the cognitive and social basis of theoretical practices is a precondition for
providing an adequate understanding of ordinary practices. Without this
reflexive vigilance, the social scientist risks projecting his or her cognitive
and social interests onto the nontheoretical work of practical action. Hence,
Bourdieu calls for a theoretical limguage thit reminds the sacial scientist
of the gap between theoretical knowledge and practical knowledge. tHe thus
focuses attention not only on the object of inquiry but also and simulsa-
neously on the relationship of the researcher to the object of inquiry. He
calls for “participant objectivation”—a critical reflection and empirical in-
quiry on the social and epistemological conditions that make possible a
sociological view of the social world (Bourdicu and Wacquant 1992:68;
Wacquant 1989:33). Bourdieu sees this as a distinctive feature of his ap-
proach to sociology, and we will examine it in more detail in chapter 11.

Bourdieu discusses the necessity of this second epistemological break
with respect to three principal forms of objective knowledge: positivism,
structuralism, and intellectualism.

Positivist social science gives priority to macro structures, often in the
form of statistical regularities, which are rarely visible to the engaged actors
and which must be constructed by the social scientist. Yet, it is the action
of individuals that construct, sustain, and eventually change those statistical
regularities. Moreover, actors act in terms of their practical knowledge of
the social world, not with the insight of scientific knowledge. Since the
“social reality” the social scientist identifies in the “objectivist” moment
of research is “also an object of perception,” actor perceptions must be
incorporated into a comprehensive explanatory framework of practices
(Bourdieu 199oci 30). The researcher also needs to reject the “objectivism”
of statistical patterns and reappropriate and incorperate the representations
of agents into the analysis in order to construct an “adequate science of
practices” (Bourdicu 1977¢). "This means than social-sciemihic investigations
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must include both qualitative indicators as well as quantitative data. Bour-
dieu argues that an adequate scientific account requires conceptual media-
rion of the relationship between actor perceptions and forinally constructed
structures. As we will see in chapter s, his concept of habitus serves this
function.

Bourdieu criucizes strict structuralist approaches, especially those of
Lévi-Strauss and Althusser, for reducing action to the mere execution of a
theoretical, atemporal, ind logical model. Bourdieu contends that, while
objective structures exist, the social activity of individuals both originates
and develops in the practical mastery of those structures, whether they be
kinship rules or the mode of capitalist production. Fxternal structures are
not apprehended for the most part through formalized rational assessment.
Actors act through time without the benefit of the totalizing view available
to the outside observer. Moreover, they organize their activities practically
rather than seek to satisfy formal standards of logical coherence. Actors
draw upon cultural and social resources, not for logical purposes, but for
the practical purposes of getting on in everyday life activities. Objectivist
science, however, tends to abstract from consideration this practical orien-
tagon of action.

In other words, an objectivist account of structures cannot explain the
genesis of structures, which, according to Bourdieu, should be the principal
abjective of 1 theory of action. Actors act to accomplish practical purposes
which involve social and economic interests and power and their symbolic
representations. Practices are therefore constitutive of objective structures,
which strictly objective accounts of social life fail to show.

“Intellectualism,” or “theoreticisi,” represents a third type of objectiv-
ist knowledge against which a genuine science of practices must be con-
structed. Thcoreticism, Bourdieu maintains, abstracts from consideration
not only the practical knowledge of actors but also the theoretical practices
of the researcher. He charges that the researcher commits the “intellectu-
alist fallacy,” or becomes blinded by the “intellectualist illusion,” when the-
oretical explanation is substtuted for the practical mastery or practical intelli-
@ibility that actors employ in their actions. Objectivist science conflates “the
nodel of reality [with] the reality of the model” by forgetting that objectiv-
ist models merely describe practical action as if it were the case (Bourdieu
t977¢). Uncritical applications of formal models, he charges, end up pro-
iccting the formal properties of theory onto the informal world of everyday
practices. ‘1'hey thus hecome yet another form of symbolic domination.
According to Bourdicn, social scicntists arc particularly prone to produce
abjectivist ddeolopy — henee become praducers of symbolic violenee—by
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failing to recognize within their idealization of the social world the social
and historical conditions that determine their own intellectual practices as
well as those of the subjects of their investigation. They need to develop
a rellexive practice of sociology—a key dimension of Bourdien’s sociology,
which we will examine more fully in chapter 11.

His sharpest criticisms along this line are directed at the notion of
rule in Lévi-Strauss’s analysis of kinship exchange, at the Marxist theoriza-
tion of social class, and at ratonal actor theory. What Bourdieu rejects in
Lévi-Strauss is the tendency to assimilate the empirical reality of kinship
groups to the theoretical model constructed by the social theorist. Kinship
choice flows, Bourdieu argues, from actor strategics to maintain or cnhance
their positions within the social order rather than from abstract rules or
norms,

Bourdieu criticizes Marxism for treating theoretical models and empir-
ical displays of classes, or, in his words, “classes on paper” (Bourdicu 1987h:
153), as if they were real mobilized classes. Marxist class perspectives tend
to presune from an observation of homogeneity ameng objective indicators
of social class the existence of real culturally and socially unified social
classes (Bourdieu 1987b:153). In short, there is a tendency to take “class-
in-itself” for “class-for-itself.”

Finally, Bourdieu believes the “intellectualist fallacy™ is particularly vis-

ible in rational actor theory where he charges that atributes of conscious,
rational calculation to act are but a projection of the cognitive posture of
the theorist.

Thus, Bourdien (1977c¢:18) calls attention to the “distance betwcen
learned reconstruction of the native world and the native experience of that
world,” whichsocial scientists “so often forget.” Failure to take into account
this fundamental gap between the theoretical knowledge and interests of
the researcher and the practical knowledge and interests of the subjects of
observation leads to nonreflexive concepts that are confounded with practi-
cal reality. Such concepts become reified with a kind of symbolic power
they do not deserve. Bourdieu (ibid., 38, 202) rejects all approaches that
would attempt to establish a direct, unmediated identity between theoreti-
cal concepts and practical reality. An adequate social science must construct
concepts that mediate the relationship between the fundamentally different,
theoretical and practical types of knowledge.

9. This is a blanket criticism leveled against Marxisn, Buurdica does nat acknowledge tha
a numbher of researchers usingg Marsist class categories (e, Pezewaski 1977) Tully revopnize
the problem and have been careful 1o avonl ihe vene wndency Bonmlico densunves., 1 disenss
this fwther in claper 7.
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The Relational Method

Relational thinking also is central to Bourdieu’s vision of sociology as a sci-
ence. Bourdieu criticizes incessantly what he calls “substantialisin,” “real-
ism,” or the “spontaneous” theory of knowledge as a key obstacle to devel-
oping genuine scientific knowledge of the social world. For Bourdieu
(1987f:3), the substantialist vision of social reality designates an epistemol-
ogy that “recognizes no other reality than that which is directly given to
the intuition of ordinary experience.” It focuses on the “realities of ordinary
sense-experience, and by individuals in particular.” Substantialist thinking
“privileges substances” over relationships, for “it treats the propertes
attached to agents—occupation, age, sex, qualifications—as forves indepen-
dent of the relationship within which they ‘act’” (Bourdieu 1984a:22).
Bourdieu sees substantialist thinking in positivism, phenomenology, and
the humanist/existentialist “philosophy of the subject.” All three tend to
reify attributes of individuals and groups by detaching them from their
social and histarical contexts.

As an alternative, Bourdieu advocates a “relational” or “structuralist”
mode of thinking, which he identifies as fundamental to a// scientific
thought. This approach to the study of social life “identifies the real not
with substances but with relationships” (tbid.). These are “invisible rela-
tonships” to the uninitiated eye, “because they are obscured by the realities
of ordinary sense-experience.” They must be constructed by science as “a
space of positions external to one another and defined by their relative
distance to one another.”

The relational method is a cardinal principal of structural linguistics
that locates meanings of signs not in themselves but in their contrasn've
relations. Bourdieu (1968) sees the relational method to be the “major con-
tribution” of structuralism to the sociat sciences, and in fact considers rela-
tional thinking to be a foundation:l principle of «/i scientific knowledge as
demonstrated in its highest formalized expressions: mathematics and phys-
ics.” Bourdieu maintains that the social sciences should deal with cultural
and social relations just as modern geometry treats its subject matter. Just

10. Bourdieu identifies Ernst Cassirer’s Sulstance and Function: Einstein’s Theory of Relativity
l1023] as his principal source of inspiration for relaional thinking (Bourdieu and Wacguant
o27). e alsonotes that both thesocial psychology'st Kurt Lewin and the sociologist Nor-
bert Blias (1g78) dras inspirmion lrom Cassirer for a relational 2pproach.

Refational thinking: is a key methadologieal underpinning af the structuralist movement in
Imguistics (Sapie and [akobson), anlwopalogy (1 évi-Sicauss), and history (Dumézib), all of
which havae hesen inhaemial 1 Bourdien's thinkings. Morcaver, Wacegrant obsurves that the
relannmal mdes ol aalysis e e socialogieal seadicimn can e macel hack o Dorkhems i,
prncabacly My dtoardiin and Wacspane 1og2000),
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as points and lines in geometrical figures derive their significance from the
relations that link them rather than from the intrinsic features of individual
elements, so also models of social lif e must be constructed." Individual facts
are to be assembled into models of broader sets of relatons so that the
individual elements appear as, in the words of Bachelard, a “a particular
case of the possible.” In science, “the real is the relational” (Bourdieu and
Wacquant 1992:97).

Thus for Bourdieu the relational method stands opposed to positivism
and methodological individualism. In contemporary sociology, it has
greater affinity with the growing use of network analysis than with regres-
sion techniques employed in status attainment research.

Bourdieu sees the relational method as the basic tool for imposing the
necessary epistemological breaks with both subjectivist and objectivist
forms of knowledge. Relational thinking extracts an object of inquiry from
the context of everyday assumptions and perceptions, which reflect the
practical interests of social life, and transforms it into an object of scientific
knowledge (Bourdieu, Chamboredon, and Passeron 1991:253). For Bour-
dieu, however, this means more than the common pracu'ce in sociology of
tansforming attributes of individuals and groups into variables. Relational
thinking emphasizes building variables into “systems of relatons” that are
differentially and hierarchically ordered. One simple technique he recom-
mends for doing this is cross-tabular comparison of sets of agents across a
wide variety of properties (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:230). Columns
of properties that differentiate the greatest number of agents are selected
to identify the system of variations among agents.

Bourdieu’s preference for a relational approach to the study of social
life leads him to reject linear modeling techniques in favor of corre-
spondance analysis, which is a structural statistical procedure that is a
graphical variant of discriminant analysis and multidimensional scaling.
Developed by whatsome calt the “French Data Analysis” school (Benzécri
1973; Lebard, Morineau, and Warwick 1984)," correspondance analysis is
a technique for displaying the association between rows and columns of a
data matrix as points in multidimensional space such that similarities and
dispersions of clusters of points are emphasized and readily visible. For
Bourdieu, it is

a relational technique of data analysis whose philosophy corresponds exactly to
what, in my view, the reality of the social world is. It is a technique which “thinks”

11. See Bourdieu 1968 for an early statemcint inliciuings that the relaanal mode af reason-
ing is to he horrowed from the matneal seicnees and applied 1o he sacial seicnces,
12, Soe Greenaere 108y Lora grood intraduction with dluseranons,
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in terins of relation, as I ay to do precisely wich the notion of field. (Bourdieu and
Wacquant 1992:96)

The relational method provides the basis for substantive positions that
Bourdieu takes on issues such as culture, lifestyles, class analysis, and pop-
ular culture. As a point of method, Bourdieu analyses cultural practices
as structured relationally around hinary oppositions such as high/low,
distinguished/vulgar, pure/impure, and aesthetic/useful. The value of each
clement of a system is defined in relation to the other clements of the sane
system. Certain eultural practices obtain legititnacy in opposition to other
practices. Cultural lcgiumau'on and domination are not thought of in terms
of particular styles or ideas but in terms of contrastive practices, as when
elements of one subculture are subordinated to those of the other.

We see, for cxample, this method put to work in his analysis of class-
based lifestyles in France. We learn that the French working-class sub-
culture is “virtue of necessity,” whereas the French upper-class subculture
is “freedom from necessity,” and these translate into characteristic life-
styles and consumer preferences. But in Bourdieu’s mind—and for him
this is a fundamental point of method—these lifestyle characteristics are
aot intrinsic features of each class. Rather, they obtain analytical signifi-
cance only in relation to and by way of contrast with ¢ach other, Thus, a
dominated culture like a dominated social class is always defined in relation
to a dominant culture and a dominant class, and vice versa. Bourdieu uses
this point of method to criticize popular-culture theories for claiming a
degree of autonomy from dominant culture that Bourdieu feels is unwar-
ranted.

Though it has seldom been noted by his critics, Bourdieu’s relational
method intersects with core assumptions that he makes about the funda-
mental character of social life. 'I'he relau’'ons he constructs are invariably
competitive rather than cooperative, unconscious rather than conscious,
and hierarchical rather than egalitarian. The recurring image of social life
one finds in Bourdieu’s work is one of compeutive distinction, domination,
and misperccption. Thus, when Bourdieu admonishes his fellow social sci-
entists to “think relationally” (Bourdieu and Waequant 1992:228), he is
also inviting them to share his conflict view of the social world.

Bourdieu sees the relational method as key to his vision of the political
mission of sociology. He charges that substantialist thinking provides the
mcthodological basis for discriminatory practices by attributing individual
and collective diff erences to mtrinsic properties or essences (Bourdieu

1gy4:i8). By stressing than individual snd collective properties are specilic
1o teluive compentive posttions i particular social and historical cnntesis,
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relational thinking relativizes and hence delegitmates such universalizing
claims.

Bourdieu’s relational method, however, seems to presuppose a tightly
coupled social order where contrastive practices are continuously operative
and always hierarchical. It tends to downplay processes of imitation or co-
operatton that can also be formative of social identity as are processes of
distinction. Bourdieu uses this method with considerable success in analyz-
ing the French intellectual world and the system of honor in Kabylia. But
it needs testing across a broader range of social worlds where competition
and centralization may not be the predominant features but where there
is considerable variety and autonomy among class subcultures (Lamont and
Larcau 1988:158)."

13. Even in France, the work of Grignon and Passcron (1984), two former collahorators
of Bourdieu, suggesw that the tightly relational model proposed hy Bourdieu underestimates
the degree of autonony of French werking-class coltural practices rom those of dominant
groups i that coontry.

BOUROIEU’S POLITICAL ECONOMY
OF SYMBOLIC POWER

Beyond Structaralist Marxism

One way that Bourdieu attempts to transcend the subjective/objective
antinomy in his general and unified science of practices is hy reconcep-
tualizing relations between the symholic and material dimensions of social
life. Here he enters into critical dialogue with Marxism, particularly the
French structuralist Marxism of Louis Althusser. OQut of this confrontation
with structuralist Marxism, Bourdien develops a political economy of sym-
bolic power that includes a1 theory of symbolic interests, a theory of power
as capital, and a theory of symbolic violence umd capital.! These are not
tidy, well-delimited theoreticul arguments, but orienting themes that over-
lap and intcerpenctrate. They draw from a wide variety of intellectual influ-
ences, particularly Durkheim, French structuralism, and Weber's sociology
of religion. But the starting point is the Althusserian Mar.xism that Bourdieu
encountered during the 196os and *70s.

As was noted in chapter 2, Althusser (1970) argues that cultural prac-
tices and institutions can assume a relative autonomy from the economy
even though “in the final analysis” the latter always will be determinative.
Bourdieu also affirms the relative autonomy of culture from the economy
and politics, though he shuns the Marxist language of infrastructure and

G Uhis amdyncal hiveaots of Bourdien's thinking fllows in cermin respeats distinetions
proposed hy Wialuakn GuRs)

]
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superstructure. Bourdieu’s choice early in his career to focus on the sym-
bolic dimension of social relations was made in the context of a debate
with the Althusserians over just what the relative autonomy of the cultural
instance might look like. More importantly, Bourdieu goes beyond Althus-
ser by looking into the black box of cultural processes and institutions
rather than relegating them to the abstract conceptualization of superstruc-
ture. Bourdieu’s argument :unounts to a revisionist approach to the prob-
lem of relations between infrastructure and superstructure in that he pro-
poses a mediational view of the relative autonomy of superstructure from
infrastructure.’?

In this chapter I examine the three general theoretical arguments that
Bourdieu develops in his critical dialogue with Marxism. In each he both
draws inspiration and marks critical distance from Marxism.

A Seciology of Symibolic Interests

The first way Bourdieu distances himself from Marxism is by extending
the notion of economic mterest to ostensibly noneconomic goods and ser-
vices. In stressing the centrality of economic structures in social life, Marx-
ism, Bourdieu argues, reproduces the classic subjectivism/objectivism dual-
ism by restricting the notion of interest to the material aspects of social
life, whereas the symbolic and political dimensions ure considered to lack
their own proper interests. This same dualism undergirds the Marxist dis-
tinction between infrastructure and superstructure, which Bourdieu rejects
by broadening the idea of economic interest to include symbolic or non-
material pursuits as well as material ones.

As I observed in chapter 2z, Bourdieu draws from Weber’s sociology
of religion to posit that al! action is interested, including symbolic pursuits.
He extends the logic of economic calculation to“a//goods, material as sym-
bolie, without distinction, that present themselves as rar¢ and worthy of
being sought after in a particular social formation” (Bourdieu 1977¢:178).
Bourdieu {198oa:209) wants to construct a “science of practices” that will
analyze “all practices” as “oriented towards the maximization of material
or symbolic profit.” His research program would unite what has tradition-
ally been thought of as economic (i.e., interested and material) and noneco-
nomic (i.e., disinterested and symbolic) forms of action and objects. He
writes that “the theory of strictly economic practice is simply a particudar

2. In this respect, Bourdieu’s intellectual projoect is similar to diat of Raymond AWilliarng
(1963, 1965), even though Williams works cxplicidy within the Ahxis tradivion whereas
Bourdicy does not.
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vase of a general theory of the economics of practice” (1977¢:177), Thus,
syinbolic interest and material interest are viewed as two equally objective
lorms of interest.

Relatedly, Bourdieuspeaksofaction as strategy to emphasize the interest-
oricntation of human conduct. Strategy is associated with the “maximizing
of material and symbolic profit” (Bourdieu 1ggoh:16). Action as strategy
vonveys the idea that individual practices are fundamentally interested, that
actors attempt to derive advantages from situations. In discussing marriage
patterns in precapitalist societies, Bourdieu (1977¢:36) writes that kinship
rcladons are the “product of strategies (conscious or unconscious) oriented
towards the satisfaction of material and symbolic interests and organized
hv reference to a determinate set of economic and social conditions.” Yet,
for Bourdieu, strategy does not refer to the purposive and calcutated pursuit
of goals as it does for rational actor theorists (e.g., Coleman rggo). Re-
jecting the rational actor model of conduct, Bourdieu instead thinks of ac-
ton as patterned and interest-oriented at a tacit, prerellective level of
awareness that occurs through time.

One particularly forceful application of this interest perspective of ac-
tion is Bourdieu’s attack on the self-image of intellectuals as representatives
of objectivity, disinterestedness, purity, and creativity. Bourdieu sees intel-
lectual practices as all fundamentaily interested pursuits despite their sym-
holic character.

Bourdieu has also critically applied this perspective to highbrow culture
(Bourdieu 1992) and science (Bourdieu 1975b}, both of which derive their
tegitimation precisely from the belief that they represent higher and more
worthy forms in the inventory of human endeavor than material pursuits.
‘I'he great merit of Bourdieu’s work lies in the demonstration that there
is a political economy of culture, that all cultural production—including
science—is reward-oriented, and that stylisu'c preferences are selected and
rejected in ways that are analogous to the general notions of investment
and search for profits in the economy.

Bourdieu’s application of the language of economic interest and strat-
egy to all areas of cultural and social life has drawn sharp criticism. Several
critics (Gartman 1991, Honneth 1986, Jenkins 1992, Joppke 1986, Miller
and Banson 1987) have charged that Bourdieu’s theory reduces to a form of

1. Bourdiew’s effort to generalize a fonmal econonmiclogic toall social relations goes counter
to what much of the sociolotical tradition has held, namely, that not all of social life reduces
tny the logic of markar celaions (Caillé 19815 Nisher 196,6). Yet in another sense this conceprual
nove emheaces o familiar sociologiical elaim: thar forms of conduet which appear as “irrdonal”
by stanulards of ceonamic weainizainm can in faer be seen to obeya deeper social vatonalny,

I'he afifsrem aftinay hetswenn Ronmlicn'’s ceonony ul'pl':u‘tll‘t‘?- :II14| the: resurgence ol vatioeal
actor theaey i revens yonse will he diciesend e in the chapter.
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economic determinism. Alain Caillé has offered perhaps the most sustained
critique of Bourdieu’s economy of practices as fundamentally one of eco-
nomic determinism in the last instance. Caillé (1992:109-11) argues that
all of Bourdieu’s work is oriented by a single unitary argument in which
“the ensemble of social practces reduce to a more or less mediated and
more or less hidden game of material interests.” His criticisms of Bourdieu
sutumarize in three points. First, Bourdieu makes no attempt to delincate
what part of social actions can be explained by conscious calculation and
what part cannot. All action for Bourdieu reduces to underlying interest,
whether conscious or unconscious. Second, material interest is the most
fundamental of interests. Though Bourdieu criticizes cconomic reduc-
tionism, he is in fact himself a closet “economic determination in the last
instance” theorist.* And third, while Bourdieu sharply criticize:s humanisim
and rejects any ahistorial, universal view of human nature, he in fact implic-
itly formulates an anthropology that posits a fundamental human propen-
sity to pursue interests and accinnulate power.

I will evaluate this criticism and Bourdieu’s response at various points
it this and the next chapter. My own view is that many of Bourdicu’s crieics
do not sufficiently appreciate the complexity of his thinking. 1 nonetheless
find a problematic, utilitarian orientation in his work, hut in ways not cin-
phasized by his critics or acknowledged by Bourdieu. | will first examine
his concept of interest before going on to present his theory of cultural
capital.

‘The claim by Caillé and other aritics that Bourdieu works from a fun-
damentally utilitarian framework is striking, for Bourdieu always has been
a sharp critic of economism. His early work on peasant cominunities in
North Africa rejected strictly economic explanations of underdevelopment
and change in precapitalist colonized societies. In that research on Kabyle
peasants he confronts the problem of how to account for a fundamental
“discrepancy” he found hetween precapitalist peasant attitudes and com-
portment toward time, money, property, credit, and production, and those
demanded by the encroaching capitalist economy (Bourdieu 1979:vii).
From the outset, his theory of actionis sharply critical of economistic views
of humun action’ His key concept, babitus, which we will examine in the
next chapter, s used consistently to argue against forms of economic deter-

4. However, Caillé correctly notes that Bourdien cannot be situated within an Althusseriin
framework. Ansart (1990) and Wacquant (1992) defend Bourdicu against the “last instanee™
determinism charge.

5. Bourdieu (ibid.) mamains that both neoclassical economics anel scracraralist Marxisin
share a findamentally reductive view of human action as somethingg essemially reflective of

economic sienctures. Both vantage poims. i Bourdicn's vies, are "objeeivise™ and lack an
adequane sense of ageney,
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minism. In Distinction, for example, habitus explains why tastes in food are
not direct “functions of income but of inherited life-style” (Bourdieu 1984a:
130).

Two general views emerge from this research experience thathave con-
sistently guided Bourdieu’s thinking about action. First, acdon is not a
mechanical response to external determining structures, whether they be
economic, political, social, or even cultural. Habits, traditions, customs,
beliefs—the cultural and social legacy of the past—filter and shape individ-
ual and colleetive responses to the present and future. They mediaze the
effects of external structures to produce action.® Second, he explicitly rejects
a “homo economicus” view of action.” "The Algeriun peasants he studied
did not display the kind of future orientation that would have permitted a
means-ends calculation in response to the challenges of the encroaching
capitalist cconomy. They responded in terms of their traditional disposi-
tions toward time.

In more recent writings, Bourdieu (19goc: r06-19) vigorously defends
his work against the utilitartan criticism. He defends his intellectual strategy
as being the same as Weber’s, who uscd “the economic model to extend
materialist critique into the realm of religion and to uncover the specific
interests of the great protagonists of the religious game” (107). Bourdieu’s
economy of practices can indeed be considered an important elaboration
and extension of VWeber’s notion of ideal interests. But while Weber limits
economic action to cases where there is means-ends calculation, Bourdieu
sees interested pursuit in #// types of action. He makes no attempt to weigh
the evidence for or against the claim that all action is fundamentally self-
interested.

One should ask critically whether different types of conduct vary in
their degrees of interestedness. Might some forms of behavior be more
interested than others; that is, mighe some forms of behavior respond more
digectly to survival needs than others? Moreover, the proposition that all
acton is interested stands in an uncasy relationship with Bourdieu’s self-
proclaimed matertalism. Since Bourdicu appears willing to grant material
conditions of existence some priority in the hierarchy of human values, he
would likely accept the idea that not all types of activities are equally fruitful
i providing for creaturc comforts. By disnussing all distinctions between

6. "This conceptualizadon of action clearly sets Bourdieu against all forms of behaviorism.
Hisconceprof habitus challenges the theory that action is a response to the operant conditron-
ing of 2 stinmbus-response equation.

7. Raymond Boukm (1970, 1980) is the ather leading cantemparmy French saciolngist
who represems this oppesmgs view, Eleadeacates o enional cholce made!l of action than permins
actons a measire of free, S meeded chaoice waithin systesns ol siencmeal constane,
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forms of interested and disinterested behavior, Bourdieu is no longer able
to preserve the kind of priority he seems willing to accord material life.
One of the theoretical consequences of the expanded use of the idea of
interest to cover all forms of behavior is that we lose analytical power in
distinguishing types of behavior that would seem to follow from the funda-
mental materialisti'c assumption Bourdieu wishes to make.”

Bourdieu’s interest-oriented action does not assume conscious, rational
calculation. Strategies are tacit and prereflective rather than conscious
plans. There is, however, ambiguity in Bourdieu’s work on this point. At
times he admits conscious strategizing while at other times he insists on the
unconscious character of interest calculation. Bourdieu makes no consistent
distinction between conscious and unconscious forms of interest calcula-
tion. He clearly rejects a rational actor model of action and goes to great
effort to explain that the type of action he focuses on escapes the realm of
conscious manipul:ition. e generally stresses the unwitting complicity of
actors in pursuing their own vested interests. Moreover, he claims that in-
terested action gains in legitimation and efficacy the less visible its inter-
ested dimension is to actors:

“T'he most profitable strategies are usually those produced, on the hither side of all
calculation and in the illusion of the most “auchent'c” sincerity, hy a habitus objee-
tively fitted 1o the objective structures. (Bourdieu 1979¢:214)

But this suggests that Bourdieu is willing to recognize degrees of awareness
of the interested charicter of some fornms of action; moreover, these pre-
sumably have some bearing on the success or failure of those pursuits. At
other times he recognizes the fully conscious character that strategic calcu-
Jation can have. FHe thus appears to be more attentive to the empirical varia-
tion that one fnds in the social world than his conceptual formulations
suggest. Bourdieu, however, does not spell out it clear position on this issue.

Bourdieu assumes, like Burkheim, that one cannot really talk about
individual motivations in sociologic-al analysis. The idea that all forms of
action arc interest oriented is what Alvin W. Gouldner (1970) calls a “do-
main assumption.” By using an ostensibly economic model of human ac-
tion, Bourdieu mukes the “as if” assumption that individuals and groups

8. One exit from this dilemma, and one which Bourdien oceasionally uses, is 1o speak «f
certain types of action that are “more interested” than others, In the sciendifie ficld, for exan-
ple, he abserves that there can be “most hrueally interested aml egaistic comfrontaions™ that
can lead to the “forgery of scientitic results™ in peder 1o gain in the campedidon Bourdicu
1990c:i11 1), Such examples appear 10 desigzine actioas whese canscions caleulation ol neans
ends relationships oveors. "This solution peims towsuad o owore astanced enumeration if (s
of action, but i dees so with a less of anadsiiesl power
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do @y to optimize—even atan unconscious level—and d o so for status as
well asfor economic reasons. On this basis, he can make general predictions
of how certain classes will behave in certain situations. This economic
model seems useful, for example, in thinking about the post-1950s educa-
tional choicesmade by upper-middle-class American families for their chil-
dren. The push for the “Ivys,” private secondary schools, and even special
preschool enrichment programs involves highly conscious calculation of
how best to invest family resources in the future generation. At the same
time, Bourdieu does not offer sufficiently convincing empirical evidence
that individuals do indeed attempt to optimize their behavior in most situa-
tions. Moreover, are there not forms of behavior that go against the objec-
tive interests of actors? Bourdieu’s domain assumption renders his theory
of action inadequate for handling such possibilities. Though Bourdieu uses
the language of “maximization,” it seems likely that in many instances “sat-
isficing” or “self-benefiting” seems closer to what he has in mind. But he
does not provide the conceptual tools for identifying practices that are less
self-benefiting than others.

Critics misinterpret Bourdieu’s concept of interest by reading it as an
independent principle of action in his conceptual framework. Bourdieu sees
individual interestsas defined by an actor’s position within the social hierar-
chy. But he thinks of those interests as embodied dispositions of actors that
operate at a tacit, taken-for-granted level. e does not think of interest as
“goal orientation.” Interested action is not a means-ends mode of organiz-
ing action. Rather, interest is “practical” and “dispositional” and does not
have the goal orientation commonly associated with a utlitarian frame-
work.

Bourdieu (r980c¢:33-35, 1990c¢:106, 109) talks about interests racher
than some single underlying natural or universal interest. In an interview
he declares:

Far from being an anthropological invariang, interest is a bistorvical arbitrary, a histor-
ical construction that can he known only through historical analysis, ex post, through
empirical observation, and not deduced « priors from some fietitious—and so maively
Eurocentric—conception of *Muan.” (Wacquant 1989:41—42)

For Bourdieu, there can be as many interests as there are institutionalized
arenas of conflict over valued resources. Moreover, interest is defined prac-
tically as whatever motivates or drives action toward consequences that
matter (Bourdicu 1087h:107). Interest in this sense becomes associated with
whatever docs nor leave one indifferent itis what “imerests™ ane and *mo-
tivates™ one toact e same fashion, This is comomn o saying hae every
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action has its raison d’étre (Bourdieu r9g9oh:2g9o). But if there is a plurality
of interests, then how does one identify the more important?

In another place Bourdieu defends his use of the termn by associating
it with “function” and “scientific explanadon”:

.. when I'say thacthere is a form of interest or function that lies behind every
institution or practice, b am simply assertng the principle of sufficient reasen which
is implied in the very project of “explaining” . .. and which is intrinsic to the notion
of science. (1980c¢:18-19)

Here the idea of interested action appears to reduce to the more mundane
claim that all behavior can he understood sociologically, that all human
conduct has its reasons, its own proper rationality. If this is the case, then
one might ask, why even use the term “interest,” whose semantie field over-
reaches considerahly this more mundane point? The answer lies in Bour-
dieu’s rhetorical strategy vis-a-vis Marxisiz and intellectuals.

Bourdieu explains his use of the economic language of intcrest as a
conceptual strategy designed to correct for Marxist ohjectivism and econo-
mism. In rclegating culture to superstructure, Bourdieu contends, Marxists
leave the door open to idealistc (i.e., disinterested) interpretations of cul-
ture. By identifying cultural as well as economic interests, Bourdicu hopes
to eradicate this lingering idealism unwittingly sustained by Marxism itself.

If Bourdieu sees his own work in the same lightas Weher’s, as bringing
a fully materialist perspective to the study of culture, is not his claim to
transcend the materialism/idealism  form of the subjective/objective
dichotomy somewhat misleading? Should his work not he more accurately
characterized as a thoroughly materialistic account that attempts to ex-
punge all implicit as well as explicit vestiges of idealism from the study of
cultural and social life? There is therefore a certain irony in Bourdieu’s
economy of practices: though sharply critical of reductionist forms of
Marxism for not according sufficient importance to the symbolic dimen-
sions of social life, Bourdieu’s own view of action offers a more thoroughly
materialistic account than the forms of reductionist Marxism it so sharply
criticizes.

"T'his conceptual strategy is also designed to attack the professional ide-
ology of intellectuals as representatives of disinterested objectivity and cut-
tural excellence. Bourdieu sees intellectual practices as all fundamentally
interested pursuits despite their symbholic character. Fle acknowledges that
his work is shaped to some extent hy the very influetices he trics to escape
as he “twists the stick in the other direction™ and places cmphasis on ihe
“interested” character of culiaeal producion i a “soimewhan provociive
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manner against the professional ideology of intellectuals” (Bourdieu 199oc¢:
106).” He sees the concept of interest as “an instrument of rupture” or
means of gaining critical distance from the intellectual world where utilitar-
ian interest is denied. In recent years he has increasingly employed the
terms #lusio and libido in place of interest (Bourdien and Wacquant 199z:
115-16). This change in conceprual terminology likely represents an effort
to distance himself from critics’ utilitarian characterization of his work.
Nevertheless, by using such terms as sterest and straregy, Bourdieu (1987b:
63) calls attention to the subtle advantages that can be accumulated from
ostensibly noneconomic activities. It is a conceptual strategy designed to
expose what Bourdieu pereeives to be one of the most vital but unacknowl-
edged interests of imtellectuals: their “interest in disinterestedness.”

While insightful, these responses to criticisms do not remove all doubt
from the fundamental orientation proposed. The problem is not entirely
that critics “misread” Bousrdieu hy tacity imposing cconomistic assump-
tions on his work, us Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992:24) assert. At a mini-
mum, the terminology of interest, serutegy, investrent, and profit suggests
some utilitarian orientation. Take for example the idea of “self-interest.”
Though Bourdieu rejects the criticism that he works with a universal con-
cepton of interest, he does talk about the “law of self-interest” in gift ex-
change (Bourdieu 19goh:112). While interest may take as many forms as
there are instituted understandings of what and when gifts are appropriate
to exchange, the idea that no conduct can escape the misrecognition of
vested interest suggests something like a universalizing assumption. More-
over, it is confusing to find the language of self-interest in a sociological
account that wishes to break with all vestiges of subjectivism for a fully
socialized conception of human action.

Power as Capital

A second way that Bourdicu distimces himself from Marxism is by extending
the idea of capital to all forms of power, whether they be material, culeural,
social, or symbolic. Individuals and groups draw upon a variety of cultural,
social, and symbolic resources in order to maintain und enhance their posi-
tions in the social order. Bourdieu (1989c¢:375) conceptualizes such re-
sources as capital when they function as a “social relation of power,” that

1. I one inwerview he esplaing his view of action as s tdeliberate and provisional reduc-
tiantisng,” suggesting thar o unpedn be fess o fuwlanensal stance than a conceptuaal strnegy
desigined to anack the prolessmnal idealopy o distiterestediess™ smong intetleetuals, wetiens
annl avnsis Wacqam g (1)
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is, when they become objects of struggle as valued resources.'” In undiffer-
entiated traditional societies, the family patrimony depends not only on its
land, animals, and instrumens of production but also on its kinship rela-
tions and networks of alliances that represent

a heritage of commitments and debts of honour, a capital of righws and duties built
up in the course of successive generations and providing an additional source of
strength which e he called upon when extraordinary situations hreak in upon the
daily routine. (Bourdicu 1977¢:178)

In modern differentiated socicties, sccess to sources of income in the labor
market depends upon cultural capital in the form of educational credentials
and social capital in the form of nctworks. These forms of powcer, and their
unequal distribution among individuals and groups explain for Bourdieu
why random und perfect competidon models are inadequate for under-
standing social life. ‘['hey also illustrate for Bourdicu why a Marxist focus
on economic capital is based on a restricted concept of power.
Bourdieu’s notion of capiml approaches that of Marx when he writes
that “capital is accumulated labor,” or that “the universal equivalent, the
mcasure of all equivalences” among various types of capital “is nothing
other than labor-thne (in the widest sense)” (Bourdieu 1986a:241, 253).
Indeed, Bourdieu’s concept of capital appears rooted in a kind of labor
theory of value. Capital represents power “over the accumulated product
of past labour . . . and thereby over the mechanisms which tend to ensure
the production of a particular category of goods and thus over a set of
revenues and profies” (Bourdicu 19gic:230). Labor can be embodied in a
wide variety of forms though Bourdieu (1986a:243) generally speaksof four
generic types of capital: economic capital (money and property), cultural
capital (cultural goods and services including educational credentials), social
capital (acquaintances and networks), and symbolic capital (legitimation).
His concept of capital, unlike that of Marx, docs not distinguish types of
work specific to capitalism. Bourdieu treats capital as power relations
tfounded on quantitative differences in amount of labor they embody. His

10, Bourdieu isof course notthe irst toapply the economic metaphor of capital to nonma-
terial sources of power thae shape the direca’en of a social collective. One finds this coneeprual
strategy employed by others in a wide variety of contexts and intentions. In “The Woesleyan
Story: ‘T'he Importance of Moral Capital,” Burton Clark (1973) cmphasizes the sipmilicance
of normative bends thae carried a small elite college through o period of inaucial and social
crisis. Bourdicu's use of the term ditfers, however, from mos other uses i i he enpliasizes
the power dimension and he maliies the economic seciphar o centead part ol his overall con
ceprualization for saciological amlysis.
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concept cannot therefore distinguish capitalist from noncapitalist forms of
labor. "

Though Bourdieu is centrally concerned with power and dominadon,
his concept of capital is not linked to a theory of exploitation in the sense
of extracting surplus value or a dynamic of primitive accumulation, which
is the Marxian understanding. But a key contribution of Bourdieu beyond
Marx is to see a much broader range of types of labor (social, culeural,
political, religious, familial, to name but a few) that constitute power re-
sources, and that under certain conditions and at certain rates can be con-
verted one into another. Indeed, it is the study of how and under what
conditions individuals and groups employ strategies of capital aceumulat-
ing, investing, and converting various kinds of capital in order to maintain
orenhance their positions in the social order that constitutes a central focus
of Bourdieu’s sociology.

CULTURAL CAPITAL

A form of power as capital in the differentiated sociertes that Bourdieu
conceptualizes by extending the logic of economic analysis to ostensibly
noneconomic goods and services is cultural capital. His concept of cultural
capital covers a wide variety of resources including such things as verbal
facility, general cultural awareness, aesthetic preferences, information
about the school system, and educational credentials.”? His point is to sug-
gest that culture (in the broadest sense of the rerm) can become a power
reseurce.'* This occurs when cultural markets emerge where investors ex-
change currencies, strive for profits, and, in the case of educational creden-
dals in recent years, suffer from inflation.

Bourdieu’s concept of cultural capital emerged initially from his re-
search to explain unequal scholastic achievement of children originating
from families with different educational though similar social origins
(Bourdieu 1986a:243; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:160). le sees the con-
cept as breaking with the received wisdom that attributes academic success
or failure to natural aptitudes, such as intelligence or giftedness. School
success, Beurdieu finds, is better explained hy the amount and type of cul-

tr. Calhoun (1993:67-6¢) makes a similar obsurvation,

t2. Lamont and Lareau (1988:155-56) document the varicty of uses Bourdicu grants to
his concept. These include informal academic standards, soclal class atributes, indicaters of
social class posi'on, mechanisms For social selection, and types of expertise.

13, More recently, Bourdien indicates that what he has ealled cultural capital should in
fowt b called anformatiomst capitad Beonsrdicn and \Wacquam age2:19). Thisshift in cerminology
distances the cameept fram ihe high-conlee conmotanions hiat crities (Lamont and Larean
1GRR) laves noted s carlier nses,
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tural capital inherited from the family miliev than by measures ofindividual
talent or achievement.

Cultural capital is analyzed by Bourdieu (1986a) as existing in three
differentstates. First, it refers to the ensemble of cultivated dispositions that
arc internalized by the individual through socialization and that constitute
schemes of appreciation and understanding. Cultural goods, Bourdicu
notes, diff er from material goods in that one can appropriate or “consume”
them only by apprehending their meaning. This holds for music, works of
art, and scientific formulas, as well as works of popular culture. Thus, cul-
tural capital exists in an embodicd state.

The accumulation of cultural capital in its emhodied form hegins in
early childhood. It requires “pedagogical action”: the investment of time
by parents, other farnity members, or hired professionals to sensitize the
child to cultural distinctions. The acquisition of cultivated dispositions pre-
supposes “distance from economic necessity” and therefore translates origi-
nal class-based inequalities into cultural differences. ‘T'he investment of in-
herited cultural copital returns dividends in school, rewarding chose with
large amounts of incorporated cultural capital and penalizing those without,
Some of Bourdiew’s most insightful ethnographic observations about
French schooling consist of showing how French schoolteachers reward
good language style, especially in essay and oral examinations, a practice
that tends to favor those studenes with considerable cultural capital who in
general are from privileged tamily origims (Bourdieu 1989¢:48-81).

But Bourdieu does not confine his analysis of cultural capital to ex-
plaining differential school atcainment. He sees it operating much more
broadly, ranging from hiring practices in firms to choice of spouse. Both
tend to produce a high degree of class endogamy, whether in management
or marriage (Bourdicu 19840:214-43).

Scecond, cultural capital exists in the objectified torm referring to objects,
such as hooks, works of art, :and scieatific instruments, that require special-
ized cultural abilitics to usc.

Third, cultural capital exists in an institutionalized form, by which Bour-
dicu means the educational credential system. Bourdicu places great impor-
tance upon the growth of the higher education system and the role it has
come to play in the allocation of status in the advanced societies. Expanded
higher education has created massive credential markets that are taday
decisive in reproducing the social class structure. Since educational creden-
tials increasingly have become necessary for gaining access to desicable pao-
sitions in the job market, it hecomes essential for parents 10 invest in
goad cducnion for their children so they can reap the “profun™ on the job
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market. This process of investment involves the conversion of economic
capital into cultural capital, which is a strategy more readily available to
the affiuent.

Bourdieu argues that it is the tremendous growth of the objectified
and institutionalized forms of cultural capital into relatively autonomous
markets that has been perhaps the single most important development to
shape the stratification structure and the role of cultural producers in the
advanced socicties. e sees a historical trend of cultural capital becoming
more and more the new hasis of social stratification (Bourdieu and Boltanski
1977:33)-"* The unequal distribution of objectified and institutionalized
cultural capital across social classes is for Bourdicu one of the key dimen-
sions of social inequality in modern societies, And he sees the rise of cultural
and credential markets as providing intellectualsa new autonomy from the
waditional forms of domination through patronage (Bourdicu 1985l)."
Key to the growth in autonomy of culture from economic and political
power is the insticutionalization and expansion of education. Educational
institutions secure partial autonowy from political ntervention and eco-
nomic constraints by establishing their own criteria for legitimation and
by recruiting and training their own personnel—thatis, by securing control
over their own reproduction.

Bourdiew’s concept of cultural capital needs to be distinguished from
Gary Becker’s (1964, 1976) concept of “human capital.” Unlike human-
capital theorists, Bourdieu focuses on class-based variation in both the

13- Bourdieu fimlseven among traditional French cipitalist families an increasing renden y
to rely on educational credenaals for controlling access to leadership pesitions in their Arnims
(Bourdseu and die Saint :Vartin 197R). Bousdieu is of course not alone in making this claim.
Daniel Bell (1973, 1988) argues that knowledge has Lecome a new factor of production and
replaced private property as the most significant source of stratitication i the modern postin-
dustrial sociery. Galhraith (1970) sees power and control of the lar e corporation increasingly
associated with cxpertise rather than with actual ownership. More generally, New Class theo-
riss have emphasized the knowledge base of the alleged New Class (Gouldner 1979; Seelenyi
and Martin 1988/89). While cimphasizing the geosing importance of cultral capital in the
distribution of power and privilege in the modern socictics, Bo irdicu sees it asa competitive
principle of stratification but one that nanetheless remains suhordinate to that of private prop-
erty in capitalist societies.

15. Bourdieu (1¢87b:172) specifies that it is not a personal form of domination characteris-
iic of earlier artist—pactron relations, hut & “form of structural domination exercised through
very general mechanisms such as the market.” In early formulations of this argument, Bour-
dieu 1971¢, 197:d) draws on the works of L. L. Schiicking (1966) and Raymond Williams
(1303, 11)65) for his understanding of the historical development of cultural markets for artis®
and writerss in Woestern societies. I'oday Bourdien cites the emergence of new forms of patron-
apus in the tarm of corporate and staw: funding of anists and writers, as threatenung the auton-
omy ot calral life Bowdicw and Haacke 19g.4).
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meanings and uses of various types of capital. He redirects the focus of
analysis from individual or global societal returns in productivity to the
impact of cultural investments on the perpetuation of the social-class struc-
ture (Bourdieu 1986a:243-44). He gives more attention to the subtle di-
mensions of cultural socialization and transmission that cannot be easily
quantified in monetary terins. Moreover, Bourdieu’s theory of human ac-
tion does not share the :nthropological assumptions of a rational actor per-
spective. Bourdieu’s actors pursue strategies, but not as conscious maximiz-
ers of limited means to achieve desired ends. Their choices :ire more tacit,
practical, and dispositional, reflecting the encounter between the accumu-
lated capital :md corresponding dispositions from past experience and the
present opportunities and constraints of fields where they act.

Bourdicu does share with human capital theorists—and ratonal actor
theory more generally—the fundamental assumption that all action is in-
terest oriented. While he would emphasize that the content of action will
likely vary by social group, society, and historical period, he nonetheless
docs posit this invariant of hunum conduct. Morcover, though the types of
interests can vary considerably, conduct always appears to he oriented to-
ward accruing power and wealth, as Caill¢ correctly points out. In this sense
Bourdieu’s economy of practices indeed shares with human capital theory
a key utilitarian dimension despite his disclaimers. '

CULTURE AS CAPITAL

Bourdieu therefore proposes a general science of the various forms of capi-
tal and the laws of their incerconvertibility. How he conceptualizes the rela-
tonships between forms of capital is, however, fairly complex. Part of that
complexity stems from how he thinks of capital. in The Logic of Practice
(1990h:122), he remarks that capital is a kind of “energy of social physics”
that can exist in a variety of forms and under certain conditions and ex-
change rates can interconvert from one into another. This image of capital
suggests a conceptualization of power where no one form is given theoreu-
cal priority over the other. Indeed he offers a quote from Bertrand Russell
to suggest that power is analogous to energy in that it occurs in many forms
and no one form is more fundiunental than the others or can be treated
independently of the others (300). This suggests zn empirical and historical
orientation, which can certainly be found in Bourdieu’s work, where only
research can determine the key forms of capital and their interrelationships
in a specific social order. One consequence of this orientation is that eapitals

16. Bourdivu eontends thae, heyoned some shared vocalilary, b semally hias loles s com
oan with Tuman capaeal heorsis 8 amrdien and Waegsmn 1g0z:318).
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tend to proliferate, and there is accordingly a devaluation of his conceptual
currency. Thus we find not only economic, cultural, social, and symbolic
capital, but also family, religious, political, moral, and state capital, to men-
tion but a few. However, with the increasingly refined identification of
forms of power as capital, there emerges a tendency to see power every-
where and, in a sense therefore, nowhere—an extreme diffusion of power
that Bourdieu himself rejects.”

Yet, in numerous other places in his work Bourdieu also gives concep-
tual priority to economic capital. He sees a “historical” opposition in West-
ern capitalist societies between cultural capital and economic capital. As we
will see in chapter 6, this opposition serves as the fimdamental determinant
of power relations in these societics. While cultural markets have emerged
as formidable challengers 1o economic markets, cultural capital is always
considered a “subordinate” or “dominated” form of capital.”* Cultural mar-
kets and institutions remain only relatively autonomous from economic
markets and institutions.” Che development of important cultural markets
has not, according to Bourdieu, switched the balance of power from the
large corporation or the state to the university. In his analysis of class rela-
tions in contemporary France, Bourdieu notes that

the dominant fractions are what they are if and only if the economic principle of
stratificat’on asserts its real dominance, which it does, in the long run, even in the
relatively autonomous field of cultural production, where the divergence between
specific value and market value tends to disappear in the course of time. (1984a:583)

In spite of its autonomy, the realm of culture remains subordinate to the
economy. Bourdieu (1986a:252) considers that “economic capital is at the

17. Indeed, he disungurshes his wark from thar of Fouc-ault on preciscly thispoint; he sees
power niore concentrated in particular instinutional scrtings than does Foucault (Wacquant
1993b).

18. While willing to see cultural resaurces; as forms of power, closure theorises are divided
on the issue of how to compare cultural and cconomic resvurces. Murphy (1988:7¢) sides:
with Bourdieu when he sees in educational credentials a derfvative rather than a primary form
of exclusion. Parkin {1971, 1979), however, places: credentials virtually on par with economic
capitzl.

19. The relative autonomy of culeural capital represents for Martin and Szelenyi (1987) a
welcomed “move away from econoniic reductionism and toward a generad theary of symbolic
durination.” but does not go for enongh. They contend that Bourdieu’s analysis of class socie-
tes still does not accord the symbolic system sufficient autonomy to account for his own
witical ilieory. Though inspired by Bourdieu's work, Mortn and Szelenyi reject his capital
metaphor For colture, They proposs “symbotic mastery” as a more appropriate way of labeling
those arteosal praciices dacliffercatiane the “holders of principles™ fram the “mere prac-
ihaner,” ambiberehy desigmac s new type of dominatnn that weay not shways he subordinaredd
1 thes poser ol Fimesal capural
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root of all the other types of capital,” such as cultural capital, social capital,
and symbolic capital, and that these are in fact “transformed, disguised
forms of economic capital.” It is after all economic capital that makes possi-
ble the investment in cultural capital by making possible the investinent
of time neceded to accumulate cultural capital. Economic structures shape
decisively cultural arenas though Bourdicu (1991¢:230) seldom sees that
causal connection as direct.

Bourdieu (1986a: 254, 1987b:1 31) also admits that cultural capital is not
as stahle or as universal a currency as is economic capital. Cultural capital
is more unstable in that its accumulation can be undermined by criticism
and suspicion. It encounters higher risks than economic capital in its inter-
generational transmission for families and individuals. Morcover, unlike
stocks and bonds, its institutionalize:d value (in the form of cducational cre-
dentials) is not negotiahle. Economic capital, then, is casier to manage ra-
tionally, easier to conserve, transmit, and calculate. "Though Bourdicu criti-
cizezs Marxists for reducing culture to economics and resists any suggestion
of economic dcterminisi in his own work, he nonctheless makes claims
that are suggestive of some degree of reduction in this direction, just as
Caillé charges.?

How the various capitals interconvert also poses a prohlem. One con-
tribution by Bourdieu to the sociological study of power relations is the
forceful demonstration that cultural capitl, social capital, and economic
capital can be interchangeable. Yet the interchange is not equally possible
in all directions. Social capital and cultural capital are more closely related
to cach other than 1o economic capital. In general, economic capital appears
to convert more easily into cultural capital and social capital than vice versa.
Bourdieu acknowledges that some goods and services can be obtained di-
rectly and immediately through economic capital. But other goods and ser-
vices are accessible only through social capital and cultural capital—a point
Bourdieu’s (1986a:252) work stresses. Thus, while culture and social net-
works are forms of capital, they are not exactly on equal footing with money
and property.

The idea of culture as capital insightfully calis attention to the power
dimension of cultural dispositions and resources in nurket societies. [t also
poses problems for comparative work. As noted earlier, Bourdieu’s concept
of capital does not permic him to distinguish capitalist from noncapitalist
social reladons. That his concept of cultural capital may be more applicable

20. In recent statements, Bourdieu (Bourdieu and Wacquant tgn2) qualifics carlier elaumns
(Bourdieu 1977¢) that in the last inssance the economy is deteeminatve. Tilay he is meore
willing to say that the relationship between different fickds is fully hisiarcally vantingzent even
though at present the cconamic ticld carries the most weiphi.
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to market societies than to precapitalist social formations is suggested by
how he actually employs the concept in the latter. In precapitalist societies,
culcural capital appears only in its “incorporated” rather than in its “objec-
tivified” or “institutionalized” form. But this shift to “form” in applying
the concept indicates not only Bourdieu’s flexible and strategic attitude to-
ward the application of concepts hut also an inherent weakness in this con-
cept when exported to noncapitalist societies.

There may be limits to its applicaton in highly differentiated societies
as well. Since Bourdieu developed his concept within a distinct national
high culture tradition, it appears tied to a strong assumption of high cultural
hegemony. Some of its rhetorical power is lost when exported to other
national contexts where there is more cultural pluralism. To the extent
that cultural capital implies a broad ¢onsensus on valued culrural forms, its
capacity to function as common currency may he limited in very large and
hightly difterentiated societies, such as the United States, where high culture
has not played quite the dominant role that it has in France (DiMaggio
1979; Lamont and Lareau 1988).

Further, the rate of interconvertibility between capitals might be par-
ticularly high in those advanced capitalist societies where market relations
have penetrated more extensively in arenas of sacial relations, such as the
family, formerly governed by tradition and status. There may be less inter-
convertibility in market societies with strong state welfare systems. If so,
this would call for a more comprehensive explanatory framework than that
of capital interconversion patterns and rates. Bourdicu’s concept of capital
lacks an analytical grip on the specificity of capitalist societies and important
structural variations among them.

The use of a cultural market metaphor also gives mixed results in
comparisons between capitalist and former stace-socialist societies where
private property did not have official recognition. Labeling stratifican’'on
resources as forms of capital does not generalize well to state-socialist so-
cieties where the primary exclusion rule was party membership rather than
private property (Murphy 1988). A more general conceptual language of
forms of social closure might be more appropriate for such intersocietal
comparisons.

Bourdieu’s conceptual language of cultural capical, albeit distinct from
humian capital, does not entirely escape the penetrating critical observation
that Karabel amd Halsey (1977:13) offer of the theory of human capital:
namely, thar it has

dicvet appead 1a gro-capitadist wlvalogical sentimem thin restdes i ats insisience e
ihe workes s o fudder of caparad Gas Conbodied m s skills and knowlelpe) and 1l
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he has the cupacity to imvest (in himself). Thus in a single bold conceptual stroke
g p

the wage-carner, who holds no property and controls neither the process nor the

product of his labor, is transformed into a capitalist

In Bourdieu’s world, all are capital holders and investors seeking profits.

The image of the cultural capitalist is perhaps fitting for certain profes-
sions in the media, the acts, and academe, where individuals with valued
cultural resources are able to convert them into economic rewards. The
image also would seem to apply to middle-class families who seek out valued
types of education for their children. But the capitil metaphor works less
well for groups who have little or no capital to invest. As we will see in
chapter 7, Bourdieu’s framework seems much less useful for study of the
working class or of the underclass. e employs the concept insightfully to
identify sources of intraclass differentiation wivhin the dominant and mid-
dle classes, yet stratilication within the working class receives much less
attention.

A Theery of Symbolic Violence and Capital

A third way that Bourdieu distances himself from Marxism is by cmphasiz-
ing the role of symbolic forms and processes in the reproduction of soeial
inequality. For Bourdieu, the traditional Marxist emphasis on economic
and class structures underestimates the importance of the symbolic dimen-
sion of power relations in both the undifferentiated precapitalist and highly
ditterentiated postindustrial societies. Indeed, Bourdieu (1989c¢:555, t9goh:
122-34) believes that even in the advanced societies the principal mode of
domination has shifted from overt coercion and the threat of physical vio-
lence to forms of symbolic manipulation. This belief justifies his focus on
the role that cultural processes, producers, and institutions play in main-
taining inequality in contemporary societies. There is symbolic power as
well as economic power.

How Baourdicu thinks of symbolic power relates to how he conceptual-
izes all symholic systems, whether they be art, religion, science, or language
itself. In a sweeping synthesis of several different theoretical traditions,
Bourdieu (1977d) argues that symbolic systems simultancously perform

21, One might speculate why the idea of cultural capital has caught on so rapidly in Amers-
can sociology, particulacly in the field of education. @ne likely factor is the tremenduvus expan-
sion of American cducation and che general idea of education as an invistment. A related ideu
is the considerable extent to which utilitarian values permeate much of prafessional sociology
{Caillé 1993; Gouldner 1970:61-87).
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three interrelated but distinct functions: cognition, communication, and
social differentiation.?

Drawing from the Sapir-Whorf tradition on language, the Kant-
Humboldt-Cassirer philosophical tradition, and Durkheim’s sociology of
knowledge, Bourdieu sees symbolic systems as “structuring structures”™ as
a means for ordering and understanding the social world. 1In this sense,
different modes of knowledge, such as language, myth, art, religion, and
science, represent different ways of apprehending the world. They there-
fore exercise a cognitive function.

Second, symholic systems are also “structured structures” whose inter-
nal logic can be grasped by structural analysis as developed by Saussure for
language and Lévi-Strauss for myth. Symbolic systems are “codes” that
channel deep structural meanings shared by all members of a culture. Con-
ceptual systems, therefore, function simultaneously as instruaneirts of connn-
nication and as instrumments of kmwledge (Bourdieu 1971h:295). As instru-
ments of both knowledge and communication, symbolic systems provide,
as Durkheim (1965) argues, “logical” integration, which is a necessary con-
dition of “moral” integration. Symbolic systems exercise therefore a com-
munication and social integration function.

Third, and what Bourdicu emphasizes most, symbolic systems not only
provide cognitive and integrative tunctions but also serve as imstruments of
domination. Dominant symbolic systems provide integration for dominant
groups, distinctions and hierarchies for ranking groups, and legitmation
of social ranking by encouraging the dominated te accept the existing hier-
archies of social distinction (Bourdieu 1977d:114-15). They therefore ful-
fill a political function.

Bourdieu thus combines constructionist and structuralist perspectives
to offer a theory of symbolic power that tightly couples the cognitive, com-
municative and political dimensions of all symbolic systems. This theory
of symbolic power emerges from his concern with the problem of the rela-
tionship between symbolic representations and soeial structures—a prob-
lem that was at the forefront of debates among Irench Marxists and struc-
turalists during the 1960s. This theory also illustrates Bourdieu’s central
concern with dominant culture. Nowhere in his work do we find a com-
mensurate interest in subordinate cultural systems except in his claim that

22. This synthesis is most concisely set focth in the essay, “Symbolic Power” (Bourdieu
19770), b the argusent is more detailed in “Genesis and Structure of the Religious Field”
Crogrh) and in Reprwdision i Education, Soviety and Caltire (Rourdiets and Passeron 1977):
4 OR.
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they reflect the patterns of the dominant system (see Bourdieu and Passeron
1977:23).

[n arriving at these three functions of symbolic systems, Bourdieu de-
velops a sociology of symbolic forms and a theory of symbolic violence
and capital that overlap and interpenetrate yet stand as relatively distinct
analytical developments. We will first take up his sociology of symbolic
forms and then examine his theory of symbolic violence and capital.

A SOCIOLOGY OF SYAIBOLIC FORMS

Bourdieu borrows substantially from French structuralism and its lin-
guistic model in formulating his sociology of symbolic forms. First, drawing
from Saussurc’s model of language, Bourdieu posits that the fundamental
logic of symbolic processes and systems, beginning with linguage itself,
is one of establishing differences and distinctions in the form of binary
oppositions. It is the “logic of difference, of differential deviation”
(Bourdieu 1991¢:237).2 Symbolic systems, from this perspective, are
classification systems built upon the fundamental logic of inclusion and
exclusion. A/ symbolic systems follow this fundamental classification logic
of dividing and grouping items into opposing classes and henee generating
meanings through the binary logic of inclusion and exclusion. I'his logic
of symbolic systems builds an ordered set of fundamental dichotomous
distinctions, such as rare/common, good/bad, high/low, inside/outside,
male/Female, distinguished/vulgar, that operatc as “primitive classifica-
tions™* undergirding all of our mental activides. As Bourdieu (1984a:468)
puts it:

All agenes in a given social formation sharc a set of hasic pereeptual schemes, which
receive the beginnings of ohjectificanon in the pairs of antagonistic adjectives com-
monly uscd to classify and qualify persons or ohjects in the mast varied areas of
practice. ‘Fhe network of appositions between high (sublime, clevated, pure) and
low (vulgar, low, modust), spiritual and material, fine (refined, elegant) and coarse
(heavy, fax, crude, brutal), light (suhtle, lively, sharp, adroit) and heavy (slow, thick,
blunt, laborious, clumsy), free and forced, broad and rarrow, or, in another dimen-
sion, between unique (rare, different, distinguished, exclusive, singular, novel) and

23, The imprint of jakobson’s (19356) clin of the binary logic of phonology is obvious
here. It is also the fundamental opevating pattern chat Lévi-Strauss (1966) awtributes o the
human brain.

24. The term comes from Durkheim and Mauss (1963). Bourdieu sces his theory of sym-
bolic forms as an claboration of the Durkheim-Mauss project of identifying the fimdsmental
cognitive structures of social life. As we will see in chaprer 7, he camhines Durkheiny aisd
Mauss with Marx by considering “classificarion struggles” as expressions of “class sirigles,”
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conunon (ordinary, banal, cemmonplace, trivial, routine), brilliant (intelligent) and
dull (obscure, grey, mediocre), is the matrix of all the commonplaces which find
such ready acceptance because behind them lies the whole social order.

Such paired oppositions are shared by all, are social in origin, and are used
to enhance power relations in social life. They are the building blocks of
the everyday classifications of social life. Thisarray of “semi-codified oppo-
sitons contained in ordinary language” ultimately connects, however, to a
more fundamental bipolarity: the dominant/dominated paired opposition.
This is the ultimate source of all paired oppositions.

Bourdieu’s structuralist method aims to reveal this “deep structure” of
domination and subordination in social life. He wants to demonstrate that
various permutations of this fundamnental bipolarity can be found in a great
diversity of areas. Take, for example, the paired opposition “light/heavy”
as one permutation of the fundamental dominant/dominated opposition.
[n French schooling, he finds this bipolarity structuring evaluations of aca-
demic styles: light distinguishes positively valued bourgeois academic per-
formance from the heavy and lfabored middle- and lower-class academic
style.”® In theater, the light/heavy opposition distinguishes positively the
light, leisurely bourgeois theater from the heavy, “labored” and “tortured,”
more intellectual pieces. Sometimes the values can be inverted, as among
intellectuals for whom light is associated with the less serious and probing
forms of intellectual exercise and heavy with the more honorable, substan-
tal, scholarly forms (Bourdicu 1984a:469). This, and similar paired opposi-
tions, can take on quite different meanings in different social universes.
They nonctheless all function as logical homologies from one domain to
the next, and all point, if only tacitly, to the most fundamental “invariant
opposition” between dominant and dominaced.

Structuralist linguistics and semiology focus on the analogical transfor-
mations and permutations through which fundamental cultural polarities
find expression across various symbolic systems. "Uhis type of analysis draws
attention to the internal organization of conceptual systems hutleaves unat-
tended the issue of the source of sign systems. However, following Durk-
heim, Bourdieu stresses the connection between social and cognitive struc-
tures. He writes that “the cognitive structures which social agents
implement in their practical knowledge of the social world are internalized,
‘embodied’ social structures” (468). Social structures become internalized

25, In chapter § we will eximine sone of Bourdicn’s (1 gRyeng—47) empirical findinyys thac
shaw the pancd apposiinn “bdlian/sevious® stwcnving French academic evalinians.
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into the cognitive structures of individuals and groups who then unwittingly
reproduce the social order by classifying the social world with the same
categories with which it classifies them.”*

Unlike Durkheim, Bourdieu does not argue that symbolic systems sim-
ply mirror social reality; he doesnotattempe to establish a one-to-one cor-
respondence between selected signs and symbols and given social realities
as, for example, between particular values and social classes. Rather, Bour~
dieu embraces the antipositivi'st posinon held by structuraliss that binary
distinctions established through cognit've processes are fundamenally ar-
bitrary in that they do not reflect directly social reality; instead, meanings
obtain through the contrastive features between signs, though the connec-
tion between any particular symbol or sign and a given social phenomenon
is arbitrary. Meanings obtain not from the intrinsic features of signs them-
sclves but from their contrastive relations. "Fhis provides the cognitive basis
for Bourdieu’s claim that the dominant cultural standards of umy social or-
der are fundamentally arbitrary. Bourdieu refers to such standards of any
socicty as the “cultutal arbitrary,” to signal that all cultural systems arce
fundamentally hunmim constructions that arc historical, that stem from the
activitics and interests of particular groups, and that legitimate uncqual
power relationsamong groups (Bourdieuand Passeron 1977, book t: Foun-
dation of a Theory of Symbolic Violence). Bourdicu rejects all claims to
universal knowledge, valnes, and heliefs that would stand beyond any social
influence.?

But if symholic systems are essennally arbitrary in that they do not
directly reflect social realities, for Bourdieu, they are not at all arbitrary
in their social conscquences. Rather, this fundamental logic of symbolic
distinction operates socially and polidcally as well as culturally; it functions
to differentiate and legitimate inegalitarian and hierarchial arrangements
among individuals and groups. By arguing that the strucruralist logic of
contrastive relations applies not only to symbolic systems, such as language
(a la Saussure), myth (3 la Lévi-Strauss), or discourse (a la Foucault), but
“also to the social vefatians of which these symbolic systems are @ more or less
transformed expression,” Bourdieu (19832:314) distinguishes his approach
from that of other leading Irench structuralists. Bourdieu’s theory of sym-

26, Bourdieu calts this intermalized set of dispositions the babitus, which we will examine
n chapeer 5.

27. However, Bourdieu {1g9oc:181) also claims to reject radical cultural relativising for he
argues that social greups and their corresponding cultural activitics are not cemmensoriske
but are hierarchically ordered in terms of their capacities 1o eservise power. Neveriheless, the
principal thrust of his work is to “sefatvize” the daims to caharal Tegritimacy: by domnam
ZEOUpE.
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bolic forms is in fact a theory of the social und political uses of symbolic
systems.

For Bourdieu, the problem with both structuralist semiology and
Durkheim’s concept of “collective representations” is that they carry an
implicit theory of consensus. While he acknowledges, as the quotation
above illustrates, that “all the agents in a given social fonnation share a set
of hasic percepmal schemes” (1984a:468), Bourdieu stresses the diff erenti-
ating role of the logic of polarity in symbolic systems. His fundamental
point is that this binary logic of symbolic distinction also determines our
mode of apprehending the social world; it predisposes us to organize the
social world according to the same logic of polarity and thus to produce
social as well as cognitive distinctions. "These cognitive distinctions are pre-
disposed to simultaneously gencrate sacinl as well as logical classifications
by making dichotomous social as well us logical groupings, by creating
forms of social inclusion and exclusion as well as at the level of symbols.
Such distinctions hecome classification Ienses through which we perceive
the social world and give it meaningful order. Just as the double meaning
of “distinction” indicates, this fundamental logic identifies the precise char-
acter of symbolic power: the simultancous act of making conceptual and
social discriminations.

This social function of the classification logic of symbolic representa-
tions generates, therefore, a politicel effect to the extent that the social
groupings identified are hierarchically differentiated and therefore legia-
mated. Binary symbolic distinctions correlate with social distinctions turn-
ing symbolic classifications into expressions of social hierarchy. The rela-
tionship between mental structures and social structures obtains through
the binary logic that imprints upon our cognitive and communicative capa-
bilides and simultancously provides a sort of map of social distinctions to
be established between ingroups and outgroups. One dimension correlates
with the other: social distinctions are internalized and structured by the
polarity logic of cognitive processes. Symbolic systems can be thought of
as forms of “vertical classification” where connections hetween the cogni-
tive logic of polarity and the social logic in exclusion and inclusion are
established (Schwartz 1981).2% "The binary logic of symbolic classifications

28. One application of this thene that Bourdieu has emphasized in recent work is the role
of symbolic power in the formation of groups. He argues that group identity, indeed group
existence as a collective bady, is dependent on the exercise of symbalic power. He writes,
“symbolic posvery whose lovm g exceffence is the pawer o wake groups amd to consecrae
or nstitnee tsem G panteakae deaageh mes of mstitiian, die paradigom here heing; marriage),
consists ot the power Lo nake sinethinggesist i the obfeetitivd, pulilic, Tormal staee which
ey previously esisted nean il seate” Boucilion 187400,
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insightfully suggests that ingroup/outgroup relations can be grounded in
a cognitive dimension. They are overlapping social and cognitive distinc-
tions.?? According to Bourdieu, this is a fundamental property of all sym-
holic systems, not just those in primitive mythology or religion; it is opera-
tive in science and philosophy where the contemporary secular mind would
least suspect its presence

Bourdieu accepts the “deep structure” of binary dif ferentiation of social
life as posited in structuralism. It is not clear, however, that hinary codes
are the fundamental building blocks of culture, since everyday practices
are not always marked by such clear distinctions. One frequently finds, for
example, a “shading off” of one category of meaning into the next (Geertz
1974). Morceover, the gender symholism represented by the male/female
binary opposition, which Bourdieu posits as a universal of social lite, is foth
rigidly enforced and yet contested in actual practices. It is the multiplicity
of gendered practices that renders gender itself a contested identity that
Bourdieu’s structuralist perspective does not take into account (McCall
1992).

[f Bourdieu draws from a structuralist theory of signs and symbols to
develop his theory of symbolic power, he nonetheless identifies the source
of that power in the relationship of symbolic systems to social structure
rather than within the symbolic systems themselves. Power is not in words
or symbols per se hut in the “belief in the legitimacy of the words and of
him who utters them”; for Bourdieu, symbolic power resides not in the
force of ideas hut in their relation to social structure. Symbolic power “is
defined in and by a determinate relationship between those who exercise
this power and those who undergo it—that is to say, in the very structure
of the field in which belief is produced and reproduced” (Bourdicu 1977d:

117).

SYMBOLIC VIOLENCE AND CAPITAL

The third way that Bourdicu distinguishes himself from Marxism is by
stressing the specific contribution that “representations of legitimacy make
to the exercise and perpetuation of power” (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977:
5). He emphasizes that in almostall instances the exercise of power requires
some form of justification (9-r10). It is the power of domination through
legitimation that primarily concerns Bourdieu, who maintains that it is the

29. The cognitive dimension of inclusionary and exclusionary pracesses sugfests a poten-
tially useful but as yet unexplored svenue for sacial closure theory. See Murphy 188

30. Bourdieu (1984a:468-69, 506) remarks hat the “apposition Ikiween the unigue amil
the multiple” which “lies at the heart of the lominam philasophy of lostory™ represenss in
“transfigured form” the “cliie/masses™ appostiion in palinies.
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cement of class relations. This is of course the role that Marx assigns to
ideology, and Bourdieu affinns this political function of symbolic systems.
But Beurdieu stresses the active role played by taken-for-granted assump-
tions and practices in the constitution and maintenance of power relations.
If his theory of practices extends the idea of interest to culture, then his
theory of symbolic power extends culture to the realm of interest with the
clamm that all forms of power require legitimation.

Bourdieu understands ideology, or “symbolic violence,” as the capacity
to impose the means for comprehending and adapting to the social world by
representing economic and political power in disguised, taken-for-granted
forms. Symbolic systems exercise symbolic power “only through the cem-
plicity of those who do not want to know that they are subject to it or even
thac they themselves exercise it” (Bourdieu t9gic:164). In using the term
“symholic violence” Bourdieu stresses how the dominated accept as legiti-
mate their own condition of domination (Bourdicu and Wacquant 1992:
167). But symbolic power is a legitimating power that clicits the consent
of torh the dominant and the dominated.

Bourdicu (1987f:13) thinks of symbolic power as “worldmaking power,”
for it involves the capacity to impose the “legitimate vision of the social
world and of its divisions.” Because symbolic pewer legitimizes existing
economic and political relations, it contributes to the intergenerational re-
production of inegalitarian social arrangements. [n a key passage Bourdieu
offers the following definition:

Every power to exert symbolic violence, i.e. every power which manages to impose
meanings and to impose them as legitimate by concealing the power relations which
are the basis of its force, adds its own specitically symbolic force to those power
reladons. (Bourdieu and Pusseron 1977:4)

Thus, for Bourdieu, symbolic power legitimizes economic and political
power but does not reduce to them. This marks the difference hetween
Bourdieu’s view of culture and the orthodox Macxist view of superstructure.

The exercise of power in almaost all cases requires some justification or
legitimation that creates “misrceognition” of its fundamentally arbitrary
character (Bourdieu 1989c:377). “Misrecognition” is a key concept for
Bourdieu; akin to the idea of “filse consciousness™ in the Marxist tradition,
misrecognition denotes “denial” of the economic and political interests
present in a set of practices.'! Misrecognition is tied to Bourdieu's strong

31, Basrdien (1g8naiog, 2ob wooliz.ge—q3) sees miseccognition as tantantetunt 1o “de-
ned” in the sense ol e Beesnlon wem Peenvcsnang, diough for Bourdier denial comes through
“svihalic kb vanhven than taosupls a gnsebine prsvess, as deseribsed by Eresul
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claim that all actions are interested. The logic of self-interest underlying
all practices—particularly those in the cultural domain—is misrecognized
as a logic of “disinterest.” Symbolic practices deflect attention from the
interested character of practices and thereby contribute to their enactment
as disinterested pursuits. This misperception legitimizes these practices and
thereby contributes to the reproduction of the social order in which they
are embedded. Activities and resources gain in symbolic power, or legiti-
macy, to the extent that they become separated from underlying material
interests and hence go misrecognized as representing disinterested forms
of activities and resources. This is almost always the case in undiff crentiated
precapitalist societies, where material life, as Polanyi observes (Dalton
1968, 1944), is embedded in a complex matrix of social and cultural ivrange-
ments. Bourdicu (19goh:118) observes from his fieldwork n Kabylia that
“even ‘economic’ capital cinmot act unless it succeeds in heing recognized
through a conversion that can render unrecognizable the true principle of
its efficacy.” "T'he purely economic cannot express itsclf autonomously hut
must be converted into symbolic form. There is, therefore, *symbolic
power™ as well as material or economic power. Individuals and groups who
are able to benetit from the transformation of self-interest into disinterest
obtain what Bourdieu calls “symbolic capital.” Symbolic capital is “denied
capital” (ibid.); it disguises the underlying interested relations as disinter-
ested pursuits.*?

Bourdieu initially developed the concept of symbolic capital in his early
studies of Kabyle peasant society. There, in what Bourdieu (19goh:114)
calls the “good-faith economy,” the predominant form of circulation of
goods occurs through the exchange of gifts, both material and symbolic,
rather than through explicit market exchange. 'I'he significance of symbolic
capital lies in its apparent negation of economic capital. Symbolic capital
is a forn of power that is not perceived as power but as legitimate demands
for recognition, deference, obedience, or the services of others.”

Bourdieu takes his argument to a more general level by arguing that
not only is all action interested but that much action can be carried out
successfully enfy if it interested character goes misrecognized. He argues
that a great many practices could not be performed if they were recognized
as emanating {rom the pursuit of self-interest (Bourdieu 1986a:242-43).

32. Bourdieu (1977c:183) writes: “Symbolic capital, a transformed and thereby disguised
Form of physical ‘economic’ capital, produces its preper effect inasmuch, and only inasmuch,
as it conceals the fact chae it originates in ‘material” fonns of capiral which are also, in ihe
last analysis, the source of iw effects.”

33. See Bourdieu 1972:227—43, 1977¢:171-83, 1989¢, and 19g0h:01 221 for key tormnula
tions of this concepe.
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“The operation of gift exchange,” for example, “presupposes (individual
and collect’'ve) misrecognition (mreconnaissance ) of the reality of the objecu've
‘mechanism’ of the exchange” (Bourdieu 1977¢:5-6). Action occurs as if
actors pursue their sclf-interests for this is the way it appears to the “out-
sider” sociologist who is able to calculate the statistical regularites of be-
havior. Itis as if actors conspired to conceal from their own eyes the self-
interested character of their actions. Bourdieu (1977¢:6) writes that

everything takes place as if agents’ practice, :md in particular their manipulation of
time, were onganized exclusively with a view to concealing from chemselves and
from others the truth of their practice, which the: anthropologist and his models
bring to light simply by substituting the imcless model for a schane which works
itself out only in and through time.

Since action occurs through time, and largely at a tacit, taken-for-granted
level, uctors misperceive the objective consequences of their actions, which
are nonetheless available to the social scientist.

Bourdicu applics the concept of symbolic capital to highly ditferent-
ated contemporary societies as well. Though the economy is differentiated
from other aspects of social life in advanced industrialized societies, it none-
theless requires legitimation. The matter-of -fact realism that “business is
business” rarely operates without recourse to some honorific justification.
Indeed, Bourdieu sees the transition from the early phases of predatory
capitalism to the advanced industrial and postindustrial societies as being
accompanied by increased reliance on symbolic power and capital. Both
the practice of philanthropy by early “robber haron” entrepreneurs and the
increased investment in prestigious formns of higher education by capitalist
families test'fy to the efforts to accumulate symbolic as well as economic
capiaal. In response to changes in taxation and inheritance laws, capitalist
families today invest more in higher education in order to legitimate the
transfer of wealth to the new generation (Bourdieu and de Saint Martin
1978). Furthermore, charitable giving by private economic interests, for
example, the funding of public broadcasting in the United States, further
illustrates the importance accorded by monied interests to their symbolic
legitimation. Because personal gain is generally associated in capitalist soci-
eties with material forms of accumulation, symbolic pursuits in philan-
thropy, science, religion, and the arts tend to be thought of as lacking vested
interest. ndeed, philanthropy and the nonprofit sector functions to legiti-
nene particula coononne merests hy converting rthem into forms of sym-
bolic recognition (or the colleatve pond. Bourdicu (rggoh: 33) sees the
exprmston ol the nonpropt seonr as steimmaeg from the “conversion of
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economic capital into symbolic capital” whereby dominant groups secure
esteem in public opinion for their activities.

Symbolic capital thus represents for Bourdien a way of talking about
the legitimation of power relations through symbolic forms. It is a form
of “legitimate accumulation, through which the dominant groups secure a
capital of ‘credit” which seems to owe nothing to the logic of exploitation”
(Bourdieu t977¢:197). Tied to his stratification analysis of relations be-
tween dominant and dominated groups, Bourdieu understands symbolic
capital as “a sort of advance,” extended by the dominated to the dominamt
as long as the dominated find it is within their interest to accord recognition
and legitimation to the dominant. It is a “collective belief,” a “capital of
trust” that stems trom social esteem as well as macerial wealth.

Symbolic capital, like material capital, can be accumulated, and under
certain conditions and at certain rates be exchanged for material capital.
Reflecting on his early cthnographic work in Algeria, Bourdieu (1980c¢:61)
says “I wanted . . . to do an economy of symbolic phenomena amd study
the specific logic of the production and circulation of cultural goods.” This
component of his overall framework rests on the core clain that symbolic
capital and economic capital arc distinct, though under certain conditions
and at certain rates interconvertible, forms of power that tollow their own
particular dynamics. Llis rescarch program consists, therefore, of studying
the production and consumption of symbolic goods, the pursuit of symbolic
profit, the accumulation of symbolic capital, and the modcs of conversion
between symbolic and other forms of capital or power.

"I'he problem ol the relationship between the various forms of capital,
which was discussed earlier in the chapter, is further complicated by the
concept of symbolic capital. Symbolic capital obtains from the successful
use of other capitals (Bourdieu 1ggoh:122). le suggests a state of leginma-
tion of other forms of capital, as if other capitals obtain a special symbolic
etfect when they gain a symbolic recognition that masks their material and
interested basis. This would suggest that differenc kinds of capital, such as
economic capital and culturul capital, could have cheir own specific types
of symbolic capital in different societies. If the case, this would point to
overfapping power dimensions that are not suf ficiently conceptualized with
the appellation capital. In one place Bourdieu admits that social and sym-
bolic capital overlap so extensively that it becomes virtually impossible to
distinguish them.* To what extent, therefore, is it really appropriate to

34 In d'isassing social capiml in the case of groups delegating authority to leadership and
group representation, Bourdieu (19862:257) adds in a foarnote tha “Iv gaes without saying
that social capital is so totally governed by the logic of knowlalge ind ackapwledguent then
it always functions as symbolic capital,”
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think of legitimation as another form of power that, like economic and
culeural power, merits the appellation “capital™?

Ciritics such as Caillé see in Bourdieu's statements that symbolic capital
is “denied capital” proof that in the final analysis symbolic capital is nothing
more than a form of economic capital in disguise. This conclusion, how-
ever, does violence to the complexity of Bourdieu’s thinking. We have also
seen that Bourdieu argues that brute force or material possession are sel-
dom sufficient for the effective exercise of power. Legitimation plays a nec-
essary role in the exercise of material and political power. There would
be, therefore, litle point in stressing the absolute importance of material
resources and physical strength if their effective deployment required legit-
imation. Thus, while Bourdieu does work with a hierarchy of capitals with
material being the most fundaumental, he also stresses the necessity of sym-
bolic power for the effective exercise of political and economic power. Both
aspects of his work need to be stressed.

SYMBOLIC LABOR

Flow does the interested dimension of human action become transformed
into disintcrested ideology? [ observed in chapter 2 that Bourdieu answers
this question by drawing from Weber’s sociology of religious leadership.
“Religrous lahor” by specialists createsreligious understandings of the par-
ticular social conditions of existence of specific groups. More generally,
Bourdieu (1977¢:171, 198oa:191) answers this question by pointing to the
role of symlwlic lubor, especially by specialized symbolic producers (i.e., in-
tellectuals), that transforms interested social relations, such as kinship,
neighborhood, and work, into elective relations, or transforms relations of
exploitation into legitimate relatons. Symbolic fabor produces symbolic
power by transforming relations of interest into disinterested meanings and
by legitimating arbitrary relations of power as the natural order of things
(Bourdieu 19goh:112). Bourdieu considers symbolic labor to be as impor-
tant as economic labor in the reproduction of social life. The task for sociol-
ogy, therefore, is to describe

the laws of transformation which govern the transmutation of the different kinds
of capital into symbolic capital, and in pardcular ehe labour of dissimulation and
transfiguration (in a word, of exphernization) which secures a real transuhstantiation
of the relations of power by rendering recognizable and misrecognizable the vio-
lence they ubjecrively contain and thus by transforming them into symbolic power,
capable of producing real effeas withom any apparent expenditure of energy.
(Bourdien rgyic:i7o)

Bourdicu assigns a key rale to esdonal [rrefucers (Cpe, artists, writers,
teachers, and fonroahisis) s degmang the secal onler by producimg syin
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bolic capital through symbolic labor. Bourdieu (1971d, 1985d) contends
that borh materialist and idealist views of culture neglect the relatively in-
dependent role that corps of specialists historically have come to play in
producing symbolic systems. Cultural producers mediate the relationship
between culture and class, between infrastructure and superstructure, by
constituting cultural markets, or fields, that are vested with their own par-
ticular intcrests.

Bourdicu thus challenges #oth the Marxist theory of superstructure and
idealist views of cultural life by proposing a theory of intellectuals that em-
phasizes the specilic symbolic interests that shape cultural production.
Bourdicu assigns a particularly important—though not exclusive—role to
the arenas of symbolic specialization and their representatives in developing
the material out of which the symbolic dimension of class struggle is carved.
He conceptualizes these arenas as social-cultural markets or fields of force
in which specialists struggle over definitions of what is to be considered as
legitimate modes of expression.

In summary, Bourdicu’s generaj science of the economy of practices
attempts to reappropriate from the idealist/materialist bilurcation of hu-
man life the totality of practices as fundamentally interested but misrecog-
nized forms of power or capital. Indeed, Bourdieu’s sociological project is
a study of the political economy of the various forms of symbolic capital.
He focuses much of his work on the symbolic producers who specialize in
creating symbolic power, but, as we will see in chapter 11, Bourdieu also
thinks of his sociology as an instrument of struggle against the various
forms of symbolic violence.

HABITUS: A CULTURAL
THEORY OF ACTION

A central issue scts the agenda for Bourdieu’s theoty of practice.
How is action regulated; how does action follow regular statistical patterns
without being the product of obedience to rules, norms or conscious inten-
tion? How do regular patterns of conduct occur over time without being
the producteither of some abstract external structure or of subjective inten-
ton? How can one take into account #orh the observed regularities of social
action, which most frequently are visible only to the social scientist who
takes the time and effort to calculate them, and the experiential reality of
free, purposeful, reasoning human actors who carry out their everyday ac-
tions practically, without full awareness of or conscious reflection on struc-
tures? Moreover, how does one scientifically model practice without pro-
jecting the formal characteristics of the model onto the informal and
dispositional dynamics of most everyday practices? Bourdieu tries to find
a scientific language that does justice to these conceptual dilemmas. Two
key concepts permit Bourdieu to do this: habitus and field. This chapter
takes up his concept of habitms and explores its various dimensions; chapter
6 will discuss his concept of field. A summary statement of his theory of
practice that incorporates thesc two concepts will be found at the end of
chapter 6.

1. Bourdiou Guoee6s) declires: Lo say than all of iy thinking started From this paine
low can hehaviour be regabated wilwa g e pradie al obebienas tacales?”
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Bourdieu’s concept of habitus is familiar to many sociologists and an-
thropologists though far from well understood. Evenamong those knowl-
edgeable about Bourdieu’s work, considerable disagrecment exists on just
what Bourdieu’s concept represents.’ Part of the problem is that the con-
cept bears sa much theoretr'cal weight, leading one sympathctic critic (Di-
Maggio 1979:1464) to describe it as “a kind of theoretical deus ex machina
by means of which Bourdicu relates objective structure and individual activ-
ity.” Part of the problem is also, as Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992) charge,
that critics have systematically misread Bourdieu’s theoretical intent by un-
wittingly projecting variations of the subjective/objective dichotomy onto
the very concept that Bourdieu cmploys to transcend that antinomy. “This
chapter clarifies the central dimensions of the action/structure relationship
that the concept of habitus adiresses. it surveys brielly several incellectual
influences that have shaped the development of the concept, and illustrates
the variety ol uses Bourdieu has made of the concept. It also notes a number
of tensions, dilficulties, and contradictions generated by the coneept.

The Individual/Society Daalisin

Bourdieu’s theory of practice may be seen as a probing reflection on one
of the oldest problems in the Western intellectual tradition, namely, the
relationship between the individual and society. He sees his approach, how-
ever, as transcending this classic dualism. He draws on the basic insight of
the classical sociological tradition that maintains that social reality exists
both inside and outside of individuals, both in our minds and in things.
Bourdieu stresses that this dual character of social reality must be preserved
in sociological inquiry, and his relentless attacks on various forms of sub-
jectivism and objectivism are efforts to preserve that fundamental insight.
Indeed, the purpose of his key concept of habitus is to suggest that “the
socialized body (which one calls the individual or person) does not stand
in opposition to society; it is one of its forms of existence” (Bourdieu 198oc:
29). Bourdieu’s conceptual formulation does not oppose individual and so-
ciety as two separate sorts of being—one external to the other—but con-
structs them “relationally” as if they are two dimensions of the same social
reality.

Habitus emphasizes the mutually penetrating realities of individual
subjectivity and socictal objectivity after the fashion of social construction-

2. This observation stems net only from the varety of explanations and criticisms now
available in the secondary literature but also from observing seversl *Bourdicu experes” disctis
the concept at a conference on Bonrdicu's work (Cineer for Psychasocial Studies in Chicage,
March 3t-April 2, 1980).
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ist theorists such as Berger und Luckmann (1966).” Like Berger’sand Luck-
mann’s, Bourdieu’s approach to understanding the relatonship between
actors and structures builds on one key idea: that objective structures have
subjective consequences is not incompatible with the view that the social
world is constructed by individual actors.

Bourdieu is sharply critical of the institutionalized form that the classi-
cal individual/socicty dualism has taken in contemporary Western acade-
mia, half appropriated by psychology, which tends to monopolize the study
of the individual, and half appropriated by economics, political science, and
sociology, which tend to be concerned with structures beyond individuals.
In sociology, since the 1960s, 2 renewed and vibrantinterestin the study of
micro structures and processes has nonetheless emerged. Herbert Blumer
(1969), Aaron V. Ciconrel (1973), Harold Garfinkel (1967), Erving Goff-
man (1967, 1969, 1971, 1974, 1981) and their followers have produced bod-
ies of work identified broudly as symbolic interactionism and ethnometho-
dology. In recent years renewed interest in a rational-actor model has also
emerged among such prominent sociologists as Raymond Boudon (1979),
James §. Coleman (199o), and Jon Elster (1979, 1985). Yet, within the pro-
fessional discipline of sociology these micro approaches, which focus on
various dimensions of individual decision making and interaction, tend to
be isolated from the more prominent macro approaches,’

For Bourdieu, the problem goes beyond one of fragmenting the unity
of human experience through the artificially constructed boundaries of
academic knowledge; it is also a political problem. Bourdieu sees the
individual/society dualism as a carrier of political effects that contaminate
the scientific enterprise. This antinomy opposes “defenders of individual-
ism (‘methodological individualism’) on the one side, and those defending
‘society’ on the other who are then denounced as ‘totalitarian’ (Honneth,
Kocyba, and Schwibs 1986:48). In other words, Bourdicu believes that this
dualism translates into ostensibly scientific language fundamental political
oppositions that pit those favorable to market-oriented public policies

3. Berger and Luckimann connectindividuals to the social world throwugh an ongraing dialec-
tical process composed of three simnultaneously accurring moments: internalization, external-
izat'on, and object varion, While Bourdieu does not distinguish al! three moments conceptm-
ally, he does write of his theory of practice as an “experimental science of the dialectic of the
arcimalization of externality wid the externalization of innernatity” (Bourdieu rg77¢:72). In Repro-
dnction, he descrihe.s hahitus as the “product of structures, producer of practices, and repro-
ducer of structures.™

4 This ilvreaiion of e discipline has penerated protessional as well as intellectual con-
cerns. Prafessionally, the sovalled sineneuiay problem sas designated as the unifying
theme ul thes 1oBa anal teeg ol the Asencan Sociodagieal Associnion, Tntelleetoally,
thee 1npie Jus gencited mmmmnns prades i the professional neritare. See, for example,
Mesatlor vl jgRy anil Usslhos it
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against advocates of the welfare state. This view reflects Bourdieu’s desire
to protect the autonomy of social science from all extrascientific influences.
But it also points to ambiguity in Bourdieu’s own position. In France, one
can see this dualism employed by Boudon, who advocates “methodological
individualism,” and who situates Bourdieu’s style of sociology and his sup-
port for leftist politics on the “society” side of the dichotomy. ‘Thus Bour-
dieu finds himself embecded in the very antinomy he hopes to transcend.

Action as Strategy

Bourdieu developed his theory of practices not only in reacton to Althusse-
rian Marxism, as we observed in the previous chapter, but also to the French
structuralism of Lévi-Strauss. In the structuralist anthropology of Lévi-
Strauss, the social scientist develops formal madels of deep structural rules
that supposediy regulate kinship, social rituals, and mythology.* Bourdieu
adopts the language of “strategy” to distance himself from strict structural-
ist forins of determination by stressing the import:mce of agency within a
structuralist framework.

['le first employs this conceptual language in confronting atield experi-
ence familiar to anthropologists. In studying Algerian peasants, Bourdieu
encountered a social order in which social solidarity is based on sentiment
and honor rather than on codified rules and regulations. He explains that
in Kabyle society “social regulations are not comprehended as an inaccessi-
ble ideal or as a restraining imperative, but are rather present in the con-
sciousness of each individual.” Differences and disputes are not adjudicated
in a court of law but by “the sentiment either of honour or justice, which,
according to each case, dictates both judgement and punishment, and not
a rational and formal justice” (Bourdieu 1965:22).

‘I'hough lacking evidence of a formalized code for regulating behavior,
many anthropologists nonetheless tend to conceptualize the behavior and
statements of their informants «s /f they were indeed rule or norin governed.
Bourdieu approaches the problem quite differently. FHe argues that models
of action must include rizne as an essential component. “To restore to prac-
tice its practical truth,” he argues, “we must therefore reintroduce time
into the theoretical representation of a practice which, being temporally
structured, is intrinsically defined by its tespo” (Bourdieu 1977¢:8).

In a critical reexamination of the classic analyses of gift exchange hy
Mauss (1967) and Lévi-Strauss (1969, 1973), Bourdieu argues that a proper

5- In the American swuctweat-fuactonalist tradition, madels preserihie seis of coles o he
played in response to specilivd norms.
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conceptualization of gift exchange must go beyond the idea that gift giving
and receiving are governed by the formal principle of reciprocity in which
gifts automatically call forth countergifts. Rather, the giving and receiving
of gifts involve the manipulation of the terzpo of gift-giving so that the
returned gift is not only different but also deferred. Thus, actors participate
in the social interaction of gift exchange, not as conscious or even unwitting
conformists to the principle of reciprocity, but as strategists who respond
through time. Behavior, then, is strategic rather than rule or norm conform-
ing, for, as the label suggests, actors in their everyday pructices attempt
to move through a maze of constraints and opportunities that they grasp
imperfectly through past experience and over time.* “To substitute strategy
for the rule,” writes Bourdieu (1977¢:9) “is to reintroduce time, with its
rhythm, its orientation, its irreversibility.” In contrast, “science has a time
which is not that of praedce.” It is only the social scientist, with the outsider
perspective and an intellectual disposition to find patterned regularity in
the diversity of human conduct, who sees this macro-structure of gifts and
countergifts.” Thus, Bourdieu injects the language of strategy into the
structuralist modlel as a way of introducing agency and of marking the dif -
ference between everyday practices and their formalized models.

If the notion of strategy is to convey the idea that action is not best
understood in terms of compliance to norms or rulcs, strategies nonetheless
involve conduct in normative situations (Bourdieu 1977¢:8). Bourdieu does
not intend the idea of strategy to suggest that particular types of conduct
somehow stand outside normative constraints. Rather, the concept aims to
suggest that action involves uncerzainty even in normnative situations and
that actions occur over time rendering the outcomes seldom clear to the
actors involved. Even the most ritualized forms of conduct permit strategies
to some extent, since actors can always play on time (Bourdieu 1977¢:9,
15, 106). Whether or not actors conform to norms or follow prescribed
rituals depends on their interests. As pointed out in the previous chapter,
Bourdieu considers all action to be interest oriented.?

His language of strategy misleads some critics (e.g. Caillé 1981, 1992),

6. 'The unalogy to a game seems appropriate here, and Bourdieu (1987b:8o-81) indeed
draws on the game analogsy, particularly in his later werk.

7. Bourdieu thusdeparts from the scrucrural-functional interpresation by Gouldner(:973b)
of the nerm of reciprocity. For Boudien, actors strategize to enhance their interests over
titne in gift exchangzes. ‘The overall patern of regularity observed by the social scientist is an
mtinnended consequenee rather in conformity to an onderlying norm or rule.

K. This aneeprual shily hax rescareh wmseauenres foe Bourdicu in stadyiog kinship as
auey enher than as rles. e replaces thee indea of “rades of kinship™ with “nuicimonial
strasepien” G gooeig, tooni), sl edivecrs atenton ovway lian exelusive focas an geneaopies
o e e amineh iecsder oy ok s, socl s agee and ileresces m vty pes ol wealily,
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who see it as an indicator of the very kind of unlitarian orientation that
Bourdieu opposes. By strategy, Bourdieu (1987b:76, 78, 127) does not mean
conscious choice or rational calculation. The strategies employed by the
Kabyle are not based on conscious, rational calculations hut on a “sense of
honor” that guides complex maneuvers of challenge, riposte, delay, aggres-
sion, rctaliavion, and disdain. The sense of honor derives from sets of dispo-
sitions that internalize in practical form what seems appropriate or possible
in sicuations of challenge, constraint, or opporeunity. Thus, choices do not
derive directly from the objective situations in which they occur or from
transcending rules, norms, patterns, and constraints that govern social life;
rather, they stem from practical dispesitions that incorporate wnbiguities and
uncereaintics that emerge from acting through tine and space.” Bourdicu em-
ploys the language, “practical knowledge” and “sense of practice” to describe
this fundamentally nonformalized, practical dimension of action that he
finds missing in structuralist accounts of human agency. Actors are notrule
followers or norm obeyers but strategic improvisers who respond disposi-
tionally to the opportunities and constraints oftered by various situations,

The Developurent of the Concepr of Habitus

The idea that actors are practical strategists is then linked to social siruc-
tures through the conecept of habitus.'® An early |1966] definition of the
concept reads as

a syscem of lasting, transposable dispositions which, integrating past experiences,
functions at every moment as a warrix of perceptions, appreciations, and actions and
makes possible the achicvement of infinitely diversificd tasks, thanks to analogical
transfers of schemes permitting the solution of similarly shaped problems. (Bour-
dien 197c:83)"

A somewhat later [1980] and morce frequently employed formulation de-
fines habitus as

a system of durable, transposable dispositions, structured strectures predisposed o

function as suructuring structures, that is, as principles which gencrate and organize
el

practices and representations that can be objectively adapted to their outcomes

9. This distinguishes Bourdiew’s use of the term from that of Crazier (Crotier anl
Friedberg 1977), whose strategics seem embedded within the epporamitics and consieaints
presented by situations, whereas Bourdieu stresses as well the role ol past sucialization.

10. The most in-depth discussions of the coneept are 16 he: found in Bawrdicu 1770, ¢l
ters 2 and 4, and in Bourdieu 19goh:s2--65.

11, InAlgerta 1900 (790w, Bonrdien defines abis as ™ sistenn of dueshle, iansposalide
dispasitions which funetion as the genesinvebusis of snrel, obiectvely nnited practios, ™
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without presupposing a conscious aiming at ends or an express mastery of the opera-
dons necessary in order to attain them. (Bourdicu 199oh:53)

Bourdieu has also used the wording “cultural unconscious,” “habit-forming
force,” “set of basic, deeply interiorized master-patterns,” “mental habit,”
“mental and corporeal schemata of perceptions, appreciations, and action,”
and “generative principle of regulated improvisations” to designate his key
concept.” The concept has broadened in scope over time to stress the
bodily as well as cognitive basis of action and to emphasize inventive as
well as habituated forms of action. The variety of designations, nonetheless,
all evoke the idea of a set of deeply internalized master dispositions that
generate action. They point toward a theory of action thatis practical rather
than discursive, prereflective rather than conscious, embodied as well as
cognitive, durable though adaptive, reproductive though generative and in-
ventive, and the product of particular social conditions though transposable
to others.

I noted in chapter 2 that Bourdieu’s ficldwork experience among the
Kabyle posed the problem of relating individual action to social structure.
But the origins of the concept of habitus are also linked to Bourdieu’s incel-
lectual strategy for situating himself in French intellectual space in the
1950s and early 196os." It is primarily in reaction to Lévi-Strrauss’s struc-
turalism—and the Althusserian varimt in French Marxism—and its view
of action as a mere reflection of structure that Bourdieu formulates his
theory of practice and his concept of habitus."* His principal concern was
to introduce the idea of agency into structuralist analysis without recourse
to the kind of voluntarism he found in Sartre’s existentalism (see Bourdieu
1987h:19).

The seminal work of Ervin Panofsky offered Bourdieu crucial concep-
cual help in developing his concept. Reading and translating in the mid-
1960s Panofsky’s Gotbic Architecture and Schelasticism, about the effect of
scholasacism on architecture, assisted Bourdieu in his earliest formulation
of the cencept. In the afterword to his French translation of Panofsky’s
work (Bourdieu 1967a), we find Bourdiew’s carliest use of the term. Bour-

12. In his early work, Un art moyen (Bourdieu, Bolvanski ex al. 1965:23), Bourdieu uses
“structured prasis” o designate habitus, even though in a more recent interview he sharply
differentiaies his conceptual langtage ind understanding of action from the Marxist praxss
tradition (Bourdiew and Wacquam ngfey),

13, Both Durkhceinm and Aanss cinploy the wrm, thongh neither pive it systemacic applica-
tian or ehate it o he exphoatony stare i Bonrdicn QoBoc:( 34) proposes.

- Bowdicn Grag2iiroo 03 devhaes veoasperively ihien iabans was uripinn“y desipned
wy refeer all raelleensbisg veraons o wnen, pamicabady sl econsnsie ngsunznsan
adiels g alsea posaevise amteralban
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dieu builds from Panofsky’s insighw that scholasticism represented a set of
implicit cultural assumptions as well as explicit theoretical positions and
that these tacit “mental habits” were not only transmitted by institutions,
practices, and social relations but also functioned as a “habit-forming force”
that generated schemes of thought and action. He draws from Panofsky’s
ideas of “mental habit” and “habit-forming force” o develop the idea that
habitus is a “structuring structure” that generates action. I'his early fortnu-
lation emphasizes the manncr or mode of thought, or cognitive capacity
of action."” It is P:mofsky’s influence that lcads Bourdieu to think of school
systems as the institutionalized context where the intellectual hahitus of a
culture develops.

The early conceptualization also bears the imprint of I'rench structur-
alism, for Bourdieu frequently employs i linguistic analogy to express the
concept. e draws from Saussure’s (1974) distinction between specech and
language to define habitus as a kind of deeply structured cultural grammar
tor action. With habitus, Bourdieu (1977¢:22-30, 1985b:13, 1987h:19-24,
1990h:30-41) develops a1 “generative structuralism” analogous to Chom-
sky’s (1965) idca of a “generative grammar.” As grammar organizes speech,
the structures of habitus can generate an infinity of possible practices. Bour-
dieu sometimes stresses this “innovative” capacity of hahitus. In his analysis
of precapitalist Algerian peasants and their encounter with the encroaching
cash economy impused by French colonialism, Bourdieu (1979:4) empha-
sizes thatthe peasantreaction is nor a “purely mechanical and passive forced
accommodation” to the new economic system. Rather, the peasants re-
spond with “creative reinvention” to the discrepancy between the demands
of the new economic rationality and their customary habits.

Unlike Chomsky’s generative grammar, however, the inventive capac-
ity of habitus stems not from a “universal mind” but from “an experience
and also a possession, a capital” (Bourdieu tg8sb:i3). abitus is not an
innate capacity, such as the physical operation of the brain posited by Lévi-
Strauss or the mentalistic outlook of Chomsky. Habitus is a “structured
structure” that derives from the class-specific experiences of socialization
in family and peer groups.

Over time, Bourdieu’s concept of habitus evolved from a normatve
and cognitive emphasis to a more dispositional and practical understanding
of action (Bourdieu 1980c¢:133). This shift in emphasis toward the disposi-
tional and practical character of human conduct can be seen in the evolution
of his eonceptual terminology. An earlier term ezbic gives way 1o ezboy, which

15. Wesee this cognitive cmphasis in te 1968 publicaion sd T Conftof Soaslogy (Bonr
dicu, Chamboredon, and Passcron 19¢1), i wlneh Bonrdica salks abon culnvaning o tvpe: of
rescarch hahitos for social sclenntic inguany.
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eventually becomes absorbed by habitus. The more recent language of “dis-
positions” suggests a shift from a linguistic analogy to a perspective cen-
tered on socialization and body language.

The term “disposit'on” is key for Bourdieu, since it suggests two essen-
tial componenss he wishes to convey with the idea of habitus: struczere and
propensrty.'* Habitus results from early socializan'on experiences in which
external structures are internalized. As a result, internalized dispositions of
broad parameters and boundaries of what s possible or unlikely for a partic-
ular group in a stratified social world develop through socialization. Thus,
on the one hand, habitus sets structural limits for action. On the other hand,
habitus generates perceptions, aspirations, and practices that correspond to
the structuring properties of earlier socialization. The language of “struc-
tured structures” and “structuring structures” captures these two central
features of habitus. | next examine in more depth these two faces of habitus.

Structured Structares cand Structuring Steacttres

Flabitus tends to shape individual action so that existing opportunity struc-
tures are perpetuated. Chances of success or failure are internalized and
then transformed into individual aspirations or expectations; these are in
turn externalized in action thattends to reproduce the objective structure
of life chances. Bourdieu understands this process in terms of a

system of circular relatdons that unite structures and practices; objective structures
tend to produce structured subjective dispusitions that produce structured acu'ons
which, in turn, tend ta reproduce objcctive structure. (Bourdieu and Passeron 1947
203)

Thus, Bourdien observes that aspirations :ind practices of individuals and
groups tend to correspond to the formative conditions of their respective
habitus. What agents judge as “reasonable” or “unreasonable” tor people
of their station in the social world stems from habitus. Habitus tends to
reproduce those actions, perceptions, and attitudes consistent with the con-
ditions under which it was produced. It is “necessity made into virtue”
(Bourdieu 1977¢:77, 99).

To explain why inegalitarian social arrangements make sense to both
the dominant :ind the dominated, Bourdieu employs the concept to empha-

1. Bowrdien (gyye2eg) writes tha “the word disposétion seems particnlarlysuited 1o ex-
press what is covered by the convept ol habans tlelined asa sysiem of dispositions). Tt ex-
prresses (rst the pands of ae wogaessang aion, withs o meang close 1o 1has ol words sinch as
stestene; iv alsa desigoates a vy of bemg, o bafatuad tate especiathe ol the hadv) and, in
gtk g pacdnfonsstion, tomdeeiny, progaeute, o sdeeton
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size the class-based character of socialization. Habitus derives from the pre-
dominately unconscious internalization—particularly during early child-
hood—of objective chances that are common to members of a social class
or status group. Akin to the idea of class subculture, habitus brings about
a unique integration, dominated by the earliest experiences statistically
common to members of the same class (Bourdicu 1977¢:79). Nevertheless,
it is the product of class situations, not their cause. If French working-class
youth did not appear to aspire to high levels of education attainment during
the rapid educational expansion of the 1960os—and according to Bourdieu
they did not—this was hecause they had internalized and resigned them-
sclves to the limited opportunities that previously existed for their success
in school.

Habitus, then, representsa sort of deep-structuring cultural matrix that
generates self-fulfilling prophecies according to different class opportuni-
ties. And Bourdieu’s “cultural” explanation of unequal educational attain-
ment differs from the blaming-the-victim version of culture-of-poverty ar-
guments in emphasizing individuals’ adaptation to limited opportunities
rather than the cultural origins of devianthehavior. It shows how strnetural
disadvantages can be internalized into relatively durable dispositions that
can be transmitted intergenerationally through socialization and produce
forms of sclf-defeating behavior. Bourdieu’s habitus thus offers a perspec-
tive that sidesteps the recurring debate among culturalists and structuralists
on the origins and perpetuating cycles of poverty.

Flabitus calls us to think of action as engendered and regulated hy fun-
damental dispositions that are internalized primarily through early social-
ization. Bourdieu speaks of the internalization or “incorporation” of the
fundamental social conditions of existence into dispositions."” He describes
the fundamental conditions of existence as those that determine materially,
socially, and culturally whatare probable, possible, or impossible fora given
social group. They are similar to Weber’s concept of “life chances.” These
“ohjective structures” are internalized into corresponding dispositions lead-
ing group memhers to experience them as reasonable or unreasonable,
likely or unlikely, natural or unthinkable for people of their own kind. Hab-
itus is

neeessity internalized and converted into a disposition. . . . It is a virtue made of
necessity which continuously transforms necessity into virtue by instituting

17. He mentions several determining factors in priney sovializnion, such s “division of
labour benween the sexes, hauschold abizets, modes of cansumpstion, puren e clnld velaions™
(199oh:s4), but daes not otTer desiled analyses ol sshit e comsaden i he e maost unportant
ones.
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“choices” which correspend to the condition of which itis the product. (Bourdieu
1984a:170)

Habitus transforms social and economic “necessity” into “virtue” by leading
individuals to a “kind of immediate submission to order” (Bourdieu rggoh:
54). Tt legitimates economic and social inequality by providing a practical
and taken-for-granted acceptance of the fundamental conditions of exis-
tence.®

Bourdieu emphasizes the collective basis of habitus, stressing that indi-
viduals who internalize similar life chances share the same habitus. While
Bourdieu recognizes the singularity of biological individuals’ socialization
experiences, he argues that “ ‘personal’ style . . . is never more than a devia-
tion in relation to the sryle of a period or class so that it relates hack to the
common style not only hy its conformity . . . but also hy the difference”
(1977¢:86). The collective reference is paramount for Bourdieu. Habirus
offers the image of “conductorless orchestration” to emphasize the “regu-
larity, unity and systematicity to practices” without conscious coordination
(Bourdieu 1990h:59). Bourdicu writes that “the practices of the members
of the same group or, in a differentiated society, the same class, are always
more and better harmonized than the agents know or wish.”

The dispositions of habitus represent an informal and practical rather
than a discursive or conscious form of knowledge. This practical evalua-
tion and informal mastery of life chances occurs unconsciously. Bourdieu
(19842a:466) writes,

the schemes of the habitus, the primaiy forms of classification, owe their specific
efficacy to the fact that they function below the level of consciousness and language,
beyond the reach of introspective scrutiny or control by the will.

®ne dimension of hahitus that Bourdieu emphasizes is the adjustment
of aspirations and expectations to what he (adopting the expression from
Bachelard) calls the “causality of the probable.” Fabitus adjusts aspirations
and expectations according to the objective probabilities for success or fail-
ure common to the members of the same class for a particular behavior.
"T'his is a “practical” rather than a conscious adjustment. According to Bour-
dieu,

R Do nsighilel feminist artigue ol Bowrdive's ok, MeCall (1992:848) argues chat
sinee avamen in higdily seaniial sacietes ae abliged o maliae between the “masculing/
pubdie world ol patd ssork and the tenmmmee/povsoal sod ol hnan repradneion™ dicy deo
not exprerienee the koo Lo geantod 0 hocwoon dipesmmm aml posstsans that Bowrdien’s
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if one regularly observes a very close correladon between the scientifically con-
structed objective probabilities (e.g., the chances of access to a particular good) and
subjective aspirarions (“motivations” or “needs”) . . . this is not because agenw con-
sciously adjust their aspirations to an exact evaluation of their chances of success.

Habitus emerges through primary socializagon from a

practical evaluation of the likelihood of the suceess of a given action in a given sit-
uation [which] brings into play a whole bady of wisdon, sayings, conimonplaces,
ethical precepts (“that’s not for the fikes of us®). (Bourdieu 1977¢:77; emphasis
addcd)

The dispositions of habitus predispose actors to select forms of conduct
that are most likely to succeed in light of their resources and past experi-
cnce. Habitus orients action according to anticipated consequences. Unfor-
tunately, Bourdieu gives little insight into the how the process ol internal-
ization becomes activated into a process of externalization. We learn little
about the triggering mechanism at work or whether certain types of inter-
nalization are more easily cxternalized than others.

Bourdieu emphasizes the stratifying dimension of early socialization.
Habitus conveys a sense of place and out-of-place in a stratified social
world. Bourdieu (1984a:471) writes that

objective limits become a sense of limits, a pracdcal andacipation of objective limits
acquired by cxperience of objective limits, a “sense of one’s place™ which leads one
to exclude onesclf from the goods, persons, place and so forth from which one is
excluded.

This social, differentiating dimension of habitus can be seen

in the form of dispositions which arc so many marks of social positien and hence of
the sociaf distance between objecdve positions . . . and correlatively, so many re-
minders of this distance and of the conduct required in order to “keep one's dis-
tance” or to manipulate it strategically, whether symbolically or actually, to reduce
it (easier for the dominant than for the dominated), increase it, or simply maintain
it{by not “letting onesclt go,” not “becoming tamiliar,” in short, “standing on one’s
dignity,” or on rhe other hand, refusing to “wke liberties” and “put oneselff orward,”
in short “knowing one’s place” and swying there). (Bourdieu 1977¢:82)

This puts power and its legitimation it the heart of the functioning and
structure of habitus, since habitus invalves i unconscious calcalation of
what is possible, immpossible, and proliable Tor tndividuals in their specitice
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locations in a stratified social order. “The relation to whatis possible is a
relation to power” Bourdieu (1ggoh:4) writes.

The virtue-of -necessity dynamic of habitus stresses that not all social
worlds are equally available to everyone. Not all courses of action are
equally possible for everyone; only some are plausible, whereas others are
unthinkable. Bourdien explains that

agenws shape their aspirations according to concrete indices of the accessible and
the inaccessihle, of what is and is not “for us,” a division as fundamensel and as
fundamentally rccognized as that between the sacred and the profane. (19goh:64; em-
phasis added)

Underlying Bourdieu’s habitus lies Durkheim'’s sacred/profane dualism,
which at a very fundamental level for Bourdieu divides the scope of agency
between the possible and the impossible. Here again we see the influence of
the structuralist logic of binary oppositions on Bourdieu’s thinking. While
insightful, this may render the judgment of habitus too categorical by not
exhausting the full range of socialization experiences. There may be gray
areas where uncertainties about life chances are ineernalized that do not
fit the fundamentally dichotomous boundaries that Bourdieu’s concept of
habitus presupposes.

Habitus is tairly resistant to change, since primary socialization in
Bourdieu’s view is more formative of internal dispositions than subsequent
socialization experiences. There is an ongoing adaptation process as habitus
encounters new situations, but this process tends to be slow, unconscious,
and tends to elaborate rather than alter fundamentally the primary disposi-
dons."

Furthermore, some kinds of class habitus appear to be more durable
than others. The French working-class habitus in Bourdieu’s analyses
seems less adaptable to forms of secondary socialization than does the
middle-class habitus. Lower-middle class Irench families appeared more
likely to take advantage of expanding cducational opportumities during the
postwar period than did working-class familics. Thus, the relationship be-
tween primary and secondary socialization appcars variable by social class,
though Bourdieu does not provide a clear directive on this point.

Over time, Bourdicu’s conceptualization of the dispositional character
of action has increasingly stressed its “embodied” form. The process of
inicrnalization of objeetive sirucnires is not only a mental process but a
corporeal one s well The chances Tor snecess and failure common to a

1. Bonrhien tilks alione "delensne sirategios™ as a way bstlntins temds 1o seloet For setion
iime terrsins that aie consimtent wintl s ooginal Sigosinoms
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class are “incorporated” in bodily form as well as in cognitive dispositions.
They show up in physical manner and style (e.g., posture and stride) as
well asin discursive expression. Bourdieu (1985b:1 3) finds a classical source
of inspiration for his concept of habitus in the Aristotelian idea of bexis,
“the incorporated and quasi-posturai disposition,” which subsequently was
“converted by scholasticism into habitus.” Some of Bourdicu’s earliest
analyses treat the bodily incorporation of cultural dispositions as a some-
what separate dimension of habitus. In his article, “Célibac et condition
paysanne” (1962h), for example, the concept is used to identify an atfinity
between the bodily comporunent of rural French peasants and their acti-
tudes and perceptions of their physical behavior. The hodily and cognitive
dimensions of habitus are considered separate hut correlated. Yet, both
mental and physical dispositions are integrally related, as later tormulations
of the concept of habitus increasingly stress.”

In Sociology in @uestion (1 993d:86) Bourdieu argues that “the principles
of habitus are imseparably logical and axiological, theoretical imd practical.”
The dispositions of habitus represent mwaster patterns of behavioral style that
cut across cognitive, normative, and corporal dimensions of human action.
They find expression in language, nonverbal communication, tastes, values,
perceptions, and modes of reasoning.

It is a general, transposable disposition which carries out u systeniatic, universal
application—heyond the limits of what has been direetly learnt—of the necessicy
inhcrent in the learning conditions. (Bourdien 1984a:170)

Habitus has the capacity to generalize through analogical transters its fun-
damental “generative schemes” to #// areas of life (Bourdicu rggoh:gq).
Bourdicu (1989c:387) suggests an analogy to handwriting that embodics a
“stylistic affimity™ for each individual regardless of form atccempted or mate-
rial used. This key feature of habitus permits Bourdieu, for cxample, to
ident'fy parallel styles of action in arenas as different as fanily planning,
dress, choice of sport, and diet. He writes,

matriage strategies arc inseparahle from inheritance strategices, feralicy strategies,
and even educational strategies, in other words from the whole set of stracegies for

20. There i some dispute. how¢ver, over the original meaning of the terin. Boudon (1986:
309), a sharp crive of Bourdieu, claims that the classical nagion,is nor ar all what Bourdicu’s
usage suggests. But, as noted earlier, Bourdieu is more interested in concept development ol
application than scholarly exegesis. The concept has assumed 2 range of meanings parienkar 1
Bourdien. See Héran 1987 and Ris1 1984 for discussions of the genenlogy of halinus

21, Itis noteworthy ehat the term beds igures more prominently in Gutlme wfor thiwey o
Practice Crogze} dian in e Lner worke “Fhe Lagic of Practive (oo .
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biological, cultural and social reproduction that every group implements in order
to transmit the inherited powers and privileges, maintained or enhanced, to the
next gencration. {Bourdicu 199oh: 160-61)

In Distinction (1984a) Bourdieu explores how habitus accounts for class dif -
ferences across a broad range of aesthctic tastes and lifestyles. In the strug-
gle for social distinction in France, we find tastes and lifestyles that corre-
spond to four distinct class habitus: ostentatious indulgence and case within
the upper class, aristocratic aestheticism among intellectuals, awkward pre-
tension by middle-class strivers, and imuipretentious ignorance and contor-
mity within the working class. Bourdieu traces manifestations of each of
thesc four sets of dispositions across a gamut of lifestyle indicators. In chap-
ter 7, I will examine more fully these class habitus.

Bourdieu uses his concept of habitus to make conceptually appealing
transitions from nucro- to macro-levels of analysis and to generalize
through quite different domains of human activity. les originality is to sug-
gest that there may be an underlying connection or conumon imprintacross
a broad sweep of different types of behavior, including motor, cognitive,
emotional, or morul behaviors. Examples of habitus at work range trom
“the most automatic gestures or the apparenty most insignificant tech-
niques of the body” to very abstract conceptualizations (Bourdieu 1984a:
466). But this very appealing conceptual versauility sometimes renders am-
biguous just what the concept actually designates cmpirically.

The concept may be too encompassing for answering certain kinds
of important rescarch questions. Bourdieu resisw distinguishing between
cognitrve, moral, and corporal dimensions of action. His idea is to identify
underlying master patterns that represent deep structural patterns that
cross-cut and find characteristic forms of expression in all of these climen-
sions. Yet, for certain rescarch purposcs, understanding precisely which of
these dimensions seems to be morce operatve is what interests researchers.
It is one thing to say that working-class youth do not enter French universi-
ties because they fear failure, and quite another to say that getting a higher
education does notbelong to their world view or class culture. In the former
case, these youths might value higher learning and have hopes of attending
the university but choose not to attend because they expect to fal. In the
latter case, they would have no desire to actend the university and therefore
no expectations. Values and expectations appear to merge in Bourdieu's
understanding of hahirus as a practical adapta’on to the basic conditions
of existence. They appear not to internalize as separate, distingruishahle
dimensions, sinee the thrast of Bourdie’s argutnient is 1o stress the com-
mon andedying iy ol all pracrices as stemmings Tram a lew iderlyiag
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master dispositions. Frequently, class values and expectations indeed go
together, but not always, and for this reason it is sometimes important to
distinguish them.”?

Bourdieu sees the internalization through socialization of external op-
portunity structures as a straightforward and nonproblematic process. I {ab-

itus taithfully reflects, by definition, the objective conditions under which

it was initially formed. Habitus,

as an acquired system of generative schemes ohjectively adjusted to the particular
conditions in which it is constituted, . . . engenders all the thoughes, «ll the pereep-
tions, and all the actions consistent with those conditions, 310 orhers. (Bourdieu
1977¢€:95; emphasis added)

Ifan individual or group were to hold aspirations different from what would
seem possible from the objective conditions of their primary socialization,
this would stem from subsequent adaptations of habitus to new structural
conditions rather than because the early formation of habitus was some-
how deficient. Bourdieu tends to assume that the process of internalization
of objective chances occurs without Tavw. But we lack sufficient evidence
that this actually happens in a consistent manner. Are not miscalculation
and distortion common occurrences in early socialization expericnces? A
growing body of research findings from cognitive psychology and survey
research suggest such an assumption to be problematic. Individuals and
groups persistently misperceive the sentiments, thoughts, and actions of
their peers ((¥’Gorman 1986).*

Frequently, Bourdieu writes as if there were an almost exact correlation
between hopes and chances, though at other times he recognizes that these

22, The contrast can be seen in the diff erent perspectives offered by Kahl (1953) and Ogbu
(1978, 1990} on opportunity pereeptions. Kahl argues that working-class values and world
view lumit their vision for taking advantage of higher education opportanities whereas @gbu
argues that lower-class peaple—particularly blacks—hase their reluctance to pursue advanced
schooling on a calculation of Jimited chances for success.

23. Since | identificzd 1 similarity of concern between Bourdieu’s effort to relate individual
subjectivity and social objectivity and the social constructi'on approach of Peter Berger and
Thomas Luckmann, it is appropriate here to note an important difference. Berger and Luck-
mann see the degree of success of primary socialization as problematic, and connect it to the
division of labor and the distribution of knowledge: the internalization of ohjective realitics
is likely to be more successful in socien'es with a relatively simple division of labor and minimal
distribution ef knowledge than in secieties with more complex atul incgalitariom siructures
(Berger and Luckmann 1966:164). Bourdieu theorizes a similar velitivnsbip hetween lialitus
and the division of labor, hut does uot conceptualize he pessibitline ol a “devian balios.
@n the other hand, Bourdicu's application ol habiws is much moee stentive 1o elassospeeilic
forms ol socialization than aee Bevger sl Lockncnn
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are never completely synchronized. Bourdien defends the flexible applica-
tion of hisconceptagainst critics who charge that itis applied too mechanis-
tically, warning against universalizing the model of a high correlation be-
tween subjective hopes and objective chances that simply reproduces social
structure (Bourdien 199oh:63). Yet if Bourdieu’s theoretical intentions are
good, the written formulations sometimes fail to convey the intended nu-
ance. An early formulation specifies that

if members of the lower middle and working classes take reality as heing equivalent
to their wishes, it is because, in this area as elsewhere, aspirations and demands are
defined in both form and content by objective conditions which exclude the possibil-
ity of hoping for the unobeainable. (Bourdieu 1974¢:33)

A systematic distinction between aspirations and expectations would help give
turther theoretical refinement to Bourdien’s scheme and at the same time
could be easily operationalized in research. Is habitus primarily concerned
with expectations or does it include aspirations as well??* Bourdien employs
both terms interchangeably.

If Bourdieu's concept of habitus helps describe situations where expec-
tations are adjusted to objective opportunities so that the dominated actu-
ally participate in their own domination, the concept also misses the miscal-
culations of objective probabilities that are also a common feature of group
and individual aspirations. Bourdieu gives insuf ficient attention to the range
of conditions under which aspirations fail te synchronize with expectations
and expectations with opportunitics. Numerous cases suggest that the
alignment process of hopes, plans, and chances is problematic. The elevated
aspirations atmong American blacks during the 1960s for high occupational
status, despite overwhelming evidence of limited career opportunities, rep-
rescnts just one striking example where disjuncture between hopes and
chances occurs (Flout and Garnier 1979, MacLeod 1995). If Bourdieu’s
capital investment and conversion strategies perspective on class relations
insightfully identifies the subtle dynamics of status inconsistency among
upper- and middle-class groups, the reproduction dimension of habitus fails
to give analogous insight into the complexity and ambiguity of individual
perceptions of external realities. The concept of habitus fails to capture
the varying degrees of incongruity between hopes, plans, and chances for
different groups.

Bourdicn (1984a:143-68) does deal with the issue of disjuncture be-

2. Bowsdiea Gatgndseans o deserhe espactations cather than aspications, when he writes
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tween aspiratons and opportunities in a discussion of the effects of diploma
inflacion. He sees a “structural mismatch between aspirations and real prob-
abilities” caused by educational expansion without parallel expansion and
upgrading of job requirements in the labor market. This structaral mis-
match is the source of an “anti-insticutional cast of mind” that translates
into worker discontent and forms of adolescent counterculture. e also
talks about a “collective disiflusionment,” saying that it “linds expression
in unusual forms of struggle, protest and escapism” (144). But his analysis
does not suggest conditions that might help explain why the discontent
would take one form rather than imother. Moreover, he goes on to sound
his familiar theme of reproduction hy arguing thac “competitive” torms of
struggle resulting from “frustrated expectations” are quite compatihle with
the reproduction of the social order through the “displacement of struc-
ture” (164-65).

Under certain conditions, however, there ean oceur a structural lag,
or “hysteresis effect,” between aspivations and chimging opportunities
(Bourdicu 1977¢:78-79). Flabitus implies that actors attend to the present
and anticipate the future in terms of previous experience.®® ‘The idea of a
“hysteresis effect” is used by Bourdieu to explain why Algerian peasants
did not rapidly adape their notions of time and labor to the new values of
economic rationality. It also helps explain why slight improvements over
several years in educational opportunity for working-class youth could go
largely unperccived in working-class families (Bourdieu and Passeron 197¢:
appendix). e also uses the idea to explain the contemporary dynamics of
the overedueated and underemployed worker in the labor market. Rapid
amd massive educational expansion without parallel growth in the postwar
labor market brought credential inflation and devaluation. Aspirations for
higher education credentials that were rewarded by real job opportuninies
in an carlier period became frustrated by the growing “structural mismatch”
between education supply and labor-market demand. Bourdieu (1984a:144)
explains the growing evidence of “disaffection towards work” and the “anti-
institutional cast of mind” that begins developing in the late "60s and carly
"70s as the “collective disillusionment which results from the structural mis-

25. “T'he term comes [rom physical science, and refers to when magnetic offeces lag behind
their causes.

26. "Fhere is some shmilarity becveen Bourdicu’s understanding of how habitus responds
to new conditions and Ogbuen's {1922) cultural lag hypothesis. Bourdieu's conceptualizaton
of habitus is not to be conflated with Ogburn’s notion of “the adaptive culture.” Still, the
idea explored by Ogburn that “changes in the adapuve culture do not synchronize exietly
with the change in the material culture” is similar to Bourdicu's understandings of lalins as
a relatively pestnanent set of dispositions that enters into tension when it contians ablertive
conditions quite different from those in which i was originally genceated.
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match between aspirations and real probabilities.”?” Conditions for change
rather than reproduction are set up when habitus encounters objective
structures radically different from those under which it was originally
formed. Yet, the weighe of history shapes decisively our response in those
situations.

This is not to suggest that Bourdicu views all behavior as being gov-
erned by habitus. He finds (1977¢:20) that habitus is most useful for ex-
plaining behavioral patterns in situations where normative rules are not
explicit. Conduct relies less on habitus in situations thac are highly codified,
regulated, or threatening to vital material and political interests. [lighly
ritualized situations reduce (but do not eliminate) opportunities for strategy
and innovation by habitus, whereas less ricualized ones enhance strategic
opportunities. In discussing certain types of marriage arrangements among
the Kabyle, Bourdieu (199oh::82) observes that “the stakes are so high and
the chances of a rift so great that the agents dare not rely entirely on the
regulated improvisation of orchestrated babitus.”

Bourdieu (199oc:108) also acknowledges that habitus “may be super-
seded under certain circumstances—certainly in situations of crisis which
disrupt the immediate adjustment of habitus to field—by other principles,
such as rational and conscious computation.” Situations of crisis or where
the financial stakes are considerable may enceurage highly censcieus forms
of strategizing. But while admitting that strategizing on occasions can be
conscious, he is quick to assert that the effects of habitus are nonetheless
discernable. As a general rule, where material interests are considerable or
the threat of violence ecminent, it is less likely that prevailing powers leave
the course of action up to the habitus and the morc likely that action be-
comes highly formalized, such as in diplomacy between states (Bourdieu
1987b:96). ‘T'he thrust of his work, however, is to find evidence of habitus
at work in most every situation. The stress Bourdieu places on the role of
habitus in shaping action tends to deflect attention away from those situa-
tions when other principles governing practices come into play. He does
not really consider other organizing modes of conduct in an extensive way.

Habitus seems to work best not only in situations that lack rinuals and
established protocol buc also in relagvely undifferentiated societies where
the principal mode of domination operates through dircce interpersonal
relaons rather than through impersonal institetions (Calhoun 1993).

27. Bourdicu (1oRqa: g2} sees this vallective deception being mose likely among social
gronps whevioe new e e edieational process sl swha stil hold 1o the wadiional vakue of
e eredemiadspuricatady moahe lower levids of cdnerion, This prablem is les likely to
oceur for those whoc e cabnenl vapand, stee thae chales ininaemion o the clhimping:
value of clncatanal credvnnabe
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Thus, the concept seems particularly appropriate for Kabyle society where
power is organized through an informal system of honor rather than
through formal law. Bourdieu, however, takes the view that the concept
applies as well to understanding behavior in advanced societies. In spite of
formalized rules and regulations, actors engage in considerable practical
strategizing in their everyday interactions thatstem more from the disposi-
tions of habitus than from rational choice or norm conformity. Sports in
particular can be highly specialized and codified and yet highly regulated
by incorporated dispositions (Bourdicu 1988f). Other specialized activities
requiring trained bodily movement of habitus include driving, playing a
musical instrument, skifled manual labor, dancing, ete. Moreover, special-
ized mental activities, such as writing, computer programming, :md proof-
reading, evoke a “feel for the game” in their successful accomplishment.
Even the daily routines of scientific investigation, Bourdieu reminds us, are
shaped by practical mastery of the procedures of science. Nevertheless, the
concept shifts level of analysis as Bourdieu moves from Algerian peasant
society to modern Jrance. In traditional undifferentiated societies, its con-
eeprual reach is hroader, more macro, reproducing the entire societal cul-
ture. In highly differentiated societies, habitus becomes more akin to class-
and status-group subculture. Bourdien seems to recognize implicitly the
difficulty, as the concept of field—which we will examine in the next chap-
ter—becomes relatively more important in his analyses of highly differend-
ated societies.

Both adaptation and distinction are two types of agency juxtaposed in
the concept of habitus without their exact relationship being clarified. On
the one hand, practices appear as a functional adaptation to the necessities
of life chances. These practices tend to reproduce social position. On the
other hand, habitus generates practices that differentiate actors from their
competitors. Here Bourdieu (198¢9¢:9) links the tendency for reproduction
to a tendency for habitus to “affirm its autonomy in relation te situations”
and thereby tend to “perpetuate a differential identity.” This type of agency
is more relational, since it emerges from the intersection of the dispositions
of habitus and the structures of constraints and opportunities of fered by
the fields in which it operates. Yet adaptation is the more frequent type of
agency in Bourdieu’s analyses.

Habitus as Cultural Practices and Habits

On one level, habitus can be understood as Banrdieu’s auempt ko wrile a
theory of culture as practice. Indeed, he explaing lis choice of the esoteric
term as strategically warrantad hy the overdeternined chacer in lwnh
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lay and scholarly use of the ternt “culture.” Bourdieu (1968:194) theorizes
culture as more than a “common code” as in structuralism, more than an
ideological system of ideas, beliefs, or values, as in Marxism, or more than
a general world view posited by Mannheiw’s Weltanschawag. All of these
images of culture, despite their quite different theoretical origins, convey
littte sense of agency. While the concept of habitus includes all of these
features, it privileges the basic idea that action is governed by a “practical
sense” of how to move in the social world. Culture is a practical tool used
for getting along in the social world.

Bourdieu’s concept of habitus, however, needs to be distinguished from
Swidler’s (1986) “tool kit” view of cultural practices. Though similar in
stressing agency and the practical features of culture rather than norms,
values, goals, or preferences, Bourdieu is less voluntaristic than Swidler; he
stresses the group embeddedness of individual action. Moreover, Bourdieu
stresses more than Swidler the power dimension of cultural resources—
their capacity to constitute social hierarchics.

If on one level habitus can be read as a way of conceptualizing culture
as practice, on another level it associates practice with habit. Bourdieu
(t977¢:218) explains that the choice of the term habitus stems from “the
wish to set aside the common conception of habit as a mechanical assembly
or performed programme.” He wants to emphasize the generative capacity
of habitus (1993d:87). Indeed, Bourdieu’s concept, as Camic (1986) in-
sightfully argues, can be viewed as an attempt to revive the meaning given
by such classical theorists as Durkheim and Weber to the concept of habit.

Durkheim, and especially Weber, assigned to habitual forms of action
an important place in their understanding of agency. Indeed, Weber (1978:
21, 24—25) explicitly conceptualizes habitual actien as a pure type, and asso-
ciates it with eraditionalism. Moreover, he observes that “the great bulk of
all everyday action” approximates this type. What these nineteenth- and
early-twentieth-century social theorists understood by babit is quite differ-
ent frem the relatively elementary, skillfully perforned, and virtually auto-
matic activities we norinally associate with the term today. Camic points
out that the classical writers tend to apply the term ata more general level
to identity forms of action that emerge apart from an explicitly reflective
process. This expanded notion of habit might include “habits of interper-
sonal interaction; habits of economiie, political, religious, and domestic be-
havior; habits of ohedience to rules and to rulers; habits of sacrifice, dis-

28 Bowedien QronR: 7oty nototes i eacly adiscussion ol Tabitos by observingg tha *eulinre
Cwendd Bea beter enn bvan febrins Tlowever, das ovessdeteriniied concept visks beag
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interestedness, and restraint.” On a stll more general level, the term
designates a “durable and generalized disposition that suffuses a person’s
action throughout an entire domain of life or, in the extreme instance,
throughout all of life” (Camic 1486:1046). Bourdieu’s concept of habitus
represents, in part, an effort to revive the idea of habit in the broader and
classical sense of the term?”

19, Camic’s analysis demonstates that this expanded notion of habit was abandoned by
Amesican sociology during che carly decades of the oweng'eth century. A vary restricted defi-
nition came to be aceepred and relegated to the hield of psycholag in an effort to establish
the discipline of sociology as distinet frmm psychology. Bourdieus concept of habitus also
illustrates his refusal to aceept the institutionalized division of intellectual labor berween con-
tempaoraty sociolag and psychology.

FIELDS OF STRUGGLE
FOR POWER

“Ticld” (champ) is a key sparal metaphor in Bourdiceu’s sociology.
Field defines the structure of the social setting in which habitus operates.
Bourdicu detmes a field as

a network, or configuration, of ohjective relations hetween positions. These posi-
tions are objectively defined, in their existence and in the determinations they im-
pose upon their occupants, agents or institutions, by their present and potential
situation (wrs) in the structure of the distribution of species of power (or capital)
whose possession commands aceess to the specific profits that are at stake in the
field, aswell as by their ohjective relation ro other positions (dominati'on, subordina-
tien, hemology, etc.). (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:97)

Fields denote arenas of production, circulation, and appropriation of goods,
services, knowledge, or status, and the competitive positions held by actors
in their struggle to accumulate and monopolize these different kinds of
capital. Fields may be thought of as structured spaces that are organized
around specific types of capital or combinations of capital! For example,
Bourdieu speaks of the “intellectual field” to designate that matrix of insti-
tutions, organizations, i markets in which symbolic producers, such as
artists, writers, and academics, competc for syml)olic capital. Even science
itselt—the scll- proclaimend highest expression of ahjectivity—is produced

e Bonedica Couttocon (4o onhemen thim nehl owsans o cettain disteibution siepciare ol
sonne kil ol vapiral
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within the framework of a field (Bourdieu 1975b). Other field applications
by Bourdieu include studies of social-class lifestyles (Bourdieu 1984a),
higher education institutions (Bourdieu 1988b, 1989c), religion (Bourdieu
and de Saint Martin 1982), literature (Bourdieu 1983a, 1988:), and housing
policy (Bourdieu 19gob).

| hegin this chapter with an examinaton of the origins and mecatheo-
retical objectives of Bourdieu’s field analytical perspective. 1 will then iden-
tify several structural features that charactenize Bourdieu’s fields and their
interrelations, and consider the “field of power,” which is the principal
stratifying force in Bourdieu’s analysis of contemporary societies. Finally,
1 will show how Bourdieu relates his key concepts of habitus, capital, and
field to formulate his general science of practices.

Originy of the Concept

The concept of lield appears more recently in Bourdieu’s work than does
habitus. The field analytical method Bourdicu develops represents a gradual
shift in his work that occured during the 19705 and 8os. His dehaves in
the *6os with Marxism and structuralism, when he developed his concepts
of cultural capital, habitus, strategies, und practices, gave way gradually to
an increasing concern with fields. While the early concerns stemming from
his philosophical training, his reading of classical sociology, and his ficld-
work in Algeria persist, the concept of field receives proportionally more
conceptual development and empirical application in more recent work.?
The concept emerged from the conjuncture in the late 1960s of Bourdieu’s
research in the sociology of art with his reading of Weber's sociology of
religion (Bourdieu 1987h:33). Bourdieu (19713, 1971¢, 1985d, 1992:260)
first applied the concept to the French intellectual and artistic worlds as a
means to call attention to the specific interests governing those cultural
worlds.?

Field as Metatheory

As is the case with all of his concepts, the concept of field reflects the meta-
theoretical dimension of Bourdieu’s thought. Bourdieu sees it as an “open
concept” designed to correct for the various forms of subjectivism and ob-

1. The concept is hardly mentioned in Outline of ¢ Theory of Pravciive (Bonrdicu 1977¢) b
assumes a prominent analytical role in Thre Logico f Practice [1o80l (Rourdicu 190ol), twva works
that rreat his Algerian ficldwork.

3. The term itselfis not new 1o the French nacllectml warkl siae it was enaployal hy
buth phenomenalogists (A lerdene Ponty eotz:62) a0l enstemualists (Satre 1960:47),

FIELDS OF STRUGGLE FOR POWER | {19

jecdvism he criticizes in other prevailing ways of conceptualizing the rela-
tionship between social and cultural structures and practices.?

The concept of field is first of all a corrective against posidvism. Fields
are conceptual constructions based upon the relational mode of reasoning.
“To think in terms of field is to rhink relationally,” Bourdieu stresses (Bour-
dieu and Wacquant 1992:96)." They illustrate Bourdicu’s reladonal logic
by encouraging the researcher to seek out underlying and invisible relations
that shape acdon rather than properties given in commonsense categories.
By speaking of fields rather than of populations, groups, organizations, or
instituti’'ons, Bourdieu wants to draw attention to the latent patterns of in-
terest and struggle that shape the existence of these empirical realities. Posi-
tivist conceptions of social location, such as “milieu,” “context,” or even
“social background” fhil to highlight sutficiently the conflictual character
of social life.

Second, the concept of field is 4 conduit for Bourdieu’s polemic against
class reductionism and vulgar materialism, As we shall see in chapter 7,
Bourdieu does hold a class perspective of modern societies. But the effects
of class background, milieu, or context on individual behuvior are never
direct for Bourdieu; rather, they are always mediated through the structure
of fields.

Third, the concept of field is designed to reject idealist interpretat’'ons
of culcural practices. Field analysis calls attention to the social conditions
of struggle that shape cultural production. LEven the seemingly most neutral
or ivory-tower cultural practices ure, according to Bourdieu, embedded in
systems of social as well as intellectual distinctions.® In these three ways, the
concept of field embodies Bourdieu’s metatheoretical agenda for sociology.

Beyond Markets and Institutions

Clearly Bourdieu’s use of the term differs significantly from its more com-
mon use in designating an academic discipline or substantive arca of in-

4. Indeed, he suggests that it “offers a coherent system of recurrent questions that saves
us from the theoretical vacuum of positivist empiricisi and from the empirical veid of theoret-
icist discourse” (Bourdieu and Wacjuami tyg2:110). For Bourdieu, “the chiefmerit of the
nodon of field, . . . is that it allows us to transcend a whole series of methedologicsl and
theoretical aniinamics” (yuoted in Wacquant 1989:41). The oppositions hecitesinclude those
already discussed in ehapter .

5. Bourdicu tndicaies thar ichls are 1o e thought of as a “pense-bete, 3 memory-jogga™ to
remined reseavehers o tdink veksivmally” (Bourdicn aind Wacquat t)g2:228).

o, Bowecdica Cropord ) conicrees Foacanlt's “symbolse sicnctaralisin,” like that of Saassuree
and Levie Sieanss, Tor lnsnoiogg the searehy Lo difeeenes v he eealoy ol discanse withau also
exunmming thee sovsal candiaste oy whorle deerenind weamogs are psdiced.
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vestigation. Moreover, though he uses the terms field and snarker inter-
changeably, Bourdieu’s concept should not be fully assimilated with the
neo-classical idea of market. Rather, the concept suggests force field,
wherein the distribution of capital in the market reflects a hierarchical set
of power relations among the competing individuals, groups, and organiza-
tions. Field is a more inclusive concept than market; as a spatial metaphor
it suggests rank and hierarchy as well as exchange relations between buyers
and sellers. Interactions among actors within fields are shaped by their rela-
tive location in the hierarchy of positions.

Field analysis calls attention to the institutional aspects of individual
and group action. In a sense, it represents Bourdieu’s version of institutional
analysis. Yet, Bourdieu (1991d:19) sees the image of “ficld” as superior to
that of “institution” for two reasons: first, he wants to emphasize the con-
flicrual character of social life whereas the idea of institution suggests con-
sensus; second, e wants a concept that can cover social worlds where
practices are only wcakly institutionalized and boundaries are not well
established.” Some of the fields that Bourdieu analyses, such as education,
do consist of clusters of patterned activities centered around basic social
functions. But his concept of field designates arenas of struggle rather than
fundamental functions thought to be vital for social life (Bourdicu and
Wacquant 1992:103). His framework goes beyond the traditional function-
alist conception of institutions.®

Since there is a bewildering array of uses of the terns institution and
institutionalization in sociology, it is not surprising to tind confusion in
Bourdieu’s conceptual language. Though a field can designate whatis often
thought of as an institution, such as the “field” of law, fields are not concep-
tually equated with insticutions. Fields can be inter- or intra-institutional
in scope; they can span instimuions, which may represent positions within
fields (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:232). Bourdieu does not confine his
attention to particular arenas of agents and activities, such as the family,
education, religion, or law, commonly identified as institutions in the func-
tionalist tradition of saciology. Nor does he devote much attention to those
political units, such as legislatures or constitutions, cemmonly treated as
institutions in scholarship by political scientists and historians. Yet, many

7. Bourdieu (199 1d: 15) says thatone of the key properties of fields is their degrree of institu-
tionalization. Hetalksabout the degree of codification to express this chumcteristic. 'The reld
of cultural production, particularly of artists and writers, far ceanple, is vonsiderably less

codified or institutionalfecd than the university ficll, sinee whmssion 1o thee miversity isaore
strictly governed than it s 1o the ficld of Jaeraenre,
8. Nonctheless, Bourdien does sicess ihie Lneam hesenon af chass tepeodsciiom by field,
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of Bourdieu’s ideas find af finity with key themes in neoinstitutional theory,
as Powell and DiMaggio (1991:25-26) point out.’

If Bourdieu has designed his concept in opposition to consensual views
of the social world, he also sees his concept as distinct from views that stress
total domination. Bourdieu’s fields are fields of struggle rather than “total
institutions” (Goffinan), “ideological state apparati” (Althusser) or orders
of “discipline” (Foucault).'"® Fields are sites of resistance as well as domina-
tion, one being relationally linked to the other. Yet, as we will see, fields
capture struggle within the logic of reproduction; they seldom become sites
of social transformation.

‘The boundaries between fields are not sharply drawn by Bourdieu. He
declares that “one of the mujor points of contention in the literary or artistic
field is the definition of the limits of the fields” (Bourdieu 1987b:174). Any
cffort to establish precise boundaries between fields, Bourdieu argues, de-
rives from a “positivist vision” rather than the more compelling “relational”
view of the social world, for boundaries are themnselves objects of struggle.
This way of looking at fields reflects Bourdieu’s relational logic: since in
his view social identity is fundmentally referential and oppositional, Bour-
dicu uses the concept of field to define the broadest possible range of factors
that shape behavior rather than delimit a precise area of activity.

One of the advantages of a field perspective is to encourage social scien-
tists not to narrow prematurely the range of their investigation. To illus-
trate, recent reorientations in the sociology of organizations have consider-
ably enriched organizational theory and our understandingof organizati'ons
by refusing to isolate the “environment” from the “internal” structures and
processes of organizations. Indeed, DiMaggio and Powell (1983) draw ex-
plicitly from Bourdieu’s concept of field in their programmati'c statement
calling for emphasis upon interorganizational contexts.

9. Some critics {e.g., Lamont 198y:78:} have suggested that Bourdieu’s view of actors as
investors in various types of capital lacks a broader institutional perspective. This criticism
seems based on the early formulations of his theory of practice and his analyses of the effects
of calrural capital on educational attainntent, Yet Bourdieu has consistently maintained that
practices derive from the intersection of habitus wiil struceures, though his cxploration of struc-
tures did not begin until the early *708 when he developed his concept of field. While itis
true that he has given very limited attention to certain insti mtional arenas, such as the state,
his level of analysis has consistently been one that attempts to guard against reduction of
individuals, groups, or organizations to individualistic forms of agency.

10. The principal <lifference between Bourdieu’s concept of tield and Althusser’s concept
of “ileologival stue apparats™ is that field designates an arena of struggle where there is
resistmce to thee deaine power (Bourdieu and Wacguant 19g2:t102). (Bourdieu admits that
“under certain bistorical condinuns . a field may start to function as an apparatus” if the
dominam ave able to aosh ellecively all the resistimee of 1the sidwonlinate.)

Bonmdiea sevs lnswonk asguae dviteren lvom Foncanl's theosy ofdomimation isohzn Tas leame-
work allenws foe teststanee shisrvas ihast ol Foncanlt dovsnos (B nurdieo and \Wacquani oo 2:1069),
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Bourdieu uses his field concept effectively to show how boundary
questions can functien as instruments of struggle, particularly in his analy-
sis of intellectuals (see helow, chapter 9). Bourdieu’s concern for the
boundary problem seems helpful in two respects: first, the very definition
of the scope of a research project is not exempt from institutional and pro-
fessional pressures that can orient research in one direction rather than in
another; and second, including or excluding particular components in an
investigation can produce symbolic effects that limit one’s degree of objec-
tivity.

Yet, in refusing to establish boundaries Bourdieu gives his concept an
excessively generous applicadon. Like his types of capital, fields tend to
proliferate."! Subficlds appear as well. And, as in the case of capital, concep-
tual inflation leads to its devaluation. Further, there is an unresolved and
uneasy tension hetween the priority Bourdieu gives to the internal analysis
of fields and his emphasis on houndaries as contested terrain. Finally, the
boundary question points to a deeper unresolved problem in Bourdicu’s
sociology, namely, sociological explanation. If boundaries are themselves
the objects of struggle, what hope is there for the sociologist to be able
to describe those conflicts in a nonpartisan way? In his effort to discredit
positivism by raising social conllict and its ensuing relativism to the status
of epistemological privilege, Bourdieu limits drastically chances for the oh-
server to gain an objective grasp of the social world. Indeed, such chances
may simply be lost. This is an important and unresolved problem in Bour-
dieu’s approach, and one he attempts to address by calling for a retlexive
practice of sociology.

Structural Properties of Fields

Bourdieu (1993d:72) speaks of the “invariant laws” or “universal mecha-
nisms” that are structural properdes characteristic of all fields. First, fields
are arenas of struggle for control over vslued resources. Recall from chapter
4 that Bourdieu (1989¢:375) conceptualizes resources as forms of capital
when they become the object of struggle and function as a “social relation of
power.” I'icld struggle centers around particular forms of capital: economic,
cultural, scientilic, or religious. Culrural capital, for example, is the key
property in the intellectual field, whereas economic capital is the key prop-
erty in the business world. Scientists compete for scientific capital in the

1 1. Bourdien admits that there are as many fickls as their arc interests. Fach one has
a specific #lusio (Bourdieu and Wacquane 1wggz:17). Iy his sy ol lifestyles, Benorelien
(19842:226) writes that ihere are “as sy fickds of prelercme s lae are lichls of siyhisne
passibles.”
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field of science. There are, therefore, as many fields as there are forms of
capital.

Actors also struggle over the very definitions of what are to be consid-
ered the most valued resources in fields. This is particularly true in cultural
fields, where style and knowledge change rapidly. In other words, frelds are
avenas of struggle for legitination: in Bourdieu’s language, for the right o
monopolize the exercise of “symbolic violence.”

Bourdieu’s moststriking field analyses are his studies of artists, writers,
and teachers, where differences in artistic styles and ideas are viewed as
strategies in the struggle for intcllectual recognition. These strategies are
in turn strongly dependent on the instruments and rules of conflict available
in the various cultural felds."”

Second, fields are structured spaces of dominant and subordinate positions
based on types and amounts of capital. Bourdicu stresses time and again that
positions in fields are determined by the unequal dlistribution of relevant
capitals rather than by the personal attributes of their occupants.”” Fields
are to be viewed as systems in which each particular element (institution,
organization, group, or individual) derives its distinctive properties from
its relationship to all other elements." For example, Bourdieu (1971¢:161)
writes that the intellectual field, which

cannotbe reduced to a simple aggregate of isolated agents or to the sum of elements
merely juxtaposed is, like a magnetic field, made up of a system of power lines. In
other words, the constituting agents or system of agens may be described as so
many forces which, by their existence, opposition or combination, determine iw
specific smucture at a given moment in time. In return, each of these is defined by
its particular position within this ficld from which it derives positional propertics
which eannot he assimilated to intrinsic properties.”

2. Murphy (1988) draws explicitly from Bourdicu's cancept to analyce Parkin’s (1979)
various formulations of closure theory. Camic {:986), who does rely on Bourdieu’s coneept,
carries out in many ways a fiekl analysis in his seininal discussion of why the classical notion of
“habit”™ was expunged luring the twentieth century from theacuve listof conceprs in American
sociology. Fritz Ringer (1992) draws on Buurdieu's concept for a comparative analysis of Ger-
man and French intellectual history.

t3. Thisstrong structuralist postulate is rela.xed somewhat when Bourdieu argues: that posi-
tons in fields can to some extent be shaped by the habitus that actors bring with them (Boue-
dicu and Boltainski 1975).

14 Thisi dlirectly refleas Bourdieu’s metatheoretical principle of relavonality, which he
appropri;mes (rom Saussie’s siretural ngruistics,

15. Bousdien®s Tehl perspestive is sunitae in ways to Kuet Lewin’s (19.51) fiekl theory; in-
devtl, Rousdicn relerences Lewtn m s carly work, Fietd theoty considers inclividial bebavior
1o hie the product of the lis ol focas impinging on the inlisidnal from others in the Jickd,
atalopzons to the ergectony ot o bl hall as ot e ochens olt anher halls,
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Fields are “tightly coupled™ relational configurations where change in one
position shifts the boundaries ammong all other positions.

Field struggle pits those in dominant positions against those in subordi-
nate positions. The struggle for position in fields opposes those who are
able to exercise some degree of monopoly power over the definition and
distribution of capital and others who attempt to usurp the advantages. In
gencral, Bourdicu sces this opposition occurring between the established
agents and the new arrivals in fields. Established agents tend to pursue
conservation strategies while challengers opt for subversive strategies.
Drawing from Weber’s description of the opposition between priests and
prophets, Bourdieu (1987d, 1991b) depicts this conflict in terms of those
who defend “orthodoxy” agiinst those who advocate “heresy.” For Bour-
dieu (1992:289), this Fundamental structure of conflict is paradigmatic not
only in the religious lield but in all cultural fields. The orthodox/heterodox
opposition is a struggle for the

monopoly of cultural legitimacy and the right to withhold and confer this conscera-
tion in the name of fundamentally opposed principles: the personal authority called
for by the creator and the inseitutional authority favoured by the teacher. (Bourdicu
1971¢:178)

Bourdieu sees an analogous opposition in intellectual fields, particu-
larly in academia, between the “curators of culture” and the “creators of
culture,” between those who reproduce and transmit legitimate bodies of
knowledge and those who invent new forms of knowledge. In his study
of the Parisian university faculty, Bourdieu (1988h) finds this fundamental
opposition between teachers and researchers, or between professors and
independent intellectuals.

Crucial for Bourdieu’s field analysis is that the two opposing strategies
are dialectically related; one generates the other. Orthodoxies call into exis-
tence their heterodox reversals by the logic of distinction that operates in
cultaral fields.”” Challengers oblige the old guard to mount a defense of its
privileges; that defense, then, becomes grounds for subversion.

16. "T'le expressioncomes from or ganizational sociology and indicates close linkages betwveen
various com ponents of an or ganizational system. In tightly coupled systems, sectoral disturbance
reverberates throughoutthe system, Though Bourdieu does notsee himselfasasysters theorist.
therc are nonetheless certain systemie concepts in his sociology and field is one of them.

17. ‘This svmbiotic relationship between orthedox and heterodox views brings: to mind
Mannhein’s (1955) analysis of how ideclogical and utopian visions of the social world, though
radically oppused in their posture roward the status quo, nevertheless becowe locked inte 2
pattern of cemple.x exchange of crivques, cach to an uppreciable extent determining the other,

Williamsancd Demerath (199 o) identily asiniliedyvansicincheirstody of veligdonand palitiead
process in an American city. They show how logically weompanbie themes ol eivig celigion and
sepration aof chureh sl stune can coosistamlacrnd enable” waclienher e gedieal praoiee,
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Bourdieu in fact speaks of three dif ferent typesoffield strategies: conser-
vation, siceession, and subversion. Conservation strategies tend to be pursued
by those who hold dominant positionsand enjoy seniority in the field. Strat-
egies of succession are attempts to gain access to dominant positions in a
field and are generally pursued by the new entrants. Finally, strategies of
subversion are pursued by those who expect to gain little from the dominant
groups. These strategies take the form of a more or less radical rupturc with
the dominant group by challenging its legitimacy to define the standards of
the field."

"Third, fields inpose e actors specific forms of struggle. Both the dominant
establishment and the subordinate challengers, both orthodox and hetero-
dox views, sharc a tacit acceptance that the field of struggle is worth pursu-
ing in the first place. Bourdieu refers to this deep structure of fields as the
dexa, forit represents a tacit, fundamental agreement on the stakes of strug-
gle between those advocating heterodoxy and those holding to orthodoxy."
Challengers and incumbents share a common interest in preserving the
field itself, even if they are sharply divided on how it is to be controlled.
Every field presupposes and produces a particular type of illusio, which
Bourdieu defines as a helicf or acceptance of the worth of the game of a
field.” In the sociology of religion, for example, contemporary debates oc-
cur over trends and types of religious practices, but all assume—including
proponents of secularizaion—that religion is worth talking about in the
first place.

Entry into a field requires the tacit acceptance of the rules of the game,
meaning that specific forms of struggle are legitimated whereas others are
excluded.” Thus, entry into professional fields limits struggle to the forms
and terms of what is considered legitimate professional procedure. Personal
insults and physical violence, for example, are excluded as unprofessional

18. Bourdieu compares the structure of @ field to that of a poker game where the pile of
chips reflects the uncqual distrihutions of capitals that both summarize the results of previous
struggles andl orient strategies for the future (Bourdieu and Wacyuant 1992:98-99).

19. The idea of the doxa resonates with Durkhein's concept of the “collective conscious-
ness.” A crucial ditference is that dovz is field specilic rather than the representation of a tacit
system of understandir.gs for the entire society.

20. Bourdieu’s basic point, as we have seen in his ecenomy of practices, is that behavior
in fields is interest driven. Bourdieu wants to stress that actors, regardless of their positions,
are complicit in accepring the rules of the game in which they play. Moreover, he stresses
that this acceptinee goes wmacknowlalged, or “misrecognized,” for the most part (Bourdieu
1991cl:2 2, 35).

202 Bourdiear wsuwally wanphasizes thar eneams v 2 fields like opposing players in a card
ey st e samee reswands el follow the same rules while competingg i besi their oppa-
nents, AU gther e e steewn thit knowledgze of e miles copresents o lavim of culieal
vapital that o megusliye slinsod g soaandingg parines
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forms of conflict.?? But challenging the degree of objectivity in an opposing
viewpoint is fair play.

Field analysis, therefore, directs the researcher’s attention to a level of
analysis capable of revealing the integrating logic of competition between
opposing viewpoints. It encourages the researcher to seek out sources of
conflict in a given domain, relate that conflict to the broader areas of class
and power, and identify underlying shared assumptions by opposing parties.

For fields to operate there must be agents with the appropriate hahitus
to make them capable and willing toinvest in particular ficlds.?* New arriv-
als to fields must pay the price of an initial investment for entry, which
involves recognition of the value of the game und the practical knowledge
of how to play it.”

One important consequence of the competitive logic of fields and
their doxa is that they help create the conditions for the “misrecognition”
of power relations and thereby contribute to the maintenance of the social
order. Actors misrecognize the arbitrary character of their social worlds
when they rake for granted the definition of rewards and of ways of
obtaining them as given by fields.** An unintentional consequence of engag-
ing in field competition is that actors, though they may contest the legiti-
macy of rewards given by fields, nonetheless reproduce the structure of
fields.

Fourth, fields are structured to a signifecamt extent by their own internal
mechanisins of development and thus hold some degree of autonomy from the
external environment. Bourdieu speaks of the “relative autonomy” of fields
to convey the dual character of their interconnectedness with and indepen-
dence from external factors.” Bourdieu uses the language of relative auton-

22. \Wriring ahout the juridical ficld, Bourdieu (1987¢:831) states that entry “implies the
tacit acceptance of the field’s fundamental law” and that “1o join the gnme, to agree to play
the game, to accept the law for the resolution of the conflict, is rcitly to adopt a mode of
expression and discussion implying the renunciation of physical violence and of elementary
torms of symhotic violence, such as insults.™

23. An important rescarch issue that has not yet received sufficient treamment in Bourdieu’s
work is identifying the types of hahitus that attract individuals to particular fields. More
broadly, and outside of Bourdieu’s conceprual langunge, the issue is one of trying to under-
stand the connection between “character and social structure” (Gerth and Mills 1964).

24. Bourdiet argues that those in subordinate positions are there because they have not
fully mastered the rules of the game.

25. A carollary to this is that actors situated outside of specific fields can grasp a clear
perception of the interests or capitals struggled over in those fields. This evokes Bourdicu's
longstanding concern regarding the status of sociological insight as an “owsider” view, yet
one that must accommodate insider pereeptions in arder 1o avanl produsing: o abjectivise
account of the social world.

26. Althusser is generally eredined wilh the e ol the religye ammenomy al e el
msiance: Trang cesumie descrnmanon. Bowden slares witle Alihaveer the apposioon o or
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omy, particularly in his early work on education, to argue that relations
between culture and society are complex and mediated, and that the tradi-
tional categories of “culture” and “society” are not adequate for describing
theincreasingly central and complex role that symbolic goods and processes
play in the exercise of power in modern societies. The accumulation of
educational credentials, and symbolic goods more generally, cannot be fully
explained, he argues, in terms of underlying material interests. While the
different forms of capital are under certain conditions interchangeable, they
are not reducible one to the other.

Culture is a distinct form of power that functions like capital, but with
its own specific laws of exercise. Yet, its autonomy is relative, since it is
often exchanged for economic capital or positional power in organizations.
Historically, Bourdieu sees cultural fields progressively developing and
gaining autonomy from the political and economic fields.” The driving
force of this autonomous development, which he draws from Weber's soci-
ology of religion, is the rise of corps of specialists who are progressively
able to develop, transmit, and control their own particular status culture.
Thus, fields develop their own organizational and professional interests,
which may deviate significantly from external interests. With growing au-
tonomy comes the capacity to retranslate and reinterpret external demands.
This capacity varies historically and by type of field.

The relative autonomy of the literary field, for example, suggests that
this cutrural arena is polarized by two opposing principles of organization.
On the one hand, there is the tendency toward astonomy where peer refer-
ence and review assumes priority. At the extreme, this results in “art for
art’s sake.” On the other hand is the tendency away from autonomy, where
legitimacy and reference are sought outside the field in forms such as book
sales, public appearances, honors, etc. (Bourdieu rggrclir2).

Bourdieu associates the autonomy of fields with his concept of symbolic
power. As cultural fields grow in autonomy from political and economic
power they gain in symbolic power, that is, in their capacity to legitimate
existing social arrangements (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977:12). Conse-
quently, fields elicit assent to existing social arrangements and thereby con-
tribute to their reproduction to the extent that they engage actors in field

thodox Marxist views of culiure amd s instinutions as mere reflections of underlying economic
infrasienere, bat Boacdien’s own omlersindinge of e reluive actonomy of culrural felds
prelubly sowes mewee t Weber than 1o Ahhusser,
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autenomy.”® The educational system is one example of a cultural field ob-
taining considerable autenemy as a result of its capacity te centrol the re-
cruitment, secialization, and careers of acters, and te impese its ewn spe-
cific ideelegy.

A fundamental methedelegical principle Hows from the posited relative
autenemy ef fields, namely, the prierity given to the inrernal analysis of
fields. Beurdieu argues that external influences zre always retranslated inte
the internal legic of fields. External seurces of influence are always medi-
ated through the structure and dynamic of fields (Beurdieu and Wacquant
1992:105).2* The class backgreund ef the artist, fer example, does net in-
fluence the work ef art directly. Rather, the effects of class intersect with the
patterns of field hierarchy and cenflict where the artist is situated (Bourdieu
1984¢:6).

In his analyses of changes in French educatien, Beurdicu repeatedly
argues for beginning with an internal analysis ef the educatienal system
(Bourdieu and Passeren 1977h; Beurdieu 1988a). External facters, such as
demographic expansien, are always retranslated inte the terms of the inter~
nal legic ef the educational field." Centradictiens are examined largely
from the standpeint of the internal logic of the field. His work thus far has
acknewledged but net stressed the importance of iuteifield centradictions.

The prierity that Bourdieu accords ve the internal analysis of cultural
fields reflects three central infuences on his thinking: structuralism, his
early sruggle with Althusserian Marxism, and the substantive areas of his
werk. The structuralist methed stresses internal patterns ef systems rather
than their erigins er cennectiens te externzl factors. Internal analysis stands
as a methodological corrective te Althusser’s fecus en the legical status of
culture within the superstructure/infrastructure dichetemy rather than as
an inducement te research inte thespecific practices of cultural institutions.

28. In other words, competitive arenas of practices camtribute to the reproducrion of the
social order as they become more differentiated and autonomous from external influence and
capahle of capruring agenss within their own competitive hierarchies of distinctu’'on. In a rough
analogy to Durkheim's view ofthe paradox in organic solidarity where increased specialization
and individualism frem the growing division of labor actually generate a new basi's for social
solidarity, Bourdieu sees in the ditferentiation and development of relatively autonomous so-
cinl and cultural fields new mechanisims for social reproduct’on of society.

29. Though Bourdieu argues that field analysis requires analyzing change by giving priority
to internal structures and dynamics of fields, he does nonetheless consider that “the struggles
that wke place within fields, such as the literay field, always depend. in their ourcome. happy
or unhappy, on the correspendence they can maintain with external swruggles” (Bourdicu
1991d:33 ),

30. One mechadological implicatian that Beardicu diswes T ahiis pasition is o rejea the
technique of regression analysis, where @ stuistieal distietion vior be made between divee)
and indirect elfeets, For Bourdien Coosope), there e o dineer ellecis, Evervebing is medinel.
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And this methedelegical principle seems te be an apprepriate respense fer
the French system of secendary and higher education which histerically
has ebtained censiderable autenemy frem eutside facters. Nevertheless, at
times Beurdieu’s work becemes cencentrated on the internal analysis of
fields, leading ene to lose sight ef hew fields are connected inte breader
structural patterns. Bourdieu’s analysis of the French intellectual field in-
sightfully demenstrates hew intellectual pesitiens are shaped by the strug-
gle fer intellectual recegnitien. But they are shaped by mere than just
professional cempetitien, which Bourdieu acknewledges, but tends te
dewnplay in order te scere his methedolegical peint.

Bourdieu finds that the facter analytical technique of “cerrespendence
analysis,” described in chapter 3, fits well with the theeretical cencerns he
invests in the cencept of field. Beth the cencept of field and cerrespondence
analysis permit Beurdieu te sitnate individuals, greups, erganizations, and
institutiens in terms of multiple axes of differentiatien. This helps convey
the cenflict character of the secial werld and guards against presenting se-
cial hierarchies abstracted from their relatiens of oppesitien and proximity.
Cempared te linear medeling, field analysis shifts attentien away frem the
particularistic characteristics of individuals and greups and teward the
struggles and dynamics ef arenas of secial life that shape their behavier.
Bourdieu (1988b:17) rejects single-dimensional scales and cumulative in-
dices that lecate individuals and greups by pesitien in secial structure in
favor ef multidimensienal analysis, as a way of calling attentien to the con-
flict dimensien of social life and guarding against objectivism.

Field Homologies

Bourdieu conceptualizes the relations ameng relatively autenomous fields
in terms of “structural and functienal hemelegies,” which he defines as “a
resemblance within a difference” (Beurdieu and Wacquant 1992:105-6).
Fields are hemelogeus to the extent that they develep isomorphic proper-
des, such as positions of deminance and subordination, strategies of exclu-
sien and usurpatien, and mechanisms of reproduction and change. And,
Beurdieu stresses, “every one of these characteristics takes a specific, irre-
ducible form in each field.” In his early werk on French educatien (Bour-
dieu and Passeron 1977:63-64, 194-20e), Beurdieu emphasized the
“structural and functienal” hemology between French education and the
medieval Catholie Chuwreh: like the Church, scheels net enly transmit
knowledge and skills Tas alsy reproduce themselves by monopolizings the
scleetion and g ol theiwr onwva leadership. Moecoyer, schools perloria
sather Lueot hinettan ol veprroducing secial elass relations by Tegitinening
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the unequal distribution of cultural capital. In Distinction (1984a), Bourdieu
describes a structural and functional homology relating the Parisian theater
scene and fractions of the dominant class, writing that “the social character-
istics of the audiences of the different Parvis theaters . . . [are] perfectly
congruent [with the] characteristics of the authors performed . . ., the
works, and the theatrical businesses themselves.”

Homology i1s also depicted in terms of “structures of opposition” in
lifestyles that correspond to structurcs of opposition in the class structure.
"I'he opposition between “rare” practices and “vulgar” practices in culture
corresponds to the main opposition in social space hetween those classes
with considerable “overall capital value” and those with little (Bourdieu
1984a:175—76). In La Noblesse &’'Ltat (1989c:373) Bourdieu (inds a “struc-
tural homology” between the (ield of power and elite higher education in-
stitutions in France. There, he observes that “the correspondence is more
or less perfect” between the relative locations of French occupational
groups and French schools in terms of their respective amounts of eco-
nomic capital and cultural capital. In his analysis of the juridical ficld, Bour-
dieu (1987¢:822) argues that a “structural correspondence” between the
(ield of law :ind the field of social classes finds expression in the relations
between lawyers and their clients. The position of lawyers in their profes-
stonal hierarchy corresponds to the position their clients occupy in the so-
cial hierarchy* Thus, homology of position among individuals and groups
in different fields means that those who iind themselves in dominated posi-
tions in the struggle for legitimation in one field tend also to find them-
selves in subordinate positions in other fields. Finally, there are also homol-
ogies in strategies. Consumers in subordinate social-class positions tend to
select products produced by producers in subordinate positions within the
field of cultural production. Thus, a relation of structural homology obtains
between the various categories of cultural producers and consumers ac-
cording to their respective positions in the separate fields of struggle (Bour-
dieu 1984c¢).

For Bourdieu, field analysis differs from a szarket approach to consumer
practices. Though Bourdieu superficially resembles a growing number of
social scientists who use economic imagery in their analytical language
(Warner 1993:104 1), he does not work within a ragonal choice framework.
Field analysis does not analyze cultural consumption in terms of a supply-
demand function. Cultural tastes are not simply imposed by cultural pro-

31. Beurdiew (1987¢:B50) writes that “those ssho oeeupy inlerior pasinons in ahe lield Gs
for example in social welfare bw) tend 1o work with s cliemele cnnposal ol social wleriors
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ducers on unwitting consumers; neither do cultural tastes stem from cul-
tural producers attempting to respond directly to patterns of consumer
demand. Field analysis posits that the relation of supply and demand, of
artists and their public, and more generally, of the tield of cultural produc-
tion and the field of social classes, is wrediated by field structures and pro-
cesses. Producers struggle within the field of cultural producton and their
cultural products reflect: more their respective positions of dominance or
subordination in that struggle than they do the demands of consumers.*?
Consumers, in turn, select from these cultural products according to their
own positions of dominance or subordination within the struggle for dis-
anction among the social classes. Thus a relation of “structural homology™
rather than one of conscious adjustment is established between the various
categories of cultural producers and the various categories of consumers
according to their respective positions in the separate (ields of struggle.
Bourdien writes that

The logic of ohjective competition at the core of the fiekd of cultural production
leads each of the categories of producers to offer, without any conscious search for
adjustnient, products chat are adjusted to the preferences of the consumers who
occupy homologous positions within the field of power. (1984c:14)

Bourdieu holds that a symbolic 1somorphism parallels the structural
isomorphism among fields,” and that the cardinal semantic oppositions,
such as high/low, light/heavy, and refined/crude, in cultural fields function
to reinforce analogous social distinctions. He contends that

the categories of perception and appreciation (e.g. ohscure/ clear or easy, deep/light,
original/hanal, etc.) which function in the world of art are oppositions that are
almost universally applicable and are hased, in the last analysis, through the opposi-
tion heeween rarity and divulgation or vulgarization, uniqueness and multiplicity,
quality and quant'ty, on the social opposition heeween the “clite” and the “masses,”
between “elite” {or “quality”) products and “mass” products. (Bourdieu 198ob:157)

An example from his research is the light/heavy opposition that he observes
functioning in the education field to simultaneously produce a “social dis-
crimination” in terms of the field of social classes (Bourdieu 1989c:385).

320 An exumple of research in the United States that illustrates this point is Petersen’s
(r938) stwly showing il literaey: peoduction is shaped more hy the constraints of the publish-
ingr sty han iy produees - constmter market relations.
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i steseneal apposations m e volame and sseaeare ol ditterem wpes of capital accoss dilfec
ent helds EBosrdien vfge: 41



132 1 CHAPTER SIX

Teacher evaluations of students’ written work that differentiates writing
styles in opposing terms, such as elegant/labored, simultaneously discrimi-
nates between students with different amounts of cultural capital.

Bourdieu sometimes identifies homologies within fields. For example,
within cultural fields he posits “a homology . . . between the space of posi-
tions within the field of production and the space of works defined in terms
of their strictly symholic content, notably their for7” (Bourdieu 1988a:544).
The conceptual terminology of freld and seciai space often interweave in
Bourdieu's accoumt without clear distinction. At other times tields suddenly
become differentiated into subfields (Bourdieu 19gic:230). In general, he
thinks of the space of field positions in terms of the distributions of different
types of capitals. The space of works includes all the stylistic features that
differentiates works.

Thus, Bourdieu uses the language of homology to explain the effects
of class relations on various cultural domains (Bourdieu and Wacequant
1992:106). Struggles in one field have homologous effects (never direct
ones) in other fields.™ Bourdieu (1980b:147) writes that “through the logic
of homologies, the practices and works of the agents in a specialized, rela-
tively autonomous fteld of production are necessarily overdetermined; the
functions they fultill in the internal struggles are inevitably accomp:nied
by external functions, which are conterred on them in the symbolic strug-
gles among the fractions of the dominant class and, in the long run at least,
among the classes.” Struggles in cultural fields produce cultural distinctions
that are simultaneously social distinctions. They create social ingroups and
outgroups as well as schools of thought or style. For Bourdieu, the opposi-
tion “between orthodoxy and heterodoxy” in the cultural field finds homol-
ogy in the struggle for “maintenance or subversion of the symbolic order”
in the field of social classes. Struggle in the cuttural field produces “exphe-
muzed forms of ideological struggles between the social classes” (Bourdieu
and Wacquant 1992:106). Field homologies reinforce patterns of conflict
across different fields. The general overall eft'ect is the reproduction of com-
mon patterns of hierarchy and conflict from one field to another.

Bourdieu thus draws different kinds of analogies between fields. Some
point to an underlying function of social reproduction. Others point to

3¢. T’he emphasis Bourdieu places on the dynamics of struggles within fields tends 1o over-
shadowother important pracesses that can occur. For examnple, in their exantnation of argani-
zational fields, BiMaggio and Pewell (1991:67) nd processes af imitution and professionali-

zation as well as coercien and cempetition. Bourdien, huwever, speaks victmlly always ol

cempedtive struggle. Yer, isomarphism can energe thromgzly other tnstimional processes as
well as competition.
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isomorphic patterns of hierarchy in positions and strategies of agents.” As
a conceptual strategy, Bourdieu’s idea of homologous relations between
fields is directed against an instramental view of interfield relations.’ It re-
states the key theme found in his theory of action and the concept of habitus
that social structures are not the aggregate result of conscious, rational cal-
culation. Nor do they refer to patterns of interaction or mutual awareness.
There can be, according to Bourdieu, an “objective orchestration” of the
fields of cultural production and social classes without thinking of their
connection in terms of some “conscious adjustinent” to consumer demand.
Rather, the “quasi-miraculous correspondence prevailing at every moment
between the products offered by a field of production and the field of so-
cially produced tastes” stems from the “functional and structural homol-
ogy” hetween fields rather than from some expression of instrumental de-
sign. Bourdicu (1984a:233-34) writes of this relationship in discussing the
social-class hasis of tastes in the following way:

The logic of the functioning of the ficlds of cultural-goods production, together
with the distinction strategies which determine their dynamics, cause the pro-
ducts of their functioning, he they fashion designs or novels, to he predisposed o
function differentially, as means of distinction, first between the class fractions and
rhen between the classes. The producers can be totally involved and absorbed in
their srruggles with other producers, convinced that only specific ardstic interests
are at stake and that rhey arc orherwise totally disincerested, while remaining un-
aware of the social tunctions they fultili, in the long run, for a partieular audience,
and without ever ceasing to respond to the cxpectations of a particular class or class
fraction,

35. There is a certain offinity benween Bourdieu’s scarch for functional and structural ho-
mologies and Merton’s concept of “functional equivalents.” Neither advocates a form of fune-
tional analysis that posits a series of system needs that are indispensable for system survival.
Rather, both focus attention on the “range of posible variation in the items which ¢ .
subserve a functional requirement” (Merton 1968:106). Like Merron, Bourdieu is interested
in the idea of equivalent positions in diHering settings. But for Bourdieu the question of posi-
tionality in dilferent settings leads to a more fundamental issue, namely, whether the structure
of class relarions is reproduced. Forms of class differentiation may change, but the idea of
structural and functional homology is compatible with the claim that changes in form are not
incompatible with underlying structural cont'nuity in class relations.

36. In his analysis of fields of cultural preduction and their relaw’onship ro the clss struc-
twre, Bourdien (198oh: 147) explains the empirical observation of a close connection hetween
the “artist’s position in the ficld of production and the position of his audience in the field
of the classes and elass fractions” asa “struciaral and functional homology” rather than the
“product of i conscious calenlation.™ The one exception Bourdiew (1991d:31) nentions is the
sectar of the Beld of eadigal praduction that s mast clasely associated with the field of pewer
amd ds ost orsesied oavacd theconmmeraatrzanoa ol eohure. ere Bourdicen seems prepared
ter recasni e preater nde Tat cuniveie siaseggiang,
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Thus, the connecaons between fields, like the oppositions within fields,
stem from structural factors, not the intentions of actors.

Bourdieu’s field analytic perspective, then, is intimately connected to
his conception of class legitimation. The idea of field autonomy, mediation,
and homology ties in with his theory of symbolic power and violence. It
builds on the idea that legitimation of social ctass inequality is not the prod-
uct of conscious intention hut stems from a structural correspondence be-
tween different fields. Class distinctions become translated into euphe-
mized forms specific to other fields. Actors unwittingly reproduce or
change those class distinctions simply by pursuing their own strategies
within the sets of constraints ind opportunities available to them. When
cultural producers pursue their own specific interests in ficlds, they unwit-
tingly produce homologous cffects in the social class struceure’” Most im-
portantly, intellectuals of various kinds play a key role in that process. By
competing in cultural ficlds, mtellectuals help to legitimate the dominant
cultural order and reproduce the class structure. In serving the interests
of their particular fields, intellectuals a/so serve the interests of the class
structure.

Though Bourdieu’s homologies between fields are structural and func-
tional, they are not intended to suggest objective properties independent
of the practices of agents. Indecd, in the final analysis Bourdieu falls back
on the concept of habitus to explain homology among ficlds. It is because
of habitus that actors display similar dispositions across a broad range of
domains. Habitus is “the unifying principle of practices in different do-
mains” (Bourdieu 1977¢:83).* Field analysis, then, does not imply a kind
of objecuvism that would separate the function of a particular domain from
the practce of individuals and groups. It is the practical logic of habitus
that makes the underlying connecti'on across ficlds. Hence, habitus is “the
real principle of the structural homologies or relations of transforaton
objectively established between [fields]” (Bourdieu tg77¢c:83-84).

Bourdieu claims he does not think of the ensemble of fields and their
functional and structural homologtes as constituting a unified social sys-

37. Indeed, he suggests this process is most successful when it is not a direct, conscious
objective. Ina study of French Catholic bishops, Beurdieu attributes che effectivencess of cam-
munication and interacu’'on styles between clergy and laity to their “affinity ofhzhitus” rathur
than o conscious design (Bourdicu and de Sair.t Martin 1982:43).

38. Habitus and the related compuasit’on of capital helpy Bourdicu cxplain the sense of arien-
totions thatactors assume within fields. They help ansvier suel questions as *do actors auenyn
risky bold ventures or settle b sufe, secare steategies?”™ or “do actors nsamitest wndesty m
audacity in their practices?™ Bonedicn Gaognd:ao) suggests e suchocientingg patserns of hali
s can relp sioaie acmes in gnatagous positions acmss lilleren hetds as well
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tem.”” Though he stresses the doxa dimension of field participation, he re-
sists positing the existence of a kind of Parsonian shared normative order at
the societal level. Since fields vary historically in their degree of autonomy
from the economy, the polity, and class structure, Bourdieu claims that
one cannot establish a universal classification system connecting the various
fields. While recognizing them as arenas of struggle, Bourdieu does not,
for example, root them in a deeper transhistorical process, such as capitalist
development.

But in his zeal to distinguish his work from grand social theory in the
tradition of Parsons and Althusser, Bourdieu downplays the systemic char-
acter of his own thought and work. As fields gain in autonomy they develop
the systemic properties that [ identified in the last section. Moreover, Bour-
dieu does make two general claims chat represent broad historical trends:
the increasing autonomy of cultural fields from the economy and polity
and the ultimate dominance of the economic field. In addition, he applies
ficld analysis only to differentiated socicties. He did not use it in his studies
of Algerian or French peasants nor does he appear to advocate its use for
the study of such societies.

This underscoresa tension in the complex relationship hetween habitus
and field. While he wants to identify the “invariant laws” of fields and their
interrelations, he resists conceptual claims that represent the kind of objec-
tivist theorizing he denounces. Ultimately, his conceptual strategy falls back
on habitus as the fundamental source for homologous connections among
fields. As a result, the distinctiveness of the concept of field is thrown into
doubt.

The idea of structural homology representsam important methodologi-
cal and at times explanatory principle in Bourdieu’s field analysis. Bourdieu
employs the idea with great versatility and imagination. Yet the conceptual
power of this principle may be less than would first appear. FHomology in
terms of just what? ‘Though Bourdieu rejects functionalist theory but re-
tains the idea of social functions in his work, the functionalist implicadons
for fields of structural homology need clarification. Furthermore, if one
were to grant that structural homology exists between individuals or groups
across different ficlds, we still need to know the social process through which
this “objective” alliance or opposition obtains. I will examine in chapter ¢
how Bourdicu (Bourilicu 19g1c:2435) uses the idea to explain the capacity
for poliucal alliance between intellectuals and workers. Both intellectuals

3. I contsting Jos Damevsal o seactoralise Marsist coneerns about the articolagion
of thes varimm sostandes e sacal loosatiaee, lloardeen dee boes: “1 bedieve indead shae here
ARt gto trawdedoric Lates of the e arnen betitoon fsehiy, iy we nns v estipinge cach kistarieal
vase sepiestety” Chanihiea aml Wikapme 12 et
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and workers find themselves in subordinate positions, though in different
fields. Yet it is likely that many different groups occupy homologous field
positions without forming alliances. What are the processes as well as re-
sources that help us understand why some groups but not others form stra-
tegic linkages?* Bourdieu’s notion of structural homology unfortunately
stops short of shedding light: on this important question. Indeed, all too
often it tends to act as a form of explanation that finds sufficiency in its own
right. In this way, explanation by homology becomes a form of “structural
mystification.” While structural location may indeed help explain the recip-
rocal relationship between groups, a fuller understanding of such connec-
tions must be sought in factors such as status group co-mcembership, net-
work ties, and common world views. What is nceded in addition is a politics
of collective mobilization.

The Ficld of Power: Iicenomic Capital versus Cultural Cupital

The principal field in Bourdieu’s work is the field of power. He puts this
concept to two distinct but overlapping uses. On the one handl, it functions
as sort of “meta-field” that operates as an organizing principle of differents-
ation and struggle throughout «/ fields. This is the most important usage.
On the other hand, the field of power can designate for Bourdieu the domi-
nant social class.

Bourdieu considers contlict to be the fundamental dynamic of all social
life. At the heart of all social arrangements is the struggle for power. One
of Bourdieu’s key claims is that this struggle is carried out over symbolic
as well as material resources. Moreover, it is Bourdieu’s fundamental claim
that cultural resources, such as education credentials, have come to function
as a kind of capital, and thereby have become a new and distnct source of
differentiation in madern societies. Indeed, according to Bourdieu (198¢c:
373-83), tao major competing principles of social hierarchy—what Bour-
dieu calls a “chiasmagc structure”—shape the struggle for power in modern
industrial societies: the distribution of econgrmic capital (wealth, income, and

4o. This (uestion is important since Bourdieu (1991d:(8) remarks thar the structural ho-
mology of fields is something quite different frem networks that channel flows of information
among specific actors.

41. Bourdieu prefers “ficld of power” to “dominant class,” “ruling class” or “clite” tor sipgnal
that the terin isa relational construct rather than a desigsnator for a specific: populmion (Baur-
diev and Wacquant 1992:76; Wacquant 19g3h:20—21). He sces this terminalagical choice as
a means of guarding against a “realist concepr designauing;an actual papulaion ol halders of
this tangible reality that we call power™ (Bonedicu and AWaequam toueie o) For discussion
af this second usage of the concepr in Bourdien's analysis al socil seanticanon, see Dielugg,
chapter 7.

” K
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property), which Bourdieu calls the “dominant principle of hierarchy,” and
the distribution of cwltural capital (knowledge, culture, and educational cre-
dentials), which Bourdieu calls the “second principle of hierarchy.” This
fundamental opposition between cultural capital and economic capital de-
lineates Bourdieu’s field of power.#

Individuals, families, groups, and organizations, in Bourdieu’s analysis,
tend to draw disproportionately from either cultural or economic resources
in their struggle to maintain and enhance their positions in the social order.
In the casc of Irance, Bourdieu sees the field of power emerging in the
late nineteenth century as the opposition between “artists” and “bourgeois”
(Bourdieu 1989c; Wacquant 1993b:22~23). Yet, for Bourdieu (1984a:115,
123) thisis the fundamental opposition that structures most cultural, politi-
cal, and social conflict in all the advanced societies.*

Much of Bourdieu’s work is devoted to examining the various forms
the opposition between economic and cultural capital can assume. The dis-
tinctive lifestyles and political preferences of individuals and groups—in-
deed almost all of their practices—can be understood largely in terms of
their distribution according to these two opposing types of capital.** As a
general rule, Bourdieu {inds that the greater the difference in asset structure
of these two types of capital, the more likely it is that individuals and groups
will be opposed in their power struggle for domination.

The fundamental cultural capital/economic capital opposition delin-
eates as well other arenas of struggle organized around different forms and
combinations of capital. Bourdicu (1989c:381) argues that the chiasmatic
structure of economic capitai and cultural capital distributes and ranks #//

42. A recent definiiion hy Bowrdieu (1992:22¢-30) defnes the field of power as “the rela-
tions of force that obtain hetween the social positions which gusrantee their occupants a quan-
tumn of social force, or of eapital, such that they are ahle ta enter into the snuggles over the
monopoly of power, of which struggles over the definition of the legitimate form of power
are a crucial dimension.”

43. He in fact sees the field of power as a “transhistorical” structure whose existence
predates the rise of modern industrial societes. At its most genersl level, this chiasmat'e
structnre represents the “fundamental opposition of the division of labour of dominat.on”
across all societies that occurs “between temporal and spiritual powers (Wacquant 1gg3b:
24).

44- Bourdieu {1984:a:124) does note that factors like geographical region can also play a
vole in determining how individuals and groups are distribured in terms of economic and
especially cubural capiial. These sitiated near cultural centers;, such as Paris or New York,
pave culiural resources more readily availabide for accumulation. In the case of France, Bour-
diea sates e oppesttion heteen engineers and private-sector exceutives sind benveen indus-
il and cannpercial emplayers e wasms ol hilterences iy cconamic and coltwreal capieal ihat
steas et Feosn e St the fovoer il 1 b asao cisted wth B Giremsin the Parts
weginatt whereas the banes svork s mnndlonr G i e s parosaes
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other fields of struggle (e.g., economic, administrative, university, artistic,
scientific, religious, intellectual). Figure 1 illustrates how Bourdieu (1983a:
319, 1984a:128-29) maps the field of power relative to class structure
and to the literary and artistic fields. At the most general level, Bourdicu
depicts the field of social classes (rectangle 1) as a two-dimensional space
structured around the axes of volume and type of capital. The vertical
axis measures the total volume of capital and the horizontal axis measures
relative amounts of economic and cultural capital. The field of power
(rectangle 2) is situated above the X-axis, in that portion of the social space
with the greatest volume of capital, and is itself internally differentiated
according to the poles of economic and cultural capital. Within the field
of power the literary and artistic ficld (rectangle 3) is situated relatively
nearer the pole of cultural power in the upper left quadrant of figure 1
(positions with considerable total capital but a negative ratio of economic
to cultural capital). It thus occupies a “dominated position” within the field
of power but a “dominant position” within the hroader field of class rela-
tions. Finally, the literary and artistic field is itself internally differentiated
by the economic/cultural capital opposition pitting the more commercial-
ized art forms against those destined for peer consumption (Bourdieu
1983a:320).

Fields vary, then, in terms of their respective proximity to the compet-
ing poles in the field of pawer. At one end stands the economic field, where
economic capital predominates. At the opposite end lies the artistic field
centered around cultural capital. The administrative and university fields
occupy intermediary positions, with the administrative being situated closer
to the economic and the university closer to the argstic.¥ The juridical
field, Bourdieu (1987¢:851) observes, obtains less autonomy than the artis-
tic and scientific fields, since it is more closely tied to the political field.

4s. Until very recently Bourdieu has said lietie shout his conception of the state. In recent
work (Bourdicu 1989c:371-559, t993a; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1ggz:t1i—15) he sug-
gests chat with the rise of the hureaucrot'c swte there emerges a new form of capital, “sttist
capital,” which is the object of struggle within the ficld of power. \Whereas earlier conceptual-
izations of the tield of power facused on economic capital and culeural capital, Bourdiew’s
maore recent thinkitg appears now to include this other power resource. Statst capital is
a form of power over the different (ields and different types of capital that circulate within
them, It functions as a kind of “meta-capital,” in that it exercises power over other forms of
capital and particularly over their exchange rate. Thhis new capital clerives from the growing
concentration of various tields in the state. He writes, “it fallows thar the canseruciion ot the
state goes hand in hand with the consdtndon of the tield uf power undersiood as the space
of play in which holders of various forms of capital struggle i purtiastar for power over the
state, that is, over the stanist capical den granes posver over e dilferent spectes ol eapital ol
over their reproduction (via the sehaol systeu i pasncalar) borashen and A\Naciams 1ger:
TL}=15)
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This means that art and science are less dependent upon the economy and
polity than is law for rewarding careers and developing symbolic systems.
The religious field is situated near the artistic field since it too organizes
around a struggle for noneconomic legitimation. The journalistic field, in
contrast, is the most dependent upon the administrative and political cir-
cles.® Thus, cultural fickls vary in their degree of autonomy from economic

46 See Bourdicu 1900, Phereis nanefickess sao e overlap in Bourdiew’s conceptual termi-
[]ulug}‘, which rny refloet usape i dbllerem caests, W tind, Tor example, at one point he
spectlics thar **puhitical Bebl® elus o specitically: pohiteal wstmioms and actors Celanys
politique’) wnd afw vo e whale febl od power sebatioas s polites and society Cebamp du

psovorr ™ (Raswdica 188 g 8), cnsjdinis wd del
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and political authority.*” A central objective of Bourdieu’s sociology consists
of sitnating fields of cultural activity relative to the field of power.*

Each field is internally differentiated hy a “homologous structure” of
an economically dominant and culturally dominated pole and a culturally
dominant and economically dominated pole (Bourdieu 1989c:383). Bour-
dieu’s field analytic approach to the study of the social world consists of
identifying the various forms that this oppositional structure takes in spe-
cific arenas of struggle. His is a strucruralist analysis that searches for trans-
formations of this deep structure of all social and political conflict. For
example, even within the economic field Bourdieu (1989c:383; Bourdieu
and de Saint Martin 1978) finds that one can ident'ty a fundaumental opposi-
tion between two groups: (1) technocrati'c big business leaders, whose train-
ing, careers and firms are closely connected to public sector institutions,
and (2) owners of large family firms that operate primarily in the private
sphere. The former are inheritors of cultural capital and accumulators of
scholastic capital whereas the latter are inheritors primarily of economic
capital.*” This same opposition occurs at the level of the large corporation
where it in factis the basis of the classic struggle over manager or owner
control (Bourdieu and de Saint Martin 1978:58). And in the university field,
Bourdieu finds the economic capital/cultural capital opposition taking on
the form of the familiar tension between teaching and research.

The chiasmatic structure of economic capital and cultural capital finc-
tions, therefore, both as the bedrock of Bourdiew’s field analysis and his
approach to the topic of social stratification. It is an organizing principle
hoth between and within fields. As we will see in chapter 7, it also functions
as an organizing principle of the social class structure.

Teward a Geneyal Science of Practices: A Research Program
8

Having presented Bourdieu’s key concepts of habitus, capital, and field, 1
will now summarize the overall conceptual framework of his general science
of practices and its methodological agenda. If the dispositions of habitus

47. Bourdieu sees this variation as hoth histerical and societal. Cultural fields vary in their
autonomy from economic and politcal power in differert historical periods and across differ-
ent socivies. e suggests that the variation can depend on two facrors: (1) en the value ac-
corded to works of art by the various fractions of the dominant class, and (2) on the *produe:-
tion and reproduction of economic capital” (Bourdieu 1983a:322).

48. For example, Lu Noblesse d’Etat gives Bourdieu’s amalysis of the reladons henween the
field of power and the grandes éeoles. Tlis 1982 study with Monique de Saint Marun of e
French Catholic bishops situates than refative to e field af pewer,

49. Bourdieu indicates that since the business bengieoisie i inccansingly acoquirig; cuhural
capitatl, this tradiionil oppositinn isantenning to sonwe degree S aurdicis e de Sine Naon
178).
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are the product of class-specific conditions of primary socialization, the
action they generate is not, however, a direct expression of this prior class
socializati'on and the accumuladon of specific forms of capital it provides.
Rather, action is the product of class disposiuens mtersecting with the dy-
namics and structures of particular fields. Practices occur when habitus en-
counters those competitive arenas called fields, and acuon reflects the struc-
ture of that encounter. The relationship is dialectical, and includes an
important temporal dimension. Bourdieu’s sociological analysis therefore
calls for constructing foth the structure of the relevant field and the class
habitus of the agents involved. In Distinction (1984a:101), Bourdieu offers
the following equation as a summary formula of his model:

[(habitus) (capital)] + field = pracace.

Bourdieu’s complete model of practices conceptualizes action as the
outcome of a relationship between habitus, capital, and field.** He warns
that practices cannot be “deduced cither from the present conditi'ons which
may seem to have provoked them or from the past conditions which have
produced the habitus . . . [but from their] interrelationship” (Bourdieu
1990h:56).7! Practices are not to be reduced te either habitus or field but

50. The formula makes it ¢lear that Bourdicu resists reducing practice to the independent
effects of either hahitus, capital, or Geld. {t is their combination that produces practices. Unfor-
tunately, the formula confuses more than clarifies the exact reladonship among the terms.
Are habitus and capital interactive terms whereas ficld is additive? Or does the formula simply
recommend that ¢cvery empirical inquiry take into account all of these factors?

In Bourdieu’s early work, hus theory of practu'ce focuses essentially on hahitus. It is made
te de practically all of the conceptuul work. As he develops the cencept of field, however, his
theory of practice increasingly hecomes one corresponding to the forinula. From the outset,
it was clear that habitus alone was not the sole source of practices hut rather a sort of triggering
and mediating force. Practices emerged not simply from habicus but from the imersection be-
tween habitus and the objective structures of situations. Still, it was habitus that seemed to
be the driving force as Bourieu (1977¢:78) suggests when he writes “in practicy, it is the
habitus, . . . which accomplishes practically the relating of these two systems of relattons, in
and through the production o fpractice.” Just what habitus intersects with to produce practices
does not receive extensive theorization until Bourdieu develops the concept of field. We are
told, for example, that pracaces emerge out of a “dislect’cal relationship” between habitus
and an “ebjective event” (82-83). He also writes of the “conjuncture” to specify the conditions
in which habitus is operating to produce practi’ces. We know that what habitus encounters
are “ohjective structures,” “systemis of relations,” “events,” “conjunctures,” but we are given
lirtle cheoretical insight into the exact chaeacter of these macro realities undl the idea of field
15 developed. With the concepr of fickd, we sec increasing evidence of Bourdieu’s fundamental
claine thae the social workl isstruewred by polarities. Yer, it is hahitus that creates the homolo-
gies of practices wross dilferent Belds, Sowhile the development of the coneepe of feld gives
new insipht into bew Bonediea tisks alis o i stmetsresg e centead concepr of habitus
continnes i somendtat hen visthly o he the el pilln o Bonrdice’s coneepneal editiee.

st Fa vmphassze alio pomt e b ks ol pectices ss amvering: Trom e encounier
Derween labinis wnd nbday Baseadvee Coogol g sivewnes thoe i lissomalel peaives doono
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grow out of the “interrclationship” established at each pointin time by the
sets of relations represented by both. In chapter 8, I will critically assess
that relationship in discussing how Bourdieu deals with the problem of
social change.

Bourdieu (1984¢:5-6, 1987b:176; Bourdieu and Wacquant t9g92:104-
5) indicates that his approach to the study of intellectual and artistic works
consists of three necessary step. (1) Research must relate the particular field
of practices to the broader field of power. This first step illustrates the
comimanding place that stratfication and power have in Bourdieu’s sociol -
ogy. In the case of artists and writers, we find the literary field embedded
within the field of power where it occupies a dominated position (Bourdieu
1983a). The legal field, in contrast, is sitviated imuch closer to the dominant
pole of power. (2) Research should identify the structure of objective rela-
tions between the opposing positions occupied by individuals or groups as
they compete for intcllectual or artistic legitimation. What are the forms
of economic and cultural capital that are specific to the field under investi-
gation? How are they distributed relative to other forms of capital? This
meaus identifying the dominant and subordinate posttions for all the partic-
ipants in the ficld. And (3) research must analyzc the class habitus brought
by agents to their respective positions and the social trajectory they pursue
within the field of struggle.

These three analytical steps might be said to constitute the general
research method in Bourdieu’s sociology. The analysis of practices involves
the construction of the fields where they occur and the habitus of the agents
brought to those fields. The next chapters will examine Bourdieu’s field
analysis in three key areas of substantive concern in his work: social-class
structure, the system of higher education, and intellectuals in France.

mechanically flow from the various forms of capital held by agents. Such a view is preciscly
what he criticizes as characterizing the smtus-atminment research tradit'on. Nevertheless,
Bourdieu (t9g1d:16~17) himself rclies heavily on his concepits of capital and habitus in ex-
plaining the style of investment swracegies that agents employ in various fields.

7 ~ SOCIAL CLASSES AND THE
STRUGGLE FOR POWER

Perhaps Bourdieu's greatest inspiration for the practice of sociology
is his uncanny eye for the subtle but powerful forms of social distnction.
We find this talentroving widely across detailed ethnographic observations,
statist'cal tables, literary texts, photographs, interviews, questionnaire sur-
veys, and census reports. By professional social scientific standards, Bour-
dieu’s research style is unorthodox, combining as it does methods and types
of data that are usually objects of specialized analysis with little cross-over.
It is quintessental Bourdieu to find in a single paragraph literary and philo-
sophicalreferencesinterspersed with percentages from a survey. In the view
of one critic (Collins 1989:460), this style carns him the title of “the world’s
most successful survey researcher.” Not all, of coursc, would agree. In this
chapter 1 attempt to flesh out the central features of Bourdieu's theory and
method in stratification research.

A central objective of Bourdieu’s work is to show how culture and social
class correlate. Cultural practices, he argues, arc markers of underlying class
distinctions. This view sets him apart from many contemporary postimaod-
ern voices (e.g., Jean Baudrillard [1988a, 1988b]) who stress the uncertain,
contingent and socially diverse character of cultural life.! Yet, he proposes
o dewonstrate this connection hetween cnlture and social class without

1 Bourdicu GoRguison) tastaponses bis geoenl agoooent oy Detlnn yrainst the carlior
el by Dasiel Beld Cogzne yg 1430 it listingn s lass endisees lave shasipaed nomadern posisn
Mastinal soaeines
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treating the former as a mere epiphenomenon of the latter. In order to
demonstrate that thesis, Bourdieu reformulates the concept of social class.
Class, like capital, habitus, and field, is a master concept in Bourdieu’s soci-
ology. In his own words, class is a “universal principle of explanation”
(Bourdieu 1984a:114).> The “original class situation” represents “the point
from which all possible views unfold and on which no view is possible”
(Bourdieu and Passeron 1977:89). Yet, how Bourdieu conceptualizes social
class is not well understood, in part because of the range, tensions, and
ambiguities to be found in his use of the term.

"This chapter is intended to clarify how Bourdieu thinks of social class.
1 will begin by reviewing the meta-sociological issues that Bourdicu sees
as crucial in approaching the topic of stratification. These center primarily
on objectivist and unidimensional images of stratification that Bourdieu
rejects. "They also concern essentialist conceptions of social class that Bour-
dieu rejects in favor of a relational approach. Since Marxism has been a
central theoretical reference for Bourdieu, 1 explore how Bourdieu differ-
entiates his concept of class from Marxist versions. Bourdieu also draws
suhstantially from Weber, and [ describe Bourdicu’s modification of Weh-
er’s understanding of the relations hetween class and status before sunima-
rizing Bourdiew’s own conception of social class as a multidimensional and
relational theoretical construct that he sharply distinguishes from realist
conceptions of social classes. Next, [ examine Bourdieu’s portrayal in Dis-
tinction (1984a) of the three-class structure in contemporary France, and
devote particular attention to his analysis of various intra-class fractions.
Since Bourdieu argues that each social class and class fraction has a charac-
teristic habitus that generates specific sets of pracuces, I present the most
salient of these class habitus and illustrate the types of distinctve lifestyles
that Bourdieu claims they produce. Finally, [ turn to Bourdieu’s under-
standing of the dynamics of conflictand reproduction that characterize class
relations.

Bourdien's Metatheory of Secial Class

Bourdieu’s rescarch enterprise s guided by two central meta-sociological
concerns: transcending the fundamental antinomy between subjectivist and
objectivist approaches to the study of social life and substituting relational
for substantialist concepts of social reality. He considers that the dehate

2. The existence of social classes and their importance far arderng ancsal lite i adveaned
societies are starting presuppositioos: tor Bourdien, nar hypotheses 1o venty, Dehanng ihe
existence and importance assigned 1o social cliss divisions, Beavdiea agnes, e pat and parcel
of class siruprle.
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over the existence of social classes is filtered through the distorted lens of
the subjectivism/objectivism antinomy. Indeed, he writes that

the problem of social classes is one of the sites par excellence of the opposition be-
tween objectivism and subjectivism, which locks research in a series of fictitious
alternatives. (Bourdieu tggoh:289)

His approach to stratification research therefore needs to be understood
as an effort to transcend the forms that he sees this antnomy taking in
varions approaches to the problem of social class. He also considers the
concept of socil class to be one par excellence where one sees substantialist
thinking and essentialist idcology. He therefore offers an alternative rela-
tonal understanding of class relations.

Bourdieu holds a highly stratitied view of the social world in which
individuals and groups struggle to maintain or enhance their relative stand-
ing within a hicrarchically structured social space. For him, social inequality
is rooted in objective structures of unequal distributions of types of capital.
He thus rejects what he calls subjectivist approaches to the topic of stratifi-
cation. Under the heading subjectivism, Bourdieu groups three different
views. The first includes micro-level analyses, such as symbolic interac-
tionisin, ethnomethodology, aind phenomenology, which view social difter-
entiation as emerging directly out of micro-intcract'on processes. These
harbor the “subjectivist illusion” in that they fail to recognize that agents
bring the properties of their location in a hierarchically structured social
order into each and every situation and interaction (Bourdieu 1984a:244).
Second, under subjectivism, Bourdieu includes approaches that reduce
social-class existence and identity to individual or collective consciousness.
And third, he also includes the view of class as a cognitive construct without
objective roots in social reality.?

Though Bourdieu grounds social distinctions in objecti've structures,
he also rejects strictly objectivist approaches to social inequality. Under

3. Bourdieu {19842:578-79) writes that “the nonon of situation, which is central to the
interacu onist fallacy, enables the objective, durable structure of relatienship between officially
constituted and guaranteed positions which organizes every real interactien to be reduced to
a momentary, local, fluid order Gis in accidental enceunters between strangers), and often an
artificiul ane Gis in sovin-psychological experiments) Inteeacting individuals bring alt their
properiies v he moss cirenstantial interacinns, ;o their relative posidens in the social
struciire (or in o spoevtabzcd eld govern thee posiions inthe inceraction.™ See Baurdicu
137730 wherem he clabsgines thee appusionn bemveen “siaiian” aisl the: hrasder context of
stencmrsib Lnoes

4o Bonedien anpihutes ilis pesition 1o palined conservacives whioppose any o ol elass
awrlvas that clallenges the gy al the stsins gqun
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objectivism in stratification research, he groups Marxism, mainstream
status-attainment rescarch, network analysis, and all other structuralist
theories of social incquality. These vastly different approaches all share
one key feature: they focus on macro-level sauctures, often in the form
of statistical regularitics, that are rarely visible to the engaged actors and
which must be constructed by the social scienu'st.” But, Bourdieu argues,
actors act on their practical knowledge of the social world, whereas objec-
tivist approaches tend to reduce actors to simple reflections of overarch-
ing structures. In stratification analysis as elsewhere, Bourdieu presents
his “structuralist constructionist” approach as one that includes borh actor
perceptions of objective reality and objective measures of aggregate be-
havior.

One expression of objectivism in stratification research that Bourdieu
singles out for criticism is Marxist social-class theory. Bourdieu criticizes
Marxists for offering economistic interpretations of social class.® He is
sharply critical of all attempts to conceptualize: class primarily in terms of
position in the social rclations of production (Bourdieu 1985¢:723).
Though an affirmed materialist, Bourdieu believes that position in the so-
cial relations of production is only one of several sources of power that
shape the social order in capitalist societies. Following the thinking of
Weber, Bourdieu (1985¢) argues that social space is multidimensional and
docs not reduce to a single causal mechanisin such as the economy. He ar-
gues that

social class is not defined solely by a position in the relations of production, hut by
the class habitus which is “normally” (i.e., with a high seitisteal probability) associ-
ated with that position.” (Bourdicu r984a:372)

Moreover,

a class is defined as much by its being-perceived as by its being, by its consumption—
which necd not he conspicsous in order to be symbolic—as much as by its position
in the relations of production {even if it & true that the latter governs the former).

(Ihid., 483)

5. Bourdicu suggests that political lefa'sts who favor social mransformation throuyh chass
politics tend to adopt one of these approaches. They see their role as sacial sciemisis as one
of providing the necessary empirical documentation of the class strucore in arder n increase
class consciousness and mobilization for political change.

6. Bourdieu includes the Althusserians in this critique evan thonglh ihey see themselees as
relecting carlier orthadox versions of Marxisir than near vaduare asa meve vetlecion ol simde
lyingr ccononie relaioms,
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Forms of symbolic and social accumulation and differentadon also con-
sdtute an important dimension of social-class relations. Property ownership
or the lack ef it cannot account for the importance of the accumulation
of noneconomic goods and resources that occur in the exercise and per-
petuation of power, including economic power. Bourdieu criticizes Marxist
class theorizing for neglecting the symbolic dimension of class relations.
There needs to be a political economy of symbolic goods.” Bourdieu in-
cludes in his class analysis lifestyle indicators, tastes, educational creden-
tials, gender, and age, as well as occupation and income. Bourdieu’s classes
are constellations of stratifying factors; just as the whole is greater than the
sum of its parts, so for Bourdieu it is the enscmble of perdnent stratificadon
factors that constitute social classes rather than any single determining
factor.*

Bourdieu (1987f:3) further argues that Zath objectivist and subjectivist
approaches harbor fundamental “substantialist” assumptions about social
classes. They assume that if social classes exist they are simply out there
waiting for the social scientist to identify and describe them. Moreover,
both approaches offer an “essentialist” view of class by attributing to classes
intrinsic and universal attributes—whether they be subjective or objective
in character. Yet, Bourdicu argues that social classes are not simply given
in reality bur are contested identities that are constructed through struggle
over what is the “legitimate vision of the social world and of its divisions.”
In sharp reproach of positivism, Bourdieu declares that “in the reality of
the social world, there are no more clear-cut boundaries, no more absolute
breaks, than there are in the physical world.” There is only an immense

7- Bourdieu’s criticisms of Marxist conceprualizations of class hacbor two linztations.
First, they do not acknowledge the consicerahle diversity aimong Marxists themselves on the
class questvon. l.ike Bourdieu, many contemporary Marxists steess the symbolic as well as
objective component of chsses, emphasize their refation dimension, and acknowledge their
historically condngent character (MeCall 1992). Second, his criticisms d o not acknowledge
the growing overlap in Marxian and Weherian approaches of which Bourdieu himself is a
prime example.

8. Bourdiew’'s multiditnensional approach o forms of power also stands in opposit'on to
those non-Marxist studies of stratification that tend to reduce social differentiation toa single
dimension. This would include mobility studies that consider only occupational chauges. Such
is also the case of stratification analyses that ¢laborate an abstract hierarchy of social siratu
based on a composite index of different forms of capital, such as the Warner studies (Warner
and Lunt 1941). Bourdicu (1984a:125) wants to move away from this kind of demonsu-ation
by emphasiz.ing; the differences in canfiguration of several different capiral holdings and how
one of the key fictors i cluss strugple is the “exchange rate” hetween the different types of
capital.

0. Tl suBgesn that s page ol o glise—which Tie likely horrows from Bachelard—
Swhaowe edgres e tvanstam wevcmem'™ hest conveys the dea that mohe social woeld there
“whecarlnge bireaks” (Bonvedien 108715 4)

.
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plurality of possibilities. Collective identity emerges through the mobiliza-
tion of both material and symbolic resources. Class identities are con-
structed “refationally” as they reflect the oppositional character among ex-
isting classes. Indeed, it is this political reality of symbolic struggle over
the very identities of classes as social groups that Bourdieu defines as the
proper object for stratification research.

This leads Bourdieu to insist on a sharp distinction between social
classes as scientific constructs and social classes as real mobilized social gyoups.
Constructing a model of the social-class structure yields a theoretical repre-
sentation of “probable classes” rather than real social groups. The objectiv-
ist moment of research must then he supplemented with the subjectivist
moment of inquiry to see if the theoretcally constructed classes of the
social-scientific model aerually correspond to real mobhilized social groups.
Bourdieu's stratification framework includes measures of both objective re-
sources and of symholic representations of social classes.

[f economism represents one important objectivist flaw in Marxist
theory of social classes, its preoccupation with the issue of class boundaries
represents an underlying substantialist assumption. Structural Marxism
tocuses on delineating clear-cut logical and empirical boundaries between
classes and classifying individuals according to their location in the social
relations of production. The work of Poulantzas (1975) and Baudelot,
Establet, and Malemort (1973) in France, and Erik Olin Wright (1985)
in the United States are prime expressions of this type of class analysis.
Bourdieu is sharply critical of all attempts to delineate the boundaries be-
tween classes and class fractions. Since for Bourdicu (1 987b:64-65) class
defmition is ieself an object of social conflict, class boundaries are objects
of struggle that cannot be mapped definin'vely by social scientists. Class
boundaries take shape only through the mobilization of individuals into
groups.

Bourdicu also argues that the degree of institutionalization of social
boundaries varies according to the state of conflict between classes. Class-
boundary institutionalization depends on the relative symbolic power of
particular groups to impose as legitimate their vision of the social divisions
in society. This points to the need to study the symbolic dimension of class
strugpgle, since class identity is itself a matter of perception and conception
as well as being materially constituted.

Bourdieu believes that Marxi'st class theory is particularly prone o con-
Hate theoretical constructs of classes with real social groups, Marxism com-
mits the “theoreticist fallacy,” he argues, “when it grams reality to ahsteae-
tions.” Because of its politict project, ALuxisin iends 10 assiome “the
movement [tom probability o reatity, from theorencal class o pracceal
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class” and thereby conflate “classes on paper” or “logical classes” with real,
mobilized classes (Bourdieu 1987f:7)."°

For Bourdieu, however, if the shared condittons of existence associated
with property ownership or the lack thereof constitute necessary condidons
for class formation, they by no means represent sufficient conditions for
class identity. Here Bourdieu addresses the classical debate within Marxism
over what conditions would most likely provoke a shift from a “class-in-
itself” to a “class-for-itself” to generate class politics.' Bourdieu argues
that both those who emphasize the class-in-itself conditions for class forma-
tion and those who stress the vohmtarism of the class-for-itself are simply
aapped in another form of the objectivism/subjectivism dichotomy. “More
often than not,” Bourdieu claims, Marxist theory conceptualizes this shift
“in terms of a logic that is either totally deterministic or totally voluntarist”
(1985€:726)." The determinist view depicts class action as flowing directly
from the underlying contradictions in the objective relations of production.
The voluntarist view identifies class action in terms of a subjective “prise
de conscience” that is generally elicited through the enlightened leadership
of the Party. In contrast, Bourdieu tries to offer a conceptualization of social
class that relates class consciousness and action to underlying conditions of
existence without falling into either a determinist or voluntari'st account.”

According to Bourdieu, neither voluntarist or determinist views takes
into account the relationship between life chances and their symbolic repre-
sentadons, and in particular the symbolic lubor of leadership thatis required

10. Bourdicu writes {ibid,) that “hy equating constructed classes, which only exist as such
on paper, with real classes constituted in the fornn of mobilized groups possessing absolute
and relan’onal sclf-c:onsciousness, the Marxist tradition contuses the things of logic with the
logic of things.”

t1. The dispute Bourdicu carries on with Marxisim regarcting this aspect of class theory is
one of emphasis rather than of fundamental difference, for it has long been recagnized that
only under certain conditions does a class-in-itself hecome a class-for-itself. See Giddens
(1973:29-30) fer a presentation of Marx’s twa models of social class.

Bourdieu’s repeated claiity that rcal classes are not “classeé on paper” does not appear to
make a conceptual break with Marx. Marx's own thinking on classes is variable. Sometimes
he thinks of class as any grouping of individuals that share the same refationship to the means
of productien, regardless of their consciousness. Atother times, he emphasizes that groupings
of individuals can be called classes only when their shared interests lead to collective awareness
and action. Bourdieu wishes to emphasize this dimension of social class.

12. Tomake this point Bourdieu does not acknowledge the consideruble variety of pesi-
tions in this debate. His extremes would seein to pit the “critical Marxists” agamnst the “scien-
tilic Marxists™ (Sue Gonlduer w80, 1085). But a number of Marxists, including some classical
theorists like Cirmmsed (19713, have taken ap positions hetween these tvo extremes.

13, I his eflon o concepuulize sovial chyss in terms of hoth actor representations and
fife chance tndicats and @ erpliasiae tha elass ewareness and mehilization reguires sym-
hodic il arpaniztionl work, Bovsdien (rgR756, R indicates somee afliniy ta the works of
Cnters Ceouube TRl wachy Qoganiy and T himspson Cupta )
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to generate class identity and action.” “Classes-on-paper” can become
“classes-in-reality” only if there is symbolic and political work to give them
identity and mobilization. It is in fact the syinbolic labor of intellectuals
that represents the important factor in developing class identity and gener-
ating class action. Trade union and political party leaders, who are directly
responsible for class arganizations, and social scientists and state officials,
who produce scientific and bureaucrat'c classifications that become official
categorizations, all play key roles in generatng the social identity of classes
(Bourdicu 19835e:727). For Bourdieu, then, intellectuals play a central role
in his understanding of class relations.

Class cnd Stutuy

Another way in which Bourdieu attempts to transcend the subjectivist/
objectivist antinomy in class analysis can be seen in how he appropriates
and modifics Weber’s concepts of class and status. Bourdieu (1984a:xi)
indicates that he wants to “rethink Weber’s opposition hetween class .nd
Stand.” I'or Weber, the concept of class is a statistical construct describing
one’s market situation in the distribution of life chances. Status groups, by
contrast, denote real social groups based on common lifestyles. \Weber sees
considerable overlap between one’s life chances and status group member-
ship but not a necessary one. Status groups could coincide with classes.
“But,” Weber (1978:932) points out, “status honor need not necessarily be
linked with a class situation. On the contrary, it nonnally stands in sharp
opposition to the pretensions of sheer property.” From this idea Bourdieu
develops a general argument that status functons to disguise underlying
class interests.

[nan early article, “Condition de classe et position de classe,” Bourdieu
(1966) makes an aunalytical distinction between “class condition” and “class
position.” He associates class condition with the fundamental conditions
of existence (Weber’s “class”) but ascribes the properties of class position
(Weber’s “status”) to symbolic distinctions that emerge from the opposi-
tions and affinitics among classes. “Situational properties” are life chances

14, The idea stressed by Bourdieu that class behavior does not automatically follow from
class situation certainly parallels Weber's position on the relationship berween class situminn

and class action. Weber (1978:929) writes that “the emergence of an association or cven ol

2 mere social action [rom a comnion class situation is by no means a universal phenamenow,
... For however different life chances may be, this fact in itsclf. avenrding 10 all experienees,
by no means gives birth ta "class action” (spcial action by the smeabuers al o class).”

"The sacial closure theorist Rayrmond Murphy (1088) alsio sees this concepial mtencan by
Weber, and calls lor revogrninn of the dillerence henveen canstineted clans asd nobilized

l‘l:lNh’.
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for basic living standards, whereas “positional properties” emerge out of
the dymamic of stacus competition. Class position (i.e., status distincti'on)
represents that fonn of class struggle emerging from ostensibly nonmaterial
distinctions. Class situation (i.e., economic power) represents the material
conditions that set the broad parameters for class position.

Bourdieu points out that for Weber the possession or lack of possession
of property is the fundamental determinant of class situation. Status groups,
however, are defined by the distance they are able to establish from the
underlying class situation—that is, by asearch for distinction frem underly-
ing economic necessity.'* Bourdieu (1966:213) argues that instead of think-
ing of Weber’s distinction as opposing “two types of 7ea/ unitics” that vary
in relative importance from society to society, one should think of them
as “nomiual unities” that

resule from the chofee to wccentuwte the econonric or symiblic aspecty since these two as-
pects always coexist in reality (in different proportions that vary by socicty and by
class) because the symbolic distinetions are always second to the economic diffet-
ences they express and transfigure.

Bourdieu (1980a:214) thus appropriates Weber’s conceptualization of sta-
tus groups as based on “lifestyles,” but argues they are 20z “a diffcrent kind
of group from classes, but arc rather dominant classes dewsed as such, or,
so to speak, sublimated and thereby legitimated.” Thus, classes take on the
appearance of status groups in everyday lif ¢!

This reformulac’'on of the relationship between social class and status
permits Bourdieu to integrate culture, tastes, and lifestyle indicators into
a social-class framework. It marks his distmce from Marxist class analysis
by conceptualizing culture as a constituent feature of social class and by
identfying status as a source of false consciousness. Bourdieu offers a class-
symbolization model of status where cultural differences serve as markers
of class differences. Class differences find expression in status distinctions
that rank individuals and groups on scales of social honorability rather than
in terms of economic interest alone. ‘T'hey go misrecognized, however,

“

15. Weber (1978:927) writes that* ‘property’ and lack of property” are . . . the basic entego-
ries of all class sinrati'ons.” Bourdien (1966) notes that Weber (:978:937) specifies the (ollow-
ing contrast between class and status groups: “With some over-simplification, one might thus
say that classes are strutified according to their relations to the production and acquisition of
goads; whereas status graps are sirarified according to the principles of their conswonption of
gonds as reprosened hy special siyles of lile.

10, Here we see due complexity ol Bourdieu's thoughu on the: relacionship berween eco-
nomic capital ol sywibalie capital “Che cdationship w b positively and negatively conve-
Lued. lust as b stotns disancrums associned ssith class posision hoh deny sid yer signal
elass conndinian, so ssihobie capanl s ccomvmie capind dened.
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since they are legitimated through the powerful ideology of individual qual-
ities of talent, merit, and giftedness.”

Bourdieu’s reformulation of the relationship betwecn class and status
is complex, and not without ambiguity and tension. He acknowledges that
the relatonship itself varies by social class.'” For some classes, such as the
underclass (sous-proletaires), positional properties may directly reflect the
socialization incurred by extremely limited material resources. Here class
position and class situation are practically identical. For the middle classes,
in contrast, positional properties are less directly determined by class situa-
tion, as they derive more from the dynamics of interclass distinctions more
available to economically privileged groups (Bourdieu 1966:205). He there-
fore sees the limited material conditions of existence as having a more direct
bearing upon attitudes and behavior of very economically disadvanraged
classes whereas positionality assumwes relan'vely more importance for the
materially advantaged groups. The underlying explanatory principle seems
to be that symbolic distinctions grow as distance from necessity increases.

Finally, the class/status distinction correlates with another distinction
Bourdicu sometimes imakes between “intrinsic” and “relational” features of
class.” Intrinsic features signal “material conditions of existence, of prime-
val experiences of the social world” whereas class-position characteristics

17. See Gartman's (1991) neo-Marxist, Frankfure school crinque of Bourdiew’s class-
distinction model of cultural pracuices. Gartman accuses Bourdieu of establishing a “tautologi-
cal relation” between class and culere by integratng culture into hus definition of class. For
Marxists, class is fundameamlly determined by locadon in production relations, which, in
turn, determines lifestyles and culture (superstructure). Gastinan further contends that with
the emergence of mass consumer societycultural differences no longer signal underlying class
differences. Differences in consumer choices reveal, not statos distinctons of individual or
sociat honor, hut income differences. These perceprions deflect artentton away from class
inequalities at the point of praduction and from the sphere of social honor into a realm of
competition for income where effort and perhaps luck operte.

“I'wo sets of empirical yuestions separate Bourdieu from Gartman's perspective. First, there
1s disagreement over the magnitude of actual empirical differences in cansumer preferenees
between social classes. Gartman minimizes these differences whereas Bourdieu emphasizes
them. Second, there is disagreement over how consumers really perceive lifestyle differences.
Gartman argues that these are perceeived in sheer quantitative terms of income differences
steniming from the competitive market whereas Bourdicu sees them as perceived in noneco-
nomie staws distingtions.

8. In the 1966 article Bourdicu (205) acknowledges that the explanatory strength of his
structral approach will “vary considerahly according to the position of the social classes to
whichitis applied and according to the degree to which the properties of position are irceduce
ible to situational properties.”

19. This distinction appears in the 1966 article, “Condition de cliss and pasnion de class,”
but alse reappears in his more recent statement an the convept o sodal classe “Whar Makes
a Social Class?™ (19870). 1n Bonrdicn 1p85¢ (724 25) achins ave detimend by their “relanive
pasitions” within socil space, bt there stetors have both " umssie praperiies Qhew comlition)
and thetr velational properiies Gheir posision).*

- e
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are relational (Bourdieu 1987f:6). Here he associates class situation with the
intrinsic features of class that convey a fundamentally “materialistc” image
ofclass. Buthealso salksabout the “relational” features of class position whose
effects stem from comparative advantages or disadvantages relative to other
classes “as being above or below them, or between them” (ibid.).?°

This “intrinsic/relational” distinction stands in tension with his recur-
ring demands for the eradication of all “substanualist” assumptions from
sociological analysis. Are the intrinsic material conditions to be explined
relationally as well as all the positional properties? Are we to conceptualize
relationally class situation as well as class position? Doesn’t the distnction
hetween situation and position imply that the relational logic applies to the
latter rather than the former? [f relational logic applies to class situation,
so that even the material conditions of existence of a class are to be seen
in comparison with other classes, then how much more relational and com-
parative could one be in thinking about class position?

Bersdiei’s Constructed Social Clayy

If social class i the fundamental sociological grouping for Bourdicu, his
use of the term creates some confusion. At times his usage is clearly Marxist,
as when it poins to position in productive relations. More frequently,
Bourdieu’s usage approaches Weber’s “market situation.” At other tmes,
“social class” is used as a broad classificatory category. “Class” sometimes
refers to a specific graup, such as laborers, the elderly, or women. At other
times it is an instrument of cognitive and social distincti'on. It can receive
quite diverse designations, and Bourdieu seldom offers definitions to clarify
his intent for the reader.

In light of Bourdieu’s meta-sociological considerations, what alterna-
tive conception of social class does he offer? [How does Bourdieu construct
his “theoretical” classes? Like both Marx and Weber, Bourdieu thinks of
social class in terms of power and privilege. But as Brubaker (1985:761-
62) perceptively points out, Bourdicu’s concept of class differs from that
of both Marx and Weber. ‘[hough an affirmed materialist, Bourdieu does
not define social class primarily in terms of location in the social relations
of production. Nor does his social class represent Weber’s “market situa-
ton.” His constructed classes are defined in terms of “similar positions in
social space” that provide “similar conditions of existence and condition-
ing” and therelore create “similar dispositions™ which in tim generate

2a. I tas snsedes b oo nar speay swhether this “relaionad® featare s Tandamentally
evinthalic o wherdser o mchadin the el hmension as well
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“similar practices” (Bourdieu 1987f:6). Classes are sets of “biological indi-
viduals having the same habitus” (Bourdieu 199oh:59). In other words, he
defines social classes as any grouping of individuals sharing similar condi-
tions of existence and their corresponding sets of dispositions. e also as-
similates the idea of social classes with the symbolic and social classification
struggle for the “monopoly of the legitimate representation of the social
world” (Bourdieu 1)9oc:180).%

Thus, Bourdieu’s conceptualization of class is not tied to the specific
historical development of capitalism, as it is for Marx. And though similar
to Wcber’s life chances, it includes dispositions as well as market power.
Social class becomes a gencric term for all social groups shuring similar life
chances and dispositions. In this respect, classes, for Bourdieu, resemble a
Durkheimian category of groups sharing experiences and collective repre-
sentations (Durkheim 1965; Durkheim and Mauss 196 3:8:-88).%

What, then, for Bourdieu, are the important constituent factors of so-
cial classes? He defines social-cluss position in terms of the volume and
structure of various forms of capital and how they are changing over time.
The most basic capitals are economic, cultural, social, and symbolic. While
their interrelationships can vary from society to society, the important fac-
tors always appear to be those most directly related to the fundamental
“material conditions of existence” (Bourdieu 1984a:106). With regard to
France and the United States, he explicidy ranks economic capital as the
most important, followed by cultural capital. But this need not be the case
in every society (Bourdicu 1987f:3—4).

Bourdieu’s concept of class also takes into account other stratifying
factors, such as gender, race or ethnicity, place of residence, and age. These
are “inseparable” features of class, along with cconomic factors. At times
they appear constitutive of social classes. Yet they do not appear to be pri-
mary forms of capital. In Distinetion (1984a:102-9) Bourdicu treats them
as “secondary” to those capitals directly affecting the findamental material
conditions of existence. Bourcdicu’s thinking on this matter is complex, and
is open to both misunderstanding and legitimate criticism.

Consider how he deals with the relationship between social classes and
gender. Bourdieu (1984a:107-8) holds that

sexual properties are as inseparable {rom class properties as the yellowness of lcinon
is from its acidity: a class is detined in an essential respect by the place and value
it gives to the two sexes and to their socially consatuted dispositions. “Ihis is why

2t Hesees the struggle over symbolic chssifications us a censral featne “of every kind of

struggle between classes, whether of generations, of gemler, ar ol soel k™ Ghidl).
22 In a semmnul review of Bowrdien, DiMaggin Co7orngzo) valls amvartan moihis Durk
heimian dinension ol Bennedicw's thamagbn
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there are as many ways of realizing femininity as there are classes and class fract’ons,
and the division of labour between the sexes takes quite ditferent forms, both in
practices and in representations, in the ditferent social classes. So the true nature of
aclass or class fraction is expressed in its distribution by sex or age, and perhapseven
more, since iw futurc is then ae stake, by the trend of this distribun’on over dme.

Here he affirms the importance of gender as a constituent feature of social
class. Gender characteristics arc “inseparable” from class :ind define it in
an “essential respect.” To illustrate, Bourdieu (104, 108) notes that certain
occupations, such as medical :and social services, are highly feminized, or,
though from the same social class, males are more likely to study science
and females more likely to study literature in French schools.

Nevertheless, gender creates social divisions that occur within classes
rather than cross-cut them. Indeed, Bourdicu (107) specifies that “the vol-
ume and composition of capital give specific form and value to the determi-
nations which the other factors (age, sex, place of residence, etc.) impose
on practices.”

In a later article on social class, Bourdieu (19874:7) echoes the same line
of thought when he refers to other principles of “ethnic, racial or nadonal”
stratification that compete with class principles in the struggle to define
and understand the sacial world. Certain formulations by Bourdieu suggest
that gender could be considered a form of capital and itself const'tute a
social class. Occasionally he refers to gender classes on par with sodal
classes (Bourdieu 1984a:468, 1987f:15). More frequently he suggests that
gender can function as a stratifying mechanism capable of creating gender
classes. Indeed, it is the secondary social divisions based on gender, race,
region, or nationality that compete with the “real underlying principles”
(Bourdieu 1987f:7) of class formation and prohibit the wansinon from
“probable” classes that are founded in objective determinants of social space
into real classes. There can be real mobilized social groups that Bourdieu
is willing to calt classes, even though they are rooted in what he labels
“secondary” sources of social division. Yet they seem to become classes
only when they mobilize economic and cultural capital as well. Gender as
a secondary factor constitutes one of the “potential lines of division” that
if mobilized can “split [social classes], more or less deeply and permanently”
(Bourdieu 1984a:107). But though a “potential” source of mobilizaton,
gender is less likely to he an enduring and forceful social division like social
class.® Thus, the sceondary factors of sex, race, age, or region, while to he

238, Rourdicn wittes tbnl) e -.li""'l’\ malilized on !lll‘ lnisis ol a Sl'('ulld;ll'}' crilerion
twtsch s sex or aged e Bkely va be Bl wpether less pernmnently sl less deeply thae
thiose soahdvacsl on ghe Basis o the timbosvencal sleermavanis o) dsear condhnos




156 | CHAPTER SEVEN

included in the constructed class, appear to have less potential for class
mobilization than do material factors.

Bourdieu’s (1984a:468) treatment of gender as a “secondary” constit-
uent of class seems to contradict claims elsewhere in his work that gender
is a major social division; indeed, that gender is the paradiginatic form of
symbolic violence. This claim, which we find in his early anthropological
work and reaffirmed more recently in an article on sexual domination
(Bourdieu 1ggoe), and which presents the male/female dichotomy as repre-
senting a fundamental and universal ordering principle, is not integrated
into his class analysis. There in fact seems to be two different roles for
gender at work in different portions of Bourdieu’swork, and their interrela-
tions remain unclear. On the one hand, when Bourdieu writes in Distinction
about the “fundamental conditions of existence,” he evokes a materialist
image of “distance from necessity” and defines gender ais a secondary vari-
able in this stratification framework. Yet, in other parts of his work, he
refers to the gender symbolism of the binary male/female opposition as a
form of domination in all social hierarchics. How the two views interact is
not clear.

This complex line of argument suggests that Bourdieu is trying to chart
a position somewhere herween the importance accorded by Marxists to class
and the importance accorded by feminists to gender.™ Against Marxism,
Bourdicu argues for a multidimensional understanding of class by holding
that key features of class include stratifying features like gender, race, re-
gion, and nationality. But are there objective gender classes on par with
objective social classes as certain formulations suggest? Iere there is ambi-
guity. More certain is Bourdieu’s acknowledgement that gender can consti-
tute a competing source of social division to social class. But his claim that
gender is ultimately less capable than class of sustaining mobilized social
action shows his distance from most contemporary feminists.?*

"The complexity and amhiguity in Bourdieu’s position is exacerbated by
his methodology. Bourdicu reasons more in terms of ensembles of variables

24. Though fenivisin has never heen as significant an intellectual reference for Bourdieu
as has Marxism,

25. See McCall (1992) for an insightful feminist critique of Bourdieu’s use of gender. After
criticizing Bourdicu for relegating gender o a “secondary” social division refative to social
class, she idemifies a possihle “second reading” of Bourdieu that would consider gender as a
form of eiibodied capital. Moreover, she finds a powerful “cross-class gender syrubolism” in
Bourdiew’s clainn that the male/female dichotomy is a fauckunental hinavy opposition in any
social order. Yet she also criticizes Bourdieu for defining this gender symbalisng “tans rigidly
and deterministically” (ihid., 847). McCall (8g1) sees Banrdicn s teeptng: pemler division
as a “universal and natural” category chat sicuctures all of secial hiv, vather thao acknowdedging:
that masiculinivies: and feminiies are consiracied and conrested e, and din ondiodials
can experiance anbipmiies awmnd pemler nlasy losuolities
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rather than separating out individual variables for precise measurement. He
thinks of classes as structured ensembles or constellations of factors, and
resists abstracung out individual traits as key indicators. Bourdieu’s struc-
turalist and antipositivist data-analytic method calls for focus on the “com-
plete system of relationships which constitutes the true principle of the
specific strength and form of the effects registered in any particular correla-
ton” (1984a:102-3, 106—7). This permits him to criticize more conven-
tional multivariate modeling techniques for attempting to measure the rela-
tive importance of various independent variables. He affirms the relative
importance of the different forms of capital, but only in structured combi-
nations—never as individual variables. Furthermore, he offers no demon-
stration of how much better his preferred statistical model fits the data than
any others.

{f classes are sets of individuals who share similar objective opportuni-
ties and subjective dispositions, how arc they to be represented empirically?
Is not one recurrent research (inding that individuals equal in education and
occupation often differ considerably in attitudes and behavior? Bourdieu
(1984a:106) acknowledges this difficulty, but places much of the blame for
tt on prevailing methods employed in sociology:

Social class is not defined hy a property . . . nor by a collection of properties (of
sex, age, social origins, ethnic origin . . . income, educational level etc.), nor even
by a chain of properties strung out from a fundamental property (positon in the
relations of production) in a relation of cause and effece . . . but by the structure
of relations between all the pertinent properties which gives its specific value to
each of them and to the effects they exert on practices.

No single indicator of class is sufficient, and Bourdieu stresses the limita-
tons of purely statistical analyses. Rather, class analysis calls for a particular
method. It is

the work of construction and ohscrvation . . . to isolate (relatvely) homogencous
sets of individuals characterized by sets of properties thatare statr'stically and “socio-
logically” interrelated. (Bourdieu 1984a:259)

Class analysis involves the “work of construction” in an effort to assemble
two total systems of factors: the conditions of external existence and their
corresponding dispositions. Bourdieu generally relies on data about the re-
sources, activities, and auitudes of members of different occupations. But
he also emphasizes “secundary properties’
gonder, i agge,

including plce of residence,

.

For Bosrdiea, iherelore, social class is always o “consteucted class,”
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forged from imaginative combinations of statstical evidence and ethno-
graphic description—frequently supplemented with interviews, photo-
graphs, and extracts from advertisements and the popular press. Bour-
dieu’s “work of construction” resembles what Brubaker (1985:768) calls a
“Webero-Proustian method”: it resembles an ideal-type of capital cenfigu-
rations that is gamered with observed subtledes in manner and style that
individuals empley te mark social rank. Distinction illustrates best how
Bourdieu employs this method. There he offersa portrait of the class struc-
ture of centemporary France that distinguishes classes in terms of differ-
ences in economic and cultural capital, habitus, and lifestyle. It is to that
description that we now turn.

The Freach Social-Class Structire

Bourdieu thinks of social classes as structured configurations of the various
farms of capital that define a field. The field of social classes, as described
in chapter 6, figure 1, is structured by amounts and types of capital, “under-
stood as the set of actually usable resources and pewer” (Bourdicu 1984a:
114). The most important are economic capital and cultural capital®* [n
order to construct the most homogeneous groupings of individuals in
terms of their fundamental conditions of existence, he constructs a three-
dimensional social space. The three fundamental dimensions of this space
are: total volume of capital, composition of capital, and social trajectory.”
Using this framework, Bourdieu outlines in Distinction his view ef the class
structure in contemporary France.

Differences in the velume of total capital demarcate interclass divisiens.
In the case of France, differences in total volume of capital define an overall
three-tier stratification structure that includes a dominant class, a middle
class, and a working class.”® The substantial possession of almost every kind
of capital sets apart the dominant class—the focus of most of Bourdieu’s
work—from all other groupsin the stratification order. In terms of occupa-

26. Sometimes Bourdicu (1986a) joins “social capital” to economic and cultural capital as
one of the three main Torms of capital. Social eapital is a “capital of social connections, honour-
ability and respectahility” that can be converted into economie, political, and social advantages
(Bourdieu 1984a:122). Nevertheless, it is econemic capisal and cultural capital that fom the
basis of Beurdicu’s model of the class structure in modern France.

27. "The most concise statements of this conceprualization are tn hie tomml - Bourdien
1984a:114~32 and 1985e:723-24.

18. Bourdien (1984a:3¢45—46) uses incerchangeahly the Narswt revannlopy al “honrgent
sie” to designate the dominant elass and “perie hanegeaisie™ 1 desipmate ihe unddle class,
Fle alsa will speak of the domimant, wishdle, s working classes o ahe plaral as well as i
the simgutae depending apon shethee he wishes 1o esmpliastee aeer o o s koo
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tional categories, Bourdieu’s (1984a:128, 1989¢:379-83) dominant class in-
cludes the liberal professions, university teachers, senier state of ficials, big-
business owners and executives, and artists and writers. At the opposite end
of the interclass spectrum stands the werking class, which holds very little
capital. Bourdieu includes within the werking class the several types and
skill-levels of manual laborers, whether in modern industry or agriculture.
Between these two extremes lie the broad middle class, with modest
amounts of capital accumulation.?”

Difterences in the composition of capital holdings delimit several in-
traclass fractions. The dominant class is internally differentiated by unequal
distributions of economic capital and cultural capital®® At one extreme
stand those occupations, such as writers, artists, and university professors,
rich in cultural capital hut less well endowed in economic capital. At the
opposite extreme, stand big-business owners and financiers whose c¢co-
nomic wealtli is not matched by their cultural capital. In between one finds
the liberal professions and senior managers in the private and public sectors
who tend to have a more balineed composition of economic and culeural
capital.”! These three dominant class fractions struggle for access to valued
resources and positions of power, and over definitions of cultural legitimacy
in the advanced industrialized socicties.” ‘They are the principal contenders
in the field of power.

29. Though Bourdieu does not try to delimir class boundaries in his own work, it is clear
from his nse of occupational categorics that he daes not see, as does, for example, Alain Tou-
raine (1973), the emergence of a new and expanded working class that would include a broad
range of lower-level white-collar positions. Bourdieu’s analyses show that the tradin’onal divi-
sion between blue- and white-collar workers remains in force across a broad range of lifestyle
indicators.

30. Bourdieu’s most comprehensive statement of this comnceptualization of the dominant
class is to be found in Distinction (114-15), hut an early starement identifying the unequal
disributions of economic capital and cultural capinel as the principal source of stragficatron
within the dominant class is to he found in “Cultural Reproduction and Social Reproduction”
{Bourdieu 1973a).

31. Bourdieu’s conceptualization of intraclass groupmgs in terms of the composition of
their different types of capital has a certam affimty with Lenski’s (1952, 1954) analysis of status
discrepancies. Both call attention to the multidimensional character of stratification and the
discrepancies in attitudes and behavior that can be caused hy the different types of capital.
Bourdicu and Lenski differ, however, in their choices of methodology emploved to demen-
strate discrepancies in valued resources. Reflecting his antapositivist pesition and his desire
to highlight subtle intraclass social divisions, Bourdieu (198 4a:572) refuses to use a composite
index as a proxy for social class.

32. The ides of the dominang class divided against itself did not of course eriginate with
Bourdieu. As Mannheim (3056:1:26) put it aleeady in 1936, “the modern hourgeaisie had from
the hegnming o tseotold soub 1oat—ou the one haml the owners of capieal, on the other
those indivituals whorme only capual @msisicd in their educdion. |t was comnsan therefore
to speak o che progecned and edueaced elass, the cdueited element heng, havasee, by o
meaans clealopiailly wospeenen wab e propeny-owntisg elemem.”
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Bourdieu (1984a:122-23, 339—4r1) finds the same “chiastc structure”
in cultural and economic capital distribution within the middle class. [t
opposes, for example, primary school teachers to small-business employers
(e.g., shopkeepers and crattsmen) since the former are relatively richer in
cultural capital whereas the latter hold relagvely more economic eapital.??
Junior executives, technicians, clerical personnel, and paramedicals, media
personnel, and health and socal service occupaa’ons hold intermediate po-
sitions between these two extremes. Bourdieu (1984a:35¢4—71) devotes par-
ticular attention to these intermediate, or “semi-bourgeois,” positions,
which he labels the “new petite bourgeoisie.” Bourdieu characterizes these
new positions s being cultural-capital-intensive yet relatively unregulated
or standlrdized, and specialized in the production of symbotlic goods and
services. They permit the maximum of “cultural pretension” since they do
not represent types of knowledge with well-escablished standards through
professionalization and formal education. They have become the “new
taste-takers” of the “art of consuming, spending and enjoying.” T'hey in-
elude

all the occupations involving presentation and representation (sales, marketing, ad-
vertising, public relations, fashion, decuration . . . in all the institutions providing
symbolic goods and services. These include the various jobs in medical and social
assistance (marriage: guidance, sex therapy, dietetics, vacational guidance, pacdiatrie
advice) . . . and in cultural production and organization (yauth leaders, play leaders,
tutors and monitors, radio and “I'V producers and presenters, magazine journalisss),
which have expanded considerably in recent years. (Bourdieu 19842a:350)

They have emerged in recent years with the growth of the service and
communication sectors in the technologically advanced societies. T'hey are
symptomatic of the new mode of dominagon through symbolic violence,
the imposition of dominant-class culture on subordinate groups.

[n France, Bourdicu (357) tinds that the new petite bourgeoisie recruits
from two different social origins: (1) educated individuals from working-
class origins who do not accumulate the most prestigious educational cre-
dentials and who are unable to convert their credential capital nto well-
established, prestigious positions; and (2) individuals of donminant-class
origins who also e not obtain prestigious educational credentials but who
are able to avoid downward mobility by converting their inherited cultural

33. Atan even more disaggregated level of analysis. the same dilleremimpy, prastaple dis
tin_gushes art and crafis retailers from heads of ather Kistds af sorall businesses

34 Bowrdien (50, 1§3) uses the lalwds af *new bunggeeomie™ usul "o penne howrpemsie”
imerchungcaldy 1o desigrates such “semi-bourgeois™ positiens

-
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capital as well as social and economic capital into the symbolic goods and
services that are easily marketable.

These new occupatons offer dominant-class individuals without much
education *an honourable refuge to avoid social decline” (338). Since these
semi-bourgeois positions become a common ground for different class re-
cruits (150), class conflict takes on the form of a competitive struggle for
distincdon and emulation that is based on perceptions of the social worth
of different kinds of lifestyles.*’

The lowest volume of total capital assets describes the working class.
Bourdieu defines the working class by its relative lack of economic and
cultural capital, compared to the dominant and middle classes. In particular,
he suggests that the significantly greater economic constraints facing the
working class limit its range of cultural capital accumulation. Relative
differences in economic and cultural capital can be found among such
working-class occupations as skilled, semi-skilled, or unskilled manual
workers and farin labors (114). But Bourdieu has devoted little attention
to analyzing intraclass differences within the working class. The focus of
his work is on the dominant classes.

Bourdieu’s focus on contigurations of various forms of capital simu-
lates reconsideratton of the significance of occupational categories, which
are frequently used in social science as measures of social class. Bourdieu
1s sharply critical of using occupational categoriesin this way, arguing that
they are “bureaucratic” rather than “scientific” categories, and therefore
tend in fact to represent quite socially heterogeneous groupings. But since
they are readily available measures, Bourdieu himself employs occupational
titles as the principal indicator of positionality within his three-dimensional
space. e conceptually deconstructs them, however, in terms of the under-
lying volume and composition of capital they represent. This provides a
more disaggregated and muludimensional view of actors situated in multi-
ple social hierarchies than is found in mainstream status-actainment re-
search,

Unfortunately, the interpretative power of his approach is not matched
by the degree of empirical precision that many sociologists would desire.
Social capital in particular is seldom measured. Thus Bourdieu’s work
pomts to the urgent need to collect data on the variety of valued resources
that constitute class position, to interpret existing data categories such as
occupation in a structural rather than empiricist manner, and to present

15- Bourdien's portaval of e new petty haurgeasie alifters signiticantly fraon rocent
Frenh Magvst aeessnstBbusulilig, Fstable, amd Malewmet 173, Pankingzas 1977) i itan by
stiesses lser sovctal, colaw i, o e clapne el diversiy ol this imddbe eanpe i the clss stracgere
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data ina format that will more adequately communicate the complex, oppo-
sitional, and tentative character of class relations.

The third dimension in Bourdieu’s model refers to how the volume
and composition of capital for groups and individuals change over time.*
Changes in capital volume and composition determine the collect've future
of the group. Bourdieu argues that the social trajectory of a class decisively
shapes the attitudes and practices of its members. The social mobility
chances for a group are another important kind of objective structure that
is internalized in habitus.’’

Bourdicu (1984a:123) speaks of three possible social trajectorics: up-
ward mobility, downward mobility, or stagnation. Movement upward or
downward will tend to give respectively optimistic or pessimistic views re-
garding one’s future chances. Whether a class is rising or declining numeri-
cally will shape its outlook toward the future. Bourdieu finds that the pessi-
mism of French shopkeepers and lariners reflects their decline as a class,
whereas the rising numbers of technicians accounts for their relatively
greater degree of optimism. Habitus reflects fairly distinctly the three dif-
ferent kinds of movement: growth, decline, or status quo.

Compared with mainstream status-attainment research in sociology,
Bourdieu’s multidimensional class analysis providess a more comprehensive
structural reading of social position in the stratification order. Location in
social space, he argues, cannot be adequately captured by such unidimen-
sional measures as father’s occupational prestige or family income. He calls
for looking at a broader range of sacial background factors thatlikely shape
individual attitudes and behavior. ‘The concept of cultural capital, in partic-
ular, taps dimensions of unequal advantage not fully appreciated by mea-
sures of parental income, oecupation, and education. We are already begin-
ning to see a growing body of studies inspired hy Bourdieu’s concept that
provide new insights into the cultural components of social inequality (e.g.,
PiMaggio and Mohr 984, Larcau 1989).

The three dimensions of stratification—volume and composition of
the formns of capital and social trajectory—provide the general framework
for Bourdiew’s analysis of class structures in contemporary societies. tle
argues that individuals who share similar posidons on all three dimensions
also share similar conditions of existence or class condition. Where they

36. This dimension is first identlied in Bourdiew’s 66 article “Condinion e classe ct
positon de classe,” but does not receive elaborntion until his 1674 arisele *Avenir de classe.”
The concept is used throughoue his subsequent work, pactienlaely i lus swalvsis, i Lt ion.,
of class-hased lifestyles and constimion patierns,

37. For Bowrdien, individual ealectories are lwavs denvanse ot aelleciive Tsgerete
nes of elass (Ronrdien tegeang).
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do, one can anticipate observing corresponding similarities in all forms of
cultural and social practices. Where they do not, incongruities in practices
will occur. We will see in the next section how Bourdieu identifies impor-
tant intraclass differences where similarity in volume but differences in
composition of capital occur or where similarity in both volume and com-
position are clouded by differences in social trajectory.

Class, Habitus, and Tustes

Of particular interest to sociologists is how Bourdicu integrates his concep-
tualization of social space with his concepts of habitus and field to explain
aesthen'c preferences, consuner behavior, and lif estyles. e argues that the
class structure of society, as defined by the three dimensions of social space,
becomes internalized in distinct class habitus. Each habitus embodies both
the material conditions of existence of the class and the symbolic difterenti-
ations (e.g., high/low, rich/poor) that categorize and rank its relation to
other classes. Individuals then enter the various fields of taste with disposi-
tions that predispose them to make lifestyle choices charucteristic of their
class habitus. Lifestyles are practcal expressions of the symbolic dimension
of class relations.

Having constructed the three-dimensional social space in which he
conceptualizes social-class relations, Bourdieu (19842:208) then argues that
the patterns of cultural consumption and lifestyle distribute along similar
sets of axes demonstrating that there is a “structural homology” between
the field of social classes and the space of lifestyles. By “structural homol-
ogy” Bourdieu thinks of this relationship between class and lifestyles less
in terms of “correspondence” between specific classes and partcular con-
sumer traits than in terms of “structures of opposition.” Rather than posit
that partcular consumer products or practices correspond to intrinsic
character'stics of specific classes, Bourdien offers his structural and rela-
tional approach to the class/culture nexus. It matters little whether pro-
fessionals prefer tennis, hockey, rughy, boxing, or cricket. What matters is
that their preferences express systematic opposition to those of other
classes. Thus, whether in sports, interior decorating, clothing, food, or lei-
sure, one should be able to find systematic oppositions differentiating the
various classes. His demonstration is designed to argue against three alter-
native views: postmodern cultural fluidity, income explanation, and con-
scious stats-scekingr,

By stressing the connection hetween lifeseyle distinetions and social
structure, Bounden stands apent from most postmadern consumer-cubure
thearists el thar vapudly changing pesduction, markenng, and con-
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sumption patterns have lead to a profusion and proliferation of status sym-
bols that no longer correspond to enduring social-class divisions, For exam-
ple, Bourdieu shifts the focus from the high level of generality pursued by
Baudrillard (1988a, 1988b) to argue that the current inflation of lifestyle
tastes stems from a structured social space where particular classes and class
fractions compete to impose their own particular tastes as legitimate, Bour-
diev emphasizes that social classes differentiave themselves across a broad
and changing array ol consumer practices.

[f Bourdieu sees a clear connection between class and miany consumer
practices, he also sees his approach as distinct from an income explanation.
While he acknowledges that much consumer behavior is associated with
fevel of income, Bourdieu insists that this association is wediated by the
dispositions of hahitus.™ He argues that “income tends to be credited with
o cawsal ef ficacy which it in fact only exerts in association with the habitus
it has produced” (1984a:375). The primacy of habitus rather than sheer
number of dollars in shaping consumer choice “is clearly seen when the
same income is associated with very different patterns of consumption.””
Or, it can be seen

whenever a change in social position puts the habitus inco new conditions, so that
its specitic: efficacy can he isolated, it is taste——the wste of necessity or the taste of
luxury—and not high or low income which commands the practices objectively
adjusted to these resources. (175)

He thus sharply criticizes supply—demand models of consimer behavior
that limit explanation of consumer choice to one of purchasing power.
Bourdieu contends that actors choose products for reasons of taste rather
than becausc of careful cost—benefit analysis. “The real principle of prefer-
ences is taste, a virtue made of necessity” (177). And tiste stems from the
deeply rooted cxpectations that individuals internalize trom their experi-
ences of abundance or scarcity in the social world.

Bourdieu also rejects the idea that consumer practices stem froma con-
scious strategy of status-seeking a la Veblen (1979). If consumer practices
are socially differentiated in ways that are homologous to social-class dis-
tinctions, this nexus emerges through habitus rather than through con-
scious calculation. Bourdieu (1984a:172—-73) stresses that

38. Here we seethe recurring theme in Bourdicu’s wark ot e col tnval mediation of pratiees.
Though a materialist, Bourdiew is sharply eritical of erude ceonomisne sieeounls ol practises,
including consumer hehavior.

39, Unfortumaely, he docs not adequaney hock apeadus vl wile comvmcmgs enyngeal
suppart Tram either his ovn research oealst ol whers

e ———
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all the practices and products of a given agent are objectively harmenized among
themselves, without any deliberate pursuit of coherence, and objectively orches-
traced, without any conscious concertation, with those of all members of the same
class.

Thus, Bourdieu rejects class-based rational-aetor modes of individual be-
havior.

We next turn to examples of how he sees class habitus intersecting
with particular lifestyle fields to generate class-based consumer practices
in France,

Bourdieu (176) theorizes differences in volume and composition of
capital as the two fundamental organizing principles that link cultural con-
sumption and lifestyle to social-class conditions.* "F'hese differences in class
condition generate distinct and mutually difterentiating class habitus that
in turn produce lifestyle distinctions.* They difterentiate a dominant-class
hahitus of distinction from a working-class hzbitus of necessity. Differences
in total volume of capital distinguish as rare and therefore more desirable
those practices that presuppose considerable economic and cultural capital
from those common vulgar practices that are readily available to individuals
with little capital. Actors with abundant capital enjoy considerable freedom
from the practical constraints and temporal urgencies imposed by material
searcities and the consequent necessiti'es of carning a livelihood. Those with
meager capital find little respite from the practical demands of making a
living. This relative “distance from necessity” produces dit ferent class habi-
tus, which in turn generate distinctsets of tastes.* Since habitus produces

4o. Though in Distinction (1 14) Bourdien delines the three stratification dimensions of vol-
ume of capital, composition of capital, and social tajectory, he draws unevenly upon them
in his analysis of French class structure and consumer practices. H differences in totl volume
of capital delineate the three principal classes (dominant, middle, and working), differences
in comnposition and theirchangesover time are found only in the dominant and middle classes.
Indeed, at one point in his analysis Bourdien (171) neglects the third dimension altogether
and reduces in summary form his own analysis to the first two dimensions. His (339-65)
exploration of the dimension of change in capital holdings. over time is most developed in
the case of the subtle differences in lifestyle among the various traetions constituting the mid-
dle class.

41. Bourdieu (172) writes that “life-styles are thus the systematic products of hahitus,
which, perceived in thesr mutual relacons through the schemes: of the habitus, become sign
systems that are socially qualified (as ‘distinguished’, ‘vulgar’ etc).”

42. Here Bourdieu (54) draws a close connection between cultural practices and economic
necessities. [ le presupposes that economic necessities must first be mer befere cultural activi-
ties can accur, as least as they are detined by leginmate dominant culture. His argument here
is consistent with how be elabaraes a materialist inderstanding of status and subjective dispe-
sitions, Posttively mlvantagel proups are more likely o greneratesunus disdnetions. And dispo-
it nns e Uenpeileawd w1 the Lot mlysis, by alie cconamic bases ol the sodal formetion
e qpuestian tBoarhien 1y My
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practices adjusted to the regularities of the conditions of existence, taste
becomes

a practical mastery of distributions which makes it possible to sense or intuit what
is likely (or unlikely) to befall—and therefore te belit—an individual occupying a
given position in social space. 1t functions as a sort of social orientation, a “sense
of on¢’s plice,” guiding the nccupants of a given place in social space towards the
social positions adjusted to their propertics, and towards the practices or goods
which befit the occupants of that position. It impliesa practical anticipation of what
the social meaning and value of the chosen practice or thing will prohahly be, given
their distribution in social space and the practical knowledge the other agents have
of the correspondence between goods and groups. (Bourdieu 19842:466-67)

Through the working of habitus, taste

transtorms necessities into strategyes, constraints into prefercences, and, without any
mechanical determination, it generates the set of “choices” constituting life-styles.
... Itis a virtue made of necessity which continuously transforms necessity into
virtue by inducing “choices” which correspond to the condition of which it is the
product. (Baurdien 1984a:175)

As the distance from economic necessities grows,

life-style increasingly beconies the product of what Weher calls a “stylization of
life,” a systematic commminnent which orients and organiz.es the most diverse prac-
tices—the choice of a vintage or a cheese or the decoration of holiday home in
the country. (55-56)

Differences in basic conditions of existence produce, therefore, a “basic
opposition between the tastes of luxury and the tastes of necessity,” between
actors whose economic circumstances permit the pursuit of status distine-
tions and those who can afford no such luxury (183). This opposition pits
members of the dominant classes against those of the working class (indus-
trial laborers and peasants). It generates two corresponding and opposing
types of class habitus: the taste for freedom and taste for necessity.

‘TASTE FOR FREEDOM

Since the dominant class possesses a high volume ol capital, it develops
a “taste of freedom” from the mundane maerial necesstties sl practical
urgencies of everyday life. "Tlis “sense ol distinctton™ s claacterized by
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an “aesthetic disposit’on” in its “distant, detached or casual disposition to-
wards the world of other people” (Bourdieu r984a:376).* It

proposes the combination of ease and asceticism, i.c., self-imposed austerity, re-
straint, reserve, which are affirmed in that absolute manifestation of excellence, re-
laxation in tension. {r76)*

Though this aesthetic disposition tinds its fullest expression in the field of
art,

there is no area of practice im which the aim of purifying, refining and sublimiating
primary needs and impulses cannot assertitself, no area in which the stylization of
life, that is, the primacy of fornus over function, of manner over matter, does not
produce the sume effects. (Bourdieu 19834a:s)

Thus, the dominant class’s freedom from material constraints permits it to
stylize :nd formalize natural functions in order to invest them with a sense
of distinction. In art, the aestheti'c disposition elevates form over the con-
tent of a work. Abstract organization, which must be decoded intellectually,
rather than the representative image, which can be appreciated by the un-
initiated eye, becomes the mark of artistic sensibility. Similarly, dominant-
class taste in clothing stresses form and style rather than simply covering the
body to make it comfortable. In eating, the mundane function of satistying
hunger is formalized into a ceremonial ritual governed by rules of etiquette
and sociability. Even care of the body becomes stylized in elaborated forms
of attention given to its strength, health and beauty.

CI{OICE OF NECESSITY

The dominant-class taste for frecedom is defined in opposition to the
working-class taste for necessity. Holding little capital, industrial laborers
and rural peasants must confront directly and continuously the practical
needs and urgencies of making a living. The working class experiences this
“forced choice of necessity” not, however, as a deprivation but as a prefer-
ence—a “taste for necessity” that privileges substance over form, the infor-

43. For Bourdieu (54), the structural precondidon for the development of the aesthetic
disposition is a class condition “characterized by the suspension and removsl of economic
necessity and by ohjecive and subject've distance from practical urgencies.”

44 Golfman (1u§o-$1) points w the quality of “restraint” as a form of cultivation used
to symbolize class stous, Sinee o disposition of discipline requires tme for development, it
Funutions as a “restociy mechimssn™ lae these who wish to asurp his form ol social distine-
ton lrough quick acgtianon
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mal over the formal, the sensual over the intellectnal. Thus, workers eat
beans not because they cannot afford anything else but “because they have
a taste for what they are anyway condemned to” (Bourdieu rg84a:i178).
“Cheir choice of less expensive foods is explained by the reasoning that these
foods are more substantiai and filling.

[t is noteworthy that Bourdieu views his argument here as quite differ-
ent from that of cconomic determinism. Fle argues that the cxperience of
material constraints is transformed into a distinct hahitus.* Working-class
consumer behavior is #er dircetly determined by sheer material scarcity.
If income dircetly determined consumer choice, then onc would cxpect
significant increases in income, such as winning the lettery or career mobil-
ity into small business, to transform radically the consumer practices of
workers. That it does not, Bourdieu argucs, justitics his argument. ['le sug-
gests that

having a million does not in itself make one ahle to live like a millionaire; and
parvenus generally take a long time to learn chat what they sec as culpable prodi-
gality is, in their new condition, expenditure of hasic necessity. (Bourdicu rg84a:
374)

Morcover,

the specific effect of the taste for necessity, which never ceases to act, . . . is most
clearly scen when it 1s, in a sense, operating out of phase, having survived the disap-
pearance of the conditions which produced it.

The contrast between the dominant-class taste of frcedom and the
working-class taste of necessity is conceptualized relationally by Bourdieu.
These tastes are not simply reflections of two distinct sets of condidons of
cxistence. Rather, the aesthetic disposition of the dominant class “is de-
fined, objectively and subjectively, in relation to other dispositions,” nota-
bly that of the working class (55). Bourdien (56) contends that

the tastes of treedom can only assert themselves as such in relation to the tastes of
necessity, which are thereby hrought to the level of the aesthetic and so delned as
vulgar.

45. Bourdiew’s habitus explanatien distinguishes him from a varicty ol maserialist perspec
tives on culture and tastes, [n an ingeresting varimion on the naterialist dhesis, David Hatle
(1991) finds materiafist underpinnings in working-eliss preferences Jor landseape painiges

I )

chut relate, nor 1o Bourdiew’s “euliare of necessins™ but o the *maevial context ol the howse
and neighiborhand.”

;l
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Working-class lifestyles thus setve as a negative reference for the dominant
class.

Perhaps their sole function in the system of aesthetic positions is ta serve as a foil,
a negan've reference point, in relatron to which all aeschetics define themselves, by
successive negations. (57)

Dominant-class attitudes toward this working-class preference is to judge
it as they do their own, namely, as a choice freed from economic necessity.
They thereby commit what Bourdieu (178) labels a form of “class racism”
by condemning the working-class lifestyle as one of ignorance, conformity,
or bad choices rather than as one that is adjusted to underlying material
nccessities.*® Flere Bourdicu returns to his recutrent criticism of substan-
tialistn. In the arca of lifestyles, he sees substantialist views as those that
depict group preferences as natural inclinations, inherent in groups rather
than stemming frem the logic of mutual distinction.

In contrast, dominant-class lifestyles serve as a “positive” reference for
the working class; indeed, they cxercise symbolie power. The stylization of
lifc affirms “power over a dominated necessity” and hence

always implies a claimto a legitimate superiority over those who, because they can-
notassert the smiic contempt for contingencies in gratuitous luxury and conspicuous
consumption, remain dominated by ordinary interest and urgencies. {(56)

The relationship between the two class habitus is onc of domination.
Dominant-class tastes are legitimated in that they appear to originate from
qualities of charisma, knowledge, and aptitude rather than from distance
from necessity. Though working-class individuals have internalized from
their limited means of existence a taste for necessity, they acknowledge the
superiority of dominant-class tastes for freedom. When asked to cxpress
their opinions about high-brow art forms, working-class individuals re-
spond with “’I'hat’s not for the likes of us” or “I wish | were better informed
about that” (Bourdieu, Boltanski et al. 1965). Schooling, Bourdieu stresses,
plays a central role in inculcating this acknowledgement of the superiority
of dominant-class standards of taste.

Class identity is thus oppositional. The two habitus of distinetion and
necessity are dialectically related, as one finds its identity in contrast to
the other. Bourdicu thinks of hahitus as reflecting not only the underlying

46, Bomrdien {58 clipes than the domitm chiss view ol wsee “consctonsly or uncan
sty natnilizos iheomste ad necessty . canverting i into el ieclimsinn siniply
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conditons of existence but also the relative position of an individual and
group in the class hierarchy. Dispositions reflect both class conditions and
the relational rank or position in the class hierarchy (Bourdieu 19844:246).
Bourdieu’s study of cultural practices and lif estyles identifies numerous in-
stances where he finds evidence of this double opposition. For example, as
regards the use of language he finds it

hetween popular outspokenness and the highly censored language of the bourgeois,
hetween the expressionist pursuit of the picturesque or the rhetorical effect and the
choice of restraine and false simplicity (litotes). (176)

The same opposition

is found in hody language: here teo, agitation and haste, grivaces and gesticulation
are opposed to slwness—*“the slow gestures, the slow glanee” of nobility, according
to Nietzsche—rto the restraint and impassivity which signify clevation. (177)

Bourdieu treats the popular classes as homogeneous in their habitus,
driven by material necessity, lacking in cultural capital, and hence domi-
nated by dominant culture. Because they have no distance from necessity
and no cultural capital, French workers are exempted from the invidious
struggle for distinction. This image of the French working class raises three
sets of issues that point to difficulties in Bourdieu’s work. Can there be a
genuine form of working—class culture outside the purview of dominant
class culture? Are there important sources of differentiation in conscious-
ness and practices that Bourdieu’s working-class habitus does not reveal?
And, is the “forced necessity” of working-class taste a fully “relational” con-
ceptualization, or does it suggest a deeper essence of the working-class ex-
perience? I will address brietly each of these concerns.

Bourdieu argues thatall dominated groups are inseparahly tied to dom-
inant culture. Subordinate groups are “alway's subject to the domination of
the dominant cultural arbitrary”™ (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977:23). Bour-
dieu claims that there are no authentic popular class cultures freed from
the imprint of dominant culture. Rather, arguments for the existence of
“popular cultures” are but intellectualized productions that look as if they
were genuine representations of autonomous cultural forms.

Populism is never anything other than an invericd cthancentnsin, aund il deserip-

tions of the industrinl working class awd the peasantry aloost whwavs vavillae he-

tween miserabilisin and millewarian exaltiion, this s becowse they Teave o he
relation to class condition which is part ol ceonmplete defideion ol than vondion,
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and because it is less easy to state the actual relation to the condision one is describ-
ing (without necessarily being able to feel it) than to put one’s own relaa’on to it
into the description. (Beurdieu 19842:374)

The problem occurs because intellectuals confound their own relationship
of identification with or support for the working class—a relationship es-
tablished by the habitus of choice rather than by the habitus of necessity—
with the working-class condition itself.¥ Incellectuals who celebrate popu-
lar culcure do not take into account the differences in hahitus between
themselves and the working class. I'or Bourdieu, the problem of popular
culture is a problem of intellectuals.

Bourdieu sees working-class domination by dominant culture in the
following ways: by substituting cheap goods for luxury consumer items and
by the lack of culeural capital. He observes that the working-class lifestyle
is characterized by hoth “the absence of luxury goods, whisky or paintings,
champagne or concerts, cruises or art exhibitions, caviar or ant'ques” and

by

the presence of numerous cheap suhstitutes for these rare goods, “sparkling white
wine” for champagne, imitagon leather for real leather, reproductions for paintings,
indices of a dispossession at the second power. (386)

Because they lack the forms of cultural eapital that drive the new modes
of automation and comumunication in the advanced societies,

ordinary workers are dominated by the inachines and instruments which they serve
rather than use, and by those who possess the legitimate, i.c., theoretcal, means of
dominating them. (387)

In cultural practices in particular, Bourdieu (394) sees French working-class
families as completely dominated.* He concludes pessimistically that

there is no realistic chance of any collective resistance to the effect of imposition
that would lead cither to the valorization of properties stigmatized by the dominant

47. Bourdieu (372) writes that “the narodmiki of all imes and all lands, by identifying with
their object to the point of canfusing their relation to the working-class condin'on with the
workingi-class rebation 10 that condision . . . present an account of the working-class condition
thar is stanssieally iprahable, sinee it is not the product of the relation to that condirien
which is ordinuzily assoried with the condigon,”

A8 Bondlsen absenes e evesosn e polineal arcm, where seeugeles i he trade=snion
mesvenent “nggs provude e e penine prineiple o comercahure,” the warking class
at Bt acopnesces t e “cllecs ol cnbival donsoation™ (415)
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taxonomy (the “black is beuutiful” strategy) or to the creation of new, paositively
evaluated propertes. Thus che dominated have only two options: loyalty to self and
the graup (always liable to rclapse into shame), or the individual effort to assimilate
the dominant ideal which is the antithesis of the very ambition of collectively re-
gaining control over social identity (of the type pursued by the collective revol of
the American feminists when it advocates the “natural look”). (384)

Nevertheless, the French working class does find a limited measure of
autonomy from dominant-class standards in a few selected practices,
namely, attitudes toward the body, food, and language. Bourdieu (ibid.)
suggests that the “popular valorization of physical strength,” which is a
“fundamental aspect of virility,” is “perhaps one of the last refuges of the
autonomy of the dominated classes.” It is this “capacity to produce their
own representation of the accomplished san and the social world” which
represents “one of the most autonomous forms of their self-affirmation as
a class.”

Rather than view expressions of physical prowess from the standpoint
of dominant-class norms and therefore judge them as fundamentally retro-
grade or sexist, Bourdieu here asks that we view them as an expression of
the working-class condition, one that depends on a “labour power which
the laws of cultural reproduction and of the labour market reduce, more
than for any other class, to sheer muscle power.” The working class is “only
rich in its labour power” and therefore as a class “can only oppose to the
other classes—apart from the withdrawal of its labour—its fighting
strength, which depends on the physical strength and courage of its mem-
bers, and also their number, i.e., their consctousness and solidarity or, to
put it another way, their consciousness of their of their solidarity.” Physical
strength is the one form of capital over which the working class is able to
exercise some monopoly power. [ndeed, it is the social foundation for work-
ing class political power.

In the case of food, Bourdieu (179) writes that “the art of eating and
drinking remains one of the few areas in which the working classes explicitly
challenge the legitimate art of living.” In contrast to the dominant-class
style of sobriety and restraint, the French working class maintains an “ethic
of convivial indulgence,” perhips best captured by the popular expression,
“bon vivant” (ibid.). This style associates indulgence and conviviality. Simi-
larly, in speech one finds an “efficacity and vivacity” in a highly contcxiual-
ized use of “ellipses, short cuts and metaphors™ that is “freed firom the
censorship and constraints of quisi-writen” language use found in the up-
per classes (395).
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Bourdieu (376) sees in the working-class taste of necessity not only an
adaptation to necessity but also a kind of defensive strategy against it, one
that resists middle-class pretension and dominant-class distinction:

The submission to necessity which inclines working-class people to a pragmatic,
functionalist “aesthetic,” refusing the gratuity and futility of formal exercises and
of every form of art for art’s sake, is also the principle of all the choices of daily
existence and of an art of living which rejects specifically aesthetic intentions as
aberragons.

In another place (394-95), he writes of working-class autonomy as a

realistic (but not resigned) hedonism and skeptical (but not cynical) materialism
which constitute botl a form of adaptation to the conditions of existence and a
defence against them.

Bourdieu (380) thus finds a measure of working-class autonomy in the
“principle of conformity,” which is the “only explicit norm of popular
taste.” [t expresses itself in “calls to order” such as “who does she think she
is?” or “that’s not for the likes of us.” The aim of this norm is

to encourage the “reasonable” choices thatare in any case imposed by the objective
conditions [which] also contain a warning ag-ainst the ambition to distinguish one-
sclf by identifying with other groups, that is, they are a teminder of the need for
class solidarity. (380-81)"

But these spheres of partia aiutonomy of working-class practices from
dominant-class standards hardly constitute for Bourdieu resources for an
offensive strategy that might forge a distinct, collective social and cultural
identity. Moreover, because of the cultural socialization effects of mass edu-
cation,

the most politically conscious fraction of the working class remains profoundly sub-
ject, in culture and language, to the dominant norns and values, and therefore
deeply sensitive to the effects of authority imposition which every holder of cultural
authority can exert, even in politics. (396)

Bourdicu emphasizes how subordinate groups unwittingly follow the
terms set forth by the dominant class. This certainly taps one important

49. This leads Bourdicu to admit that the “low interest which working-class people show
i he works of legiimate caliare 1o which they have access—especially through television—
is not solely the elfeet ol a lack of comperence and taniliariey” (i), 1t is alsoan expression
ol the suctal nann ol conlivmicy, of social clasure that resists the “preension w distingguish
anesel B
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dimension of relations between workers and dominant-class standards. Yet,
it hardly exhausts our understanding of the historical experiences of subor-
dinate groups in the Western democracies. Even the most powerless groups
are able on occasion to disrupt the system of domination. The vote, for
example, can permit subordinate groups to help determine which fraction
of the dominant class will have the greatest influence on policy. Morcover,
subordinate groups have the greatest opportunity for resisting dominant-
class controlwhen there is disagreement and sharp conflict within the dom-
inant class itself (Domhoff 1983:2). Bourdieu does not devote much atten-
tion to situations where subordinate groups are ahle to place restraints on
the actions of dominant groups.

Bourdieu’s focus on the dominant class tends to miss the considerable
internal working-class differentiation that exists. In their survey of dietary
practices among French workers, Grignon and Grignon (1980:550) con-
clude that if one takes into account residence, job, family structure, and
origins, it is “unthinkable” to speak of a unitary popular taste and lifestyle
among the popular classes in France. Bourdieu’s treatment in Distinction
of French working-class lifestyles and tastes docs not give sufficient atten-
tion to fundamental differences between urban workers and the peasantry.
"The most striking difference is the ability of the peasantry to resist mass-
marketing trends in food products because of their own high degree of self-
sufficiency (Grignon and Grignon 1980:538). This is made possible to a
considerable degree by the domesti'c labor in food preparation provided by
rural women (537). By contrast, urban worker dietary practices are much
more closely constrained by income (545) Moreover, the manual nature
and physicality of life for the peasantry—which is paradoxically reinforced
in many instances with modernization—is reflected in peasant tastes and
tends to shock dominant lifestyle sensibilities (543). Furthermore, differ-
ences occur among urban workers, notably between those from peasant
origins who tend to retain important elements of the peasant lifestyle, and
those whose origins are urban (552) Bourdieu’s account in Distinction of
French working-class lifestyles glosses over these differences. In contrast
to the refined dissection of differences internal to the dominant class and
te the various fractions of the petty bourgeoisie, Bourdieu gives scant atten-
tion to this fragmented existence and its impact upon consciousness within
the French working class.*® The stress on habitus suggests just the opposite
analytical thrust, namely, the tendency to look for an underlying unity

50. M (1970:33) argues that workas develop o “duddosie consvionsness™ il varre
sponds o thetr sepmented experience iy whiel "vomeol sml money, work aud voneworl he
conne gl‘l):.“'.'ll('il‘”
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across a wide diversity o fpractices. But more stress on Bourdieu’s idea that
practices emerge from the intersection of habitus and field could potentially
take into account the diversity of practices within the working class.

The key concept of cultural capital appears limited for generalized use.
It does not really apply to the working class except to say they have none.
The concept seems predicated on dominant culture experiences and prac-
tices and perhaps imports an ethnocentric view when applied outside of
that social milieu. This is suggested by the apparent need to talk of the
working class solely in terms of the “lack” of cultural capital, which would
reflect a dominant-class view of working-class practiees (Grignon and Pas-
seron 1985). Bourdicu (1984a:387) sees working-class domination in terins
of the lack of imrernalized cultural capital which means that “ordinary workers
are dominated by the machines and instruments which they serve rather
than use, and by those who possess the legitimate, i.e., theoretical, means
of dominating them.” This “dispossession” seems to be for Bourdieu the
underlying social relation connecting the working class to the social world.”

Grignon and Grignon (1980:§51) argue that a more refined analysis
of the different fractions of the working class reveals different types of re-
sources that can be employed strategically and hence thought of as forms
of capital. For examplc, the craft tradition and skill training that helps con-
stitute what is often referred to as the “labor aristocracy” clearly differenti-
ates internally the French working class. While in certain respects this “pro-
fessional culture” can give legitimacy to dominant cultural hierarchies, it
can he—and often is—employed as a collecave capital in struggle with
employers. In this respect, it does not simply reflect the relations of domi-
nation (Bourdieu 1984a:55 1). While Bourdieu does not deny that subordi-
nate groups can mobilize some resources in struggle against dominant
groups, the overwhelming thrust of his analysis is directed to showing how
limited that capacity indeed is.

Most of these criticisms focus on Distinction, which is not first and fore-
most a study of working-class culture. Rather, Distincrion is directed against
the dominant-class aesthetic, particularly the intellectuals who specialize in
it. The thrust of Bourdieu’s criticism in Distinction is to expose the “strate~
gies of distinction” that shape tastes and life-styles, notably in the dominant
and middle classes. It is an effert to “expose” symbolic power of domina-
tion. But Bourdieu stresses that classes are constituted relationally and that
the “culture of necessity” functions as a negative reference to the dominant
acsthetic, Nevertheless, the einphasis Bourdicu places on the idea that

s s vetlensabne fndamsnal division dust Bowidier (roR.pa: 3873 sees benvecn praciical
knowledge wnd thenmacal knosdedge s rrakes into socidclass dillerences
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working-class lifestyles are driven by the force of necessity evokes a kind
of Halbwachsian perspective on popular taste as one “without taste”—for
this lifestyle is highly constrained by primary necessities (Grignon and
Grignon 1980:551). Though Bourdieu rejects all universals, whether bio-
logical, physical, or spiritual in his definition of dominant-class culture,’* his
amalysis nonetheless suggests an implicit assumption that cultural practices
become possible only afrer primary needs are satisfied. This implies a set of
universal primary needs that must be met before cultural practices can oc-
cur. Such a view would embody the classic opposidon of nature and culture,
and it is hence surprising that Bourdieu, who wishes to transcend all re-
ceived intellectual dichotomies, would consciously or unconsciously rely
on this one. Judging from his frequent denunciations of all forms of sub-
stantialism, including those forms attributing intrinsic characteristics to so-
cial groups, it is doubtful that Bourdieu would want to embrace the image
of the French warker as a sort of “noble savage,” freed from the invidious
entrapments imposed by formalized culture. Yet it is strange that his zeal-
ous attention to all conceivable forins of concepual dichotomies that can
carry wnwanted social and ideological baggage fails to guard against this
one.

PRETENSION AND GOOD WIL.L
Bourdieu (1984a:339) writes of opposition between the hourgeois habitus
and the petit bourgeois habitus as “a bourgeois ethos of ease, a confident
relation to the world and the self . . . with a petit-bourgeois ethos of restric-
don through pretension.” More generally, he summarizes the petite bour-
geoisie habitus as one of “asceticism, rigor, legalism, the propensity accu-
mulation in all its forms” (331). These are dispositions of “tension” and
“pretension” which convey the fundamental ambiguity of a class that wishes
to escape identification with the working class yet lacks the requisite re-
sources to cultivate the lifestyle of the dominant class it emulates® Re-
flecting the dynamics of upward mobility aspirations, the petit bourgeois
displays “thrift, acquisition, accumulation, [and] an appetite for possession
inseparable from permanent anxiety about propesty” whereas the bourgeais
exhibits “ostentation, big spending and generosity” (330).

Unlike the working class, the petite bourgeoisie enters the game of

s2. 'Fhis is the meaning intended when he speaks of the arbitrary character of dominant-
class culture (see Bourdieu and Passeron 1977:8).

53. The most complete embodiment of the petit<hourgeois habitus is found in what Bour
dicu (351, 354) calls the “execntant petite baurgeoisic,” whivh mudindes juniar exeemives, oflice
workers, and primavy schonl eeachers.
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distinction but has neither the capital nor the corresponding habitus to
appropriate fully dominant-class lifestyles. It attempts to emulate the stan-
dards set by the dominant class, but its “striving towards distinction” be-
trays an awkward pretension where the dominant aesthetic displays ease
and familiarity in the world of culture (58). It is caught in the opposition
berween its upward mobility ambitions and actual possibilities and there-
fore produces practices “which are perceived as pretentious, because of the
manifest discrepancy between ambition and possibilities™ (176).

Bourdieu writes of the petit bourgeois habitus in its relationship to
high culture as one of “cultural goodwill” that signals an “undifferentated
reverence” toward high culture, one that leads to a

concern for canformity which induces an anxious guest for authoric'es and models
of conduct and lcads to a choice of sure and certified products (such as classics and
prize winners). (331)

Moreover, the petit bourgeois delights

in all the cheap substitutes for chic objects and practices—driftwood and painted
pebbles, cane and raffia, “art” handicrafts and art photography. (58)

In this way, it reveals a set of dispositions that “betray the gap between
acknowledgement and knowledge” (323). “The petit bourgeois,” Bourdieu
writes,

do nat know how to play the game of culture as a wame. They take culture too
seriously to go n for bluff or imposture or even for the distance and casualness
which show true familiarity. (330)

The same habitus betrays its identity in language usage by the tendency to hyper-
correction, a vigilance which overshoots the mark tor fear of falling short and
pounces on linguistic incorrectness, on oncsclf and others. (331)

In the area of ethics one linds an almost insatiable thirst for rules of conduct
that subjects the whole of lifc to rigorous discipline. And in politics ene
finds “respectful conformism or prudent reformism.”

Some critics (e.g., IHoffman 1986) charge that Bourdieu gives a de-
meaning account of the French middle class. Is Bourdieu simply reporting
the middle-class lilestyle of “pretension” or is he also condemning it? Cer-
tunly, sotie of his formulaions are hardly endearing. But these need to
e mterpreced within the famewerk where Bourdicn sinites thew. "'he
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pretension of the middle class is seen from the standpoint of dominant-
class culture. It reflects the ambiguous condition of being caught between
two classes, one from which it is trying to escape and the other to which
it is trying to gain access. Bourdieu’s labels are designed, not to suggest
intrinsic features of this class, but to convey the desperate ambiguity of the
middle position. It would therefore seem more fruitful to ask whether there
are middle-class cultiral forms that cscape to a greater extent than Bour-
dieu believes the imprint of dominant-class tastes? Mouriaux (1980), for
example, suggests that the French petite bourgeoisie has its own proper
culture and distinctive lifestyle which may actually exert some influence
over that of the working class and the dominant class, rather than reducing
the middle class to a relationship of dependency on the dominant class.

ARISTOCRATIC ASCETICISM VERSUS BOURGEOIS HEDONISM

Within the dominant and middle classes, Bourdieu identifies subtypes of
habitus that correspond to different class fractions. Differences in capital
composition generate distinct patterns of consumer behavior and lifestyles
for class fractions that are relatively richer in economic capital from those
who are relatively richer in cultural capital. Within the dominant class,
those relatively richer in economic capital adopt a “hedonistic aesthetic of
case and facility” toward arts consumption, which is “symbolized by boule-
vard theatre or Impressionistic painting” (Bourdieu 1984:1:176). In contrast,
the dominated fractions of intellectuals and artisw, who are relatively richer
in cultural capital but poorer in economic capital, reject the “ostentation
and the bourgeois taste for ornament” of the dominant fraction, and adopt
an “ascetic” aesthetics that leads them to “support all artistic revolutions
conducted in the name of purity and purification” (ibid.). These contrasting
sets of dispositions are sharpest where the asymmetries in economic and
cultural capital are greatest, notably between teachers and employers,
where they are “clear-cut, total [and] comparable to the gap between two
‘cultures’ in the anthropological sense” (283). Teachers, who have the
greatest asymmetry between their cultural capital and economic wealth, are
particularly “inclined to ascetic consumption in all areas” (185). In the area
of leisure, for example, Bourdieu (2 19) makes the colorful observation that

the aristocratic asceticisin of the teachers finds an exemplary expression in moun-
taineering, which, even more than rambling, with its reserved pathis (one thinks of
Heidegger) or cycle-touring, with its Romanesque churches, offers for minimun
economic costs the maximum: distinction, disumee, Ieaght, sprocal elevation,
through the sense of simuluncausly nasteringg one’s o binly aml s are ivacees
sible to e oy
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This kind of habitus stands in sharp contrast to

the health-oriented hedonism of doctors and modern executives who have the ma-
terial and cultural means of access to the most prestigious activities, far from vul-
gar crowds, is expressed in yachting, open-sea swimming, cross-country skiing or
under-water fishing.

It also contrasts with employers who

expect the same gains in distinction from golf, with its aristocratic etiquette, its
English vocabulary and its great exclusive spaces, together with extrinsic profits,
sich as the accumulation of social capital **

In the area of culture, the ascetic aristocratism of teachers leads them
to adopt “serious and even somewhat severe cultural practices,” such as
museum visits. By contrast, the hedonistic aesthetic of professionals lcads
them to the most expensive and prestigious activities, such as “visiting an-
tique dealers, galleries and concert-halls” (286).

Thus, within the dominant class one finds two opposing types of habi-
tus that correspond to their respective configurations of economic and cul-
tural capital: an aristocratic asceticism or disposition for austerity and purity
and a hedonistic taste for luxury, ornament, and ostentation. These differ-
ences in habitus are rooted in the underlying material conditions of exis-
tence. But—and this is Bourdieu’s main point——these material differences
are experienced and represented dispositionally as cultural distinctions. It
is this practical trimslation of material conditions into symbolic distinctions
that for Bourdieu represents the social functions of culture.

THE EFFECTS OF MOBILITY

Variadons in both capital composition and social trajectory differentiate
middle-class lifestyle patterns as well. Bourdieu (339) argues that a more
refined analysis of the petit bourgeois habitus reveals that

this system of dispositions takes on as many modalitics as there are ways of attaining,
staying in or passing through a middle position in the social structure, and that this
position itself may be steady, rising or declining.

54. Some national cultural differences are obvious if one compares many of che lifestyle
indicators Bourdicn uses for France te other national settings. “English vocabulary™ is fairly
removed rom the afiernonn goll match among Awmerican execut ves, In the American context,
the choite between goll, squash, and howling undoubredly point up important socal distine-

tions, Al dvnges may well have oceorred in France since these das were gathered. Bour-
dien’s generad wgnmu e, however, woanalleced hy sational differences and changes over time,
What is regomed s o e diferences across clwses be Tovnd regardless of what thase
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Bourdieu (346, 351) gives particular attention to two variants from the
modal petit bourgeois habitus: an “optimistic progressivism” toward their
future chances in the modern world and a “pessimistic, regressive conserva-
tism” that embraces “most austere and traditional values”* The former
tends to be found among those who are younger, investing in education
credentials, of lower social origins, and moving up into the rapidly growing
sector of new culturally intensive occupadons.” The latter tend to be found
among the craftsmen and small shopkeepers, whose numbers and general
standard of living in France are declining, and who lack the economic capi-
tal and cultural capital they need for conversion into more valued capital,
such as higher education credendials.

"The new petty bourgeois tend to be carriers of postmodern consumer
culture that caters to and promotes a particular interest in style itself. This
variation of the middle-class habitus consists of calculating hedonism in a
search of stylistic ¢ffects in all aspects of life. It ts in this particular class
fraction that one finds the greatest effort to customize lifestyle and make
ita life project through a zealous questfor all the new and latest in relation-
ships, experiences, and consumer goods.

Cluss Con flict and Social Reproduct.ion

We next examine how Bourdieu understands the dynamics of stratilication
processes in advanced societies. Ie sees competitive struggle as represent-
ing the fundamental dynamic of all sociai life. Individuals, families, and
groups struggle to muintain or improve their relative market positions
within the stratified social order. Competition occurs (1) over valued forms
of capital, and (2) over definitions of what is legitimatc capital. I will first
explore Bourdieu’s understanding of conflict over types of capital and then
examine his view of class struggle as a classification struggle.’?

CAUITAL REPRODUCTION STRATEGIES

Bourdicu thinks of class struggle in terms of actors pursuing, consciously
and unconsciously, social reproduction strategies that maintain or improve
their positions in the stratification order. These strategies involve ways of

55. In Bourdieu'’s malysis, several different factors contribute to the differentiation of these
two subtypes of petit bourgeois habitus, But they tend to cluster imo slistinet ensenthles.

56. Beurdieu ohserves that there tends to be a signiticant proparien of wowen n this
condition in France.

57. Additianal considerations regarding his views on conthes, repradicnan, aad clumge
are taken up in chaper
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investing varous types of capital to maintain o r enhance positions in fields
(Bourdieu 1984a:125-68). To illustrate, class fractions richest in cultural
capital, such as secondary school teachers and university professors, invest
heavily in the education and general cultural enrichment of their children.
In contrast, class fractions richest in economic capital, such as industrial
and commercial employers, downplay educational and cultural investments
for their children in favor of direct transfers of economic wealth.”® And the
economically and culturally well-endowed liberal professions, such as law
and medicine, invest heavily in cducation and especially in those cultural
activides that provide a social capital of connections, reputation, and respect
that are useful for professional carcers (120-22). T'hus, reproduction strate-
gies depend largely on the total volume and composition of capital to be
maintained.

They also depend on the “state of the instruments of reproduction
(inheritance law and custom, the labor market, the educational system etc.)”
(125). Bourdieu devotes particular attention to “reconversion strategies”
where groups restructure their capital holdings by exchanging one currency
for another in order to maintain or improve their relative positions in the
class structure.” e argues that study of how individuals and groups con-
vert one type of capital into another and at what rate of exchange provide
important insight into the character of class relations (Bourdieu 1980c¢:57).
Reconversion strategies arc necessitated by changes in the economy, the
growth of bureaucracy, and, most significantly for Bourdieu, the growth
of cultural markets. Educational credential markets, in particular, he argues,
have become a new important source of stratification in industrial society
by providing vital resources for status distinctions among segments within
upper- and middle-class groups (Bourdieu and Boltanski 1977). Bourdieu
contends that economic, political, and legal changes have precipitated a
shift in upper-class inheritance practices from one of dircct oansfer of
property to reliance upon the cultural transmission of economic privilege:
investinent in education gives upper-class offspring the chance to appro-
priate family privilege and wealth through access to the more powerful
and remunerative institutional positions. The growing value of educational
credentials as currency for giving access to and legitimation in most labor
markets makes higher education an attractive investment for middle-class

58. Bourdicu (120) obscrves, however, that upper-level managers in the private business
sector Bwvar invesing o the calinral s well as ceonomic Futures of their children.

500 See mopavnenhe his disenssion e Distintion {125-6R).

6o, Here Boordien iiss the “ciedennal secieny™ thearies that developed inthe r7os (Col-
lins 1970, Miller 1gm)
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groups as well.* Bourdieu describes these changes as a shift from a “family”
mode of reproduction to a “school” mode of reproduction where the educa-
tional system incrcasingly replaces families in mediating the class reproduc-
tion process (Wacquant 19g3b:27, 32).

Bourdieu (1984a:13 t) adopts the analytical language of class reproduc-
tion and reconversion strategies to disanguish his approach from main-
stream social mobility research. Conceptualizing social classes in terms of
their volume and composition of capital and social trajectory through fields
permits Bourdicu to shift attendon to muludimensional components of
class hierarchies that cannot be captured in additive linear models or one-
dimensional mobility scales. His (1980c¢:57, 1984a:125) model emphasizes
the differcuces in configrration of different types of capital and how one of
the key factors in class struggle is the “exchange rate” between the different
types of capital,

Bourdieu’s perspective of social mobility as capital investment and con-
version strategies distinguishes “vertical” from “transversc” movements.
The former designates upward or downward movement within the same
lield whereas the latter indicate movement across fields (Bourdieu 1984a:
131). Intraficld vertical mobility (e.g., from primary school teacher to col-
lege professor) involves capital accumulation strategies with one type of
capital. Intcrfield movements require capital reconversion, as when shop-
keepers invest in the higher education of their children rather than simply
passing on the family business.

One recurring theme in Bourdieu’s work on stratificaton is the conti-
nuity of class position within the hierachy amid change in class condin’on.
Occupational mobility, he argues, does not necessarily imply class mobility.
Class groups can improve their condition by increasing their standard of
living yet remain in the same relative position within the social hierarchy.
Bourdieu sees this happening where stratcgies of capital accumulation oc-
cur in fields that are declining in importance or where reconversion strate-
gies traverse Jiclds of similar rank order. Occupational mobility in France
from small lund owners to low-level civil servants or from small artisans to
office workers illustrate that occupational change is not incompatible with
the reproduction of social class structure (Bourdieu 1984a:131).

Bourdieu makes a forceful argument that the shift from earlier forms of
capitalist to contemporary industrial or postindustrial societies has brought
repraduction rather than transformation of the social class strucre.
Though Bourdieu (1973a) admiw thata limited and “controlled mobiliy”

6. A seeond major change in Freneh domissam cbass vepraductiom steategies is the switeh
fromn teehnical wsining, soeh as engincenngz, oalegrees mossmmapement sl pobhe aduimmir
en Baunlien toRoe: i]a),
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can occur to provide meritocratic legitimation to an inegalitarian social
structure, the general findings from occupational mobility research in sev-
eral Western countries, including France, indicate that Bourdieu underest-
mates the amount of mobility that actually occurs (see Bénéton 1975, Bou-
don 1974, Goldthorpe 1980, Hout and Garnier 1979).® Mobility studies
indeed show rigidities at the extremes of the social stratificadon structure
as Bourdieu’s theory predicts. But a large number of mobility studies also
show considerable movement, particularly short-range movement, across
the broad middle range of the class structure. Moreover, some of Bour-
dieu’s own daua show that there is more occupational mobility in France
than his analysis suggests.*

Bourdieu challenges the thesis of considerable mobility in the advanced
societies he studies by debunking empirical measurces of occupational status
categories. He points to instunces where changces in occupational titles sig-
nify no real shift in relative class position and to cases where intergenera-
tional transfer of occupation from father to son actually represent a decline
in class position, as in declining economic sectors like farming. He is gener-
ally quite dismissive of mobility duta, and does not really draw from them to
make his reproduction argument.*! Moreover, whatever intergeneradonal
improvement there has been can be understood in terms of the key disu'nc-
tion we observed earlier in the chapter that Bourdieu makes between the
situati'on (or condition) of the individual members ofa class and the position
of the class in the social hierarchy. He has consistently argued that while
there have been changes in the gencral living conditions of all classes (class
situation), no group seems to have really improved its relative posin'on in
the stratification order (class position). Every group has moved up in terms
of living standards (class situation), but the pecking order (class position)
remains unchanged. For Bourdieu (1984a:185, Bourdieu and Passeron

62. Bénéron (1975) shows that by using statistical independence as the norman've reference
the rate of intergenerational secupational reproduction folls approximately hetween 40 and
5o percent. Bourdieu’s claim tor the reproduction of the class structure implies chat chis raze
should be much higher.

63. Table 9 on page 121 of Distinerion shows that each of the principal fractions of the
dominant class recruit no wmore than two-fifihs of their membership from among individuals
sharing dominant-class origins.

64. Bourdiew’s early claimis of the reproduction of social structure in France were based
in part upon educational opportunity data, not cecnpational mobility data. He argued that
by the mid-1960s cducational opportunities were still strongly class-based and only slowly
changing despite years of higher education expansion. Early key statements of his reproduc-
tion position Bavrdicn 197 30; Bourdieu ad Passeron 1977, 1979) suggested that reproduc-
tion nd anedality whest s emsae provesses insovial siretize. Inhis mare recent waork,
Bonrdicu OB seems osarewilling wsadunm thatthere G he constderable nnergenceanional
wan-enteng e the broawd olille vangge ol the class sienenave, thongh he: continnes 1o neainenn
that ahee Brench clas seinetnne semais sngct
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1979:79—-80), therefore, change in class situation is not incompatible with
the reproduction of class position. By employing a conceptual language of
“field of power,” “systems of social differences,” “class reproduction strate-
gies,” and “structizral homologies” among fields, Bourdieu (198¢ge:191-96)
wants to expand the range of empirical data beyond the standard occupa-
tional :md educational indicators most frequently found in mobility analy-
sis. It permits him to focus on relations between the dominant class and
elite sectors of French higher educaton to stress their disproportionate
impact in shaping the intergenerational transmission of power in French
society.

It is one thing to dismiss the uncritical use of occupational categories
in mobility tables :nd to counsel caution in determining the proper socio-
logical significance in changing occupational titles, but quite another to
offer a plausible empirical test ofjust what change in social structure might
look like. This, Bourdieu has not sufficiently done. (I will consider his lim-
ited treatment of social change in chapter 8.) [fthe mode of class reproduc-
tion has switched from that of the family to the school, as Bourdic:u claims,
then it would seem that the argument should find support across a range of
data on educational and occupational opportunity and rewards in income.

»

Bourdieu’s reproduction argument finds partial support in many such data
currently available but not to the degree that his claims suggest.

CLASS CONFLICT AS CULTURAL CONELICT

Bourdieu analyses the nature of class conflict in postindustrial societies as
one thatincreasingly takes the form of investments in cultural and symbolic
distinctions. If parents invest in good education for their children it is to
increase their “scarcity value” on the job market. Bourdieu sees evidence
of considerable class conflict in French education, and we will examine this
conflict in chapter 8.

More generally, Bourdieu argues that social classes tend to invest in
symbolic distinctions that give them the appearance of status groups. As
we have seen, status groups for Bourdieu are social classes in disguise. e
connects this phenomenon to the growth of the new consumer-oriented
economies

whose functioning depends as much on the production of needs and consensus as
on the production of goods [and has gencrated] a social world which judges people
by their capacity for consumpuon, their “stanclard ofliving,” their life-style, as iuch

as by their capacity for production. (Bourdieu 198.4:1:310)

In more recent writings Bourdicu gives increased cmpliasis i his analy
sis of sucil-class relitions 1o the dyvicnies ol siragple over e repeesents
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tions and definitions of the social world as well as over access to valued
material resources.® Class struggle, according to Bourdieu, occurs not only
over valued resources or for access to positions of power in fields. The very
definition of what is valued and the understanding of one’s position in fields
are themselves objects of struggle. “Classification struggle,” Bourdieu
(1987b:r64) contends, “is a fundamental dimension of class struggle.”

Bourdieu’s most insightful demonstration of social classification pat-
terns is to be found in Distinction. There he explores how the practices of
symbolic distinctions ranging from mundane everyday preferences in tood
and clothing to displays of the more refined aesthetic tastes embody an
underly'ng logic of inclusion and exclusion. Bourdieu (r984a:56) sees life-
style differences as “perhaps the strongest barriers between the classes.”
Thaste implies distaste. Symbolic distinctions are simultaneously conceptual
and social. Qur practical everyday preferences are organized around pri-
mary forms of conceptual classifications such as high/low, brilliatit/dull,
unique/ordinary, and important/trivial. These primary conceptual classi-
fications are simultaneously social classifications that serve to rank individ-
uals and groups in the stratification order. Class struggle as classification
struggle, then, involves the various practical uses we make of these primarily
conceptual classifications. They dictate a “sense of place” in the social order
and thereby fulfill the social closure functions of inclusion and exclusion.
Bourdieu writes that

principles of division, inextricably logical and sociological, function within and for
the purposes of the struggle between social groups; in producing concepts, they
produce groups, the very groups which produce the principles and the groups
against which they are produced. Whatis at stake in the struggles about the meaning
of the social world is power over the classificatory schemes and systems which are
the basis of the representations of the groups and therefore of their mobilization
and demobilization. (479)

Bourdieu calls attention to the struggle over occupational titles as a
particularly salient expression of this classification struggle. Individuals and
groups attempt to enhance the perception and social honor of their jobs
by selecting labels and titles most likely to increase social recognition. He
cites as examples “technicians who claim to be engineers” or “physiothera-
pists (kinesitherapeutes) who count on this new dtle to separate them from
mere masscors and bring then closer to doctors” (481).

05 This represents a shify i enphasis in Boardien”swork, not u clonge in dircetion, Fven

his carly andele, “Comluing de classe et position de elasse®” Banilicn 1966), which siresses
the ‘-I11.\|_\'lll'f|t s hetween nl.l» condition sl cliss positican, wlso nclades o seenon
devonel b wpontinee ol the syarlalic ditmension ol class vebagions
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This emphasis on the classification dimension of class relations finds
expression in Bourdieu’s (1987h:92) claim that a central concern through-
out his work is to develop a “genetic theory of groups.” How do groups
come into existence and how do they reproduce? (Bourdieu 1985¢:741).
For Bourdieu, the possibility of collective existence depends on borh shared
life chances and their symbolic representations. He stresses, however, that
it is the struggle over representations that shapes whether or not groups
develop a significant social identity (Bourdieu 1987h:92~93). Group power
depends largely on the capacity of individuals to organize around a nume
for which they are able to obtain some official recognition (Bourdieu 1984a:
480-81).% Bourdieu emphasizes that groups emerge in reality only if there
is symbolic work to form group identity.

Class power is nomination power. The classification struggle among
groups centers around the capacity to appropriate and impose as of ficial
and legitimate group names and categorizations.” The ultimate source of
public and legal power of nomination resides with the State, which holds
the “monopoly of legitimate symbolic violence” (Bourdieu 1987b:163).
Bourdieu offers as examples of this state power the establishment of official
occupational classifications and codes that confer positive or negative status
on job roles. He calls attention to struggles between employers and unions
over definitions of job titles (Bourdieu and Boltanski 1981). He also points
to the symbolic effect of educational credentials. Like titles of nobility, edu-
cational credentials are institutionalized symbolic capital that confers enti-
tlement on the holders.

Processes of group formation require the delegation of symbolic pow-
ers as well as the creation of group identity. There must be agents capable
of imposing themselves as legitimate spokespersons and delegates for the
class. In recent work Bourdieu (1984b) has shown interest in classes as col-
lective, mobilized entities, and explores in particular the processes of dele-
gation of authority by class members to spokespersons.® His objective is
to onent sociological analysis not just to the specific interests of authorized
spokespersons but to the processes by which they assume the mandate for

$6. A seminal applicadon ot this general perspective is to be found in Boltanski's (1987)
stacly of the Lrench “cadres.”

67. A particularly interesting illustration of classification power is to be found in avil
Karen’s (1990) srudy of elite eollege admissions policies and processes in the United Swaes.
Karen notes that political mobilisation by blacks and women during the 160s and "yos led
to special categon'es for these greoups in elite college admissions and henee inereased chanees
for access toelite schools. In conerast, applicants form working-class Grnilies, which ilid wit
mobilize politically during this same peried, do e receivie speainl copsidermion.

68. e has not, hawever, explored arther aspeas ol callecnes onpanmatinn or soel move
menls.
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group representation. Group origins and existence, Bourdieu (1985e:739)
maintains, derive not only from the self-interests of group spokespersons
or from the structural linkages between group leaders and followers, but
also from the process of symbolic delegation “in which the mandated repre-
sentative receives from the group the power to make the group.” In short,
he points to the importance of processes of institutionalization of autho-
rized leadership of social classes.*”” Of particular interest to Bourdieu is the
dynamics of charismatic leadership.

Bourdieu’s interest in the powers of nomination and delegation shows
that he links the possibility of class action to the accumulatien of symbolic
power. Class mobilization does not low automatically from differences in
life chances; those differences also need to be symbolically represented. [t
is through the symbolic labor of specialized agents that class identity and
hence action become possible. One important implication of this analysis
is that it assigns a key role to intellectuals in the conduct of the class strug-
gle”® | will take up this crucial point of Bourdieu’s analysis in chapter o,
which is devoted to his theory of intellectuals.

Bourdieu stresses the importance of class conflict in modern social life.
Yet class conflict in his work appears largely in the form of individual and
group investors (particularly families) in competitive markets. This per-
spective insightfully calls attention to the pervading influence of market
competition in most areas of contemporary social life. But Bourdieu has
little to say about what cellective forms of class struggle look like. One gains
little sense of social class as an organization at work. Most of Bourdieu’s
investigations look at forms of status distinctions attached to individuals
and families. When he does consider organized labor, for example, he em-
phasizes the importance of the symbolic delegation of group identity and
interests to leadership as a necessary condition for collective mobilization.
"This kind of analysis tends to reduce collective conflict to one of competi-
tion among the leaders of different organizations. As Bourdieu insightfully
shows how party and union leadership can become caught up in a relatively
autonomous world of jockeying for distinctive positions, the groups they
actually represent fade into the background.

69. “The working class,” Bourdieu writes, “exu'sts in and through the cerps of mandated
representatives whe jzive it material speech and visible presence, and in che belief in its exis-
wnee that this corps of plenipotentiaries manages to enforce, by its sheer existence and by
s represemations, o the basis of the affinitie:s objectively uniting the members of the same
*elass on paper’ as o probable gronp® (7.42).

76, Bowrdica’s analysiv af e necessary conditions $ine class avtion parallels one of (hase
nleutiliod by AVeber CrgzRegon whiowestes than "the degree i which *soctal action” s possi-
hly assovkions enegue loree thee aess bebasior ol the membiers ol ckass i linked to the
pervnstal wed esead oo, espocrliy o s ol an sefeesnad son™ @phioses ey
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Further, he devotes little attention to the actual processes of conllict.
His analyses are limited largely to the distributions of the various forms of
capital that he asserts to be the outcomes of conflict among individuals and
groups. It would be helpful to have greater focus on the actual processes of
conflict, especially for organizations. Case studies of contract negotiations
between employers and unions might, for example, reveal sets of conditions
that either limit or free leadership initiatives in their relatively autonomous
worlds of interleadership posturing for disunctive positions.

"T'he focus on individual compeuton as the predominant form of con-
flict in modern stratilied societies certainly taps an important dimension of
differentiation in the modern period. However, this focus may also dispro-
portionally reflect Bourdieu’s own professional milieu and his choice of
areas of investigation. I%ducation and high-brow culture are supreme in-
stances of individual competitiveness and distinction. These preferred sub-
stantive areas of investigation may have excessively shaped his view of class
conflict. While the individual race for academic credentials has certainly
broadcened its scope in the postwar period, it is not clear that individual
mobility is the only game in town. If Bourdieu had concentrated more on
the workplace, or the state, or on social movements, he might have stressed
more the collective and organizational dimension of class struggle. Relat-
edly, if his empirical work had included case studies of situations where the
struggle over definitions and classilications did indeed alter the stratifica-
tion hierarchy, then he might have developed his theory differently. Finally,
seen from a broad historical perspect've, Bourdiew’s portrayal of social con-
flict as almost exclusively one of market compen'tion seems odd in a country
that produced the French Revolution.™

Thus, for Bourdieu, class struggle in the advanced countries tends to
follow the logic of market competition rather than one of collective mobili-
zation. Class struggle is an “integrau've struggle” and a “reproductive strug-
gle” (Bourdieu 1984a:163). Bourdieu’s understanding of the dynamics of
social life in advanced societies is one of structural permutations rather
than of structural transformation; one of market competition, not collective
organization; and one of reproduction, not revolution.

71. In elected passages Bourdieu implies that collective struggle and mobilization would
be a desirable alternative to endless reproduction through individual competition. But that
alternative would appear to be exceedingly elusive for subordinate groups,

EDUCATION, CULTURE,
AND SOCIAL INEQUALITY

Education occupies a central place in Bourdieu’s work. His concern
with exploring the intimate connections between class, culture, and power
in modern stratified societies ultimately leads him to study educadonal
institutions. Pursuing his central theme of the importance of culture in
social stratification, Bourdieu sees the educational system as the principal
institution controlling the allocation of status and privilege in contem-
porary societi'es. Schools offer the primary institutional setting for the pro-
duction, transmission, and accumulation of the various forins of cultural
capisl. More importantly for Bourdieu, schools inculcate the dominant
systems of classification through which symbolic power is expressed.!
Moreover, schools are the key institutional base for the symbolic work of
intellectuals.

Bourdieu (1982) explains in his College de France inaugural lecture
that the field of education—as well as the study of intellectuals—receives
“primordial status” in his work because it gives insight into the unconscious
categories of thought that shape the dominant modes of understanding the
modern world. Thus, for Bourdieu, the sociology of education is not a
subspecinlity of sociology hut rather the foundation for a sociology of sym-

t. Bearwidien Croa7h) weites that “the sehon! systan is ane of the sites where. in difTerenti-
atend sovicnies, the syaaesas ol onge ity whicloace ehe appaccatly mare sophisticned cquivaleon
al the pennne foens st dasesfications,’ are produeed.”
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bolic power.? Indeed, it is no exaggeration to say that, with the exception
of his anthropological work, virtually all of Bourdieu’s investigations of
French society connect with some aspect of French education.?

Bourdieu was one of the first sociologists to take a critical look at the
popular post~World War II public policies of expanding educational op-
porumity in order to reduce social inequality. Though educational levels
in all Western democracies have seen tremendous improvement during the
last forty years, glaring inequities in wealth, income, and status persist.
Bourdieu argues that education actually contributes to the maintenance of
an inegalitarian social system by allowing inherited culeural differences to
shape academic achievement and occupational attainment. One of Bour-
dieu’s first works on Irench education, The [nheritors (Bourdieu and Pas-
seron 1979), documents the persistent overrepresentation of middle- and
upper-class students in French universities despite years of education
expansion. In subscquent work, Bourdieu consistently emphasizes the so-
cially stratified character of French education.

As 1 point ont in the beginning of this book, a key question animating
Bourdicu’s work is, how do inequalitics of privilege and power persist inter-
generationally without conscious recognition and public resistance? The
answer, he contends, can be found by exploring how cultural resources—
especially educational credentials, sclecion mechanisins, and cognitive
classifications—cun be used by individuals and groups to perpetuate their
positions of privilege and power. Bourdieu maintains that the educationa)
system—more than the family, church, or business firm—has become the
institution most responsible for the transmission of social inequality in
modern societies. The task of the sociologist, therefore, is to “determine
the contribution made by the educational system to the reproduct’on of the
structure of power relationship and symbolic relationships between social
classes” (Bourdieu 1973a:71).

The education system, Bourdieu argues in Reproduction (Bourdieu and
Passeron 1977:177-219), performs three central functions. It first of all
performs the “function of conserving, inculcaung and consecrating” a cul-
tural heritage. This is its “internal” and most “essential function.” School-
ing provides not just the transmission of technical knowledge and skills,

2. He writes, “the sociology of education is a chapter, and not a less important one atiha,
in the sociology of knowledge and also in the sociology of power—naot to mention the sociol-
ogy of the philosophies of power” (Bourdieu 1989c:13).

3. Indeed, five of Bourdieu's hooks are devnted to Frenclr cducation (Rourdien 188,
1989c¢; Bourdien and Passeron 1977, 1970; Baordicu, Passeron, amd de San Marny 1602), In
addivian, severl issues ol detes de L svebesvhe en arenies weades bave baeen devotead 1o cdoeiisan.
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but also socialization into a particular cultural tradition. Analogous to the
Catholic Church, the school is “an institution specially contrived to con-
serve, transmit and inculcate the cultural canons of a society” (Bourdieu
1971c:178). It performs a cultural reproduction function.

When this first function combines with traditional pedagogy, the edu-
cation system performs a second, “external” function of reproducing social-
class relations. It reinforces rather than redistributes the unequal distribu-
tion of cultural capital. It also performs a social reproduction function. The
cducadon system performs yet a third function, “legiumation.” By conse-
crating the cultural heritage it transmits, the cducatron system deflects at-
tention from and contributes to the misrecognition of its social reproduc-
gon function.

Bourdieu was an early and key architect of the widely influentral theory
of social reproduction—a theory that has led many to sce that, in spite of
formal meritocratic practices, cducational institutions can actually enhance
social inequalities rather than attenuate them. Bourdieu differs, however,
from other reproduction theorists in that he does not see education as di-
rectly determined by the state, the economy, or social classes. In contrast
to both functional and Marxist theories, Beurdieu argucs that “relative au-
tonomy” rather than close correspondence characterizes the relationship
between the education system and the labor market.* Bourdieu’s particular
contribut’on is to show that schools are neither neutral nor merely reflec-
tive of broader sets of power relations, but play a complex, indirect, mediat-
ing role in maintaining and enhancing them. Finally, Bourdieu was one of
the first social reproduction theorists to examine how internal school pro-
cesses of selection and instruction, school culture, and tracking structure
actually do this.

Since Bourdieu’s early work on education is already widely known,
more attention in this chapter will will be devoted to his more recent contri-
butions, particularly those found in Home Academicus (1988b) and La No-
blesse d'Erar (1989c). His early work on education focused on student cul-
ture, the transmission of cultural capital, pedagogy, and academic sclection
processes. Fis more recent work charts the ficld of I'rench education and its
relation to the field of power. While the broad outlines of this perspective of

4- Bourdien does not see mndern tiniversitiesas subservient to private economic or public
poliueal interests, as does Smith (1974). He does not pesit a “correspondence” between educa-
tion il the cconomy, as Marsists Bee Bowles and Gindis (1)76) o for the United States
o Bawdelon sind Establer Gg74) do for Franee, Bourdiea also rejects non-Alarxian technical
Nicunowal views Geg, Clark con2) that posic @ egbu e beoveen Eibar-aiarker denand and
eslneanton sapply
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institutional stratification are present in his early work (see Current Research
1972), they receive more development in later publications on the grandes
écoles and the university professorate.

I will begin by examining how Bourdieu situates the French education
system in relation to the field of power. (As was noted in chapter 6, this is
consistent with the sequence of methodological steps Bourdieu outlines for
research.) The fundamental opposition of cultural capital and economic
capital creates a highly stratified system of higher education in France. Next
I consider how he uses his concepts of cultural capital and habitus to explain
how individuals distribute throughout that system. Bourdieu also looks at
school processes, and we will observe how he sees them as mediating the
effects of cultural capital and habitus to explain cducational attainment.
The chapter continues with a look at Bourdieur’s view of educational institu-
tions as powerful labeling systems that subtly translate social distinctions
into academic evaluations, and then takes up his analysis of the socialization
experience in the high tracks of French education as formative of an elite
whose authority assumes quasi-sacred qualities. I will consider how Bour-
dieu sees the rench educational system as relatively independent from the
class structure, the state, and the economy, and examine how Bourdieu
sees educadonal expansion through his perspective of class-based capital
ihvestment strategies. Since much of the criticism of Bourdiew’s work for
neglecting social change and trimsforinadon stems from his analyses of edu-
cation, I conclude the chapter with an assessment of his thinking in this
important area.

Education and the Field of Power

| observed in chapter 6 that for Bourdieu two major competing principles
of social hierarchy shape: the struggle for power in modern industrial socie-
ties: the distribution of economic capital (wealth, income, and property),
which Bourdieu calls the “dominant principle of hierarchy,” and the distri-
bution of cultural capital (knowledge, culture, and educational credentials),
which Bourdieu calls the “second principle of hierarchy.” Substantial pos-
session of both types of capital distinguish the dominant class from all other
groups. The dominant class, however, is internally ditferentiated by un-
equal distributions of economic capital and cultural capital. It is Bourdieu’s
thesis that these two competing claims to power internally differentate
French higher education as well. French higher educational instineions

disciplines, professors, and students—arc all polarize hy ditterences m roral
volume of capital imd by differences in the selative ainonnts ol calineal and
ccanomic capital. La Noblesse dFrar and Honro Avadvinims ofler o devaded
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social map of how Bourdieu sees French higher education institutions inter-
nally stratified by these two competing principles of hierarchy.

Bourdieu observes that type and prestige of educatonal institution at-
tended are as influential for later careers as are number of years spent in
schooling. A major theme of his work is that French educational institutions
are socially as well as academically tracked.® Of particular significance is
the elite scctor of post-secondary professional schools (grasndes écoles) that
parallel the French universities.® The grandes €coles stand at the pinnacle of
I'rench higher education: they are academically more selecuve than the
universities; they prepare graduates for leadership roles in government and
the economy; and they provide their graduates with valued alumni networks
that help advance students’ careers. A rough equivalent in the United States
would be the most prestigious business, law, and graduate schools. Whercas
entrance to a university in France requires no more than the successful
completion of the baccalanréat, entrance to the academically prestigious
grandes écoles requires intensive and specialized post-secondary preparation
(usually two years) for passing the highly competitive entrance examina-
tions. Thus, the grandes écoles represent the institutional embodiment of the
French meritocracy. Bourdieu’s work, however, demonstrates that the
sharp status distinction between the universities and the grandes écoles is
sociaf as well as academic, for these professional schools recruit in large
measure from the dominant soctial class.

Bourdieu’s most comprehensive demonstration of the socially seg-
mented character of French higher education is to be found in Lz Noblesse
d’Erar. In that work, Bourdieu (1989c¢:185—264) assembles the results of a
vast and multifaccted data collect’on project on the grandes écoles initiated
in 1967 by Bourdieu :md several collaborators, particularly Monique de
Saint Martin. It documents the social origins of students at 84 French insti-
tutions of higher learning and offers a more in-depth analysis of social and
academic background for 21 of the grandes écoles, exploring cultural prac-
tices, political attitudes, and religion at 15 of them. The documented dif fer-

5. Research on the social consequences of tracking is by now well estahlished in American
sociology of education ((Jakes 1983). Pioneering work by Karabel (1972), Brint and Karabel
(1989), Cookson and Persell (198s), and Dougherty (1994) on community colleges and prep
schools, demonstrate that type of schaol attended and curriculum studied decisively shapes
career outcomes. Bourdien was one of the first sociologists to emphasize: this point. His argu-
ment was perhaps inore radical in France than in the United States, since. in France,a nation-
ally centealized and standardized system of education is supposedly designed to reduce re-
pional and sweal dillerences,

G T addion o the mversiees and @andey &oles, Freneh higher education includes a
hroad ranpe od wocationsl and vechnieal sehoods thar Tor the mose part de not require the:
bl waarert Qonghly vgpuavalent s the high schenl diploma) sind veesiir wost of their sadens.
fronn thies tower sntdile chsas aind dhie wonkinge chass
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ences in total volume of economic and cultural capital reveal two broad
institutional tracks.” At one extreme, stands such top-tier schools as the
Ecole Nadonale d’Administration, the Ecole des Hautes Etudes Commer-
ciales, the Ecole Normale Supérieure, and the Ecole Polytechnique, whose
graduates can choose from a broad range of career possibilities at the high-
estechelons of government, business, imd education. They recruit students
largely from the dominantclass. At the other extreme, one finds the univer-
sity faculties of science and letters and a broad variety of other schools that
offer specialized technical and vocational training, which recruit students
from distinctly less elite social backgrounds.® There is therefore in France
a bifiurcated higher education system that is stratitied in its relationship to
the field of power. According to Bourdieu (1972:17),

the function of the dualist struetore of higher education, in which the grandes écoles
standd opposed to the Faculties, is to distinguish the members of the ruling class
from members of the other classes and, in particular, from the middle classes.

Differences in composition of capital further differentiate 21 of the
top-tier schools between two opposing poles: schools such as the Fcole
Normale Supérieure (rue d’Ulm), the Ecole Normale Supérieure de Jeunes
Filles de Sevres, and the Ecole Normale de Saint-Cloud, represent the sci-
entific and intellectual pole, since they recruitstudents from the same social
milieu for which the prepare their graduates, namely, the teaching, artistic,
and scientific professions. [n these schools, academic cxcellence, or the ac-
cumulation of scholastic capital, is the principal hierarchy that ranks these
institutions and the students within them. In contrast, schools such as the
Ecole Nationale (’Administration, the Ecole Polytechnique, and the Insti-
tut des Sciences Politiques de Paris and Ecole des Hautes Frudes Commer-
ciales, represent the administrative and economic pole, since they both re-
cruit from and channel their students into the higher echelons of business
and state administration. Together, these instituttions are ranked not only in
terms ofacademic excellence but also according to the “dominant hierarchy
outside of the academic establishment”; that is, “according to their position
in the hierarchy of economic capital and according to the power of the

7. These resulw stem trom an amlysis of coiTespondence based on the social origins of
the students (Bourdieu 1989c:199).

8. Asecond axis of differentiation revealed in the correspondence analysis of the B4 institu-
tions distinguishes “private” from “public” schools. Business, art, and archinecwre schonls
connected to privase industrial ant commercial interesis charge tgton and ofler frly rigor-
ous training hut are notas selective academically ax the tnnon-fee puliic seetar eiginecring,
ageanomy, waching, and rescarch sehonls that preprare stdems G el sectr arcers
(Bourdicn tgRoe: 213).
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positions to which they lead” (t972:(8). Thus, these two elite educational
tracks tend to serve two distinct fractions of the dominant class: the fraction
relatively richer in cultural capital and the opposing fracdon relatively
richer in economic capital.’?

Among the university faculties, Bourdieu also finds a similar socially
segmented structure.!” He identifies an analogous bipolar structure with
“at one pole the scientifically dominant but socially suberdinate faculties,
and, at the other, the scientifically subordinate but temporally dominant
faculies” (1g88h:54)." In examining the population of tenured professors
in Parisian university faculties during the late t960s, Bourdieu finds that
their social profile varies according to this bipolar structure. Broadly speak-
ing, the faculties of natural sciences, arts and social sciences, law, and medi-
cine are situated respectively on a continuum between the poles of cultural
power and of economic and political power. Dominant-class representation
in terms of social background and a number of indicators showing the de-
gree of participation in instances of economic and political power increases
as one moves from science to medicine.” Professors from the economically
rich fractions of the dominant class tend to be located more frequently in
the law and medical faculties than in the science and humanities faculties."
To illustrate, professors in the law and particularly the medical faculties

9. Another differentiating factor in the correspondence analysis of the 11 schools distin-
guishes those offering a “generalist” preparation for administration from those off ering “tech-
nical” training for highly specialized posio'ons (Bourdieu 198gc:z 16). A third correspondence
analysis em 15 of the most elite gundes éeoles reveals a similar pattern. Schools leading to
careers in administration, such as Ecole Nationale d'Administration and Institue des Sciences
Politiques de Paris, are more likely to recruit students from the Parisian hourgesisie who
have a literary background in secondary schools and who atended prestgious private schools,
whereas schools leading to technical positions, such as Ecole Centrale, Ecole des Mines, and
Insticut National Agronomiue, recruit more students from he middle classes and who have
followed the scientilic tracks an secondary schools (ihnd., 221).

0. This analysis is found in Home Acadernicus (1988b:38-40, :171-75), which is based on
a random sample of 405 tenured faculty members from the wedical, law, arts and social sci-
ences, and nacural sciences faculdes in the Paris area, and in which he observes that “the
strucrure of the university field reflects the structure of the field of power, while iss own aca'vity
of selection and indoctrination contributes to the reproduction of that structure” (40—41).

11. Bourdieu writes, “ihe university fieldis orgunized according to two antagonistic prinei-
ples of hierarchization: the social hierarchy, corresponding to the capital inherited and the
economic and political capital actually held, is in oppaosition to the specific, properly cul-
tural hierarchy, cerresponding to the capital of scientific authority or intellectual renown”
(ibid., 48).

2. ndicutars include father’s accupati'on, type and prestige of secondary and highereduca-
on instituiions aacwled. liscing in the French Hw's Who or Bortin Mondain, decorations,
ami partiaipation m virimls government eor univeesity admmisiritive bodies.

€3 Bostshen CoftRle 48) srises b “the professors ol the ditTerent Genltics are distributed
bevween ale pole ol eomwmne s podueat poswer amd the pale of entueml prestipes avcarding
1o the sasue prnesples oe ahe dicsen Tracoons ol ihe dosan chsses,™
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are more likely to live in socially exclusive Parisian neighborhoods than are
professors in the arts :and sciences (44). Thus, a fairly clear distinction be-
tween sciences and letters, on the one hand, and law and medicine, on the
other hand, can be made." The French university world broadly divides
into two camps if one looks at it in terms of the key characteristics that
distinguish the principal fractions of the dominant class.

Bourdicu finds that these structures have remained remarkably stable
throughout the 1970s and '8os. If May 1968 brought reform and greater
access to the French universities, it also brought dominant-class flight from
them. Competition for entry to the top-tier schools has increased consider-
ably as has the gap between the top- and lower-tier institutions. T'oday,
top-tier schools tend to recruit even more from the dominant class than
before (Bourdieu 1989¢:271). Further, the phenomenal development and
expansion of specialized professional schools offering training in manage-
ment, advertising, journalism, and business tend to attract students with
considerable inherited economic capital (278). Bourdieu considers these
schools to be refuges for dominant-class youth who are unable to gain ac-
cess to the academically most sclective grandes écoles and yet who refuse the
alternative of going to less prestigious university faculties or to one of the
second-tier schools.

Bourdieu thus points to a fundamental paradox between two simultane-
ous developmeuts in French higher education: the increase in options in
higher education, oftering a broader range of educational opportunities
than hefore; and a reinforcement of class-based social stratification within
the higher educational system.

Bourdieu also observes a shift in power away from the intellectual pole
in French higher education toward the administrative and economic pole.
The Ecole Nationale d’Administration has replaced the Ecole Normale
Supérieure in the struggle to define the most legitimate and prestigious
form of higher education in France today. Indeed, the Ecole Nationale
d’Adnunistration has come to impose itself as the standard for the entire
tield of the French grandes écoles (282). This shift, Bourdicu suggests, paral-
lels a decline in the traditional prestige of the intellectual professions
(teaching and research), which are being more and more eclipsed by the
increased prestige associated with top positions in state administration, big

14. Bourdieu (198yb:37€-77) locates the discipline of sociology closer 16 “liw and 1o ihe
temperally dominant disciplines” than to the sclentific disciplines. Socialopy isa lichl of sym-
bolic production that is divided by “twa radically discrepant logiess the logie of e poliical
field . . . and the logic of the scienific ficld,” "Phe scientilic loppe 1 socinlaby ditares i
connnunication be hased oo sciemifie cenerias Yet, sovalopy s imblieaed wolo the lopae o
the politeal Belil, where canmamieaian s shaped by (e Msoed 1000 o ay nlvovanes™”
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business, political party leadership, and the media—particularly television.
This shift, Bourdieu sardonically suggests, gives rise to a technocratic vision
of intellectual practice, one that also contributes to the decline of the fa-
mous French tradition of autonomous intellectnals, exemplified by Jean-
Paul Sartre, and elevates in standing the “intellectual journalism” of Ray-
mond Aron, which Bourdieu deplores.

Habitus, Cultural Capital, and Selection Processes

In order to show how individuals distribute throughout this stratified field
of French educawon, Bourdieu calls on his concepts of habitus and cultural
capital. As was pointed out in chapter §, hahitus, which is akin to the idea
of classsubculture, refers to a set of relatively permanent and largely uncon-
scious ideas about one’s chances of success and how society works that are
common to members of a social class or status group. These ideas or, more
precisely, dispositions, lead individuals to act in such a way as to reproduce
the prevailing structure of life chances and stawas distinctions. The concept
of habitus permits Bourdieu to stress that educational choices are disposi-
tional rather than conscious, rational calculations.

An important theme in Bourdiew’s work on education is his assertion
that academic selection is shaped by class-based self-selection. Whether stu-
dents stay in school or drop out, and the course of study they pursue, Bour-
dieu argues, depends on their practical expectations of the likelihood that
people of their social class will succeed academically. Bourdieu believes
there isgencerally a high correlation between subjective hopes and objective
chances. A child’s ambitions and expectations with regard to education
and career are the structurally deterined products of parental and other
reference-group educational experience and cultural lite.” Working-class
youth do not aspire to high levels of educational attainiment because, ac-
cording to Bourdieu, they have internalized and resigned themsclvesto the
limited opportunities for school success that exist for those without much
cultural capital ¥ In contrast, upper-middle-class youth internalize their so-
cial advantages as expectations for academic success, and stay in school.
Bourdieu, thus, insightfully demonstrates how much educational selection
in fact occurs through self-selection.

t5. This cchaes i patt the widely accepted view in Aimerican status-attsinment research
than swesses e unparenee o student expectations on- educational achievement (Sewell,
I lwsers aml Portes ot Wl hisconcept of hahiws, Bourdies emphasizes how expectations
dervive fronn early diss coctalisine.

16, Sen Ol Gy oo e asunglar discussion ol e seurces of the lowee coflege
exorctntions ol Ao Lol
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Bourdiew’s analysis of student self-selection through a habitus involv-
ing a high positive correlation between objective possibilities and subjective
aspirations is insightful but not entirely convincing. Numerous cases sug-
gest the alignment process of aspirations to ehances to be problematic. The
high aspiradons among American blacks after World War II for a college
education, despite overwhelming cvidence of limited career opportunities
in the professions, represents just one striking example of a disjuncture
between hepes and real chances (FHout and Morgan 1973; MacLcod 1987;
Michelson 1990; Ogbu 1978, 1990)." Even Bourdieu’s own accountof mid-
dle-class participation in the postwar expansion of enrollment in French
higher education suggests that this alignment comes more easily for some
groups in given circumstances than for others. While Bourdieu’s formula-
tion of the “causality of the probahle” may helpfully descrihe the attitudes
of working-class youth who do not continue their education and upper-
class youth who take for granted their completion of university degrees, it
docs less well in explaining why middle-class families began investment in
the credential market, where traditionally their chances for success had not
been great. Suddenly the tacit and practical implementation of the effects
of early socialization, so well captured by the concept of habitus, gives way
to a more consciously rational class reconversion strategy that conveys the
sense of a highly future-oriented perspective of class behavior.

In addizon to class habitus, class dif ferences in cultural capiral also affect
educational attainment. Cultural knowledge and style operate as carriers
of social inequality. As was pointed out in chapter 4, Bourdieu linds it usetul
as

to think of culture—especially in the form of educational credentials
a kind of capital (“scholastic capital™) that can be purchased with time, en-
ergy, and money and then exchanged for occupations with high status and
incomes. His concept of cultural capital covers a wide variety of resources,
including verbal facility, general cuitural awareness, information about the
school system, and educational credentials. Bourdieu points to an wnequal
distvibution of cultural capital. Social classes differ greatly in levels of educa-
tional attainment and patterns of cultural consumption. Bourdieu finds chac
students’ academic performance is strongly related to parents’ culeural
background. Parents pass on their cultural heritage to their children. Most
higher cducation degrees in France, for example, are held by children of
professionals; very few are held by children of farmers and factory work-

17. See Rosenbaum 1976 for evidenceofa similar disjunetiee in which suadens nispurceive
the consequences of secondary schaol wacking;, and Kavabel 197; tar mtspeweptions of can-
numity college 1eackingg.
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ers.” Thus, Bourdieu sees class distinctions as mediated by both aspirations
and expectations and cultural style and knowledge into differential educa-
tional performance and attainment.

Bourdieu focuses on how the higher-educational system reproduces,
rather than redistributes, the unequal distribution of cultural capital. This
leads him to examine the structural features of curriculum, pedagogy, and
cvaluation for an explanation of how this occurs. e argues that formal
schooling contributes to the maintenance of an unequal social system by
privileging certain cultural heritages and penalizing other. Even prolonged
exposure to university instruction does not fully compensate lower- and
middle-class youth for their initial handicap in cultural capital. French
schools, he finds, emphasize the forms of knowledge and cultural ideals and
styles dominant social groups in particular cherish. He suggests that the
traditional program of humanist studies, which until recently dominated
the preparatory track for entrance to the university and elite protessional
schools in France, does not provide the technical skills needed in the broad-
est sectors of the job market.!” "I'he humanities appeal less to those students
whose lack of economic security motivates them to seek out technical and
vocational options. Moreover, this program of study acts as a selection de-
vice: academic success in the humanities requires general cultural awareness
and a refined and elegant style of language. Curriculum content and style,
then, offer advantages to those who possess the “educationally profitable
linguistic capital” of “bourgeoislanguage”: 1w tendency “to abstraction, for-
malism, intellectualism and euphemistic moderagon” rellects a literary and
cultured disposition that is found most often among the dominant classes.
This sacially valued and academically revered linguistic style contrasts
sharply with the “cxpressiveness or expressionism of working-class lan-
guage, which manifests itself in the tendency to move from particular case
to particular case, from illustration to parable” {(Bourdieu and Passeron
1977:1t6). It further differs from the distinctive feawures of lower-middle-
class language, with its “faulty hypercorrectiveness and proliferation of the
signs of grammatical control,” which betrays its “anxious reference to the

18. Bourdieu’s concept of cultural capital has stimulated an important body of research
into the cultaral dimensions of unequal education attainment. Apple 1982, Apple and Weis
1985, Cookson and Persell 1985, OiMaggio 1982, DiMaggio and Mohr 1984, Lamont and
l.areau 1988, Larcau 1989, and Robinson and Garnier 1985 are just a few noteworthy exam-
ples.

t. The curncubar content of the high track in French lycées has switched ro mathemarics
and seicne sine Roandien brpan his research on Freneh education in the early 1g6os. Bu
the formal rather dun praciical srientmian af their insiraction hardly uppeals w lowee-clss
ilispositons
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legitimate norm of academic correctness” (134).2 Because of the emphasis
placed on the spoken as well as written word, the traditional preference in
French schools for the eloquent lecture helps secure the privileges of those
rich in cultural capital. Bourdieu makes the interesting ethnographic obser-
vation that even the physical organization of the traditional French univer-
sity—lecture halls and amphitheaters rather than small seminar rooms or
even libraries——testifies to the preeminence of the spoken word (Bourdieu
and Passeron 1977:120). The forinal lecture clevates the role of the profes-
sor as the legitimate transmitter of cultural goods.

The use in France of a traditional pedagogy that stresses the refined
mastery of a literary linguistic style discriminates in favor of those rich in
inherited cultural capital. By failing to provide compensatory coursework
adapted to meet the language deficiencies of those without cultural capital,
traditional pedagagy fulfills the function of serving dominant-class interests
by demuanding “uniformly of all its students that they should have what it
does not give™ namely, a practical and informal mastery of language and
culture that can be acquired only in the domiant-class family (128).%" Style
as much as content becomes the mechanism wherceby cultural privilege is
reinforced and cultnral disadvantage is left unattended.??

"T'he classic oral and essay examinations, like the traditional form of
instruction, present advantages to those richest in cultural capical. Such
examinations tend to measure ability in linguistic expression as much as
mastery of subject matter. For example, Bourdieu’s secondary analysis of
reports of agrégation®® juries finds clear preference for candidates who dis-
tinguished themselves by spoken and written eloquence (Bourdieu 198gc:
19-47; Bourdieu and de Saint Martin 1974). These national examinations
represent the highest level of achievement within the French educational
system and symbolize the triumph of democratic, secular, and state-
controlled education over the interests of church, region, and social class.
While they promulgate the idcals of democratic equality and meritocratic

zo. Bourdicu’s suggestion that distinet linguist'e styles stemming from class-based social-
tzation shape academic performance is echoed in Basil Bernstein’s work (197t-75), which
Bourdicu helped introduce into France,

21, Culral and linguistic styles labeled “cultivated” or “distinguished” by the school sys-
tem in fact reference a “particufur mode of acquisition” which is *only possible in families whose
culture is scholarly culture™ (Bourdieu and de Saint Martin tg74:354).

22. Bourdieu’s scathing actack on traditonal pedagogy refleces the particularity of the
French case in contrast to other nadonal educational systems than are more open 1 losiness
and science instruction and compensatory prograns.

23. A highly competitive national examination lewling to 1eaching posts in Erench fyrees
andl universitics.
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achievement, Bourdieu forcefully argues that, in practice, they favor the
culturally privileged.

Another theme in Bourdieu’s work is that educagon mediates the ef-
fecw of class background in complex ways. He systematcally relates the
selective process of education to social-class structure without reducing this
relationship to one of simple class determinism. Social-class background is
filtered through a complex set of factors that interact in different ways at
differentlevels of schooling. For instance, Bourdieu explains that the reason
a strong correlation between social-class background and school perfor-
mance at the lower levels of schooling may gradually weaken or even disap-
pear at higher levels is because of how class background and academic selec-
tivity intersect: differential performance according to class will appear less
pronounced at the higher levels of schooling because the surviving lower-
class students represent a highly select subgroup (Bourdien and Passeron
1977)-

Bourdicu’s analysis of results from a language test administered to uni-
versity students illustrates how the educational system translates the stu-
dent’s initial degree of educational opportunity and ammount of cultural capi-
tal into characteristically academic traits (Bourdieu, Passeron, and de Saint
Martan 1965; Bourdieu and Passeron :1977:74-8¢). Cultural capital and
“degree of selection” arc the fulcrum concepts used to interpret the test
results. Students of dominant-class origin obtain high test scores on all
types of vocabulary questions, from the definition of scholastic concepts to
those that presuppose a more general cultural background. By inheriting
the most socially valued forms of cultural activity from parents who usually
have some university education, these cultural heirs are able to cash in cul-
tural capital on good academic performance.

The mediation process is particularly visible for academically successful
lower-class students who rely more heavily on the school for their acquisi-
ton of cultural capital than do upper-class students. The few lower-class
students taking the exam score just as well as upper-class students on ques-
tions involving academic concepts, since these lower-class students them-
selvesrepresenta highly sclect academic group. Lower-class survivors have
compensated for their initial lack of capital by acquiring a scholastically
based cultural capital through exceptional intellectual ability, individual ef-
fort, and unusual home or social circumstances. However, these lower-class
students do not score as well on questions requiring broad cultural knowl-
edge, beeanse they lack the background of their upper-class schoolmates.
T"hough acadenncally sieecesstul, lower-class sendents hear the mark of their
innit il crdiral disadvintage by being o “sehalastic™ in their colwral siyle.
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Meanwhile, the large number of middle-class students receive the low-
est scores, because they represent a less highly select academic group and
because they come fron: a class milieu in which major investunent in higher
education has only recently begun. Student performance and achievement,
therefore, can be seen as the outcome of a complex interplay of expecta-
tions, cultural capital, and the degree of selection.

Thus, Bourdieu’s approach establishes structural linkages between ed-
ucational processes and social stratilication. Macro-level patterns of social-
class inequality and unequal distribution of cultural capital are linked to
micro-level processes of pedagogy, evaluation, and curriculum.

Academic Classifications as Social Classifications

Bourdieu (198gc:19—g8) argues that the struggle for economic and cultural
capital not only differentiates socially French institutions of higher learn-
ing, it alsostructuresand differentiates French mentalities. The educational
system instills a system of widely used cognitive classifications that reinforce
social distinctions. For Bourdieu, this is its most insidious function. He
draws this basic thesis from Durkheim and Mauss (1963) to argue that there
is a fundamental though unrecognized connection between institutional
structures :md the cognitive dispositions they inculcate within individuals.
Rather than limit this demonstration to the social and mythical worlds of
“primitive” peoples, Bourdieu applies it as well to his own milieu—modern
French academe.

In a study of successful secondary school candidates on a highly com-
petitive national examination (laurénts du Concours géneral), Bourdieu
(1989c:19—-47) finds that the categorics such candidates use to characterize
the intellectual gualities for success in various academic disciplines corre-
spond to qualities the candidates attribute to themselves and which are at-
tributed to them by their examiners. Students and examiners alike were
more likely to attribute success in literature, language, philosophy, and
mathematics to innate talent whereas hard work and study were more likely
to be mentioned for geography and the natural sciences. Indeed, Bourdieu
(31) bnds a whole series of bipolar oppositions, such as brilliant/dull,
gifted/motivated, distinguished/vulgar, cultivated/academic, eloquent/
awkward, original/common, and refined/crude, that both students and
teachers employ to differentiate success in the various academic disciplines.
These dichotomies point to two underlying ideal types of academic snecess:

the most highly valued type cvokes an inage ol clurisnatic qualities of

individual talent, while the other snggests sueeess than comes through hard
work and dewermimaion, However, Bontdheu (34) also Toes that sl differ
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ent representations of success observed for the different disciplines are par-
alleled by differences in social origins and amounts of inherited cultural
capital. Students in literature, language, philosophy, and mathematics are
more likely to come from higher social-class origins; their representations
of success in terms of individual talent in fact reflect greater advantages in
inherited cultural capital. Thus, the very representations of success in
French academe express euphemized social-class distinctions. These bipo-
lar “scholastic forms of classification” function analogously to what Durk-
heim and Mauss called “primitive forms of classification,” as they represent
the incorporation of institutional structures, such as discipline and tracks,
that are in a homologous relationship with the social-class structure (49).
The academic meritocracy is a form of aristocracy. It is rooted in the notion
of “natural” rights and abilities of individuals, which masks inherited cul-
tural advantages.

Bourdieu extends this kind of analysis by arguing that cognitive polari-
ties parallel the hierarchy of institutional tracks in French education and
thus reftect the underlying inequalities established in the struggle for eco-
nomic and cultural capiral. For example, the division between those schools
recruiting students with considerable capital and those with less capital be-
comes the institutional basis for the familiar distinctons between mental
and manual labor, or between conceptual and applied tasks, that distinguish
senior managers from middle managers and engtneers from technicians.
Moreover, the cultural capital/economic capital opposition becomes the
institutiona! basis for the conceptual distinction between pure and applied
orientations toward knowledge, science, and culture. Bourdieu (19842a:387)
writes that

the educational system, an institutionalized classifier which is itself an objectified
system of classification reproducing the hierarchies of the social world in a trans-
formed form, with its cleavages hy “level” corresponding to social strata and its
divisions into specialities and disciplines which reflect social divisions ad infinicum,
such as the opposition between theory and practice, conception and execution,
st orms social classifications into academic classifications, with every appearance
ot neutrality, and establishes hierarchies which are not experienced as purely techni-
«al, :and therefore partial and one-sided, buct as total hierarchies, grounded in nature,
so thar social value comes to be identitied with “persanal” value, scholastic digniti'es
with hunan dignity.

Filuetional insottians, Bourdian therelore argues, operawe as an “im-
IENSe Cagilive atachme”™ thot under the appearanee ol technical ncull‘:llily

itnpose pritninye mtellecoml classificanons that varily existing social classi
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fications (1989c:51-81).”* This process goes misrecognized ata tacit level.
Indeed, it can only operate tacitly, since widespread awareness of this “la-
tent function” would make the system inoperative. Social and personal in-
sults, such as “you are only a worker’s son” or “you are crude,” which would
be judged unacceptable in academic culture, can nonetheless be expressed
euphemistically as academic judgements in the “miscecognized form™: “cor-
rect but nothing more,” “lacks style,” or “unremarkable work” (Bourdieu
1989c:61). The classitication function of schooling is buttressed by its legit-
imation function. Schools “consecrate social distinctions by constituting
them as academic distinctions” (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977). Because
actors believe these classitications to be academic, they employ them as
legitimate labels without full awareness of their social conscquences.
Through socialization, they have been incorporated as practical instru-
ments that actors employ practically without conscious reflection. Yert,
these academic judgments are also social judgments that ratify and repro-
duce social class distinctions.

Technical Training as Elite Formation and Censeciation

Bourdieu argues that the professional training provided by the academically
sclective grandes écoles imparts not only technical knewledge and skills but
even more importantly a status culture.”” He sharply criticizes the technical-
functional view of education, and drawsnotably from Durkheim’s sociology
of religion to stress the ritual and symbolic aspects of elite schooling. In-
deed, Bourdieu (1989c:164) draws an explicit analogy between modern sec-
ular educational institutions and religion when he writes that “the school
is in fact a religious instance, in the Durkheimian sense.” By this Bourdieu
means that the French grandes écoles separate out a social elite and bestow
on the elected “all the properties ordinarily imparted to sacred beings.”
These schools create a kind of secular priesthood—what he calls a “state
nobility”—for positions of power in modern France. This status culture
legitimatizes the inter-institutional track system examined earlier by creat-
mg a kind of “saered/profane” opposition between the elite grandes écoles
and all other post-secondary educational institutions in France. Through an

24. Bourdieu’s argument here overlaps somewhat wath Meyer’s (1970, 1977) discussion of
the “chartering ¢ fects” of schools, which stress the inst'tutiomal impact of education on social
structure by defining and conferring rights, responsibilities, and roles in che larger society.
Both Bourdieu and Meyer draw on Durkheim to make their respective arguments, but Bour-
dieu stresses the cognitive and social stratif ying cffeets of the istamtionalizings process af
education on larger sociery more than daes Mever,

25, Fhs argoment is similar 1o the one niade by Ranvdall Cothne troso1 whao like Bonriliceu,
draws many of his insighss frem AWele s discnssion ot the tole of vdinstion g ey
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intensive and elaborate socialization process of ritual and ceremony, these
secular and technical schools in fact set apart and sacralize a power elite.
They create a kind of new secular religious order, endowed with quasi-
sacred qualities, that characterize technocratic leadership in modern
France?*

Bourdieu (101-81) documents this “consecration” aspect of French
elite education by looking at the socialization experience in the dass pré para-
toires, which represents the very competitive high track in French secondary
schooling leading to the grandes écoles.”” Bourdieu considers the French
classes pré paratories as “total institutions” analogous to the boarding-school
experience in the British public schools and American prep schools.” The
socialization in the classes préparatories nounts to a “vast consecration rit-
ual.” Physical as well as mental exercises instill an ascetic culture of self-
control in preparation for control over others. All activities are designed to
nurture a charismatic quality of entitlement. Students experience a highly
regimented social and intellectual life that fosters social homogeneity, a
common culture, a shared sense of entitlement and a ceinmon symbolic
capital.

But, for Bourdieu, even more important than the regimented organiza-
tion of everyday life is the pedagogy that forms a regimented intellectual
habitus. The constant preparation for competitive exams, the use of text-
books rather than original works (even in the humanities), the large number
of problem sets and regular drills, the intensive pace, and the compettve
ammosphere create an instrumental, pragmatic, and narrowly calculating
orientation toward culture and intellectual work. Rather than nourishing
a crigcal spirit that might encourage research, this pragmatic orientation
motivates students to confine their interests to what will help on the com-
petitive examinations. Bourdieu observes that, while this is perhaps useful
for professional managers of the state and the economy, it does not foster
an interest in more probing intellectual exploration that is important for
training teachers and researchers. Paradoxically, then, those students who

26. The polemical import of Bourdieu’s recourse to the language of Durkheinisn sociology
«f religion can e better appreciated if one recalls that one of the crowning legacies of the
IFrench Revolution wasto create free, publie, and secular education institutr'ons where religion
would no longer play a central role.

27. Le bases his observations ot extensive data (rom questionnaire surveys, interviews with
bothy students anel Facuity, wud by examinings a varicty of written testimonials of experiences
lror wmmbates ol the dusses prepuratives.

2K The concepr of ol istdunion” comes from Golfman (1 1). Bourdien’s analysis of
the soewbzaian espertencr idemihies many ol ihe sane aechanissns thae Cookson and Persell
GoRg ) descrilse un thens stndy of Amecng ehine boaeding sehools, However, Bourdien sicesses

the homapenranyg expenience at 1he Brench duses pacpuenatnrio: wliereas Cookson and Persell
devates anentmn 1o sher ot s ot desessaas and slicomnan m Laachog sebools
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are most highly selected academically find themselves in an organized aca-
demic settdng that is least likely to encourage an interest in research or
intellectual development as an end in itself. The grandes écoles give students
a competitive culture but not one that encourages critical thought.

The Relowive Autonomy of the Lducation Field

Another central theme in Bourdiceu’s work is that educational institutions
are not simply an adjunct of more decisive institutions insociety. As I noted
in chapter 6, Bourdieu speaks of the “relative autonomy” of cultural fields
from outside interests. He uses the idea of relative autonomy to theorize
a complex relationship between the education system, the economy, and
the social class structure (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977:177-78). It is
through the logic of relative autonomy that Bourdieu sees the education
system heing capable of carrying out its “external function of social conserva-
tion.”

The relative autenomy of the education system refers to its capacity to
develop a distinct status culture and its own organizational and professional
interests, which may deviate signiticantly from lahor-market demands or
dominant-class interests. Bourdieu emphuasizes that the cducational sys-
tem obtains relative autonomy from outside institutions through its self-
reproductive capacity and its vested interest in protecting the value of scho-
lastic capital. Referring to Durkheim, he points to the educational system’s
capacity to recruit its fcadership from within its own ranks as the reason
for its unusual historical continuity and stability, analogous more to the
church than to business or the state (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977:195—
08).? Education’s virtual monopoly over recruitment, training, and promo-
tion of personnel allows the educational system to adapt its programs and
activities to its own specific needs for self-perperuation. For example, the
intergenerational transmission of a humanist cultural tradion in the tadi-
tional French university has stood at cross-purposes with the more contem-
porary concern for utilitarian knowledge encouraged by industrializaton.
This has undoubtedly been one important source of anticapitalistsentdment
among well-educated French men and women. It also helps explain why
the French academic profession has strongly resisted repeated efforts by
state planners to align the curriculum more closely with the practical needs
of husiness. The combination of an internally generated body ofknowledge

29. The reference to Durkhcim concerns his livtle-known, hut perhaps most siggnificn
work in the sociology of cducation, The Exolution of Idncutional Thaieghbr Qyy7).
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and professional and organizational interests form the basis for the relative
autonomy of the educational system from state control and corporate pres-
sure.

Bourdieu’s idea of the reladvely autonomous status of the educational
system provides a desirable alternative to both technical-functonal and in-
strutnentalist class domination views of the education-society nexus.*® By
calling attention to the organizatonal proclivity for self-perpetuation, the
internal labor market, and the institutional basis of meritocratic ideology,
Bourdieu correctly argues that the educational system mecliates external
demands.

‘T'he term relutive autonomny can be used, however, to emphasize two
quite opposite tendencies, and this property reflects both its ingenuity and
its ambiguity. The term can refer to a deeper level of relationship :md func-
tion that goes ill-perceived. Bourdieu draws upon this aspect of dependency
when he discusses the relationship of education to the class strucnure. “Rela-
tive autonomy” captures the ill-perceived dimension of the educational
transmission of social inequality: formal equality of opportunity and reward
based on merit permit the subtle transfer of privilege through cultural capi-
tal. Reproduction, for example, emphasizes the idea of a close but ill-
perceived connection between social structure and the school. Attainment,
performance, and tracking are wll presented as being heavily class based,
albeit in mediated form. And though every attempt is made to argue that
social-class reproduction occurs by various ferms of cultural and institu-
tional mediation rather than through more conscious and instrinnental
means, still, the social reproduction process seems to occur without great
difficulty: schooling seems to assure the privileged of success and the less
fortunate of failure. Risks of downward mobility for upper-class individuals
are only mentioned, not explored. And the chances tfor upward mobility
for lower-class youth arc suggested to be minimal.

But “relative autonomy” implies autonomy as well as dependency. The
term can emphasize the systemn’s capacity to resist external demands. Bour-
dieu in fact draws upon this aspect of the term when he discusses the way
French teachers have resisted attempts by state technocrats to modernize
and render French secondary and higher education more relevant to the
demands of business and advanced technology (Bourdieu, Boltanski, and

30. Chrk’s Fducuring the Expert Seciety (1962) is a classic statement representing the

technical-tunctional berspective i Smith’s Mo Rudex the Universities? (1974) presents an
instemnenta] view o class dowinion. Bosdles sand Gingis’s Schooling in Capitrlist danerican
(1o76) ollers asteennal iew al clss aml schoal elations thar also allows litle tnstinaional
antonony Fron vhss meeas
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Maldidier 1971). Here he correctly captures the idea (absentin human capi-
tal theory and most radical theories) of organizadonal and professional in-
terests that emerge and, to some extent, are able to transform outside con-
straints according to their own terms. But the emphasis changes depending
on whether he is discussing the relationship of education to social structure,
or to the labor market and the state.

Additionally, the degree of autonomy from the labor market varies ac-
cording to type of education and type of labor market in Bourdieu’s analy-
ses. Vocational education, for example, scems more closely attuned to job
entry and performance in the skilled manual labor market than liberal arts
programs are to white-collar jobs. Moreover, there appears to be a better
“fit” in Bourdieu’s analysis between the grandes écoles and elite job positions
than there is for either vocational educaton or the liheral arts programs.
This kind of variation is not well captured by the language of relative au-
tononiy.

While the idea of relative autonomy captures an important historical
development of the French educational system, it does less well accounting
for change itsclf. The notion works best for Bourdieu when he refers to the
resistance of the traditional emphasis in French secondary and university
education on the classics to curricular reform more in line with knowledge
and skill needs of industrialization. INevertheless, the rise in importance
over the past thirty years of mathematics and modern foreign languages in
the high track of French secondary education and the growth in vocational
programs suggest a growing alignment of educational programs with mod-
ern technological needs. The notion of relative autonomy, however, is un-
able to give an adequate description of such changes.

Bourdieu’s use of the terin does not pennit him to specify the condi-
tions under which educational institutions can achieve autonomy, the de-
gree to which they do, the limits of that autonomy, and how it might
change. Yet, these are important considerations if one is to gain a richer
understanding of the complex refationship between a stratified educational
system and a segmented labor market. The term gives Bourdieu conceptual
maneuverability but at the considerable price of lack of empirical precision.

Bourdieu speaks of the relative autonomy of the educational system to
refer to its capacity to undermine government inst'tuted reforms. “Ihe idea
that the relationship between policy objectives and actual consequences is
mediated by divergent organizational and professional interests is not
novel, but is frequently unappreciated hy critieal theories of education.

Nevertheless, the interests of teachers, school administrators, and those of

state managers imav well coincide under vertain comlitions and an certain

issucs. such as expanding state rescnrees foe mereasmy senden anl, huililing
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additional science facilities, and increasing instructi'on in the humanities.’!
Bourdieu does not explore such cases. A complete assessment of the rela-
tonship of educational institutions to state agencies would also require an
assessment of such conditions. Moreover, it would call for a study of the
politics of educational reform, one that would look at the actors, organiza-
ton, and objectives that are subject to centention.

The emphasis on relative autonomy leaves Bourdieu with very little to
say about the relatdonship of schooling to the state and organized interest
groups. Yet, educational planning and policy making are carried out more
by government officials than by relatively autonomous teachers and profes-
sors. Morcover, organized labor and teachers’ unions can act as impor-
tant pressure groups. And business interests, even in Jrance, are not en-
tirely absent from universities, as the switch in curriculum to scientific and
business-oriented studies over the last thirty years suggests (Isamberg-
Jamati and Segré 1971). In stressing the autonomy of cultural institutions,
Bourdieu’s analysis tends to downplay the importance of these other fac-
tors.

Since Bourdieu considers educational field autonomy to be a matter of
degree rather than an either/or condition, his work on France invites cross-
national comparisons. National differences in particular would seem to de-
mand some modification of the model. American universities, for example,
are very much constrained by economic interests, such as research funding,
student enrollments, and alumni relations. Significant political influences
often impinge on the allocation of research funding, grants, and at times
on the expression of faculty views. In the case of the United States, at least,
there would seem to be much more interaction and less autonomy between
the academic field and the economic and political fields than Bourdieu’s
framework suggests to be the case in France.

Fducation, Reproduction and Change

In this concluding section, I take up Bourdieu’s treatment of cducation and
suciul change and the criticism his thinking on this important topic has
received.

EDUGATION EXPANSION: CLASS REPRODUCTION STRATEGIES

In chapter 7, | poitied ou that Bourdicu analyzes the dynamics of the

contemporary cliss sirnciure inowerms of capiral invesement strategies by
s Dougherss oo, Gt examplies shoss thae communmiy callege leaders tind their awn

ovgazatiml tnerests Fcored iy pndicies ot appeal t business il gesernmenm nteresis
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individuals and families who compete to maintain or enhance their posi-
tions in the social order. Bourdieu (in Bourdieu and Boltanski 1977:198)
analyzes the postwar expansion of the French educational system in terms
of social-class “strategies of reproduction” through which middle- and
dominant-class groups try “consciously or unconsciously, to maintain or
improve their position in the structare of class relations hy safcguarding
or increasing their capital.” Individuals and groups protect or advance their
positions within the social hicrarchy by preserving, reinforcing, or trans-
forming their stock of capital.

In order to maintain or improve their positions in the stratification
order, different classes pursue different kinds of educational investiment
strategies. Middle-class groups (e.g., shopkeepers) started investing in
higher education after World War II in order to obtain economic security
in a joh market that increasingly required formal qualifications. Tradition-
ally low in cultural capital, these groups began investing in the expanding
universities. Frustrated by the traditional emphasis upon the humanities
and hy forms of instruction that do not aid students with little inherited
cultural capital, middle-class groups demanded that curriculum and instruc-
tion be oriented toward the acquisiaon of usable knowledge and skills for
the increasingly professionalized job market.

A second kind of strategy is pursued by the intellectual elite who tradi-
tionally invest in education and thus already hold considerable cultural capi-
tal. This dominant-class fraction hasassured the reproduction from genera-
tion to generation of professors, writers, and artists in France. As the main
carriers of the humanist tradition in France, this culturally elite group
werks to protect its cultural capital from devaluation; it resists bending
academic requirements to the changing skill needs of the labor market.
"These wealthy cultural capitalists strongly defend the merits of liberal arts
instruction, oppose reform measures that would give a greater vocagonal
emphasis to the university carriculum, and argue for the complete auton-
omy of the university. They also orient their own children toward the
grandes écoles, particularly the highly prestigious and selective Ecole Nor-
male Supérieure, which prepares teachers for secondary schools and univer-
sities.

Other dominant-class fractions pursue different strategies in order to
maintain their positions of power and privilege. In the face of democratic
ideals of equality and new administrative and legal restrictions, it has he-
come increasingly difficult simply to inherit economic wealth and power.
Big-business leaders, who are wealthy in cconomic capiial hui only woder-
ately wealthy in cultural capital, have responded 1o the dechne of the Taniily
firm by “converting” rtheir ceonamic capital inte colvcal capical v e farm
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of academic degrees for their children. These degrees allow them easy, but
also legitimate, access to top managerial positions in large French firms
(Bourdieu 1989c:371—481; Bourdieu and de Saint Martin 1978). On the
other hand, those quite wealthy in both cultural and economic capital, such
as doctors and lawyers, have intensificd their accumulation of cultural capi-
tal in order to compete successfully for the same top business positions and
to protect their professional positions against newly successful middle-class
arrivistes. Both of these privileged class fractions dominate the prestigious
professional schools, such as the Ecole Polytechnique and the Ecole Natio-
nale d’Administration, whose graduates are channeled directly into top
leadership posts in government administration and large corporations.’

Bourdieu’s analysis of the varying and often conflicting educational
investment strategies of different class groups demonstrates that the
stakes in education are not the same for everyone. He perceptively suggests
that the increased demand for academic credentials represents more than
aresponse to increased skill demands in the labor market. Rather, Bourdieu
ties postwar higher educational expansion to changes in the cultural and
economic capital of social classes and to conflicts over access to positions
of power and privilege® His analyses also suggest that the biggest bene-
ficiaries of the expanding educational meritocracy are not the capitalists,
as Marxists argue, but those richest in cultural capital, namely, the pro-
fessions.

BOURDIEU’S THEORY @F CHANGE

Numerous critics have argued that the strong social reproduction emphasis
in Bourdieu’s early work on French education, particularly in Reproduction,
does not sufficiently anticipate situations of social crisis and change* The
difficulty stems from the central role that Bourdieu assigns to his concept
of habitus in explaining social action. Critics charge that despite Bourdieu’s
claim to insert agency into his structuaralist analysis, habitus harbors an in-
escapable structural determinism. In the last analysis, habitus is unable to
account for innovation and change, for it reduces action to the interests of
the types of capital it internalizes in dispositions and generates only prac-
tices corresponding to those interests.

32. As Bourdieu (1 988b) notes. the elite swtus of the Ecole Normale Supérieurehas waned
whereas that of the Feale Nationale d’Adminigration has waxed te become the current apex
of the French prondes éeofes hicrarchy.

33 FPhere is o chear aflinity between Bourdiew’s perspective on education expansion and
Collins’s Gy} siigs gaoun condlien explinadon. Both draw inspirsion from Weber.

3p Sev foresaple, Beeper voNae Callins to8 tas Gonnell 19835 DiMaggio 160705 Garinnm
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Bourdieu strongly rejects this criticism, charging that it is based on a
superficial and partial acquaintance with his total oeuvre, that it downplays
the “inventive” side of habitus, thacit in fact amounts to “reactions of hostl-
ity, if not rage” by intellectuals who defend the professional ideology of
“creators,” and that habitus is not a closed but an “open” concept, including
to the problem of change (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:132-37).3 Only
recently has Bourdieu acknowledged that some of his formulations might
lend themselves to the perception that he is a “hyperdeterminist” (Bourdieu
and Wacquant 1992:132).** When he writes of habitus as “an acquired sys-
tem of generative schemes objectively adjusted to the particular conditions
in which it is constituted the habitus engenders #ll the thoughts, all t he percep-
tions, anid all the actions consistent with those condittons awd no others” (Bour-
dieu 1977¢:95; emphasis added), the concept does seem deterministic. Nu-
merous similar formulations that reduce to “structures producing habitus,
which generates practices that in turn reproduce structures” lend credence
to critics’ concern.

My own view is that habitus represents a mediating concept between
practices and structures rather than a structurally determinative construct.”
Since its operation occurs through time and across situations that can differ
in structural conditions from those in which habitus was formed, there is
room for moditication «md chunge, as Bourdieu claims.* Yet, as Bourdieu
admits to his critics and states forcefully in numerous places in his work
(e.g., Bourdieu 1989c:9), the tendency to perpetuate structures is built into
his socialization model of action. Habitus tends to reproduce those actions
consistent with the conditions under which it was produced (Bourdieu
1977¢:95). For example, Bourdicu (199oh:60-61) speaks of “avoidance
strategies” gencrated by habitus “to protect itself from crises and critical
challenges” by “rejecting information capable of calling into question its
accumulated information” and by “avoiding exposure to such information”
by tending to “favour experiences likely to reinforce it.” The tendency for

35. Wacquant (1992) stresses the openness of Bourdieu's framewerk: to accommodate a
theory of change, even though Bourdicu hinwself has not systematically formulated such a
theaory.

36. Bourdicu writes (ihid., 136): “I can understand such misinterpretations: insofar as dispo-
sitions themselves are socially determined, one could say that 1am it a sense hyperdeterminist.
ltis true thar analyses chat tke into account both effects of position and effects of disposition
can he perceived as formidably deterministic,”

37. | join here several other critics (Harker 1984, 19y0; Miller and Branson 19t17: Schilez
1982; Sulkunen (982; Thapan 1988; Wacquant 1992) who think of habivs as o medining
concept.

38. Several other critics (Calhoun 1eo3; Powell sund Ditapgrio 1901) alsa sec ihat babis
contams fmorh dimensinns: dateraingsim ad ihe possiluliny far wodibeanion sed vliangse.
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reproduction built right into the concept is strong indeed*® Moreover,
technically the criics are right in that habitus #self cannot account for
change. In Bourdieu’s full model, however, practices result from the inter-
section between habitus and fields. As was noted in chapter §, the scope of
Bourdieu’s theory of action is not complete without the idea of felds, since
fields are able to impose their own particular logic upon the propensites
of habitus. Structural reproduction oecurs only if habitus operates in condi-
tions similar those that produced it in the Girst place (Bourdieu 199oh:63).
Indeed, as Bourdieu (1974a:5) understands the dialectical relations between
habitus and field, three different kinds of situations can occur. In situati'ons
where opportunities and constraints are (uite similar to the situation in
which the dispositions of habitus were {irst internalized, habitus will tend
to produce practices that correspond to existing structures. This results in
social reproduction. In situations where the opportunities and constraints
of fields change gradually, habitus tends to adapt, though there will be some
degree of “misrmuatch.” These are siwations Bourdieu has in mind when
he talks about the “hystersis” of habitus. Though habitus is an adaptive
mechanism, it always addresses present situations in terms of past experi-
ences. Change comes about when traditional strategies are deployed in rela-
tion to novel phenomena. ¥ When the discrepancies between new situations
and these in which habitus was formed are slight, only a gradual modifica-
tion of structures occurs. In Bourdieu’s analyses, the rate of this adaptive
process appears to vary aceording to location in felds and according to
amount and structure of capital. For example, French middle-class families
were much quicker to take advantage of increasing higher educational op-
portunities during the 1950s and *6os than were working-class families. But
where discrepancies are considerable, rapid transformation can ensue.
Where there is a sharp, rapid change in opportunity structures, the expecta-
tions of habitus are frustrated, creating the potential for social crisis. Bour-
dieu writes that, in crisis situations

the dialecdc of mutually self-reproducing objective chances and subjective aspira-
tions may break down. Everything suggests that an abswpt slonp i objective relative
Lo subjective aspirations is fikely to produce s break in the wcit acceptance which
the dominated classes . . . previously granted to the dominant goals, and so to make

3. In fact, Bonrdicu {coB6a:241) sees a tendency toward reproduction in his cencept of
capital as well as in his canccpn af habitus when he writes thar capital “contains a tendency
1o persist i iis leing™ il 10 ceproduee,”

40, See Salibing 1R Lo a panicalacly siciking excenple af this ype of change inatraditional
atacety,
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it possible to invent or impose the goals of a genuine collective action. (Bourdieu
and Passeron 1979:97)

In this third kind of situation, reproduction gives way to either resignation
or revolt.

Thus, Bourdieu’s overall view of action permits considering situations
where existing opportunities no longer correspond to the expectations from
primary socialization. Such situations oblige habitus to generate nonadap-
tive forms of behavior. The source of change is rooted in the cncentiiter
between habitus and structures when they lack perfect fit. This observation
notwithstanding, the general use of the concept by Bourdieu has been to
emphasize the adaptive nature of most action and its social reproductive
consequences. The disjuncture hetween habitus and field is treated more
in terms of structural lag or imperfect synchronization than in terms of
structural contradictions that would generate change (Bourdieu and Bol-
tanski 1981:06). There is discontinuity and adjustment in Bourdieu’s work
hut not contradiction and revolution.

MAY ’68: A STRUCTURAL HISTORY

Bourdieu takes up the important issue of social change and gives it his
fullest development te date in Homo Aecadenticus, where he proposes a “struc-
tural history” of the May 1968 crisis in France. [ust as the logic of social
reproduction implies a close alignment of expectations with opportuniues,
the possibilities for social crisis, it follows, are most likely to occur where
a sharp disjuncture occurs between expectations and actual rewards. Bour-
dieu sees May 1968 as the unfolding drama of frustrated expectations that
stemmed from the central role that educational credentials have come to
play in French society.

The rapid expansion of the educational credential system in French
society had the effect of creating disjunctures between expectations and
rewards in threc arcas: faculty careers, student plans, and manual labor.
Bourdieu argues that prior to the 1960s—the period of rapid educational
expansion—the higher educational system in France was characterized by
a high degree of harTnony between teachers and students, because both held
considerable cultural capital and represented highly select social groups. It
was a world of shared habitus. Educational expansion, however, fundamen-
tally altered this traditional harmony, creating a gap between expcctations
and rewards for both teachers and students. In the universities, the trad:-
tional faculty career system (a sponsorship system hased on cooptation imd
long preparation) was upset by the expanding ranks of junior Faculty who
broughe heigtuened capectations Tor quick ssdvaneemen woa very linited

EDUCATION, CULTURE, AND SOCIAL INEQUALITY | 215

number of senior positions. Teachers found themselves facing increased
numbers of less highly selected, middle-class students who did not pos-
sess the cultural background that teachers traditionally took for granted.
Middle-class students, in turn, found that the humanistic and scholastic
orientation of much university instruction gave them little assurance of ob-
taining the practical skills needed to compete in a tight job market. Increas-
ing the number of graduates devalued the university degrees they were
counting on to secure high-status jobs. Moreover, the French university
was unable to impose selection, or “cooling off,” mcchanisms to adjust stu-
dent expcectations to the reality of the limited number of good job opportu-
nities. Finally, manual workers were frustrated to find that the upgrading of
their skills through vocational training came precisely at a time of declining
labor-market demand for manual skills. The conjunction of these different
crises in expectations represents for Bourdieu the underlying structural fac-
tors that led to May 1968.

Bourdieu’s analysis of the May 1968 crisis in France needs careful com-
parative inspection with other national contexts. [t may not, for example,
generalize well to the United States. Unlike the I'rench student movement,
the American student movement of the 1960s was not precipitated by an
“abrupt slump” in professional opportunides. On the contrary, these were
actually increasing during this period.

[t is also noteworthy that Bourdieu’s university field analysis of May
1968 says nothing about the social movement and organizational aspects
of the May events." Nor does it offer insight on possible international con-
tagion factors, such as the potential mobilizing force of the Vietnam War
and of student uprisings in other countries. Though Bourdieu acknowl-
edges that broader changes in the postwar economy helped shape the con-
dittons leading to the 1968 social crisis, those economic changes do not
figure directly into his analysis. The focus of his analysis—and the method-
ological point he wishes to score—is on how external factors are fltered
through and mediated by the internal logic of cultural fields such as the
French university.

Since Bourdieu’s field approach holds that as fields gain in autonomy
they retranslate external influences in terms of their own internal logic,
analyti'cal priority is therefore given to the internal suructures and dynamics
of fields. For Bourdieu, the most important features of May 1968 are to
he found within the Irench university system. Moreover, Bourdieu locates
the site of the crisis in the French higher-edui:ation system within the facul-

qre See Tontane ol foeasbscassion ol the Frencly May 1ooR Trom i soial noveingan
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ties of arts and social sciences, precisely that part of French higher educa-
tion where postwar expansion had been greatest, where academic selection
was lowest, and where the connections with labor markets were weakest.
In those areas where enrollments were limited, admission was highly selec-
tive, and good job prospects following graduaton were assured, May 1968
brought little disruption. This was notably the case of the grandes écoles,
particularly the Ecole Polytechnique and the Ecole Nationale d’Adminis-
tration. Yet this insightful contrast paradoxically suggests that the politics
of education expansion and the sheer increase in numbers of students and
faculty may have had more to do with the crisis than Bourdieu’s analysis
acknowledges. He notes that the grandes écoles also had a sponsorship mobil-
ity system for faculty recruitment and promotion. 'I'his system, however,
was preserved from the crisis because the institutions did not expand. More-
over, these elite schools enjoyed close tics with elite sectors of the French
labor market. Thus, the structural linkages between the different types of
educational institutions and the political economy in France are central for
explaining their dif ferent experiences in May 1968. Bourdieu acknowledges
the importance of these linkages between external and internal factors,
making his focus on the internal factors only partially successful.

As a theoretical framework for understanding change, Bourdicu’s idea
of disjuncture between habitus and field leaves unanswered some important
questions. First, it is not certin in Bourdieu’s framework what exactly
might bring about a sudden downward shift in opportunities, especially
when they seem so solidly undergirded by the proclivity of habitus to repro-
duce them. Second, it is not clear under what conditions frustrated expecta-
tions would lead to resignation or revolt—two radically dif ferent responses.
Since one can probably find frustrated expectations to some extent in all
historical periods, what constitutes a breaking point? Here Bourdieu’s so-
cial action view of change seems vuinerable to critcism addressed to “rela-
tive deprivation” theories of social crisis.¥ Bourdieu (1979:77-97, 1984a:
143-47) attributes expressions of anti-institutional attitudes and behavior
among middle-level IFrench white-collar workers in rhe 1970s to the frus-
trated expectations of the overeducated. But under what conditions might
frustrated expectations lead to self-blame rather than revolt? Conditions
under which one would occur but not the other need further specification.
Crucial types of conditions to consider would include the amount of re-
sources and capacities of a group to act as an organized unit, and the relative
strength and degree of organization of its oppositions (lilly 1978). And

2. Gure’s IWhy Men Retsed (1970% is representatine o ehanice degnivanon analvss ol sl
wirmoil. See Skacpal 1970 for 2 concisecemague of vebione deprvation theaes of sockd ersis
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what role should be attributed to state agencies, university administrations,
and organized interest groups? Bourdieu has very little to say about organi-
zational capacities and practices of groups; yet these would seem crucial to
any analysis that explores the question of order and disorder in society.

Beyond the idea of disjuncture between expectadons and objective
chances, there are other elements in Bourdieu’s work that indicate potendal
sources of change: intrusion of external events into fields, increase in sheer
numbers of (ield participants, uneven development and conjuncture of cri-
ses among different fields, growth in types of capital, and social struggles
that expose field doxa necessitating new forms of symbolic domination and
new reproduction strategies by agents (Wacquant 1987).** They appear in
different places in his work und have yet to he assembled into a general
theory of social change.

43. For example, Bourdicu (1989c:482-86) discusses: the impact of general structural erans-
formations in the field of power on euloural producuon. ‘These transfornstions, however, are
not theorized, but attributed to changes in economic concentration and the bureaweratizaiion
of large firms.




9 ~ INTELLECTUALS AND
 INTELLECTUAL FIELDS

"T'he role of intellectuals in modern societies occupies a central place
in Bourdieu’s work, but one that goes largely unnoticed despite the rapidly
growing interest in Bourdieu. Bourdieu’s understanding of intellectuals
stems from his general view of practices, of the dynamics of cultural capital
and symbolic violence, of fields of cultural production, and of the stratifica-
tion order in modern societies. Indeed, an implicit—and sometimes quite
explicit—theory of intellectual practices interweaves with each of these the-
oretical and empirical interests. In order to extrapolate a richer understand-
ing of Bourdieu’s sociological project, | begin this chapter by observing
how a concern for intellectuals intersects with key themes in his overall
social scientific enterprise, notably his theory of symbolic power and vio-
lence. I then consider how Bourdieu approaches the problem of delining
intellectuals as an object of sociological investigation; how Bourdieu situ-
ates intellectuals relative to the social class structure; and, in the light of
Bourdieu’s key concept of intellectual field, how intellectuuls are stratilied
by their participation in fields of cultural production. | will examine Bour-
dieu’s view of intellectuals in politics to see how he understands intellectual
political roles as fundamentally ambiguous, and present his most compre-
hensive study of intellectuals to date, his analysis of Parisian university pro-
fessors. Attention in this chapter is confined to Bourdicu’s critical analysis
of existing intellectual practices and institations. Chapier 10 wkes up his
normative vision for the kind of role he Lelieves inellecruals w('inlngislﬁ
in particular—should play inwakern socienes.

7218
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The Import ance of Intellectuals

There are at least three important reasons for why it is useful to look at
Bourdieu’s work from the standpoint of a theory of intellectuals. First is
nagonal tradition. Bourdieu writes in a country where the ideal of the
detached and critical intellectual who intervenes actively in the political
life of the nation is particularly strong. Beginning with Emile Zola
and the Dreyfusards, artists, writers and teachers have frequently played
significant political roles in France. Jean-Paul Sartre perhaps best epito-
mizes this national tradition where “men of letters became the leading po-
litical figures since they spoke with authority, despite the fact that they did
not hold the reins of government” (Huszar 1960:8). Asu consequence, the
role of intellectuals hus, perhaps in France more than in any other country,
been the object of both emulation and critical reflection. Indeed, itis diffi-
cult to imagine a leading I'rench thinker who is not concerned with intellec-
tuals. Pierre Bourdieu is certainly no exceprion.

Second is substantive areas ol research. A considerable pordon of Bour-
dieu’s work centers on ficlds of intellectual production.' Bourdieu (1993d:
132) indicates explicitly his intention to “make a contribution to the sociol-
ogy of intellectual production.” And he acknowledges that the study of in-
tellectuals falls within his initial project of investigating the “whole set of
dominant positions,” though he has not yet completed their systemat’c
study (Wacquant 1993b:z0).

Third, and most importany, is that the topic is central to his intellectual
and political project. For Bourdieu, the study of intellectuals is crucial for
an understanding of the character of stratification, polit'cal conflict, and
the perpetuation of inequality in modern societies. We can see this central
concern at the very heart of his theory of symbolic power and violence?
As 1 observed in earlier chapters, Bourdieu’s theory of symbolic power
holds that class relations are mediated through symbolic struggle. A key
dimension of class refations is the struggle to legitimate particular defini-
tions and classifications ef the social world. This struggle for symbolic
pewer involves the capacity to name and to categorize, indeed the capacity
to make social groups (Bourdieu 1985e:731-35, 1988a:23). It calls for sym-
bolic labor, which is precisely the work of intellectuals who, as symbolic

1A aclected Tse ol bis heldsmalvses of imellecals inchides Bouedicun 1971¢, 19750, 180b,
10830, 108 soRsd, roRBL, Tg0 L g, yogrsh and e,

& Gl tgHa alsa hapdihplsis the centraliny al o theory ol melleomals i Rourdien’s
work
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producers,’ are strategically situated for shaping the character of class rela-
tions.*

The importance Bourdieu accords to symbolic producers in modern
societies raises serious questions, however. Intellectuals can he key players
in the mediation of class relations to the extent that the operation of power
requires legitimation and misrecognition. Yet, as 1 noted in chapter 4,
power can operate on many occasions more through compliance or brute
force than through tacit consent (Mann 1973). Power relations can be
clearly understood and still not contested where individuals do not see via-
ble alternatives without tremendous risks. In order to highlight the sym-
bolic dimension of power relations, Bourdicu’s theory of symbolic power
may underestimate the capacity of nonspecialists to develop in certain situa-
tions appropriate understandings of the true character of power relations. If
such were the vase, then the central role that Bourdieu assigns to specialized
symbolic producers would scem less persuasive.

While it is certainly the case that political and economic elites rely
more today on the highly credentialed than they did carlier in the century,
care must be taken not to assign an unwarranted importance to intellectual
roles. Indeed, too much importance may be attrihuted to intellectuals in
general. Ruling elites can choose to ignore their highly educated advisors
and managers as often happens in the United States (Wood 1993). Bour-
dieu challenges eftectively the self-image of inrcllectuals as outsiders to the
established order. But he does not go so far as to challenge their assumed
self-importance.’

3. Bourdieu (195j0c:146) writes thar “culture producers hold a specific power, the properly
symbolic power of showing things and making people believe in them, of revealing, in an
explicit, ohjectitied way the more or less confused, vague, unformulated, even unformulable
experiences of the natural world and the social world, and of 1hereby bringing them into
existence,”

¢ Though Bourdicu (19yoc:27) claims only a recent acquaintance with the work of
Gramsdi, there is a simifarity in their views regarding the functions they sce intelicctuals play-
ingin developing group idendty. Gramsa (1971:334) writes: “\ human massdocs not distin-
guish itself, does not become independent in its own right without, in the widest sense, or-
ganizing itsclf; and there is no organiz.ation without intellectuals, that is without organizers
and leaders, in other wornds, without the theoretieal aspect of the theory-practice nexus being
distinguished coneretely by a group of people ‘specialized” in conceprual and philosophical
ehiborat’on of ideas.”

Intellectuals are also keyactors for T'ouraine’s (1973 ) acdon approach to the study of society
as the cultural domain is emphasized in his concept of “hu'storicity.” The struggle over culraral
orienmtions by those who create and manipulate the symbals of society oceupics a eentral
place in his analysis of the “sclf-production of society.” But the focus ol ‘Tonriiue™s work is
ont actors in social ovenents, whereas Bourdieu is concerned e with proviedings amap
of their structural locacon.

5. This cewseal abservation reflects perhaps Beer the Aenegn eentest than the French,
where leading imtelleciaals have olten plaved greater roles inmaaonal potees rogkangy sod whese
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The Problem of Definition

Bourdieu’s (1987b:171, 1988h:269, 1990c:143) approach to the study of
intellectuals poses at the outset the problem of who is an intellectual—how
the sample for a sociological study of intellectuals is to be defined. For
Bourdieu (1988h:256-70), who is an intellectual imd what are specifically
intellectual traits are themselves objects of struggle within cultural fields.
Detining who is an intellectual is inseparably linked to the question of who
has the authority to do the defining and ranking.® 'T'he object of sociological
investigation must he this struggle itself.” The task of the sociologist, Bour-
dicu stresses, is not “ta set himself up as the judge of the judges, and of
their right to judge. He mercly points out that this right is the object of
conflicts whose logic he analyses” (269). The researcher must grasp the
field as a whole rather than from the stundpoint of just one position within
it. For Bourdieu, then, the definition of who really is an intellectual and
how that definition has changed is fundamentally a question of how the
intellectual field is constituted (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:107). For
Bourdieu, the sociology of intellectuals is in reality a sociology of cultural
tields.

This distinguishes his approach from those that begin with « priori
definitions of intellectuals in terms of some idealized cognitive quality or
particular social or political commitment. Shils (1972 :3), for example, char-
acterizes intellectuals by their “unusual sensitivity to the sacred, an uncom-
mon reflectiveness about the nature of the universe and the rules which
govern their society.” The idea that an “unusual sensitivity to the sacred”
or an “uncommon reflectiveness” about the nature of the social universe
conveys fundamentally what is dist'nctive about today’s vast array of cul-

a highly education senior civil service enjoys greater poweer than in the United Sntes. [t invites
cross-national comparisans.

6. Bourdieu (1988b:26¢) writes thar “the quest'on of the definition of the intellectual, or,
rather, of specifically intellecrual work, is inseparable from the question of defining the popula-
tion which can be allowed to participate in this definidon. The wrue objective of the suruggle
which is engaged at the heart of the field of cultural production . . . is in fact the arwribution
of the right to judge in the matter of cultural production.”

7. Bourdieu {256-70) illustrates this point with a critical secondary analysis of 1 1981 survey
ofleading French intellectuals by Lire, a review of commentary on French cultural life. Claude
Lévi-Strauss, Raymond Aran, Michel Foucault, and Simone de Beauvoir head the Jist of forty-
two names. Baurslicu himselfis ranked atthe bottam of the list. He finds that boththe respon-
enes sampled amd thesr responses overrepresetit a specific group of cultaral producers who
have particularly elose ues e the ntass needia. The sample was determined hy media visibilicy
nsore than by ymlng ot ismeltecal producton.

R, Coser Coufis an) atters anather naraiiive defititien when he demities ncllecmals as
“toen whar e seenn sanedied sl dhinges as they are® and ahase who live fore esther than

ol 1l




222 | CHAPTER NINE

tural producers, ranging from artists, writers, and professors to lawyers,
engineers, managers, and state officials, reveals the danger of generalizing
on the basis of some hypothetical existential condition.® Nor would Bour-
dieu’s intellectual field perspective necessarily posit that political and social
dissent constitute a universal characterist'c of the intellectual (Nettl 1969)."
This too would prejudice the treatment of the topic, since it narrows the
range of possibilities from the outset.

Bourdicu is not alone in suggesting that an initial definition of the
object of research can prejudice the investigation. \We can no longer assume
that intellectuals share common social or political commitments or display
a characteristic cognitive propensity (Brint 1984). Neither can we assume
that intellectuals are a fairly cohesive and self -conscious “intelligentsia” that
opposes the status quo (Gagnon 1987:5). Bourdieu adds to this critical
awareness by showing that the label “intellectual” is itsclf a form of sym-
bolic capital whose value and possession are objects of struggle."

Bourdieu’s own empirical work focuses primarily on urtists, writers,
and academics—the humanistic intelligentsia—rather than on law, medi-
cine, or the technical intelligentsia (engineers, technicians, imd managers).
He in fact confines most of his analyses to those who have considerable
cutural capital and who are therefore members of what he calls the domi-
nant class. Yet his conceptualization aims to cover all types of cultural pro-
ducers who invest primarily in cultural markets. This permits the researcher
a broader conceptual and empirical sweep than what is traditionally associ-
ated with the word “intellectual.” It resists universalizing selected attributes
of a collection of individuals and invites examination of the specific features
of every historical context.

Yet, despite the field perspective, Bourdieu also advocates a particular
type of critical intellectual role that includes a strongly norvsative vision of
what intellectuals should be. Intellectuals—particularly those armed with
science—are to he critics rather than servans of power. This ideal stands
in tension with his methodological claim that the object of sociological
inquiry should be field struggle rather than advocacy of one particular posi-

9. Shils (3972:154) is on firmer histarical and sociological ground when he ohserves in
anuther passage that “che intellectual classes differ from society to society in composition zuxl
structure: . . . [and in| their beliefs about intellectual actions and roles.”

10. Indeed, many highly educated individuals, including those in the traditional hutnist
occupations, have supported the status quo, The recent work by Brint (1984, 1994) on the
political actitudes of the highly educated in the United Stawes casts donbi on the general clam
that intellectuals as a whele tend to contest the status quo.

11, Jacoby's (1987) critical Jament tor the ddecline of public teelleanals ns Amertean el
ture, for cxample, represenis a pasitinn within thes sieaggtle for whay Ansesncan seadenies on
the politicad lef should hee daiege,
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tion. I will examine this normative component in more detail in the next
chapter.

Imtellectuals and the Stratifiwation Order

Bourdieu’s analytical strategy for the study of intellectuals begins with his
analysis of the field of power. He first situates the various fields of cultural
production, such as the literary field (Bourdieu 1983a) and the academic
field (Bourdieu 1988b) in relation to the field of power. He then identifies
the structural location of the various types of symbolic producers within
their respective fields of cultural production (Ciarent Rescarch 1972:39).

As I observed in chapter 7, Bourdieu distinguishes the dominant class
from all subordinate social classes by virtue of itsadvantages in total volume
of valued resources. IHowever, Bourdieu’s (1973a) dominant class is inter-
nally difterentiated by unequal distributions of economic capital and cul-
tural capital. Wealthy cultural capitalists, such as lawyers, top managers,
and professors, compete for position with industrial owners who base their
claims to power, not on cultural capital, but on economic capital. Since,
for Bourdieu, intellectuals are cultural capitalists whose form of capital is
subordinate to economic capital, he assigns to them the status of a “domi-
nated fraction” of the dominant class.” For Bourdieu, therefore, intellectu-
als are in the contradictory position of being both dominant and dominated
in terms of their class location. They arc in the dominant class because
they enjoy the power and privileges that come with the possession of con-
siderable cultural capital. That power comes frem their capacity to provide
or withdraw legitimation of the social order. Yet, they are dominated in
their reladons with the holders of political and economic power. In the
final analysis, the autonomy of cultural capital from economic capital is
only relative, not absolute, as is the working assumption in mainstream in-
tellectual history (Caute 1964).

The significance of Bourdieu’s idea of intellectuals as being located
within the dominant class, albeit in a dominated position, is to be measured
against the common self-conception among intellectuals, particularly in
France, as being in opposition to the dominant class. [n France since the

12. Bourdieu writes, “the producers and transmitters of symbolic goods owe their most
essential characteristics to the tact that they constitute a dominated secton of the dominant
classes” (Curyent Research 1992:23). Since the publication of Distinction in 1979, Bourdieu in-
creasingly refers 1o intellectuals as the “dominated pole ot the field of power” rather than as
the *domtinzated fractinn ol the denunant elass.” This rhetorical shif t sccompanies his increased
use of the languapie oF “social space™ vathos ihin secial strecre, ol prolably retlects the
techne of stoavioralisie Marsesn as o key tmellecsial relerenee Tor Bourdics tsee his soRaga
o7, IR g8, §14 17, fgas apRyc N7 3 R, R B0 Jhaeingo-g).
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time of Zola and the Dreyfus affair, being an intellectual has generally
meant being associated with the political leftand working-class parties and
labor organizations. Bourdieu’s positon challenges that self-conception by
suggesting that the intellectual posture derives more from a situation of
privilege and its specific professional interesws than from a genuine solidar-
ity with the working class. Indeed, it is the basis for an ambiguous and
fragile alliance with subordinate groups.

Though intellectuals play an important role in the power struggle, they
do not for Bourdieu constitute a social class. While certain cultural re-
sources can provide a power base for relatively autonowmous and competitive
fields of struggle against economic capital and political power, they do not
create a social class. Moreover, Bourdieu sees intellectuals as highly differ-
entiated by their participation across ditferent fields requiring differemt
configurations of capital and by their seratification within particular ficlds.
He proposes methodologically that we examine the beliefs and conduct of
intellectuals in terms of their strategies for distinction within intcllectual
lields. Intellectual fields are key mediating arenas between the social-class
location of intellectuals and their ideas, professional ideologry, and political
conduct. ‘This view demarcates his posit‘on on intellectuals from chat of a
number of New Class theorists—notably Gouldner (1979)— who see in the
development of a highly educated segment of the work force the beginnings
of a new social class.” Bourdieu has nonetheless contributed—particularly
via his concept of cultural capital—te some of the more recent advances
in New Class theorizing (Collins 1979, 1981a; Cookson and Persell 1985;
Eyerman, Svensson, and Soderqvist 1987; Featherstone 1987; Martin and
Szclenyi 1987; Szelenyi and Martin 1988/89)."

Recent changes in the economy, Bourdieu notes, have had an impor-

13. Gouldner seesthe possibility of the ensembie of hussanist mtellectuals and the rechnical
intefligentsia forming a distinet sacial class hy virtue of a common identity and culrore (“Cul-
ture of Critical Discourse”) as shaped hy their experience of higher education and their com-
mon rclation to the means of production. In contrast, Beurdieu emphasizes theinternal differ-
entiation mechanisms of enltural tields that leave little chance for those in the intellectual
professions to achieve something like class unity. By rejecting the idea of intellectuals as form-
ing a separate social class, Bourdieu joins the Marxist tradition, which, for the most part, has
seeny intellectunls as unable to generate a set of conunon interesw and forced to choose between
the two main social classes: capital or labor. This wus notably Gramsci’s (1971) position,
Though strategic actors in shaping class relat.ons, intellectuals as a whole, Gramsei thought,
had ncidher a cenunun institutional basis nor a set of common interests that wounld permic
them to coustitute a separate social class.

14. Bourdieu (1984a: 12 ~13) suggesw that the debate surrounding the polizical inclinamians
ofintellectuals nuust inself be situated within the competitive ficld in which i oceurs, and that
attributions of essentially left nr righe political inclinations wo imclleciuals refeets mast likely
the position of the theorist in thac ficld. Bourdicu has not howevee, aenallv sulied the
New Class debate 1 Gefd amilysis,
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tant influence on intellectual roles. The shift toward a service economy,
where an increasing proportion of the labor force is employed in technolog-
ically advanced and large bureaucratic organizations, has brought about
radical changes in the conditions of cultural production. Bourdieu sees in
this broad transformation of the occupational structure a decline in tradi-
tional independent cultural producers, like Sartre, and an increase in the
power of technocratic-type intellectuals (e.g., graduates of the Ecole Natio-
nale d’Administragon).

The Intellectual Habitus

[ observed in chapter 7 that, for Bourdieu, the economic capital/cultural
capital opposition translates into fundamental differences in life chances
that generate distinct types of habitus among the social classes. In parricu-
lar, the rise of culture as capital and the development of relatively autono-
mous cultural markets tend to generate a distinct intellectual habitus of
“aristocratic asceticism” that is constructed against the “bourgeois” habitus
of “temporate hedonism.” "['he habitus of “aristocratic asceticism” is “ori-
ented towards the least expensive and wost austere leisure activities and
towards serious and even somewhat severe cultural practices . . . and is
opposed to the luxury tastes of the members of the professions” (Bourdien
19842:286). Especially characteristic of teachers and public-sector execu-
tives, Bourdieu sees the habitus of aristocratic asceticism as stemming from
their efforts for “maximizing the profit they can draw from their cultural
capital and their spare time (while minimizing their financial outlay)” (287).
Teachers, in partcular,

hardly ever have the means to match their tastes, and this disparity between cultural
and economic capital condemns them to an ascetic aesthet'cism {a more austere
variant of the “artist” life-style which “makes the most™ of whac it has. (Tbid.)

Aristocratic asceticism is not an intrinsic but a relational characteristic of
the more intellectually oriented professions, for it grows out of the conflict
between economic capital and cultural capital, the two principles of classi-
lication that are at the center of the struggle for power in contemporary
socicties.

ttcllectuals as Pooducers i Cultnrad Fields

A central theme m Boardiea's wark w lhu( intellectual :lllilll(]l:s el ])L‘h'.lv
ives oot veduce 1o dass posinoe. Nor dothey stnd dependent ol




226 | CHAPTER NINE

social structure. Bourdieu (1972:33) posiss that “all intellectuals are defined,
primarily, by the fact that they occupy determinant positions in the intellec-
tual field.” As was noted in chapter 6, Bourdieu speaks of the intellectual
field to designate that matrix of insdtutions and markets in which artists,
writers, researchers and academics compete over valued resources to obtain
legitimate recognition for their artistic, literary, academic, or scientific
work." Intellectual fields are primarily arenas of struggle over who has the
authority to define what are the legitimate fortns of cultural production.
Bourdieu focuses on positions within intellectual fields, not on individuals
or particular occupational groups. Intellectuals stake out positions that are
constituted oppositionally and reflect the unequal distribution of types of
cultural and symbolic capital involved in the struggle (Bourdieu 1983a:213).
In general, Bourdieu sees this opposition as occurring between established
intellcctuals and their challengers; the established intellectuals tend to pur-
sue conservation strategies whereas the challengers opt for subversive strat-
egies. Bourdicu depicts this conflict in terms of those who defend “ortho-
doxy” and those who advocate “heresy.”"

Bourdieu (1987d) claborates this orthodoxy/heresy opposition from
Webher’s (1978:399—634) distinction between priests and prophets. Priests
and prophets struggle for the

monopoly of cultural legitimacy and the right to withhold and confer this consecra-
tion in the name of fundamentally opposed principles: the personal authority called
for by the creatorand the institutional authority favoured hy the teacher. (Bourdieu

tg71c:178)

In contemporary French academic life, Bourdieu (1988b) sees this opposi-
tion between the “curators of culture” and the “creators of culture,” be-
tween those who reproduce and transmit legitimate bodies of knowledge
and those who invent new forms of knowledge, between teachers and re-
searchers, between professors and independent intellectuals.

in Bourdieu’s hands, field analysis offers a structural interpretation of
the rise of cultural markets and the modern intelligentsia."” Field analysis

15. Rost (1987, 1991) analyzes the contemporaiy French intellectual world in terms of
invesunents in various intellectual markets. Ross ®ases some of his analysis on the work of
Debray (1981) who has been influenced by Bourds'eu.. Ringer (1992:4-35) also adopts Bour-
dieu’s concept of the intellectual field in his comparatve study of intellectual cultures amange
French and German academic historians and social scientists hetween 180 and 1920,

16. lofstadrer (1963:430-31) idencfies a similar distinction between the “clerisy” und the
“avant garde,” hetween these wh legiimate daminam vadues and those who question them,

17. While Bourdieu (1y2:75-200) has puid particalas sieation o e Ene-nindecmh
cemnry arigns ol the nmlern Bermn eld in Frana, he las nor sherdieal ant the hyoad
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posits that with the emergence of a specialized corps of cultural producers
there also emerges a parallel cultural arena in which the production, circula-
tion, and consumption of symbolic goods become increasingly autonomous
from the economy, the polity, and religion. It is Bourdieu’s basic research
hypothesis that as cultural fields gain in autonomy from external factors the
intellectual stances assumed by the agents increasingly become a function of
the positions occupied by the agents within these fields."

If the intellectual field is seructured by hierarchically ordered positions,
it is also governed by the dynamic “law of the quest for distinction” (Bour-
dieu 1972:35). The struggle for individual distinction is particularly acute
among intellectuals, since, in intellectual life, “to exist is to differ, i.e. to
occupy a distinct, distinctive position” (Bourdicu 1983a:338)." This strug-
gle involves career interests that shape intellectual interests. Book contracts,
reviews, citations, honorary rewards, leadership positions in professional
organizations, academic posts, and the arduous route to tenure all involve
findamental decisions regarding one’s position in the intellectual world
(Bourdieu 1980c¢:70). Moreover, intcllectual interests are simultaneously
“political” stances in that they result from strategies by agents to maintain
or enhance their positions in tields.” According to Bourdieu,

the theeries, methods, and concepts that appear as sisnple contributions to the prog-
ress of science are afso always “political” maneuvers that attempt to establish, restore,
reinforce, protect, or reverse a determined structure of relations of symbolic domi-
nation. (197r1ci121)

historicat development in Western countries o f relatively autonomous intellectual fields more

generally. He has nonetheless noted (in his 1971¢, 1971d) several factors he sces important
n that historical development: the increasing division of labor correlated with the develop-
ment of capimlism, the Industrial Revolution and the Romantic reactvon against it, the expar-
sion of mass public education that helped create 3 mass consumer market for symbolic goods,
the growth of a variety of otganizations for disseminat’'on and consumpti'on (salons, publishing
houses, theaters, etc.) outside of religious and political control, and above all the development
ol greups of specialists of symbulic production. See Charle’s (1987, 1990) work employing
Buurdieu’s framework on the historical development of the intellectval field in France.

8. Bourdieu (197 rd: 166) notes that the structural features of a cultural field are historically
contingent. e writes that it is the “historic and social conditions which make possible the
uxistence of an intelleccual field” and “ac the same time define the limits of validity of a study
ol'z state of this ficld.”

ty. Anaher factar cantiibutingy 10 the intensively competiuve character of intellectual
ficlds is that the cansisners iee alsa the competitors.

20, Boundiew Ggrengo-Ho) weites i “the eliimate canse of the contlicts, real or in-

vened, which divide the imellevoml feld along us bnes of Toree smed which comstinite heyond
Ay doubt ihee sonst deossives Saciar ol coluncal chsmpge, must be songhi e least as wuach i she
olieenve lacin deusoousg the pesaizon ol those whio eegrage i thens as b the reasansahey

pve, 1o atliers wad to teamalves, lor sapapimg mheoy™
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‘Theories, methods, and concepts are therefore weapons of struggle for in-
tellectual recognition. Their selection, whether fully conscious or not, are
governed by the “search for distinccion.” Hence, intellectuals are strate-
gists who aim to maximize their influence within cultural ficlds.?* The rela-
tionship between intellectuals and social classes, therefore, is mediated by
intellectual field strategies.

DIVIDED WORLDS: THE INTERNAIL DIFFERENTIATION OF INTELLECTUALS
Far from constituting a unified social class, Bourdieu considers that intel-
lectuals arc highly stratified in their struggle for symbolic legitimation.
They are stratified by the type of cultural markets where they invest and
by the type and amount of cultural capital they have been able to inherit
oraccumulate. In any intellectual field, one can identify dominant and dom-
inated positions, conservatives and avant garde, those who pursue strategies
of reproduction and those who pursue strategies of subversion, Bourdieu
(1983a:333) identilies two fundamental oppositions among cultural produc-
ers: the first distinguishes two types of cultural murkets and the second
identifies a legitimation struggle within one of those markets.

Bourdieu (1971d:54—100, 1983a:319-20, 1985d) identilies the most
fundamental source of differentiation among intellectuals between two dif -
ferent fields of cultural production: (1) the field of restricted production
and its dependence on the educational system for its reproduction, and
(2) the ficld of “mass-audience” production. Fields of restricted symbolic
production, whether in art or science, are highly specialized cultural mar-
kets. Participants struggle over the criteria for determining the most legiti-
mate cultural forms and direct their efforts toward peer approval (Bourdieu
197td:g5, 62). These specialized cultural markets tend to be structured
around specitie forms of symbolic capital that are relatively autonomous
from economic and political capital. These are the markets for “pure sci-
ence” or “art for art’s sake” that reject commercial or political criteria
(Bourdieu 19g2:202-20).

In contrast, Bourdieu thinks of the less specialized fields of synbolic
production as being more oriented toward external criteria of commercial
success and popular demand. They produce what can readily and rapidly

21, Bourdieu writes that “intellectual, artistic or scieixific ssnces are also always uncon-
scious or semi-conscious strategies in a game where the stakes are the conquest of culturul
legitimation or in other terms for the monopoly of the legitimate production, reproduction,
and manipulation of symbolic gnods and the correlative legitimating: power™ (118).

22. Bourdieu further argues that individuals in the fickl uf culmral production mest inclined
to take the most risky positions of the avant guard wre ihose whe baves enough ceonnme
capital to give them sufficient *distanee from neeessioy™ o diseepard maertal conrecns (ol

40).
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be transformed into economic capital. This pits those cultaral producers
more able to sell their work to dominant-class fractions against those less
able to do so. In the struggle for intellectual legitimation, the field of re-
stricted production represents the dominant position and the field of mass-
audience production represents the dominated position.? Intellectual types
roughly parallel the contours of this structural divide.

Another source of differentiation between intellectmals occurs within
the field of restricted production itself. There, Bourdieu finds conflicting
interests between those who occupy institutional positions for conserving
and reproducing the existing order in symbolic fields and those who contest
that order by proposing new forms of symbolic capital. In his analysis of
ardsts and writers, this polarity occurs between the new and the old guards,
between those who accumulate positions of cultural authority—those with
significant positional property in the cultural held—and challengers who
are trying to gain entry and rise up in the ficld. Bourdieu suggests that
this tension is often intergenerational in that age frequently separates the
representatives of the cultural establishment from those who are seeking
to change its legitimating criteria.

Though Bourdien acknowledges the growing importance of mass-
audience fields of cultural production in contemporary societies, he main-
tains that it is the fields of restricted cultural production that establish the
most legitimate cultural forms, and that it is above all the university that
conserves and consecrates these forms.** le argues that

the Acedemy claims the monopaly of consecration of contemporacy creators. It
contributes to the organization of the intellectual field in respect of orthodoxy hy
a type of jurisprudence which combines tradition and innovation. (179)

Moreover,

the university claims the monopoly of transmission of the consecrated works of the
past, which it sanctifies as “classics” as well as the monopoly of legitimation and
consecration (by granting degrees amongst other things) of those cultural consuim-
ers who most closely conform.

23. In the litemry o artistic ficld, Bourdieu (1983a:321) sees this siruggle manifested in
twrms of thase more dlosely remceted 10 the economic and politically dominant groups and
whas do “Bourgeats ant” vampared to thuse who advocate “art for are’s sake.”

20, Bourdieu Qo 7aenga) maniins thin ®every incellecwial brings into his relations with
ather iwstellectials o chon s caliaeal comseeraion {er Tepiimaey) whivh depends. far the form
- wkes el ahe gonnsdy noguotes, o the posttion e orenpies nolee nellecmel field. In
partendar ahe chase depeads on hascsebatunn a the untcragy, which, e the fast vesort, dispose
of the mfuflihdi aRay uf anedies rtinn® tompdiass addedl)
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The intellectual field depends, therefore, on the educational system for the
functions of conservation, consecration, transmission, and reproduction of
legitimate culture.”

The relationship between intellectuals and the educational system is,
however, wrought with tension. According to Bourdieu (197 td:74~-75), one
source of tension within the intellectual field is the time lag between the
consccration function and intellectual production. The unending search for
distinction that drives the field continually yields new competing forms
of knowledge. Competitive struggle between cultural producers generates
imnovation. Yet efforts by producers to receive legitimation for their new
cultura) forms are frustrated by the power of consecration of the educa-
tional system and the inertia of that system for giving legitimacy to new
cultural forms. Bourdieu observes that this tension accounts for the ambiva-
lent attitude he finds among marginal intellectual producers, such as jour-
nalists and media people, toward the educational system*® Quick to de-
nounce scholarly knowledge as too “academic” they yet relish the idea of
their own viewpoints becoming recognized as legitimate within academic
circles. Bourdieu claims that this testifics to the power of the educational
system to legitimize dominant culture. It also testifics to the relation of
domination the educational system establishes even with those cultural pro-
ducers wha are on the fringes of the intellectual ficld. He observes that

several of the attacks against academic orthodoxy come from intellectuals situated
on the fringes of the university system who are prone to dispute its legitimacy,
thereby proving that they acknowledge its jurisdiction sufficiently to reproach it
for not approving them. (Bourdicu 1971c:179)

Such intellecruals seek recognition from the very institution they are con-
testing, and hence paradoxically reinforce its legitimacy.

Bourdieu (1963) is sharply critical of mass culture and mass-media the-
orists who emphasize the impact of advertising and television on social and
cultural tastes. He charges that they underestimate the continuing role of
schooling and social-class influences in shaping both cultural production
and consumption. Still, the issuc remains open to debate. Some crin'es (e.g.,

25. Bourdieu argues that a sociology of intellectnals needs to be connected to a sociology
of education, notably to an analysis of the structures and tunctions of the educational system.
Ringer (1992) concurs with this view, and his work on German and Freach academics is cast
within this perspective.

26. He writes that “this type of ambivalent atu'tude is particularly widespread wumony the
lower strata of the intelligentsia, among jonrnalists, papubarizers, disputed artists, radio mnl
televi'sion producers, ete.: many opinions and modes ol condiet have their arigins in ihe rela
tionship which these inelleerals have with erdy education mul tiereby vth the educational
esahlishinem™ Bowdion 1g70e18R),
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Garnham 1993) charge that Bourdieu himself underest'mates the degree
of shift in cultural influence from schools to extrascholastic forms of mass
culture—particularly television. It is no longer clear that the traditonal
importance Bourdieu assigns to the academy and its specialized cultural
marketsin shaping the agenda forsymbolicstruggle between classes contin-
ues today to play the role that it once did in France or in other countries.
The growing importance of the electronic media ruay be more pronounced
in Great Britain and the United States than in France, though the work of
Debray (1981) stresses the extent to which the Parisian intellectual milieu
appears to have become more media oriented since the 1970s. In recent
work, Bourdieu (1996) also emphasizes the growing negative effects of
mass-media markets in the intellectual fielcl.

Another line of internal differentiation is based on relative proximity
to the field of power. This opposition occurs between experts and techni-
cians who ofter their services to the dominant fractions and the unattached,
independent intellectuals—more frequently found in the humanities—who
take advantage of the autonomy given them by the intellectual field to inter-
vene as critics in the political field. Within the artistic field he sees this
polarity occurring between those artists who do “bourgeois art” and the
avant garde.

Finally, Bourdieu {(1971d:119, 1972:35) suggests that conflict between
intellecruals is more intense for those holding neighboring positions in the
intellectual field. This is explained by the “law of the search for distinction”
that governs field activity. Participation in competitive cultural markets re-
quires adopting a strategy of differentiating one’s position from all others.
Of all the stratifying mech«nisms among intellectuals, it is this “search for
distinction,” the incessant jockeying for better and more distinctive posi-
tions, that Bourdieu emphasizes most.”

THE INTELLLCTUAL DOXA

[f the struggle for legiimation in cultural fields generates oppositions be-
tween orthodox and heterodox views, these oppositions are nonetheless
tramed by an underlying consensus on topics deemed worthy of discussion
and debate (Bourdieu 1971d:96). As was noted in chapter 6, Bourdieu refers

7. Bourdiew's identitieation of key axes of differentiation of French intellectaals invites
comparisons with other nanioml contexts, Ihe puhlic/private axis of internal seratfication,
far example, may be more salwen elsewhere. Within the private sphere, a further split may

appear bebween thase o el wowad for profie activities anl these oriented toward vohm-
teerism ol cosmumey seryvicr, Stankuly, saithin the public sphere tere may be a splic he-
e those secn s mues i vt \mh amld Nppe wiive ol lustness ;Illl' Illl)SL' mofre runn'rnc(i
silth prosnlingy, sin tnl svies
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to this common grounding of orthodox and heterodox views as the doxa.®
Similar to the Durkheimian concept of a cultural unconscious,?” the doxa
refers to the fundamental assumptions and categories that shape intellectual
thought in a particular time and place and which are generally not available
to conscious awareness of the participants.’” Bourdien (1971d:96) sees the
educational system as playing a decisive role in establishing this doxa of
topies for the different fractions of the dominant class and for intellectuals
in particular. He (1971¢:185) posits that

ina society where the transmission of culture isthe monopoly ofa school, the underly-
ing aflinities uniting works of learned culture (and at the same time behavior and
choughe)are governed by the principle cmanating from the edueational institutions.*!

Bourdieu’s idea of a far-reaching intellectual doxe may reflect a period
of cultural and intellectual conscnsus in France after World War 1T that
no longer exists. While it is probably the ease that some hidden dox« exists
in every intellectual period, the concept runs the risk of ohscuring the varia-
tions in degree of cultural unity that may also exist in dift erent periods and
in different national settings. The fragmentation of the Western intellec-
tual world—a postmodernist theme—suggests the emergence of a more
diversified intellectual field than Bourdieu’s concept would anticipate.

INTELLECTUAL FIELDS AND T1IE REPRODUCTION OF CLASS RELATIONS
Though intellectual atdtudes and behavior do not reduce to social-class
position, Bourdieu argues that their location within fields of symbolic pro-

28. Bourdieu (1971¢:182-83) werites that “the cultivated men of a given age may have differ-
ent opinions on the subjects about which they quarrel but they are at any rate agreed on
«quarrelling about certiin suhjecss. What attachies a thinker to his age, what situates and dates
him, is above all the kind of problems and themes in terns of which he is ohliged to think.”

29. While not to be equated with Bourdicu’s concept of doxa, Gouldner’s (1970) concept
of “infrastructure” resemhles the basic point.

30. Bourdicu {ry67h:116) suggests that “the open conlliets hetween tendencies and doce-
trines tend to mask from the pargeipants themselves the underlying complicity which they
presuppose and which strikes the observer from outside the system, that consen.sus within the
dissensus which constitutes the objective unity of the intcllectual field of a given period.”

An illustration of Bourdieu’s point can be found in Ringer’s (1992:7) study of Geriman
acudemics, which shows that the “orthodox™ majority :tnd the “modernise” minerity actually
shared muany assumptions regarding their common cultural heritage. VMurphy’s (:988) held
analysis of Parkin's (1979) polemical attack against structural Marxism is another example.
Though both Parkin and structural Marxists hold in common a number of objections to struc-
tural funcdonalist views of soaufication, their underlying similarities arc masked in Parkin’s
work because it is an intellectual strategy designed to atiack the prominem position held hy
Marxism among academies in the 1970s,

31. In discussing the case of philosophy, Bourdicu {1 p8 it 1) stues thin “acadvome ronnme
and perhaps above all . | . schaob mumals G vamentsmaible relerende), - puetdips do nure
than anyihingg celse e constitas: the *cornnon scose’ ol an aellciml gendmon”
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duction nonetheless reproduce the stratification order. Intellectual fields
serve to mark, and thus reinforce, social-class relations.’? Even the “ulti-
mate basis” of intellectual fields for specialists is their relationship to the
social-class structure (Bourdieu 1971d:126). Yet, Bourdieu understands this
social-class reproduction function in structural rather than in instrumental
terms. Simply by pursuing their specific interests as specialists in cultural
production intellectuals a/so legitymate the class structure. Intellectual prac-
tices are organized almost exclusively according to the logic of status dis-
tincton, which Bourdieu (19842) depicts as a social practice defined by its
“distance from material necessity.” To play the intellectual game means
that one has to transcend the demands of basic economic necessity. "[his
imposes two conditions: it requires an intellectual disposition (habitus) that
is able to bracket off from immediate concern the needs of everyday exis-
tence in order to work with ideas; it also requires the requisite cultural
capital asa form of competence for engaging in the intcllectual field compe-
tition. Both conditions are facilitated by conditions of existence that offer
freedom from material needs. Both serve, therefore, as mechanisms of so-
cial closure by excluding those unable to make the substantial investments
of tme, effort, and resources required to compete. In this way, intellectual
fields contribute to the reproduction of the social-class structure.

For Bourdieu, the concept of intellectual field links the symbolic work
of intellectuals to those structur:al conditions it both constitutes and reflects.
In this way, Bourdien sees his concept as transcending both idealist (e.g.,
Caute 1964; Eisenstadt 1973) and materialist (e.g., Brym 1987; Wright
1985) conceptualizations of intellectuals, which stress either the power of
ideas or the determining role of political and economic interests to the
exclusion of the ocher.®

Intellectiuils and Politics

Much of the sociology of intellectuals, inspired particularly by the Marxist
tradition, is ulomately concerned with the politcal role of intellectuals in
modern societies. Beginning with Marx himself, Marxists have tried to con-
nect the political attitudes and behavior of intellectuals to their location

32. Bourdicu (1983a:337) writes, “without ever being a direct reflection of them, the inter-
nat struggles depend for their outcome on the correspondence they may have with the external
struggles hetween the clsoses or herween the fractions of the dominant class and on the rein-
forcemenm which ane group or another may derive fraa them.”

i Rass (B sikes 2 siniline vicw, hy questianing the pertinenve of the neuerialise/
ideabist diehotemn abat has shaged moch o the delme en the rale of imelleciunls, e warks
with abhe wden ol " bectnnl ke where nuelieernads il or coene opperimimes loe
wivestenvins 1y gubab cspatal
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within the social-class structure. This effort has not been entirely success-
ful. Because of their privileged access to valued resources, intellectuals,
Marxists have argued, tend to defend their advantages by siding with capi-
talists in the class struggle. Nevertheless, Marx and Engels (1978:481) con-
sidered that “a portion of the bourgeoisie . . . who have raised themselves
to the level of comprehending theoretically the historical movement as a
whole” would join the proletariat in its struggle against the capitalist class.
What might trigger such an act of enlightened class consciousness is far
from clear, however, both in the writings of Marx and Engels and in subse-
yuent Marxist work (see Karabel 1994).

The contemporary Marxist, Erik Olin Wright (1985), for example, ar-
gues that intellectuals are highly educated workers who occupy “contradic-
tory class locations”; at the economic level, they are located between the
petite bourgeoisie and the proletariar, whereas, at the ideological level, they
occupy a contradictory position between the bourgeoisie and the proletar-
iat."This leads to contradictory political attitudes and behavior as intellectuals
vacillate between support for capitalists or workers depending on the issue.

At the opposite extreme, among non-Marxists, one finds the view that
intellectual attitudes and behavior have little if anything to do with the
sociz| origins or current class position of intellectuals. Caute (1964:17, 19),
for example, takes this view when he writes that

the sociological approach to communism, while of cardinal importance in analyzing
proletarian or peasant behaviour, is of strictly limited use when applied to intellectu-
als. ... Theaceof lintellectuals’] political affiliation remains one of personal convic-
tion, personal psychology, personal choice.

Mannheim’s (1955) classic view of intellecuuals as “relatively classless” be-
cause of their mobility is o variant of this position.

Bourdieu is sharply critical of the idealized view of the intellectual as
a “creator” who transcends the constraints of social location. But if much
closerto the Marxist view than that of Caute or Mannheim, Bourdieu none-
theless argues that the connection between position in the class structure
and political activity is mediated by participation within cultural fields, FHe
cridcizes attempts to derive politics directly from class location as “short-
circuit” efforts, for they neglect the symbolic dimension of the class strug-
gle, which Bourdieu wishes to highlight.*

34- In his analysis of culural fields Bourdicu (98Ba:54q) criticizes Lucian Goldmmn's
Maexist-inspired theory of literarure for Comminting ihe “shosvirenn effear® by yeducing
literary works “dircetly wr the world wision or 1o ihe interests ob e socid prowp whieh e
suppasedly expressed thirongrh e arts aeungs ke somoe sott ol aediar,”
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A central issue in the sociology of intellectuals is one of identifving
what tilts some intellectuals to the left and others to the right in their politi-
cal commitments. A variety of explanations for leftist politics among intel-
lectuals have been proposedl: ideas (Eisenstadt 1987) and ideology (Marx-
ism), resentment and discontent from the experience of blocked upward
social mobility (Schumpeter 1975:152—53), membership in a critical sub-
culture (Hollander 1987), and political resources and communication net-
works (Brym 1987)* Bourdieu’s explanation, as we shall see, does net fall
neatly into any one of these frameworks.

Bourdieu (1985e) attributes the willingness of many intcllectuals to
support dominated groups to their own dominated status within the field
of power. His theory of the relationship between economic capital and cul-
tural capital suggests a predicting hypothesis: the greater the investment
in cultural capital and the greater the incongruity between cultural capital
and economic capital, the more likely individuals are to contest the estab-
lished order.* This has certainly been the case in France where since the
turn of the century a particularly important political market has developed
with a fairly consistent left opposition coalition of erganized labor, political
parties, and affiliated intellectuals (Debray 1981, Ory 1986, Ross 199r).
[ntellcctuals in France, as is well known, tend to vote left (Bourdieu 1984a:
438).”" This lin¢ of reasening permits Bourdieu to account for why French
school teachers and university professors have been particularly supportive
of the French Left. Teachers, he argues, may be more inclined toward
political radicalism than other highly educated professionails, especially if
they come from working-class or petit-bourgeois origins. Their disparity
between economic capital and cultural capital is perhaps greatest, since
teachers rarely have the means to match their tastes, and because their
meritocrat’c accomplishments are not sufficient for entry into bourgeois

35. Gagnon (1987) provides a goad review of the prevailing theories of intellectuals and
their political involvements in liberal democracies.

36. He also suggests that intellectuals with less capital are more inclined to support the
s1atus quo, when he writes that “intellectuals are, other things heing equal, proportionatcly
mare responsive to the seduction of the powers that be, the less well-endowed they are with
specific capital” (Bourdieu 1983a:322),

37. This general pattern can be found in most Western European ceuntries as well. Lipset
(1991) argues that this way be partcularly the case in the United Staves, where the degree
ol alicnauion of istellecsls from daminant instimations and their elites has historically been
preater thuncin Wester Facopenn countries, Brint (1934, 1991), however, provides evidence
slensvin g that swhivevee politeal leld propensitics there may be among highly educated Ameri-
ranss ey haedhve approach e sipoilicansce of an “wdversary culture™ ihin ncoconservatives
fear, Noowleless, theve weoeomsporiang eaienal virceoons, and Bovrdhen's eapital asynaietey
Tamessork iecilvesopeoval g beyond e I eenedo casse,
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circles, where economic and social capital as well as cultural capital are
needed*®

With the exception of his study on Heidigger (Bourdieu r9gif), Bour-
dieu has devoted little attention to those intellectuals who openly embrace
right-wing politics. Nevertheless, he has sketched out three types of politi-
cally conservative intellectuals with disanct origins (Bourdieu 1992:385-
90). First, are those who originate from “dominant positions in the field of
power” but who cultivate strategic positions between dominant institutions,
their elites, and intellectual institutions. These intellectuals function as crit-
ics of both. Bourdieu identifies Raymond Aron and Joseph Schumpcter as
representative of this type. Second, are the high ranking civil servants—
what Bourdieu calls the “state nobility” —who by virtue of their legitima-
tion through the elite sector of French higher education and the positions
they occupy within the state burcaucracy se¢ themselves as neutral techno-
crats who stand above the particularistic interests of both labor and capital.
"Third, are what Bourdieu (1987b:60; 1992:40, 110-11), adopting the term
from Weber, calls “prolctaroide intellectuals.” These are first-gencration,
petty hourgeois intellectuals whose origins are rooted in subordinate forms
of economic and cultural capital and who find themselves in subordinate
positions within the intellectual ficld. Put off by the lifestyle of the more
privileged cultural heirs, these first-generaton intellectuals become a key
source of anti-intellectualism.

Bourdieu’s capital asymmetry perspective seems to be a useful explana-
tion for why French teachers have traditionally been located on the political
left. As an explanation for why intellectuals contest the status quo, it over-
laps with the blocked mobility fraimework but incorporates the idea of intel-
lectuals as investors in cultural markets rather than members in a critical
subculture. Although as a general research proposition one might find sig-
nificamt cross-national differences, it merits further exploration. Moreover,
it needs to he complemented with consideration of the actual organizational
base or communication nctworks that organize such political propensities
(Brym 1987).

Bourdicn enhances our understanding of this structural propensity for

38. Bourdicu (19842:287-091) writes, “the disparity between econemic capital and cultural
capital, or, more precisely, the educational capital which in its certified form, is undoubredly
one of the foundations of their propensity to contesta social order which does not fully recog-
nize their merits because i t recognizes ather principles of classification than those of the educa-
tional system which has classified them. This meritocratic (and therelore, W a sense, aristo-
cranc) revoltis intensified when ivis combined with the yahics, refisals aral inipossibilies,
or refusals of the impossihle, which are linkal 10 0 pene-bourgenis e warking-clss neipin
and which, together with purely ceonoasic vonsiezaus, prevesin foll menthewshig m the hone
geoisic,”
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leftwing politics among French intellectuals by emphasizing its ambiguous
character. Though he notes that the basis for the alliance can be a “felt
and sometimes real solidarity with the dominated classes” (1984a:316), he
sees intellecruals’ alliance with the working class as a fragile one. The alli-
ance is tenuous because it is based on a structurally bomologous pesition of
class domination rather than a comnmon experience of class subordination, that
is, an identity of habitus (Bourdieu 1985e:737, 1987b:174).* Intellectual
professions of solidarity with disenfranchised groups, therefore, reflect a
“sort of structural bad faith” (Bourdieu 1984¢).*

Bourdicu finds this ambiguity to be particularly striking among those
in the lowest positions of the intellectuat field, and contends that intellectu-
als who speak in the name of the “people” or “popular culture” are generally
those who are in the lowest positions (198713:179-80). One finds them
among first-generation intellectuals who have relatively less cultural capital
than their peers and who arc put off by some aspects of the intellectal
lifestyle (181). They are in a sense doubly dominated; they hold subordinate
posit'ons within the dominated fraction of the dominant class. Bourdicu
suggests that these “proletaroide intellectuals” (60) tend to play a very
dangerous anti-institutional and violent role in social movements. His con-
cern appears to be less that they “turn towards reformist or revolutionary
mevements,” than that they “frequently . . . import into them a form of
anti-intellectualism” (r988b:178)." Examples can be found in the excellent
study by Jeannine Verdes-Leroux (1981) of the French Communist Party.
She finds that first-generation entrants to the intellectual world from mod-
est origins made up most of the intellectuals of the party at the dme of
Maurice Thorez.* Intellectualsaf filisted with the French Communist Party

39. Bourdieu (19841:372) is dismissive of efforts by left-leaning social scientists who try to
dendfy with the working-class condition through participant abservation.

40. Bourdieu (1991d:32-33) cites Tom Wolfe’s controverstal Radical Chic as illustrative of
the precarious and disingenuous quality of alliance by incellectuals with disadvantaged groups
in the American centext.

41. Bourdieu is particularly severe in his criticism of intellectuals who express anti- intellec-
tual sentiments. This reflects his eriticism of attempis to portray and celebrate selected forms
of popular culture as autononious trom conamination by cdominant intellectual culture.

42. More recently Bourdicu (1991d:33) has chariacterized the “intellectuels proletaroides”
as those whe identify with the political cause of dominanted groups and attempt to subvert
the eswblished order, not only in terms of their structurally homologous position of domina-
tion, bzt alss in terms of “an identity or a least a similarity of condition.” Here we observe 2
shife and tension in his thinking about the politics of this type of intellectual. These intellectu-
als appear w0 share forh a similar condition and pasition with daminated groups. In earlier
analyses he seemel v e sisigs thae palivical allianee with the working class waw precarinus
preeiscly hecise e e Gisk was limned w an Bamadopy «f position i zor o shared
comdimen. Now lne seenss e b potmunge o groap ol iinelleamds he deels does indecl share
a Comsnntt conndititan mn well s prositan. Bt ks sled Bahicos is neassaranae lor Boudien
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have a long history of subordinating intellectual production to party ap-
proval.

Bourdieu is also critical of the propensity of intellectuals to usurp
broader collectuve interests for the sake of their own vested interests in
cultural and political markets. He suggests that the origins of their opposi-
tion politics lie more in their own fields of competition for political and
intellectual recognition than in the broader terests of groups they repre-
sent.” For Bourdieu, the false political consciousness of intellectuals lies in
their tendency to conflate uncritically their own field interests with the
broader collective interests of those they represent. Bourdieu (1985a) has
devoted particular attention to the dynamics of symbolic “delegation” in
which the interests of a collectivity are refracted through the field interests
of their intellectual leaders.

One might question, however, whether all intellectual behavior that
purports to entail some form of solidarity with outside groups reduces to
one of posturing in competitive fields? Might it not be shaped in distinct
ways by the particular demands imposed by the types of groups intellectuals
attempt to represent? Do capitalists and labor impose similar demands and
constraints on the intellectuals they call upon to represent them? Bour-
dieu’s emphasis on the determining influence of intellectual fields tends to
give short shrift to differences in intellectuals’ behavior that may derive
from the character of the groups they represent.

Another reason why Bourdieu considers that the homology of class
positions that generates alliances between intellectuals and the working
class proves fragile is because the intellectual habitus of aristocratic asceti-
cism, which rejects bourgeois materialism, spurns “popular materialism” as
well. The struggle against economic capital in the name of cultural capital
renders political strategies fucused on bread-and-butter issues difficult for
ntcllectuals to embrace fully. It is the intellcctual’s investment in idealism,
spiritualism, intellectualism, or cultural pursuits, that makes it difficult for
him or her to support any political strategy that is fundamentally concerned
with making money.* Thus cultural capital and the fundamental mental
dispositions that accompany its accumulation appear to militate against in-

of the kinds of palitical engagements he would like to see intellectuals undertake. Indeed, it
provides further evidence of Bourdieu’s deep pessimism regarding the possibility of intellectu-
als playing any genuine progressive palitical role outside of their own intellectual feelds.
43. Bourdieu’s idea that intellectusls pursue their own interests is nat of course new.
Schumpeter (1975:154) noted that intellectuals can develap interesis reladve 10 carcer and

standing that may clash with those of groups ihey represea.

44. Intellectvals, Bourdien (1984::3168) writes, “are obliged i ievapiize the suprenie af -
firmation of their spirimel peint of honowr i e nepgnton af populer seaesitism mplicd
in the ardstic negation of himrgenis’ iaterislisn
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terclass alliance between high-status cultural producers and economically
subordinate groups.

Bourdieu further argues that the propensity among cultural producers
to contest the established order grows out of their efforts to subsdtute cul-
tural markets for control of economic markets rather than out of a desire
to seek genuine policics of equality of cultural opportunity. This helps
Bourdieu (1987b:61, 62) explain why some French intellectuals could have
progressive politics in general but be very conservative when it comes to
university or cultural policies. They can both support nationalization of
large private firms yet resist eft orts to modernize the traditional humanities
curriculum, Thus, Bourdieu argues, the politics of intellectuals bear the
wark of the conflict between cultural capital and economic capital. The
scope of their political commitment is limited to one of increased market
share in the struggle for power. As such, it tends to reproduce the very
social order that the intellectual’s vision for advancing the ideals of culture
pretends to contest.

Finally, Bourdieu points to changes in the conditions of intellectual
production as a source of ambiguity in polidcal attitudes and behaviors
ammong highly educated workers. He notes a significant decline in the num-
bers of French intellectuals working as self-emiployed artisans or entrepre-
neurs and their increasing integration as salaried employees within large
bureaucratic organizations where they no longer claim fuill control over the
means of their intellectual production (Bourdieu 1984a). His analyses echo
the familiar theme of “intellectual proletarianization.” Thisshift in the con-
ditions of intellectual production, Bourdieu argues, tends to generate con-
tradictory attitudes among large numbers of cultural producers toward this
new relationship to the means of intellectual production. On the one hand,
Bourdieu sees this change as increasing the chances of protestagainst the
status quo. These “new cultural intermediaries” are likely to support criti-
cism and challenges to established cultural and social hierarchies because
they themselves occupy dominated positions as salaried employees in their
work settings. On the other hand, he feels that this transformation tends
“to encourage the emergence of intellectual producers more directly subor-
dinated to economic and political demands” (152). Bourdieu sees in the
emergence of private corporate and public administrative demand for ap-
plied social research the creation of a “new kind of cultural producer” whose
intellectmal agenda and s1yle are increasingly set by market and bureaucratic
prioritics. T'hese new wage carners of research, he charges, become more
atentive te ihe nurms of “hurcimeratic reliabiling” than act as gnardians of
the “critical detachmens o authority™ alforded by the rebaive auonomy
ol the anversiy Matenver, e imelleemal prohicers bear the impring ol
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the “standardized norms of mass production” rather than those of the book
or scientific article or the charisman'c quality traditionally attached to the
independent intellectual (Bourdieu 1988b::23-25, 1989c:484). It is this
ambiguous location in the field of power that, according to Bourdieu (Bour-
dieu and Boltanski 1977), “underpins the ambiguity of the consciousness
and political practice, hesitating between ‘participation’ and ‘revolt’ that
he finds among salaried intellectuals.”

PROFESSORS, POLITICS, AND MAY 1968

In order to illustrate Bourdieu’s central thesis that cultural fields mediate
the political attitudes and behavior of intellectuals, we turn to Homo Aca-
denricus (Bourdieu 1988b), his most detailed research into the institutional
basis of intellectuals’ politics. "This study offers a field analysis of political
divisions among Parisian university professors in May 1968.% Homo Aca-
demicns demonstrates how the structural differentiation Bourdicu finds
within the field of power also internally differentiates the French academic
intelligentsia. "I'his work offers a multi-leveled analysis of how the funda-
mental cultural capital/economic capital opposition is refracted within
French academe. FFurther, Bourdieu argues that the intcrests of these intel-
lectuals are not simply class based; indeed their most immediate and de-
termining iuterests may not be class interests at all—so he cliins—but
those of the academic field itself. Indeed, he advances the fundamental
claim that

45. Bourdicu’s analysis of the sources of ambiguity in intellectual politics suggesws a super-
ficial resemhlance to Wright's (1985) theary of contradictory class locations. Both paint a
more complex picture of the refationship of incellectuals to social classes than can be found in
most carlier Marxist analyses. There arc, however, iindamental diff erences. Whereas Wright
thinks of social-class location in terms of posin'or within the social relations of producton,
Bourdicu thinks of it in terms of market location. Further, Weght's view of intellectvals is
rather monacausal, Current class position, albeita contradictory one, accounts exclusively for
political orientation. Non-class-influences are ignored. For Bourdlicu, however, positions in
relatively autonomous cultural fields can be the source of political erientation, And there can
be a brood range of cultural fields differing in rypes of capital, size, and importance where
intellectuals invest their cultural resources. ‘This permits Bourtlicu to explorc a greaterrange
of cultural and structural conditions potentially able to shape the political conduct of intellec-
tuals.

46. The work is based on two groups of tenured professors in Parisian institutions of higher
learning during the late 1960s. First, a stratfied random sample of 4o5 tenured faculty mem-
herswasdrawn from the schools of medicine, law, arts and social sciences, and natural sciences,
Second, the pepulation ef all 170 tenured faculey members comprising the principal institu-
tions of higher learning it the arts and social sciences was selected. An hnpressive bady of
information trom the public record was gathered on social and cdueational hackgreomsd, fic
ulty and administeative posiiions held, pariicipation in vazioos govesmment aonmssisas, hon
arific titles and positions, and forms of polivical parteipasion, sacheas g polineal pesion
{see Bourdiew iRl o oy 227420 275
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it is not, as is usually though, political stances which determine people’s stances
on things academic, hut their position in the academic field which inform the
stances that they adope on political issues in general as well as on academic prob-
lems. (xvii—xviit)

This claim might suggest that Bourdieu in fact substrtutes a field reduc-
wonism for a class reductionism in explaining political atutudes and behav-
ior. Certainly the strong emphasis he gives in Homo Academiicus to the etfects
of field position on academic politics suggests this. Yet, in his (1991d:7)
analysis of the literary field he seems to guard against this kind of field
position reductionism. There he suggests that stances are mediated more
by strategies than by positions alone, since strategies of differentnac’on can
take on their own autonomy. ‘The exact relationship of strategies to posi-
tions and their constitutive capital configurations, however, needs concep-
tual clarification. It appears to vary by type of field.

Using correspondence analysis on a variety of measures of economic,
social, and cultural capital, and of political and economic power, Bourdieu
(1988b) shows that French higher education institutions, faculties, disci-
plines, and professors are all differentiated along the axes of the economic
capital/cultural capital opposition that characterizes the field of power. The
social profile of teachers and students varies by type of school. The law
and medical faculties are situated closer to the pole of economic and polin-
cal power whereas the natural and social science and arts faculties stand
closer to the pole of cultural power. The analysis reveals two different rela-
tonships among faculty to the dominant class: knowledge for service to
economic and political power and knowledge for its own sake.

Among the arts and social science faculties a similar opposition distrib-
utes instituti'ons, disciplines, and professors in terms of two different kinds
of power. First, there is academic power, which refers to the degree of control
over the organizational mechanisms for teacher training, selection, promo-
tions, and careers in the French university.*’ In addition, there are sdentific
power and iutellectual renown: the former indicates degree of control over
research resources and prestige within the scientific community; the latter
refers to recognition by the broader educated public for published work.
Professors, therefore, are differentiated in terms of the cultural markets
where they make their principal investments. Professors who accumulate
acadeniic power are found disproportionately at the Sorbonne. They also
tend to be located in the iraditional disciplines of philosophy, French litera-

470 Uhe coacepn s simnkae iy imesanigs vo Collins's (ool concept of “posidonal propery™
which imdicates a dvpoe ol conmal aver e fow sl vabeed resarrces inan oegatitznion by
vivrueata posion el i e organssanon
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ture, and the classics. Within this sector of the French academy, the strug-
gle for institutional positions and symbolic capital pertain largely to the
consecration, conservation, and transmission of legitimate culture and to
the reproduction of the institution that performns these cultural functions.
Professors struggle for academic power by accumulating capital in the form
of administrative and honorific positions within the academy. They dcliver
lecrures, publish textbooks, :ind compile dictonaries and encyclopedias, ac-
tivities which are valued primarily within the academic market (Bourdieu
1988b:98). Llere is where homro acdemicus resides—the teacher who special-
izes in the classification of existing types of knowledge and who consecrates
certain forms as legitimate for transmission to future generations. The
ideal-typical route to academic power begins with graduation from the
Ecole Normale and continues by an assistant professorship, completion of
the state doctoral thesis, and promotion to a chair at the Sorbonne (87).

[n contrasy, professors who accumulate intellectual or scientific capital
tend to be found at the College de France, the Iicole des Hautes Lirudes
en Sciences Sociales, and in newer social-scientific disciplines, such as lin-
guistics and sociology.* These individuals invest in the intellectual and sci-
entific fields, where they attempt to accumulate symbolic capital in the form
of recognition by peers for their contribution to scientific knowledge, or
in the form of prestige and influence among the broader educated public.
If the production of knowledge in the academic feld is largely intended
for classroom consumption, in the scientific field, knowledge production
occurs in laboratory and rescarch centers and is destined largely for peer
review in specialized publications. In the intellectual field, knowledge pro-
duction is destined to influence the opinions of the broader educated public
opinion—and especially the media—as well as for peer review in special-
ized publications. While some French professors are more oriented toward
the intellectual field and others more oriented to the scientific field, both
stand in opposition to hernoe ucndemicis, who invests primarily in the repro-
duction of the educational institution.

Bourdieu also finds that a power struggle wsthin each faculty pits those
professors more oriented toward the accumulation of academic power
against those more oriented toward the accumulation of intellectual
or scientific capital. In short, Bourdieu’s field analysis of the French
academy locates the familiar tension between teaching and research wichin
a broader institutional framework of power relations between opposing

48. Taday Bourdicu is himself at the Colligre of Frazwe, bae swhen e i were pathered
in the fate wos aml carly *7os he was ag the Feale Peasgue des | Lates Fales (el i
1975 He 1 Fcole des T hnes Faoudes en Saacnees Socmles)
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groups.” It also can be viewed as Bourdieu’s version of the familiar posi-
ton/expertise opposition that constitutes two distinct claims to authority in
bureaucratic organizations.*® According to Bourdieu, the struggle for power
in the French academe pits those with positional power in terms of control
over allocation of valued organizational resources against those who base
their claims to power on new and valued forms of knowledge.’!

Another line of internal differentiation is age; it opposes younger
against older professors who have had more time to accumulate various
forms of academic, scientilic, and intellectual power. At a third level, Bour-
dieu distinguishes those research-oriented professors who are highly spe-
cialized within particular disciplines from those who have considerable aca-
demic power hut who also enjoy considerable intellectual renown. This
source of differentiation opposes a small group of university “mandarins”
who have accumulared considerable intcllectual and scientific capital as well
as academic capital against those specialists in circumscribed bodies of
knowledge whose authority derives more from pecr review internal to the
area of specialization than from either institutional position or public noto-
riety (Bourdicu 1988b:81). The alumni status of a nerwalien is decisive in
the accumulation of academic power and particularly in achieving mandarin
status. Bourdieu (87) writes that

... the social capital represented by Ecole Normale connections when they are duly
mainwined hy sustained exchange, is one of the sole bases of transdisciplinary soli-
darity; which explains why it plays a decisive role every time that someone has o
obtain and hald positions of university power which are situated beyond the lictle
local fiefs, limited to the scale of a disciple, and even pesitions of prestige such as
those offered by the College de France. . . . the fact of being a norwmalien exercises
a multiplier effect on all the social powers held.

This opposition pits the university establishment mandarins against the
specialists. Thus one finds a few professors at the Sorbonne who have con-
siderable intellectual renown and who also dominate an entire discipline

49. Bourdieu’s analysi’s resonates with the Gouldner’s (y957) classic ideal -gypes ot *locals”
anl “cosmopolirans.” But Bourdieu (1988b:13) rejects Gouldner’s types as “semi-scientific™
because he contends thar Gouldner’s ideal-types focus on (amiliar professorial types in the
umiversity rather than dircetings awcention to the underlying matrix of insatutional arrange-
ments that make these 1 pes passibile,

so. Crities (e Ganddner tyggizz—23, and Parsous 1947:58-60) have long noted that
these twe Forms ol lnsesmicsine anthariy were conflaied in AWeber™s analvsis of hireancracy
I have sinees Beaen distmganshied and soneh rescarehed.

g A verstan ol il mdwinemal appasition chavacierzes Szefen v and Martins’ (1o8R/
Ko atitlvas ol e cocent sunggele G poser s Fastens Fanope and dhe Juimer Soviet Union
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and control access to teaching and research positions in it. At the opposite
pole one finds specialists in disciplines marginal to the traditional French
university curriculum, such as economics and social psychology (109).*

In terms of their social origins and habitus, Bourdieu finds that Parisian
university professors distribute unevenly across this segmented university
map. Bourdicu writes that

the professors of the different facuttics are distributed between the pole of cconomic
and political power and the pole of cultural prestige according to the same principles
as the different fractions of the dominant classes. (38)

Professors from the economically rich fractions of the dominant class tend
to be located more frequently in the law and medical faculties than in the
science and humanities faculties. Those professors who have relatively
more scientific capital or intellectual renown also tend to come from higher
social origins, notably Parisian bourgeois origins (79). 'I'he security of in-
herited privilege gives them the confidence and freedom to choose more
risky cultural invesuments in scientific research or in those least institution-
alized cultural sectors (108-9).

In contrast, Bourdieu finds that those professors with positional prop-
erty in academe but with little symbolic capital in either the scientilic or
intellectual tields tend to come from the lower middle class. In particular,
they tend to recruit from families of primary school teachers, and to a lesser
extent trom secondary or higher education teachers, particularly from the
provinces (78-79, 83-84). Here is the heart of the “cultural aristocracy,”
those of modest social origins whose families have invested intergeneration-
ally in education. It is to the educational system that they owe their upward
socil mobility and their ideological allegiance. These are the secular “ob-
lates” who, like their religious counterparts, are

inclined to think that without the [school] there is no salvation—especially when
they become the high priests of an institution of cultural reproduction which, in

52, Despite his position at the College de France, Bourdieu does not consider himself a
“mundacing” as he is sometimes labeled, In the French universiti'es, his influence on appoint-
ments in sociology has never been equal to that of Raymond Boudon. At the Ecole des autes
Etudes en Sciences Sociales, his struggles—often unsuccessful—with Alain Towraine and the
Anuales block of historians over resources and appoinunents are legendary. Entry to the Col-
lege de France brought him considerable symbolic capital, but also isolared hin Trons any
signiticant positienal power within the universities or the Feoke des Lanes Emdesen Sdences
Sociales. As was discassed i chaprer 1, Bounlicu ihinks of himsell s an Sowsidec™ s the
world of academic power. e sees himsellas o sciennhe spesialist
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consecraung them, consecrates their active and above all passive ignorance of any
other cultural world.

Their “desetving, but miraculously lucky” clection into the academic elite
and their exclusion from the nonuniversity world of privilege creates a “cu-
rious mixture of arrogance and inadequacy.” As a consequence, it is among
these “survivors” that one finds the staunchest unwavering support for the
academic meritocracy and defense of the academic establishment against
all outside intrusion.?

Bourdieu’s field analysis reveals that stances taken by Paris university
professors with regard to the May 1968 student movement correspond al-
most exactly to their positions along the axes of intellectual, symbolic, eco-
nomic, and political power that differentiate the French university system
(125-27).5* Professors investing almost entirely within the academic market
by devoting their energies primarily to teaching were most hostile to the
student movement, since the call for fundamental reforms threatened to
devalue their valued currencies. But those whose investments included
broader markets of cultural production, or who concentrated on scientific
rescarch, reacted more favorably.

Professors within the law and medical faculties who were much more
closely associated with the economic pole of power tended to oppose the
student movement whereas many professors within the arts and science
faculties openly embraced the movement. Within the medical faculty,
Bourdieu (61) finds that medical researchers tended to be situated to the
political left whereas clinical practitioners, and especially surgeons, tended
to be sinaated to the political right; these political dispositons were mani-
fested during the May events. More generally, Bourdieu finds that if one
factors out those professors who were already political acdvists, professors
in the natural sciences tended to situate themselves more to the politcal
left than did those in the arts and social sciences. His analyses seem to
suggest that professors whose distance from the economic pole of the field
of power is greatest, who do scientific research or who invent new forms
of knowledge, are more inclined to question the status quo than are those

53. Bourdicu writes that the survivors “offer to the academic institution which they have
chosen hecause it chose them, and vice versa, a support which, being so totally conditr’oned,
has somethings total, alsohste, ancanditional about it” (1co—tor).

54 Fle abserves (ovn) thin “there is an alinost perfect homology hetween the space af the
stances .. cand ihe spave ol he posisions held by theie authors in ehe ficdd of praduction ...
Jand that] ... the ddstethonon wbes aeademse gicld -carpesponds very closely o the distrilne
G it teems of pohineat guedaions or aademgon attifianoms and even seinces adopted during
the: eveos ol Alay 1904 "
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who preserve and transmit the cultural heritage of a social order. As we
shall see in the next chapter, this political orientation corresponds to Bour-
dieu’s vision for the scientific intellectual in modern society.

Bourdiew’s criticism of both the intellectual and political attitudes and
behavior of his fellow intellectuals is severe. Still, his criticism is accompa-
nied by a vision for the intellectual vocation—one that suggests that social
scientists can practice a self-critical and progressive politics. We turn in the
nextchapter to an examinati'on of Bourdieu’s vision for the social scientistin
the modern social order.

'IO ~ THE SCIENTIFIC INTELLECTUAL
~AND POLITICS

In France, the questions of who is an inteflectual and what intellec-
tuals should do have evoked keen interest and intense debate (Ory and
Sirinelli 1986). Bourdieu’s field analytic perspective proves useful in captur-
ing the dynarnics and scope of that experience. As was noted in chapter o,
Bourdieu is critical of universal definitions of intellectuals, since he sees
the very idea of modern intellectuals as being historically contingent—that
is, inseparably tied to the historical development of relatively autonomous
cultural fields. His field analytical perspective stresses that all definitions
of intellectuals are at once historical and fundamentally political, emerging
as they do from struggles among symholic producers for legitimation. Yert,
despite his admonition that the task of the sociologist is to analyze fields
of struggle rather than take up positions within them—including the field
of struggle over who is an intellectttal—Bourdieu also works with a nerva-
tive definition of the intellectual vocation.! This points to a paradox and

1. In assessing the contribution of Homo Aceedemiicus, Loic J. 1. Wacquant says that Bour-
diew’s analysis “discloses the totality of the game that engenders both the specific interests of
intellecruals and the one-sided vision that each participant has of the interests to others”
(Bourdlieu and Wacquant 1g:57¢). This stretch for inclusivity in analyzing actors within the
academbe field is not ineom patible wirh my claim thata strong narmative dimension underlies
Bunrdicu’s work, Valne avieantnion and objectivity aee not inamally: exelusive, espeeially when
a sdy is slone relepely. s possile 1o offer a reasenably ehjcctive Gield analysis of existing
intellecttal posstions and soll ol sorstive conmiimem o paricalae one, s elew
Horeor Avadennnes shar Bonsdven dess o anaelt the same values i eacl of e posiions he
desentlines am b acndonne Bl <lemly, be s more Bavaraldy psredisposead e reseieches

741
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unresolved tension in Bourdieu’s thought, one that reflects his position as
a politically commitred social scientist in postwar France.?

In this chapter I examine the normative dimension of Bourdieu’s think-
ing about social scientists as intellectuals. What key underlying values in-
form Bourdicu’s understanding of their intellectual vocation? What values
should intellectuals defend and how should they relate to politics? T will
address these questions by asking how Bourdicu canceptualizes sociology
as a science and with what consequences. 1 will then exaunine what Bourdieu
believes should be the role of the social sciences and the social scientist in
the modern world; how the intellectual vocation and the political vocation
combine. The chapter concludes with a brief look at Bourdicu’s own politi-
cal engagements.

Between Politics and the lvory Tower

The classic dilemma taced hy all modern intellectuals is whether they
should participate “in political and social movements or whether they
should refrain from doing so and be responsible only for what they write”
(Fluszar 1960:214). One finds a variety of responses to this question ranging
between two opposing extremes: (1) the “classic” position articulated by
Julien Benda (1927) that the “clerks” should not betray their vocation to
timeless and transcendent truths by taking up the cause of historically lim-
ited projects and politically contingent truths;' and (2) the Sartrean image
of the “total intellectual” who takes a public stance on all the salient issues
of the day. Both extremes, Bourdicu (1989a:ro2) argues, express a funda-
mental and invariable property of all intellectual life, namely, the will to
autronornzy. Depending on historical circumstances, this thrust for intellec-
tual freedom finds expression in cither retreat from outside involvements
that threaten its autonomy or in other outside engagements to enlarge it.
It is this desire for intellectual freedom, that Bourdieu wants above all to
foster.

Thus, Bourdieu is a staunch defender of intellectual freedom. Critical
inquiry is a historically achicved value that can be preserved and enhanced
only by struggling to free intellectual life from all economic and political

who accumulates intellectual capital through published research than he is to the professor
who accumulates and transmits scholasticcapisal simply by teaching. While | would agree with
Wacquant chat the analysis of Howro Academiicus is not fundamenually distorted hy partisanship,
Bourdieu’s value orienwtion is nonetheless visihle.

2. Pels(1995) captures well this normative dimension of Bourdicn™s thinking alwut imellec-
tuals.

3. Benda reversed his position an Luer years by cmbiaomng a more pohaetly enjggeed rote
tor intellectnls.
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constraints. In the contemporary period, as we shall see, Bourdieu finds its
highest expression in science. Yet he also believes that it is only by freeing
the practice of science from all political contamination that one can hope to
achieve a politically effective practice of science. This strategy, he believes,
indicates a way of transcending the classic opposition between “pure culture
and engagement” (99). Yet, this same strategy poses a key problem for
Bourdieu: since he also stresses the interested and political character of
scientific practices, how can he hope to intervene in politics in a disinter-
ested way as a social scientist??

As was discussed in chapter ¢, Bourdieu sees modern intellectuals as
a distinct historical type of symbolic producers that emerged in the late
nincteenth and carly twentieth centuries. Emile Zola represents the best
historical embodiment of Bourdicu’s ideal intellectuals who enter politics
“with authority rooted i the autonomy of their disciplines” (Bourdieu
198ga:101, 1992:185-8¢9, 461—-72). Intellectruals are to be “bi-dimensional”
in character, as they must meet two necessacy conditions: (1) “they must
belong to an intellectually autonomous field, one independent of religious,
political, economic or other power, and they must respect that field’s partic-
ular laws”; and (2) “they must deploy thceir speeific expertise and authority
in their particular intellectual domain in a political activity outside of it”
(Bourdieu 1989a:99, 103). To grasp how he sees this paradoxical claim for
both intellectual detachment and public involvement to be possible, we
must turn to his understanding of science for the answer.

Vive la Science

Though the autonomy of science has come under sharp attack since Kuhn'’s
widely influential work The Structure of Scientific Revolutions (1962) and the
development of a strong critical @radidon in the sociology of science (Bloor
1976; Latour and Woolgar 1979; Woolgar 1988), Bourdieu readily em-
braces science as the model for sociology. Indeed, he casts his strategy to
transcend all forms of the subjectivism/objectivism antinomy in the lan-
guage of “true scientific theory and practice” (Bourdieu 1988g:782). Llis
sharp criticism of prevailing sociological practices and his call for a reflexive
practice of sociology are all made in the name of a “genuine scientific field”

4. Bourdiaw’s aviiclhe *The Corporatism of the Universal” (1989a) provides his most cen-
preheandve statemen ol how ihe secial seieattst showld relate to politics. 1 draw principally
It vt cxdusively an dve vential themes in this praper for the discussion thae fllows, Other
ke refesences i shosy Nonsdiew's duukings on he roke of the socid sciemist i pofitics
wclude Bowsdun 1934h, yuKs, soRac, tof7e. 1g8Rh 0RRE, 1RRe, 198K Raa, Roh,
sund, g, e Waonlis, Casannva, il Suton 1975,
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(Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:176). Even his (1975b) piercing criticisin
of science as an intellecrual feld, with interests, conflicts, and hierarchies
analogous to other culwral fields, distinguishes between a “false” or “of -
ficial” science and a “genuine” science.’ References to “objectivity” and
“laws” abound in his work.

This is not a new wrn for Bourdieu. His early methodological work
The Cra ft of Sociology [1968] (Bourdieu, Chamboredon, and Passeron 1991)
stresses the need to lay a firm epistemological foundation for a scientific
practice of sociology. Yet, Bourdieu has less to say about the exact nature
of science than he has about its social effects. Just as he is less interested
in proposing a theory of culture than a theory of the social uses of culture,
so also he seems less interested in proposing a theory of science than of
the social effects of science. Nevertheless, there is amhiguity in how he
actually conceptualizes science. Moreover, how he conceptualizes science
corresponds to the kind of political practice he envisages for critical social
scientists.

On the one hand, he contnues the Durkheimian legacy of positing

continuity between natural science and social science. Indeed The Craft of

Saciology (20) strongly echoes the theme that “sociology is a science like
others” in order to differentiate it from commonsense reasoning amd specu-
lative social theory. On the other hand, Bourdieu is a sharp critic of empiri-
cism and positivism. As | observed in chapter 2, he draws on Bachelard to
stress the historical, constructionist, and agonistic character of scientific
reason. Science is empirical but not positivist. Like Bachelard, Bourdieu
argues that evidence is not simply there waiting to be discovered. Social-
scientific knowledge is consciously constructed against taken-for-granted
knowledge of the social world (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:235). For
Bourdieu, science progresses from new critical insights into the taken-for-
granted world of power relations rather chan by an accumulation of facts.

Moreover, Bourdieu (1975h; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:176) con-
tends that science is a field of struggle for intellectual legitimation. He in
fact subscribes to a competition model for scientific innovation. In the
“agonistic logic of science” the struggle among competing field interests

5. His (19gon:2gg) critical guns thunder even louder, however, sgainst those critics of sci-
ence (e.g., Bloor, Latour, and \Woolgar) who he believes completely relativize scientific knowl-
edge by reducing it to politics.

6. Ile posits that “scient fic reason realizes itself when it becomes inseribed not in the ethis
cal norms of a practical reason or in the technical ruks of: scieniilic methadologry, ba
the appirently anarchical social mechanismis of competition bensevn straregies armed vsith
instruments of action and of theught capahle of regunimg theie i wses, aml ancthe durslile
dispositions that the functiowiog of this ticld produces sl presipposes™ iBouedien and Wae
quant 1oy 2:i8e).
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for scientific recognition turns self-interested pursuitinto the development
of new scientfic knowledge. Bourdieu (1989b:384) is sharply critical of con-
sensual views of science, as he envisions a “space of regulated confronta-
tion” rather than consensus as the key condition for scientific innovation.”
Preferring whathe calls a “working dissensus . . . Jot] critical acknowledgment
of compatibiliges and incompatibilities” (1989#:384, 1995:10), he writes
that “a genuine scientific field is a space where researchers agree on the
grounds of disagreement and on the instruments with which to resolve
these disagreemen® and on nothing else” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:
176).2

Furthermore, the emphasis Bourdieu gives to symbolic powerand vio-
lence strongly suggests that the study of “social” facts is quite different
from the study of “natural” facts. Sociological knowledge is fundamentally
historical and political rather than natural. ‘Theoretical propositions origi-
nate from the position of the researcher in the intellectual field as well
as from the conceptual boundaries of the intellectual discipline. Bourdieu
(rg75b) admits that social science can never reach the degree of autonomy
from external forces that natural science obtains.” Yet, the natral-science
model remains present in his thinking. WWe sec Bourdieu synthesizing and
attempting to transcend two quite opposing views of sociology: the
empiricist/positivist and the constructionist. This reveals a tension in his
thought, for it is not clear just how Bourdieu relates these two quite differ-
ent concepts of social scicncee.

This tension retlects Bourdieu’s paradoxical posture towards the West-
ern Enlightenment tradition of rationality more generally. Bourdieu main-

7. Though Mertan (1973) also points out the impartance of competition 1n the world of
science, Bourdieu criticizes Merton's emphasis on the normative structure that governs scien-
tific pracrice. According to Bourdicu (1990a:298), Merton is insufficiently cotical of theofficial
norms espoused by scientists themstlvces. Bourdieu (1975b)sees the sciendfic ficld as a market
rather than a moral community where: various so-called normative stances are viewed asstrate-
gies for soeggle within the scientific field. For Bourdieu (1990a:300), it is the material and
symbolic reward structures, not the normative ideals, that more decsively shape scientific
hehavior.

Bourdieu nonetheless speaks of the “regulated competition” that is institutionalized in the
autonomous practice of science so that certain forms of struggle (physical violence, the use of
nonscientiific methads) are not permitced. Thus, in spite of his criticism of Merton, Bourdieu’s
intellectud market perspeaiive rejoins Merton’s analysis at another level.

8. A couple af puges later he cancludes his eriticism of a consensual view of science with
the following declieamion: It weahing else, let us at least have conflicts!”

. In his article *T'he Spectivity of the Seivnifie Field,” Bourdieu (1975D) argues that the
sncial sciences can never achieve the degree of auwnamy hat wateal sciences like binlegy
and physies emjor hecanse “ionenal simpgle Tor svientilic anhority™ in the seacinl seiences is
conmeacsl 1 "evternal sl beisveen sucial classes ol padineal eld o he power
10 pronhiss, o mipose, aml o menlcans she fgansie represeiiannn al the soasad winrld®
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tains there are borh historical and universal qualities in Enlightenment ra-
tionality.’®* On the one hand, he affirms a radically historicized view of
scientific reason by arguing against the idea that “reason lies in the structure
of the mind or of language [rather than] in certain types of historical condi-
tions, in certain social structures of dialogue and nonviolent communica-
tion” (Bourdieu aind Wacquant 1992:189). IHe resists identifying this tran-
scendent possibility as a universal property rooted in mind or language."
Contrasting his view to that of Hahermas (1970, 1979), Bourdicu writes
that “reason itselfhas a history: it is not Godgiven, already inscribed in our
thinking or Janguage” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:18¢). Rather than
positing certain transhistorical, universal communicative structurcs, Bour-
dicu joins with deconstructionists like Derrida in atfirming the historically
contingentand relative character of the most fundimental scientific catego-
ries.

On the other hand, he emhraces the Enlightenment tradition by con-
tending that, even if reason is historical, it also has a capacity to produce
forms of knowledge that trimscend its own historical limitations. Bourdicu
speaks of the “universal” value of a mode of understanding, discovery, and
communication which he callsscience. 'Lhis mode of discourse follows cer-
tain rules of evidence and logic that permit a collective body to discern the
better demonstration without prejudicing the process by including power
factors relative to ownership, politics, and status. The practice of scientific
reason, therefore, makes possible a valued mode of communication that
Bourdieu helieves is less available in other types of cultural practices.”” In
this respect, it is normative. But rather than being intrinsic to mind or fan-
guage, reason is viewed as a “field property” that emerges as the universe
of cultural practices gradually gains some autonomy from competing forms
of economic, political, or religious power. In shoit, Bourdieu’s sense of the
transcendental character of scientific reason is an emergent historical one.

One can understand Bourdieu’s thinking here as a positioning strategy
that gives him critical leverage against Foucault and deconstructionists like
Derridar at one extreme and Flabermas at the other. Vis-a-vis the post-
structuralists, Bourdicu affirms the method and norms of the Enlight-
enment tradition of rationality. He sees this tradition as offering a form

10. Bourdiew thus differs sharply from Foucault, who is a major critic of the Enlightenment
wradition,

1t. This also separates Bourdicu from Chomsky’s (1965) view of innuie haguage/knowl-
edge capacities.-

12, In its ideal formy, scientific cammunication differs from polineal eommmmuction w tha
the importance that science assigns 1 argumnents, problems, il solions i lused solely on
seaentific cviteriang that v "how well praposiions and peovedoms contorm e abie vaes of Topaeal
calwrence and companibilite with alweevattomal evidence™ (Boanabivn coXole 45¢9)
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of knowledge that is self-referential and capable of some degree of self-
transcendence. He eschews radical relativist views (e.g., Feyerabend 1978)
that depict science as simply some alternative form of knowledge on a par
with religion, magic, etc. Vis-a-vis Habcrmas, however, Bourdieu associates
the claim fora transcendental reason with an interested position within the
intellectual field. But it is also a type of interest that Bourdieu wants to
institutionalize and develop. T'o distinguish his position from that of | Ia-
hermnas, Bourdieu (1989a:104) proposes, not a “universal pragmadcs,” but
a “politics of the universal, a Realpolitik of Reason [to promote] socially insti-
tuted forms of communication favoring the production of the universal.”"?
Bourdieu wants to institutionalize this ideal mode of scientn'fic communica-
tion where “competition . . . is organized in such a manner that no one
can succeed over anyone clse, except by means of beteer argurnents, reason-
ings and demonstrarions, thereby advancing reason and truth.”™

In sum, rather than positing a universal reason or a rational subjectlike
the Cartesian cogito, Bourdieu suggests that there is developing a historical
possibility of something like a universal reason or a rational subject, that
this would he a desirable event, and that every effort must be made to en-
courage its development. In place of the idea of a freely choosing subject
embodied in human nature, Bourdieu thinks of human rationality as a his-
torical possibility that is not innate but must be conquered bit by bit in an
unending struggle against the world of social determinations. Bourdieu’s
position, therefore, is paradoxical: he affirms both a historicized view of
reason and a normative, universalizing one."”

There also is a moral/ethical dimension to Bourdiew’s understanding of
science and the role that social science is to play in the modern world.
Bourdieu embraces the Enlightenment belief that increasing radonal

13. The ditfcrence on this point between Bourdieu and 1Habermasis perhaps one of empha-
sis. While Flabermus presents his ideal in forimal terms, Bourdieu (t989a) stresses the sociolog-
1cal conditrons most likely to foster this idealized type of human communication.

14. There is striking similaricy herween Bonurdiew’s view of scientific communication and
Gouldner’s (1985:30) “culture of critical discourse (CCD)." Gouldner delines CCD as “any
assertion—about anything, hy anyone—[thut] is open to criticism and that, if challenged no
assertion can be defended by invoking soticone’s authority. (tforbidsa reference toa speaker’s
position in society (or reliance upon his personal charicter) in order to justify or refute his
chims. The CCD is the special idealogy of intellectuals and intelligentsia, and it is essentially
an ideology about how discaurse should be conducted.”

Both Gaouldner 2und Bowrdieu suggest a mode of rational discourse that is critical, sclf-
rellective, and inattentive w social distinetions amongs speakers. A principal difference is that,
where:s Ganlilner sees CCD as formiative of'a New Class anrang: the highly educated, Bar~
digy spes aewenite eniamabsan as conlined 1o 50 more limited professional arem,

15 He s i “the amversal subjeet isahistovical achiovetnen s neser complewd
encesiond 1o alle 10 dooagh bistoneal sonpgeles i bistracad spraces of Torves that wee progiress
conearel a Dl s mveessluny™ (B aabien wl \Waeguam 1ggz; g
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awareness of social life enhances possibilities for human freedom.' Bour-
dieu believes that by increasing conscious awareness over the conditions
that determine ones behavior, one is able to gain, not only satisfaction from
pushing back the boundaries of the unknown, but also a margin of maneu-
verability whereby one can more clearly discern what is possible and what
is not possible to change (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:198-99). By
exposing the arbitrary character of the principles by which we unwittingly
construct social life, we gain some measure of possibly shaping sociology,
the university, society, and ultimately ourselves in ways that permit a
greater space for human freedom."” In short, there is in Bourdieu a vision
of personal emancipation from the grips of misrecagnized forms of social
domination.

Yet, the margin of freedom for alternative constructions seems very
small indeed. The bulk of his work points to the ongoing reproduction of
relations of domination. Perhaps it is Bourdieu’s sharp reaction to the ideol-
ogy of individualism and subjectivity of the intellectual world thar leads
him to be exceedingly cautious in talking about the liberating potential of
sociology.

Bourdieu’s general conception of science is shaped by the French his-
torical context wherein a broadly positivist philosophy of science and
French republicanism found mutual reinforcement. Beginning in the late
nineteenth century, to be scientific meant breaking with a purely literary
approach to intellectual work by employing systematic methods of empiri-
cal investigation. It also meant believing in a general unity underlying the
various sciences, and holding the convicton that the advance of democracy
depended on the progress of science (Ringer 1992:207-25). The French
scientific tradition that emerged in the late nineteenth century, and of
which Bourdieu is an intellcctual heir, stood sharply opposed to the human-
istic and generalistic notion of belles lettres. It was also profoundly anti-
clerical in that it reflected a profound suspicion of all forms of authority
not rooted in positive knowledge. It expressed the need to find a secular
replacement for the moral authority once represented hy the Catholic
Church. This view of science certainly animated Durkhein, and it shapes
Bourdieu's thinking as well. Thus, it is not surprising to find in Bourdieu
normative clements that associate science with freedom, equality, and the

16. [Le writes (tg9oc:183) that “knowledge by itself exercises an effec:t—one which appears:
to me to be liberating—cvery tme the mechanisms whose laws wf opermion i estahlishes
owe part of their effectiveness to misrecognition.” s Wacquant (Bouedien sund Waciuang
1992:194) points out, Buurdicu embraces the “modernsy project of e Aufkleroang

17. This em be seen in Bourdien's canception ot saciolncal wesesnch as socialysis,
where sothulogy seveals the sovial smeonscinus ol nur practices
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belief that the practice of science can enhance the chances for human eman-
cipaton.

For Intellectual Autonomy: Members of the Scholarly Guild Unite!

Bourdieu contends that intellectual freedom for rational inquisy is a histort-
cal and collecave value whose defense should be the first concemn of all
intellectuals. e declares: “Yes, I am a resolute, stubborn, absolutist advo-
cate of scientific autonomy . . . |and] . . . the sociologist has no mandate,
no mission, other than that which he or she assigns herself by virtue of the
logic of her research” (Bourdien and Wacquant 1992:187)." Rather than
justify the raison d’€tre of sociology in terms of serving some outside inter-
ests, Bourdieu (ibid.) contends that “sociology must first assert its auton-
omy.” Social scientists must join in “efforts to guarantee the social condi-
tions of the possibility for vational thought” (Bourdieu 1989a:103)." Bourdieu
(1989b:374) wants to enhance scientific progress by “controlling the purely
social effcets of domination” in the social organization of scientific produc-
ton and communication. The first and most important task for social scien-
tists, therefore, is “to work collectively towards the defense of their own
interests and towards the means necessary for the protection of their auton-
omy” (Bourdicu 198¢a:103).%°

Bourdieu’s call for defending the interests of intellectual autonomy
from all forms of political and economic influence demands collective as well
as individual action. He sees intellectual freedom as a feld property rather
than an individual moral attribute. Bourdieu calls for intellectuals to prac-
tce a “Realpolitik” of individual freedom by doing everything possible to
establish the social and political conditions thar preserve and enlarge a so-
cial space forintellectual freedom (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:190). One
of the first concerns should be gaining control of the means of intellectual
producdon. Examples of this defense of intellectual guild interests would
include making publication of scholarly work less dependent on commercial

18. By “field autonomy” Bourdieu does not have in mind the kind of “value-free” sociology
extrapolated from Weher hy American professional sociology during the 19505 (Gouldner
1973a). Bourdieu is a sharp critic of the positivist fact/value distinction in sociology.

19. Similarly, Gouldner (1973¢:96, 98) writes that “an emancipatory sociology’s first task
is to establish the social and man conditions required to sustasm rational discourse about
social worlds <. .o the rosdiians af its own existence as a practical ratienal discourse.”

0. Gouldnes Cigp i 1o envistons the need to create “new eonmmamities” of intellectuals
as sptonormas d “libwcansd socn] spare™ o “suppart rational discourse in soeiology and
sovial theoery,™ B an Pels Diaosing) perecpivedy pontss ou, Gouoldiser fallows Haberus
ue sepreanng an wheal snaonal speech oy teom interest whereas Bourthen eomects
wattonehiy and tnv
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interests and resisting the use of political criteria—including identity poli-
tics—in hiring and promotion of university faculty (ibid.). Other tech-
niques for enhancing the autonomy of scientific practices from social dis-
tortions would include using international rather than strictly national peer
review groups, creating alternative publications and research centers to rival
monopolistic ones, and raising minimum training requirements for entry
positions in the social sciences (178).

Since {irmly establishing his symbolic power in I'rench sociology with
his ascension to the College de France, Bourdieu has shown more interest
in establishing his niche in international intellectual markets. Fe has shown
increasing interest in combatu'ng regional and national differences that
limit the free exchange of ideas, and has proposed the need “to establish
the ends and means of a worldwide collective action by intellectuals”
(1989a:99). The soeial space for rigorous scient 'fic inquiry and dehate that
Bourdieu (198¢9b:374) seeks to create would foster cross-disciplinary and
cross-national confrontations of different theories, methods, and bodies of
data. Fle sees the creation of Liles, his European-oriented review of schol-
arly work, to be an expression of this kind of vision.

Bourdicu considers thc quest for intetlectual freedom to be a formida-
ble struggle against powerful obstacles: against administrative power and
authority of the state, against the commercial interests of puhlishing, and
especially against the concentration of power in the media. He is parti'cu-
larly critical of journalism, which he sees as a key threat, for it introduces
anti-intellectual forms of cultural production into the intellectual field. The
media undermine the power of peer review, which for Bourdieu is a tunda-
mental condition for intellectual autonomy, by substituring “readability,
topicality, ‘novelty,”” and good telegenic qualities for the proper criteria
ofintellectual competence (Bourdieu t989a: 106, 1996; Bourdieu and Wac-
quant 1992:58).% He sees the greatest threat to intellectual autonomy com-
ing from insidc impostors who play what he calls “intellectual journalist”
or “journalist intellectual” roles by creating an amalgam of journalistic and
intellectual criteria in their work. The autonomy of peer review becomes
compromised by criteria and interests external to the scientific field, and
dependency on public, and particularly private, hinding can reduce auton-
omy if intellectuals shape their work accordingly.’? He suggests that those

21. He warns that “the most serious danger . . . is in the tendency to strip intelleciuals of
their prerogatves to evaluate themselves and their production according toihcir own criteria®
(Bourdieu 1989a:106).

zz. Most of Bourdicu’s work has heen supporwed througl the pobilic scear and be admits
(Bourdicu s Haseke 19g.:75) that he wenlil fiud 0 havd 10 soctre tincil sappoit feom
the privaw sectar for the kind of work lue duey
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most likely to use outside resources from the media or from commercial,
political, or religious fields, are in fact weak contenders in the intellectual
competition who compensate for their weakness by appealing to interests
outside of the intellectual field (Bourdieu 1989a:104-5).? They are mar-
ginal cultural producers who play fundamentally anti-intellectual roles and
pose a threat to intellectual freedom by politicizing the scientific field
(Bourdienr 199oc:185). Bourdieu’s vision for enhancing the autonomy of
the scientific field requires imposing bartiers of entry that would oblige
individuals, whatever their motives, to play by the rules of science.**
Bourdieu’s call for pursuing sociological practice entirely in terms of
its own standards, without any external political, economic, and social dis-
tortions, reveals a striking commiunent to professionalism, as well as a fun-
damental tension in his thought. This call sits uneasily with the basic as-
sumption of sociology—one that Bourdieu has applied with particular rigor
to the intellectual profession—that the beliefs and actions of all men and
women (including social scientisw) are shaped by social influences.? It is
difficult to see how this basic sociological insight can he replaced by an
ideal that contradicts it.If,as Bourdieu argues, the scientific field functions
like any other social field fraught with social divisions and hierarchies, it
is not clear how such a field can progressively become oriented exclusively
around the sole criteria of rational inquiry. Bourdieu does not believe that
a genuinely scientific field of world sociology currently exists, because of
all the internal and external factors that inhibit the practice of pure science
(Bourdieu 1989b:3835). That Bourdieu believes it can, that it is a vision
worth striving for, points up an underlying idealism that generally goes
unnoticed in his world of interest, domination, strategy, and reproduction.
A related problem posed by Bourdieu’s call for complete intellectual
autonomy from outside influences is whether in the final analysis scholars

23. He writes, “there is a social law applicable to all the Kelds of cultural production . . .
that heseronomy is introduced by those agents who are dominated aceording to the specitic
vriteria of the field,” and adds that “there are always people who, heing scientifically domi-
nated, are spontaneously on the side of the preconstructed, who have vital interests in de-
censtructing the constructed, in misunderstanding the understood, and thus in trying to hring
everyhady back to the stardng line” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:184).

z3. I is noteworthy that Bourdieu’s crit'cism of “disloy:al competition” is not directed at
sell-interest or other individual motivations. He is not critical of self-inserested behavior per
se, provided that it is chimneled inta “scientifically proper hehavior” (Bourdieu and Wacquant
12 77) Fle sieesses it *we muast ereate eonditions such chat the worst, the meanest, and

the imast imedioore pareetpann is eompellad to behave in accordnee with the norms of scien-
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can indeed operate by a law unto themselves. Is not the validity of truth-
claims for the scientific community ultimately dependent on whether they
win the approval and financial support of some external social group? Bour-
dieu’s desire to protect peer review from all external influences would seem
to work only to the extent that the products of rational mquiry find favor
and support outside of the scientific community. The conditions for scien-
tific autonomy would seem to require broader legitimation of the value of
science.

More importantly, Bourdieu may underestimate the threat to intellec-
tual freedom that can come from within the autonomous intellectual world
itself. The problem may not be compromises with the external powers of
markets and states, as Bourdieu emphasizes, but from the internal capacity
of intellectuals to impose symbolic violence and monopolies of method and
resources that stifle rather than liberate intellectual inquiry 24 Bourdieu of
course believes that the crivical orientation of rational scientific thought
within an institutionalized framework that fosters the competitive exchange
of ideas will provide sufficient guard against this. But the historical record
thus far does not inspire complete confidence in this belief that intellectuals
are their own best guardians of free inquiry.

Finally, it is not apparent how the kind of intellectual autonomy Bour-
dieu idealizes would be financed (see, e.g., Ansart 1990:248-49). Bourdieu
(1990c:51) observes that those subordinate groups most interested in hav-
ing existing power relations exposed tend not to read the sociological litera-
ture and cannot afford it. Critical sociology “is a social science without a
social base.” He talks about the mode of conduct that should govern the
scientific community, the kind of agenda it should follow, but he says little
about financially supporting it. Most FFrench sociologists are civil servants,
working either as university teachers or researchers at the Centre National
de Recherche Scientifique. T'his secure career status gives them a certain
liberty from student demands, market pressures, and intellectual fashions,
as it has Bourdieu himselt. Does he assume this kind of civil-servant status
as a basis for scientific field autonomy even though it may not be available
in all national contexts? Does he assume extensive state support for the
kind of intellectual autonomy he advocates?

26. Though he hoped for the development of a New Class, Gouldner may not have sharel
Bourdieu’s faith in the Resipolitsk of sciendfic autonomy. For Gouldner (1970:488-8y)
doubred the capacity for intellectuals 1o escape the fetiwrs of professionalisan, wrang ihay
“professional courtesy stifles ntelleaal curiosiny; guald interesis lrown wpoa the saashing ol
direy linen in public; the weeth of picty bite the ongue o wob,”
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Science and Politics

The struggle to establish autonomous intellectual fields has, for Bourdieu,
a deeper purpose. They will provide the institutional base for his vision of
the scientific intellectual who intervenes in politics but in the name of sci-
ence and free, critical inquiry.

Bourdieu believes that social scientists can bring not only their exper-
tise but also a moral and ethical force to their engagements in public life.
Growing out of the autonomy gained in the literary, artistic, and particu-
larly scientific fields by the end of the nineteenth century, Bourdieu (1989a:
1o1) sees there developing in the most autonomous sectors of these culeural
arenas core values of “ethical integrity and competence” that become the
basis for a politics of purity. These values fundamentally oppose the “objec-
tives and values such as money, power and honors predominant” in the
fields of economics and politics.”” They are the “unwritten laws of ethical
and scientific universalism in order t practice moral lcadership.” The in-
terest in dlisinterestedness he exposed as a misrecognized feature of intellec-
tual practices now becomes a conscious value worth pursuing. The intellec-
tual values of freedom and autonomy become juxtaposed to commercial
and political interests in the struggle for power in the advanced societies.
For Bourdieu, these values are rooted in the development of autenotmous
cultural fields like science.

We recall that Bourdieu argues that the proper task of social science
is not to take sides in social conflict but to make the struggle itself the
object of investigation. In the 1975 inaugural issue of Actes de la recherche
en sciences sociales (vol. 1, p. 6), he specifies that the proper objective of social
scientific research

does not oppose one value judgment to another but takes account of the fact that the
reference te 2 value hicrarchy is objectively inscribed in practices and in particular
inscribed in the struggle over this hierarchy itself and is expressed in the antagonistic
value judgments.

By revealing the social world as one of conflict and struggle over valued
resources and definitions that are hierarchically ordered, sociology debunks

27. We rewarn heee to ihe fundamental opposition Bourdieu draws between cultre and
thes ecanamyy Ieawevn ealiuee and palnies. Wesee, hiowever, a shifi in ateitude toward culture,
I'le Timdanseatel apposinoe of calvaral capitatand ecotomies capital ihat Bourdicy sees differ-
crtaatg the dammant vk i ne longer conceptiilized here i serms of resources. Now
cubural capral Devomes a vidsie woeh siesggeling lor,
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the taken-for-granted character of social worlds that “conceal power rela-
tions” (Bourdieu 1993d:12). For Bourdieu, this disenchantment of the so-
cial order is profoundly political, for it strikes at the very eflicacy of power
relations. Socioanalysis has political effects.

In a 1970 interview, Bourdieu outlines the kind of political impact he
believes science can have. Quoting Bachelard, who wrote that “there is
science only of the hidden,” Bourdieu says that by demasking taken-for-
granted power relations “genuine scientific research embodies a threat for
the ‘soclal order’” (Bourdieu and Flahn 1970:15). Scientific rescarch, there-
fore, “inevitably exercises a political effect.” T'his, he argues, is not some
political ideology one can choose since “science of society is inherently
critical” (19). GGenuine scientific research, by its very nature, embodies a
“threat” to the established powers. [tis this political effect that distinguishes
pure science from “art for art’s sake” (Bourdieu 1993d:14). Since the power
relations that sociology reveals owe part of their strength to the fact thae
they do not appear to be power relations, “all sociological discourse has a
political effect, even by default” (Bourdieu :and Hihn 1970:19). "T'hus, “so-
cial science necessarily takes sides in polidcal struggles” with the interests
of subordinate groups (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:51). And he points
(in Bourdieu and Hahn 1970:20) to the key role that the sociologist can
play in modern societies: “The sociologist unveils and therefore intervenes
in the force relations between groups and classes and he can even contribute
to the modification of those relitions.”*

This reasoning points to :am extraordinary idealism in Bourdieu’s think-
ing about the role of the social scientist in the modern world. That Bour-
dieu believes that a critical and professional sociology can potentially mod-
ify relations between social classes amounts to & phenomenal claim for the
power of sociological knowledge in modern stratilied socicties. it also
points to a remarkable faith in the emancipatory effects of science, a view
that is no longer widely shared in the post-Kuhnian era. Moreover, it does
not expkin why many sociologists who also subscribe to a nonpositivist
understanding of sociology as science (1'alcotr Parsons is a notable exam-
ple) do not side with subordinate groups. Clearly, Bourdieu invests in his
understanding of sciencea progressive political project that he tries to legit-

imate in the name of scientific authority.

In the interview alluded to above, Bourdieu admits that even though
sociology can weaken power relatdons by unveiling them, sociology can be

28. Bourdiew’s view of a palirical dimension inherent i soetal seientilic praciiee is nol
dissimilar From Althusser's (g7o) justitication Far domps theonys dotg sacal seicure becones
a form of polities iost s doing iy becotoes o tomn ol pahiteal pogice
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accommodated and recuperated by dominant groups for their own inter-
ests. In revealing the hidden mechanisms of power, science may be of ser-
vice to dominant groups in that it may lead to better and alternative modes
of manipulation and social control. Those in dominamt positions are better
situated to benefit from the existing hierarchical order and thus meet the
threat from science of having their privileged positions exposed. Their ad-
vantaged resources also give them opportunities to find alternative sources
of legitimation for their privileged positions. But Bourdieu is banking on
the other possibility, nzmely, that when prevailing power mechanisms are
exposed, they will lose their efficacy to the benefit of those subordinate
individuals and groups who have access to and are able to use this knowl-
edge. For Bourdieu, science is on the side of subordinate individuals and
groups.

There is, therefore, a political dimension to Bourdieu’s conception of
science and what sociology should do in the modern world. It is political
in the sense that for Bourdieu a key objective of social-scientific research
is to struggle against all forms of symbolic domination. He thinks of the
incellectuat vocation of social scientist in an activist sense. Acts of research,
no matter how seemingly mundane, are acts of struggle, conquest, and vic-
tory over taken-for-granted assumptions about social life: scientific research
is a struggle against all forms of symbolic domination. By exposing through
research arbitrary mechanisms that maintain power relations, the social sci-
ent'stis able to challenge the legitimacy of the status quo. As existing power
relations lose their taken-for-granted character, this opens up the possibil-
ity for alternative ways of constructing social relations. Thus for Bourdieu
politics and science combine in the very objective of the social scientitfic
vocation. “Acts of research” are for Bourdieu fundamentally political acts.?”

This points up a tension in Bourdiew’s thinking about the nature of
science, between science as description and science as political intervention.
On the one hand, he recurringly warns social scientists against partisanship
in the social struggles they study. Social contlicts are to be objects of study
not occasions for partisanship. The field analytic perspective offers a more
comprehensive view than anyone of the parochial interests involved. On
the other hand, Bourdieu believes that science necessarily sides with the
interests of suhordinate groups, since by exposing the mechanisms of power
science renders them less effective for dominant groups.

This line of argwment points again to the central role that Bourdieu

. ludeed, the presmmble ol ihe Aot issue of Aetesde bi sedierche en siienees socieles (1975)
wlennficos dus doal cliagstar ) his coan eptimn ol social seiemilie vessrel, Avesrdo (iR 8.,
els Cropgit bt (oo, sl Waegnan Crog ) ae athors who have gt thas activisi
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assigns to legit'mat'on in the exercise of power. Lt presupposes that science
holds considerable authority in order to produce this kind of political effect.
It also presupposes that scientific authority comes with the accumulation
of symbolic power, by increasing field autonomy from outside interests. As
scientific field autonomy increases, so also do the potential political effects
that science can produce.’® Indeed, the kinds of political effects he seeks
would seem possible only so long as science enjoys a legitimacy superior
to politics. Here, however, is the rub. Once knowledge of the interested
character of scientific practice becomes widely known, science itself encoun-
ters legitimacy problems. Just as gift exchange becomes intolerable when
participants come to view the practice as fundamentally self-interested, so
science loses its claim to superior ohjectivity when it comes to represent
parochial rather than universal interests. The ideology of disinterestedness
would seem cssental for science to have the kind of moral authority Bour-
dieuwould like for itto exercise in the political area. But when that ideology
becomes no longer believable, then science loses its symbolic power to in-
tervene with effectiveness in political life. When the emperor goes without
clothes, the parade may continue—but not for long. Even small children
can see the difference!

This points to a complex if not ulimately contradictory position in
which Bourdieu finds himself. T'o achieve the desired political effects, helief
in science as a form of disinterested knowledge and inquiry must exist. Yet,
the thrust of Bourdieu’s own work on the scientific field emphasizes the
very political character of thatsocial universe. And though intellectual poli-
tics are undoubtedly different than electoral politics, they nonetheless are
politics.

* * »

Bourdieu’s model scientific intellectual who intervenes in the political arena
but in the name of science contrasts sharply with several other intellectual
role models. Though he resolutely defends academic freedom from all out-
side intrusion, Bourdieu clearly has no sympathy for the university as “ivory

30. Bourdieu (1989a: 100) advances the following proposition to speak of the political effects
of increased field autonomy: “The greater the intellectuals' independence from mundane in-
terests because of their specific experu'se (e.g., the scientific authority of an Oppenhcimer or
theintellectual authority of a Sartre), the greater their mclination to asver? this independence
by criucizing the powers thar be, the greater the symbolic ¢ffectivenes of whatever puliic:
positions they might sake.”

Thus memhership iz 3 relatively autanomans Beld of eularal presdietion is erweial, for, in
Bowrdicw’s thinking, it scems @ generate a propensily e contest e power ol lolders of
veanmnic and pelitier] eapical aml o sowithe preater dftecyense
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tower,” with its guardians of elite cultural traditions (see, e.g., Allan
Bloom’s The Closing of the American Mind [1987]). Against the traditional
role of the professor who preserves, transmiw, and consecrates an elite cul-
tural tradition, Bourdieu casts his lot with researcher, the creator of new
forms of knowledge.

Bourdieu is equally critical of the researcher who offers his services to
dominant groups or the state. He rejects (1989c:486) the role of intellectual
as expert in service to dominant group interests. He is sharply crin'cal of
the modern technocratic state and its use of science for political purposes.
Bourdieu would use science to intervene in the political world, but in the
name of science and the scientific agenda as set by scientists themselves
rather than by government bureaucrats, politicians, or business leaders.

Fle also opposes for intellectuals a role of service to subordinate groups.
Bourdieu’s normative view of advocating increased autonomy of the profes-
sional guild from outside influence contrasts sharply with commonly held
views among politically left-leaning intellectuals. Intellectuals on the politi-
cal left tend to see themselves in leadership positions oras providing some
kind of service to subordinate groups—often the working class—whom
they support politically. But Bourdieu (1985¢) rejects this model of politcal
activism.

The “fellow traveler” image has been a particularly important one
among lefust intellectuals, especially during the Cold War. in France, the
fellow-traveler role permitted leftist intellectuals to play a highly visible
support role for leftwing politics and yet retain a certain distance from the
communist-dominated labor and political organizations. It permitted some
criticism of Communist Party organizations and yet legitimated their exis-
tence as the only serious game in town.* Sartre was undoubtedly the most
prominent French intellectual who assumed this role in the 1950s.”2 Bour-

31. The “fellow traveler” label has come under particularly harsh criv'cism in recent
years by conservative intellectuals who want to stress the complicity of lefist intellectuals
with the horrors of Statinism. See Caute 1964, Hollander 1981, Johnson 988, and Judt
1992.

[tis difficultinthe contemporary post-Marxist political climate t appreciate the intellectual
and polit'cal climate of France in the 1950s, when the French Communist Party was perceived
to be the only effective organized voice for the French working class. ‘"o be on the left meant
to be in solidarity with the working class and therefore to accept the legitimacy of its formal
organization.

There is dehme osver just haw much *

‘critical distance” many fellow travelers actually
showed. Ory wnd Sirmelh G860, ) cemark that the perceived need to show selidarity with
the argest and most posecinl lebwing: organization in Frmee paradoxically made it mornc
dilGende doe e werinerze the oy than it was Gme former members wha had left i,
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dieu’s (1985c) vision of scientific intellectuals breaks rank with the image
of intellectuals as advocates for subordinate groups.

Bourdieu’s scientific intellectuals also oppose Gramsci’s (1971) idea of
“organic intellectuals.”® Where Gramsci sees the development of worker-
intellectuals who share and can “understand” and “feel” their connections
with the working class and thereby give symbolic expression to the collec-
tive identity and interests of workers, Bourdieu sees marginal participants
in intellectual fields who are bound by their own particular professional
interests and who tend to inject their position of domination into their
understanding of subordinate group interests. Political alliance between in-
tellectuals and the working class becomes one of structural homology for
Bourdieu rather than one of shared habitus.

Both the fellow-traveler and organic intellcetnal models share the idea
that intellectuals should subordinate their own particular interests to those
of the working class, which is deemed to be the historical carrier of social
transformation from capitalism to socialism.™* Bourdicu (1985¢:93, 1989a:
toy) rejects this kind of support role. Intellectuals, as we have already nored,
must pursue first of all their own corporate interests, and only then inter-
vene in politics as intellectuals racher than as subordinate group representa-
tives. By defending their own interests of protecting critical inquiry, intel-
lectuals establish the grounds for debunking the legitimacy of dominant
power relations and thereby actually advance the interests of subordinate
groups. Though Bourdicu resists speaking of intellectuals as representative
of universal interests, as does Gouldner, his analysis in fact leads to an ulti-
mate correspondence between the critical debunking function by intellec-
tuals of dominant power relations and the interests of subordinate groups.
This sort of “intellectual trickle-down effect” is a matter of faith, however,
since, following Bourdieu’s own line of thought, defining ¢xactly what are
the “objective” interests of subordinate groups is itself an object of struggle.
Bourdieu does not deal with cases where the kind of universal scientific

33- Organicintellectuals funcdon to give symbolic expression to the collective identty and
interests of the groups they represeat. They perform legitimating and organizing roles for
particular social groups. Gramsel (1971) saw the tradin'onal sector of the humanist intelligent-
sia (e, artists, writers, scholars, clergy, philosophers) as lending its suppert to bourgeois
groups and a newer developing technicol intelligentsia {e.g., engineers and scientists) as capa-
ble of providing a collective vision for the emerging industrial working class. The “organic”
relationship between the working class and iw intellectuals would be dialectical: intellectuuls
would stnnulate the formamon of the working class, which would gzive hirth toits own inteller-
tuals, who in turn would act upon that class to give it further developmem.

34. Atleastin theory. One of the contributions of Bourdicu’s lickd analysis of nellecunls
is to show the “bad faith” vf leftist imellecnats who canflate those o sets of inieresis hy
projecting the interests of cheir pwn particnbae inelleennsl hehl posionns eiita thase of the
subsrlimne social gromps they suppor,
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interest he advocates might conflict with the interests of subordinate
groups. This is an important if complex issue and needs Further consider-
ation.

Bourdieu’s model of the scientific intellectual differs from other views
on the 7ange of #sues to be addressed by intellectuals. He rejects the model
of the “total intellectual” (Bourdieu 1980d) as exemplified by Jean-Paul
Sarwre. Following the example set by Emile Zola, Sartre established a para-
digmat’'c form of prophetic denunciation that became a tradiv'on within
the French intellectual world and imposed itself as a normative model for
anyone entering the French intellectual field (Bourdieu 1991d:36).** To be
a toml intellectual meant to be able to speak critically to all the issues of
the day. Bourdieu scornfully denounces this role of speaking as a sociologist
to all the current issues (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:185—86). For him,
this is net the proper role of the sociologist as scientist for three reasons:
(1) it generally means overstepping the hounds of the particular compe-
tence of the sociologist; (2) it casts the sociologist in the image of a social
prophet whose charismatic style of leadership further mystifies power rela-
tions; and (3) while presenting the appearance of responding to public
needs, it in fact serves the intercst of the intellectual by attempting to im-
prove his or her position within the intellectual tield. Bourdieu objects to
all intellectual strategics that try to improve une’s pesitien by using nonsci-
entific means of media popularity, political correctness, etc.

Like Bourdieu, Foucault also criticizes the Sartrean image of the uni-
versal intellectual. But Bourdieu (1989a:108) disunguishes his position from
Foucault’s (1980:126-33) model of the “specific” intellectual as one who
confines his or her political activity to limited domains of expertise. Bour-
dieu wants his “large collective of intellectuals” to roam more broadly than
across a few limited domains. 'T'he principal difference between Bourdieu
and Foucault here is that Bourdieu wants to create the social conditions
that would permit the collective intervention of intellectuals over a broader
spectrum of issues. As Wacquant (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:19o) sug-
gests, therefore, Bourdieu’s position represents a sort of synthesis of Sartre
and Foucault.

Bourdieu (199oc:184) likewise rejects the image, associated with Karl
Mannheim, of the free-floating intellectual.** Bourdieu objects to idealizing

35. Bourdicu's it o’ Sariee is extended and elahorated by Anna Boschetti (1988),
e of Bourdieu's sulenis wsl eollabarators,
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intellectuals as free from class and intellectual field interests” Bourdieu’s
sociology of intellectuals stresses how they are bound to particular field
interests, yet his vision for the critical intellectual does share with Mann-
heim the hope that, byaf firming their own corporate interests, intellectuals
can play a guiding role in modern societies.*®

Finally, though Bourdieu argues that scientific intellectuals should pur-
sue first of all their own interests to advance the cause of science, he does
not embrace Gouldner’s (1979) New Class project. Bourdieu (1985¢:04)
sees an urgent need to “create an internatonal of artists and scholars capa-
ble of proposing to or imposing reflections and recommendations on politi-
cal and economic powers.” Yet, Bourdieu’s vision for enhancing the auton-
omy of scientific practice from external distortion does not appear to lead
to anything like class-wide consciousness, organization, and mobilization.
Bourdieu focuses much more on the intellectual guild whereas Gouldner
was centrally concerned with the role of intellectuals in broader social
transformation.

Bourdieiw's Own Political Practice

Bourdieu’s political activities parallel his vision of the scientific intellectual.
Three general types of political activity can be identified: a few highly visi-
ble political engagements, choice of research topics, and criticism of intel-
lectual practices.

Given Bourdiew’s criticisin of the fellow traveler, the total intellectual,
and other specific intellectual roles, it is not surprising that he should avoid
certain highly visible types of political expression frequently found among
French intellectuals. Bourdieu rarely signs political petidons or joins dem-
onstrations and political rallies, and does not work openly for or affiliate
with a leftwing political party or labor union. Among French sociologists,
Alain Touraine and £.dgar Morin are considerably more visible on political

freed from political commitments and parochial interesw to grasp a view of the social totality
and therehy he better able to represent the general interest. Mannheim seems more willing
10 aceept some form of the technoerat role whereas Bourdieu is categorically crideal. Even
in his own political practi’ce, Bourdieu has shown relatively little inclination to be a “service
intellecrual” to the state—including the French Socialist state from 1981 to 199¢¢. Bourdicu
does share with Mannheim, however, the idea that the secial scientist can o btain a vision of
the worality. Field analysis is precisely an attempt to grasp a total vision of 2 particular arena
of contlict.

37. We see this criticism in his smdy of Heidegger (Bmtrdien 188d) and of contemparary
philosophy (Bourdieu 1¢)83h).

38. Like Bourdicu, Mannheim (1956:170) rjimes Wi intellectiels shanhl near assune the
postare of a servive dass wossand the working class but saber shoalid be e i eir awn
imelleenl voention,
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matters in the French media, despite Bourdieu’s intellectual renown and
his position at the College de France.’® Nor is Bourdien known as an advo-
cate for particular social groups or causes, such as ecology, feminism, race,
or peace, as was Foucault on mental health and prisons.

Unlike a number of French intellectuals who were committed commu-
nists in the 1950s (e.g., Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie) or ultra-leftists in the
'60s (e.g., André Glucksman) and then became fervent anti-communists in
the *70s and '8os, Bourdieu has remained on the political left and has been
a sharp critic of the conservative parties that ruled France until 1981. ['e
has been generally situated with the Rocardian current in the French So-
cialist Party and the French Socialist trade union (CFDT) for many years.
However, he has consistently resisted the fellow-traveler mode, even when
a Socialist, Frangois Mitterrand, gained the presidency in 1981. In fact, to
the consternation of many on the left, Bourdieu signed x petition of support
for the right of the French comedian Coluche to oppose Mitterrand in the
1981 presidential elections. For Bourdieu, the Coluche candidacy repre-
sentec] a protest against the enclosed world of French political leadership,
both teft and right, against the technocratic organizatu'on of political life in
France* Then, in December 1981, Bourdieu initiated contact with Fou-
cault to launch a public protest against the French Socialist government’s
palicy of noninvolvement in reaction to Jaruzelski’s military crackdown
against Solidarity in Poland.* And his 1993 publication of La wisére du
monde, on social exclusion and suffering, represents a sharp critique of the
neglect by French Socialists of social welfare needs in France.

Despite his criticism of intellectuals as experts serving power, Bourdieu
did help the Mitterrand government on a few occasions. In response to
Mitterrand’s request to the College de France, he authored in 1985 a series
of educational reform guidelines. When Michel Rocard became Prime
Minister in 1988, Bourdieu accepted the presidency of a commission to
study educational curriculum and issued a series of recommendations for
changing the curriculum (“Report of the College de France on the Future
of Education” [1990}).

In the late 1980s and early 1990s we see increased political activism
with more media attention. His cridcism of media-oriented intellectuals
persists (see Bourdien 1996), but he himself has become more visible in
the media hy granting intervicws, appearing on television, and making

30. Tourmmes h exatnple, [teqoeenty weies opinions on g wide varicry of topies For Le
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statements in the French press.* In addition, Bourdieu has increasingly lent
his public support to various progressive causes. Ile joined with numerous
Arab intellectuals against the American initiative in the 199t Iragi War.
He has joined in protests against repression against Algerian intellectuals.
He has been active in antiracism struggles in France, though without for-
mally joining any group.

Bourdieu’s most signilicant area of public engagement is undoubtedly
reflected in his research and writing. In choosing a research topic he seems
guided by the degree to which he believes that the scientific examination
ofasituation will have some politcal impact.* His early rescarch on peasant
cultures in Algeria spoke to both the horrors of the colonial war and the
unintended social and cultural dislocations that would follow the war of
liberation. The Inheritors [1964] (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979) documented
the persistent social inequality in French higher education despitc years of
educational expansion. That study of French student culture also pointed
up the difficulty of mobilizing French university students because of the
internally differentiated class character of student culture.* More recently,
La misére du monde (1993) provides interview material of experiences of
social exclusion and suffering caused by economic transformation in con-
temporary France.* This, and the early work on student culture, have been
his most successful attempts to reach a broader audience with a political
message.

Not all of his research projects, however, have had significant political
impact. His critical study of the grandes écoles (La noblesse d’etat [1989c]) has
had little effect on reforming the socially exclusive character of these elite
institutions. And his report for the College de France on educational reform
did not lead to a broad-based debate and reform of French primary and
secondary education, as he had hoped.

But in general, Bourdieu’s political engagements have been efforts to

42. Eximnnation of Le Monde shows a noticeable increase from 1987 through 1992 in the
number of aimes that Bourdieu was featured in this prominent French daily, Nevertheless,
his visihility in Le Monde does not equal that of Alain Touraine. Toursine more closely resem-
hles the Sartrean madel of the intellectual who marnuins a high media profile by taking public
stances on & wide variety of issues.

43. He admirs thae his choice of theoretical problems are prompted by personal confronta-
tons with pressing political issues of the day (Bourdieu 1987h:2g).

44. [t is ironic that though the book was widely acknowledged hy Irench suidem leaders
(e.g.» Lindenberg 1975) as contributing to their critical nnderstanding of the French univer-
sity, this fundamental thesis of Thr fnberitors was contradicted hy the mass stndent mabiliza
ton in 1968.
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enhance the autonomy of intellectual ficlds from ouwside economic and po-
litical interests. He has directed the bulk of his efforts against the “hidden
vices of the intellectual world” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:56). He
thinks of his practice of sociology as a modc of intervention to correct
distortions in the social-scientific field. Most of this takes the form of sharp
criticism of practices in the social sciences that Bourdieu sces as compro-
mising their scientific integrity. We may discern something of Bourdieu’s
preferred type of political engagement in Iowo Academicus (1988b). In
showing how the French university profession is internally differentiated
by opposing forms of power that mirror to some extent the structure of
the dominant social class in France, this analysis aims to increase awareness
of these sources of distortion in current scientific practices and to enhance
the autonomy of the scicntific field from outside distortion (Wacquant
1990:681).

Other modes of intervention in the scientific community are notewor-
thy. In addit’on to his own rescarch center and professional journal, Actes
de la recherche en sciences sociales, the creation of Liber as a kind of European
book review forum follows from his effort to enhance the autonomy of the
scientific field by struggling against obstacles to scientific communication
created by language and national tradition. He has also actively participated
in several social-scientific conferences, where he sees an opportunity to
establish lines of communication across disciplinary specialities, method-
ological schools, theoretical frameworks, and nadonal cultural traditions.*
In general, then, Bourdieu’s preferred form of political practice follows
closely his vision for how intellectuals should approach political involve-
ments in modern societies. He holds that by doing good social science, one
can also do progressive politics. This is the basis for his ideal of being a
scientific intellectual.

46. One example is the 1988 Chicago conference, organized with the late James S. Cole-
man, with whom Bourdieu difered strikingly with respect to both sociological theary and
method and polia'eal alliances (see Bourdieu and Coleman 199¢). Bourdieu is a sharp critic
of the ratonal-acter model advocated by Coleman. e is also clearly identified with the
l'rench political left, whereas Coleman identified with the neoconservatne National Associa-
tion of Scholars in the United States. Nevertheless, Bourdieu (1989b:374) saw this conference
as consistent with his “scicntific po/itigne—that is, policy and politics—whase goal would he to
loster seientifie communication and debate across the many divisions associated with national
wraditions andd with the Fragmentadion of social science into empirical subspecialities, theoreti-
cal pacadigms, and methedological schools.”

On e wher land, Boordien {1oobsy7 3=7.4) does nist participate in what he labels the
“anacchical exclanges™ ol e reputharly argamized mnional or imernstianal professional meet-
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'I'I - THE STRUGGLE FOR OBJECTIVITY:
~ BOURDYEU’S CALLFOR REFLEXIVE SOCIOLOGY

Since Bourdieu argues that his theory of symbolic power and vio-
lence applies to #/# forms of symbolic representations, he faces a critical
dilemma in developing a sociological practice designed to expose the hid-
den forms of symbolic power: how can one practice a social scicnce—itself
a symbolic enterprise—and yet not reproduce the effects of social dis-
tinction Bourdiew so vigorously denounces? If, as he argues, all symbolic
systems—including science iwelf —embody power reladons, and all prac-
tices—including intellectual practices—are interested, how is it possible to
construct a social science that will not be yet another form of symbolic
violence? If one accepts Bourdieu’s claim that intellectual work is inescap-
ably bound by viewpoint and functions as strategy within fields of struggle
for recognition and legitimation, what form of objective practice is possi-
ble? Given his sharp indictinent of the intellectual role, how can Bourdicu
justify his own existence as an intellectual?

Bourdicu’s answer to this dilemma is to call for a reflexive practice of
sociology (19gaf; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1982). le argues that every so-
ciological inquiry requires a simultaneous critical reflection on the intellec-
tual and social conditions that make the inquiry possible. If sociology is the
science of social conditions determining human practi'ces, it must also be
the science of social conditions determining intellectual practices, inclading
sociology. Bourdieu’s analysis of intcllectual ficlds showws dian social scien-
tists unwittingly cranskie into theie “explanations™ of social phenomena
pl"“ it'lll'-“' ('pi.“[l'll")]”gil'lll i.N.’\'lll"I’l il AN '.|||l| i"l('l[('("";ll 'III‘I\I ill'l'l'l'&l‘o. ( )l\ly
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by doing a sociology of sociology, applying sociological methods to the
practice of sociology itself, can one hope to gain a measure of freedom
from the social determinants of intellect al practice. For Bourdieu, this
“reflexive return” responds to a particular urgency, for, “the sociology of
the social determinants of sociological practice is the only possible ground
for a possible freedom from these determinations” (Wacquant 1989).

Two objectives stand out in Bourdieu’s reasoning for why sociology
requires a reflexive orientation. First, reflexivity is necessury for doing good
science. In contrast to radical constructionism (e.g., Ashmore 1989, Woolgar
1988), Bourdieu does not see reflexivity as an attack upon science but as a
genuine scientific means to improve the practice of science itself. IHe sces
the sociology of sociology as indispensable because

it] can help us move toward a unified scientific ficld of world sociology by increas-
ing our awareness of the socially based dfects of domination that are exerted in
that field and by promating struggles wimed at controlling these effects and the
mmechanisms that produce them. (Bourdieu 1989b:385)

"The second objective points to a nroral obligation to extend the chances for
uri fettered critical examination and communication to others. A critical reflexivity
would “associate the pursuit of the universal with a constant struggle for
the universalization of the privileged conditions of existence which render
the pursuit of the universal possible” (Bourdieu 1989a:110). Though Bour-
dieu distinguishes his ideal of science from that of Habermas, here we see a
dimension that nonetheless resembles Habermas’s ideal speech community.

The focus of this chapter is on what Bourdieu actually means by a
reflexive practice of sociology. I begin by examining the three principal
steps Bourdieu outlines for a reflexive sociology. Then [ consider how
Bourdieu has actually employed reflexivity in his own work. Special atten-
tion will be given to what is perhaps his most interesting example of reflex-
ive work, namely, his analysis in Horno Academnicus of the French university
teaching profession.

Reflexive Steps toward Objectivity

While Bourdien provides no single methodological recipe for achieving
a properly reflesive poswire, in key statements he identifies the essential
dimensions For domg the kind of reflesive sociology he has in mind (Bour-
dicu 1989z an, gRBhi g Wacquant 19Bo08-1¢), 33-34). The
principal coneemaud longstanding preoecepaton ol Bowedien—is the
need to contral thee relanansheps of the rescarcher o ahe obijeer ol wquury
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so that the position of the researcher is not unwittingly projected into the
object of study. This, | noted in chapter 3, is what Bourdieu calls “partici-
pant objectivation” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:68, Wacquant 1989:33).

The problem of the relatonship between the researcher and the re-
search object emerges already as a central concern in his work on Algeria
(Bourdieu 1972, tg77c. 1990h). Bourdieu argues that laek of a reflexive
perspective “results in the projection of this relation onto the object” of
research (Wacquant 1989:33). Three principal sources of such projection
need controlling in order to render sociological investigation more objec-
tive and scientiftc.

First, one needs to control for the values, dispositions, attitudes, and
perceptions (i.e., the habitus) that the researcher brings from his or her
social background to the object of inquiry. This means cultivating a critical
awarcness of the social location of the researcher (e.g., class origins, race,
or gender) in a particular historical context and of how this background
may shape and iniluence the inquiry. The researcher, Bourdicu (1988b:i 5)
suggests, will be more successful in gaining objectivity on the research topic
to the extent that he or she is able to identify those personal dispositions
and interests that infiltrate his or her own concepts, choice of research
topics, and methods.

The influence of social background is probably the most widely recog-
nized type of bias distorting social-scientific work. Indeed, the classic soci-
ology of knowledge tradition from Durkheim, Marx, and Weber to Mann-
heim is rooted in the fundamental claim that all ideas—including
sociological ideas—are located socially. Nevertheless, Bourdieu contends
that researchers too often neglect this important sociological insight and
simply project unexamined dispositions of “animosity” or “enchantment”
onto the object of their investigation. He singles out for criticism research-
ers—particularly popular-culture theorists—who simultaneously study and
uncritically advocate the cause of politically subordinate groups. For Bour-
dieu, rellexivity first of all means developing critical awareness of the class
lens through which one views the social world.

But Bourdieu sees his work as going beyond the conventional claim of
class bias. Indeed, as 1 discussed in chapter g, he contends that the influence
of the social-class origins and position of the researcher on scientific wark
is never direct; it is always mediated by the position the rescarcher holds
in his field of cultural production. Field lecation is the sccond source of bias
that the sociologist must confront. Reflexivity, therefore, also means for
Bourdien applying the ekl analytical perspective o the practiee of sacial
science itself.

Sociology is itscl o ficld ol specializenl svinbolie production wedped
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between the field of science and the political field (Bourdieu 1989b:3706).
Itis traversed by radically different strategies—ranging from purely scien-
tific to purely political—that compete with different resources for the
power to define sociology. Reflexivity for Bourdieu means cultvating an
awareness that one’s intellectual position and work also represent strategies
in this struggle for scholarly recognition. lt means recognizing that sociolo-
gists are motivated in their research by the “practical interests” of struggle
forscholarly recognition as well as for intellectual ideals. Reflexivity, there-
fore, requires constructing the intellectual field of all the competing inter-
ests and positions of struggle, including those of the sociologist, in order
to decrease the likelihood of the sociologist’s projecting a position of intel-
lectual struggle onto objects of inquiry (Bourdieu 1987h: tog-10).

FHere we see a shift in focus frow the individual to the institutional
context, which, according to Bourdieu, provides the dominant categories
of thought as well as the cureer opportunities and constraints that shape
individual strategies. For Bourdicu, reflexivity means, not intellectual intro-
spection, but ongoing analysis and control of the categories used in the
practice of social science. It focuses not on the individual sociologist as
subject, but on the organizational and cognitive structures that shape the
sociologists’s work. This orientation leads Bourdieu to do field analyses of
science (Bourdieu 1975b), of French higher education (Bourdieu 1988b,
1989¢), and of the contemporary French intellectual field.

But reflexivity for Bourdieu goes beyond field analysis of the intellec-
tual world. It must also address what Bourdieu sees as the “most essential
bias,” namely, the “intellectualist” or “theoreticist” bias inherent in the
scholarly gaze, and in the intellectual posture itself. The third—and most
difficult—step in Bourdieu’s reflexive program involves examining the epis-
temological and social conditions that make possible social-scientific claims
of objectvity.

Bourdieu (1990i:382) contends, “I believe that there is a sort ofincom-
patibility between our scholarly mode of thinking and this strange thing
that practice is.” "T'he “outsider,” or “scholastic” point of view, requires
both a social and a epistemological break with the realm of practices. A
necessary condition for constructing a theoretical view means extracting
onescelf from practice in order to observe practice. Bourdieu understands
this “outsider” point of view on the sacial world as one that requires “an
institutionalized sitsation of studions leisure” (38 1). The outsider view pre-
sapposes @ withdeaswal [rom social enpzagement in order to study it, and such

v Phis hreuggs o tall edecde a doe cinoeal wedledian on how 1o conceptielize prictives, @
kev bssae he Iiegan 1o vater alevady e the amalyses ol his Alpevias aelisork.
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withdrawal requires leisure ime—a fundamental freedom from economic
necessity. Thus, Bourdieu (199oh:53) associates the possibility of taking an
objectivist view on the social world with privileged economic status.

The scholastic view also presupposes an epistemological break with
practical knowledge. The sciendfic view of the social world offered by for-
mal models, diagrams, and statistical tables is not that of engaged actors
who have imperfect information, do not clearly articulate their goals, and
do not foresee clearly outcomes. This scholasti'c mode of apprehending the
social world transforms practical knowledge into theoretical knowledge,
which is conscious, systematic, and timeless. Failure to employ a reflexive
perspective on the epistemological difference between practical and theo-
retical knowledge leads social scientists to conllate theoretical practice and
practical action and to commit what Bourdieu calls the “intcllectualist fal-
lacy.” They therchby misrepresent the practical and dispositional character
of practices by projecting onto ordinary activities the epistemological as-
sumptions of theoretical practices. Bourdieu (1990i:382) writes that

scientists or scholars who have not analyzed what it is @ be a scientist or a scholar,
who have not anatyzed what it means to have a scholastic view and to find it natural,
put into the minds of agents rheir scholastic view.

Bourdieu locates in the scholarly gaze the most essential source of hias
that a researcher can bring to an understanding of practices. It is “the most
serious epistemological mistake in the social sciences,” and much of Bour-
dieu’s writing is devoted to this error (see in particular Bourdieu |()()oh:.
14). He cites Chomsky’s linguistics, Lévi-Strauss’s structuralist analysis of
kinship and myth, and rational action theory as prime examples of nonre-
flexive perspectives, each in its own way lacking a practical understanding
of agency.? Fach reduces agency to a mirror image of intellectual practice
by depicting human action as either a reflection of structures or an e
rational capacity of individuals. For Bourdieu, however, agency is practical
and dispositional, and a fully reflexsve sociology of practices must simultirs
ncously provide a theory of theoretical practices as well as a theory of ordis
nary practices.

Why, according to Bourdieu, are intellectuals inclined 0 conllae
model and reality even though they derive from radically ditferent cogninve
and social postures toward the social world? Bourdicw’s imswer is thar inels
lectuals are blindecl by their own professional ideolagy, which cinplisizes

1. Chomsky, Bourdicu (19goi: 382 writes, “operates as if ordinary \|u'.lh'l"- Were graiiag

jans.”

THE STRUGGLE FOR OBJECTIVITY | 275

universality, neutrality, and objectivity. These ideals in fact represent inter-
ests and weapons in the struggle for intellectual recognition. Among social
scientists, claims of objectivity, or for the “best explanadon” of the social
world, representattempts to relativize all other viewpoints. Social scientists,
like other intellectuals, struggle to hold the “absolute viewpoint,” to attain
primacy over all other views (Bourdieu 1987b:44-45). They therefore mis-
recognize the interested character of their own practices by failing to realize
the extent to which their intellectual practices are shaped by the competitve
logic of their own cultural fields.

This reflexive process leads Bourdicu to conclude that the scholarly
view embraces epistemological sovereignty. The scholastic view is funda-
mentally political, for it involves a search for power. This “will to know,”
Bourdieu (1988b:xiii) writes, is motivated by a “special kind of will to
power.” The claim of objectivity consists in “taking up the absolute point
of view upon the object of study . . . to assume a sort of intellectual power
over the intellectual world” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:11; Wacquant
1989:32). Bourdieu contends that this temptation is “inherent in the pos-
wre of the sociologist.” He also asserts that it is the “decp truth” of the
university world and, in v moment of rare self -disclosure, admits that this
motvation has governed his own behavior (Wacquant 1989:3). A fully re-
flexive practice, Bourdieu argues, requires the researcher “to objectify the
very intention of objectifying,” to submit to critical examinadon the very
mtellectual ambition to achieve a totally objective, unbiased view, especially
as it represents a weapon for domination of other viewpoints. He therefore
wants to relauvize the claim for epistemological sovereignty that has
cimerged today as the dominant expression of truth, but which instead in-
variably embodies specific interests (Bourdieu 1987b:43—44).

In sum, Bourdieu’s reflexive focus on the scholarly mode of reasoning
supgests that “the social foundations of the propensity to theorize or to
mtellectualize” are twofold: first, the separation from practice in order to
obtain m “cxternal and superior point of view” on practice; and second,
the "fulse consciousness,” or “bad faith,” of intcllectuals who refuse to rec-
oynize their drive to achieve an objective view for what it is, namely, accu-
mnking symholic capital hy discrediting other views. Reflexivity provides
the sactologist with eritical distance from these two factors shaping his or
her &uciulngit‘;ﬂ pl‘;l('liL‘c.

Taken wgether, these three rellexive steps outline an ambitious pro-
prnn for self-eritieal examtation in order 1o produce more objective so-
cul science, Bat Bowrdica (1990f) docs not believe that a Tully reflexive
view e ever be achieved, shen cmacal theoriss can ever reach g Tull self-
winderstandimg of the “uneresicd” clarsewr oF ther seiewnine pracnee aml
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the effects it is likely to produce. N o “absotute” standpoint outside of fields
of struggle is conceivable. Bourdieu (1988b:6) writes that “there is no object
that does not imply a viewpoint, even if it is an object produced with the
intention of abolishing one’s viewpoint.” Reflexivity can only be carried
out by degrees. The escape from social determination is always partial for
Bourdieu, since reflexive practice itself takes place within socially deter-
mined conditions. Since all of our practices, including intellectual practices,
are socially determined, the promise of Bourdieu’s sociology of sociology
is thar: by exposing the underlying social conditions of intellectual practice
one can hope to achieve a partial escape from ideology into a more objective
grasp of practical social life.

For Bourdien, then, the problem addressed by reflexivity is one of how
to achieve objectivity without objectivism. What are the social and intellec-
tual conditions that make possible the position of the detached observer,
and what effect does that “outsider” posture have upon the eftort to objec-
tify human practices? A general science of all human practices—including
intellectual practices—obtains only with a reflexive return upon the prac-
tice of science itself. If intellectual practice is te be transformed from pro-
fessional ideology into science, this can occur only by reflexive examination
of our efforts to objectfy the social world.

Bourdiew’s reflexivity is, therefore, first and foremost a field analysis
of the practice of science. It does not focus on the person of the individual
researcher.’ Bourdieu’s emphasis, rather, is on the position of the sociologist
in the field of struggle for scholarly recognition. For Bourdieu, reflexivity
means subjecting the position of the observer to the sanie critical analysis
applied to the object of sociological investigation. Bourdieu does not con-
ceptualize his reflexivity as one of exposing personal bias that can be ex-
pressed through the language of the first person.’

3. Thisleads Bourdiett to criticize attempts to handle the problem by simply offering an
introductory statcment designed to identify the foundation of one’s own thinking. The prob-
lem with this technique, he asserts, is that it gives the impression that the problem of bias
has been addressed and that subsequent analysis can proceed without further question of its
integrity. But, Bourdicu maintains, reflexivity cannot be declared once and forall; it is a mateer
of degrce. The tendency toimpose one’s view as the objective one is ever present, and there-
fore continual guard must he taken not to allow the logic of competitive professional inverest
in the scientific field to color the analysis of struggle in another field.

4. Inthis respect Bourdieu’s perspective differs from that of Gouldner (1¢7e). Gouldner's
reflexivity tries to situate the viewpoint of the scientist as a person, warts and all. Bounlicn
exempts the personal idiesyncratic dimension from his analysis.

5- In this respect Bourdieu mirrors his Freach intellectunl aadition, Perhaps hecause of

the strenger presence of suctal psycholagsy il psyehoamalysis i the American socis b seientitie
teacdivion than in tie French, “persoml™ expressim m wellecual sigle are ven mote s gt
an this side ol dhe Atkane, T i die United Sines the esgressaons “thee persisisl s bl
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Nevertheless, Bourdieu believes that reflexivity in sociology can
have a therapeutic function insofar as increasing awareness of the social
determinants of behavior increases the possibility for freedom from the
unknown.® In his search for a reflexive sociology, we find that Bourdieu’s
metatheoretical and epistemological concerns intersect in a crucial way with
his own choice of substantive areas of investigation. Indeed, it is significant
that much of Bourdieu’s empirical work is devoted to the study of the
French educational system and intellectual world where Bourdieu himself
has made his career. He contends that these substantive areas, better than
others, perniit one to probe the doxa of intellectual culture, those funda-
mental, taken-for-granted conceptual categories that shape mtellectual
practices.

If the sociology of the education system and the intellectual world are for me pri-
mordial, this is hecause they also contribute to the understanding of the subject of
knowledge hy intraducing, even more directly than all the retlexive analyses, the
categories of non-reflected thought that delimit and predetermine what is knowable
and what is known. (Bourdieu 1982:10)

At a deeper level, then, one finds that Bourdieu’s search for a self-critical
objective social science intersects with his own personal and positional in-
terests of making a career in the French intellectual world.” Reflexivity is
for Bourdieu an intellectual field strategy.

Reflexiviry in Bourdiew's @wn Werk

Bourdieu argues that a reflexive practice of social science must extend to
all areas of investigation. In his own work, we see signs of it—both in
method and choice of substantive area—in his earliest as well asin his more
recent studies. Though he has always maintained a critical posture toward
the practice of social science, his understanding of what a reflexive return
entails has developed over time. Substantively, Bourdieu changed his re-

resonates with a certain critical tradition of social chought, we could contrast Bourdieu {over-
simplifying somewhat) hy saying that “the personal is positional.”

6. This aspect of Bourdieu’s work has net gone unneticed by certain critics. Hoffiman
(1986) sces Distinction as much an act of personal catharsis for Bowrdieu as a work of science.

7. ‘This raises the fmeresting issne ol haw ticd Bourdicu's reflexive practice of sociology
is to particular substntive aveas ol investigaion, pardcilarly those thacare, to him, of consid-
crable peofessional andd paliaeal inerese Shight (his perspective have heen less germane had
hisagork fovised s snbsenmve areas hian were ol less polinreal ispar in Feane than deeslo-
auzinngg Alperia and espoatding: edocatsanal oppssrnnity? One suspeets thae the need For a e
lextve petspectve i Tess mense mesnbsiantioe aeas wheree the secinfopasn s cansidezable
verove sue whiere postessiomal st and polinal debate ans noe paricnkoly otense
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search focus in the early 1960s from Algeria to the French university and
intellectual world where he has made his career. Conceptually, we see the
perspective crystalize in the concept of field in the early 1970s and more
recently in increased attention to the sociological gaze. In the 1980s and
"gos a number of texts appeared wherein the reflexive dimension becomes
more explicitly stated as the defining feature of Bourdieu’s sociology (see
in particular Bourdieu 1982, and Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992).

Already in his early work on Algerian peasants, we see a reflexive per-
spective emerging in his criticism of Lévi-Strauss’s structuralism. Bour-
diew’s (r986bh) call for a shift from “rule” to “strategy” clearly emphasized
the limited ability of formal structuralist models to account for practices.
While patterned and regulated, peasant behavior was not rule- or norm-
conforming, as structuralist models implied. Considerable slippage oc-
curred between structuralist models and the reality of peasant practices.
This critical observation led Bourdicu to develop the idea of behavior as
strategy and to theorize the difterence between conceprual models of prac-
tices and acrual practices. [t set the stage for his sharp polemic against the
“scholastic tullacy.” Thus, Bourdiew’s understunding of retlexivity is rooted
in his earty formulation of a theory of practice. The concept of habitus
already builds on the sharp distinction between practical knowledge and
formal knowledge, which Bourdieu draws upon in his reflexive criticism of
academic knowledge. Much later he would recapitulate his position, and
indicate its consecuences for research in the following statement:

The change in the theory of practice provoked by theoretical reflection on the theo-
reiical point of view, on the practical point of view and on their profound differ-
ences, is not purely speculative: it is accompanied by a drastic change in the practical
operations of research and by quite tangible scientific profits. For instance, one is
led to pay attention to properties of ritual practice that structuralist logicism would
incline to push aside or to treat as meaningless mishrings of the mythical algebra,
and particularly to polysemic realities, underdetermined or indeterminate, not to
speak of pardal contradicrions and of the fuzziness which pervade the whole system
and account for its flexibility, its openness, in short everything that makes it “practi-
cal” and thus geared to respond at the least cost (in particular in tenms of logical
scarch) to the emergencies of ordinary existence and practice. (Bourdieu 19goi:384)

This skepticism toward structuralist models of practices was height-
ened when Bourdieu (1977b) turned his attention to peasant marriage strat-
egies in his home region in Southwestern I'rance. Bourdicu indicites retro-
spectively that he sclf-consciously began this study of French peasam
marriage practices as a sore ol “epistemological experiment™ in which he
applicd the s methods he wsed o vestgate kinship relanosns among
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Algerian peasants to the social world of his youth {(Bourdieu and Wacquant
1992:67). He wanted to “observe the effects that objectivation of my native
world would produce in me” (163). This research experience, which found
French peasant marriage patterns to be complex strategies of material and
symbolic exchange, enhanced his skepticism of applyrng formnal structural
models to account for social practices.

But it is in the mid-1960s, when Bourdieu shifted his attention to the
French university, that we gain a fuller appreciation of the substantive focus
of Bourdieu’s reflexive concern. What the reflexivity comes to underscore
for Bourdieu in his work on French education and intellectuals is that the
dichotomy of the interested and the disinterested (which he criticizes and
discards in his early anthropological work) now becomes even more central
to his analysis of intellectual practices. Reflexivity means viewing intellec-
tual practices as being interest-oriented rather than motivated exclusively
by objective ideas or values. The concept of the intellectual field stresses
this interest dimension of his analysis.

French academe represents for Bourdicu (1988b:xii—xiii) another epis-
temological experiment, since it is the institutional locus for the practice of
science as well as for Bourdieu’s own professional career. Bourdien clearly
believes he can research the structure and dynamics of the academic field
without taking up a partisan positien within it and without assuming an
intellectualist posture toward it. But how successful is he in extracang him-
self from the competitive struggle within the field of science and intellectual
renown in order to describe the I'rench academic world objectively? Con-
sider his most reflexive study of the French university field, which appears
in Horno Academicas (1988D).

Reflecung his unrelenting critical spirit, Bourdieu poses the problem
in the first chapter of Hemo Academicus by warning that a scientifically con-
structed account of a familiar social world is likely to be read nonreflexively
and interpreted as insider practices of gossip, insult and slander, anecdote,
intuiton, and ad hominem (2). Bourdieu’s particular formulation of the
issue has the unfortunate effect of blaming the reader for such interpretative
distortions without acknowledging any possible responstbility of the au-
thor. This does Bourdieu a disservice, for it invites reader suspicion and
defensiveness when an introduction explaining how he proposes to avoid
the obstacle would he more likely to invite reader confidence.

Nevertheless, Bourdicu raises a worthwhile issue by asking for a 7e flex-
ive reading as well as a reflesive production of social science. Sociologists
live mnd work e lields of caltural consumption as well as cultural produc-
tion. | lov we read o work s shaped by anr intellecnsd Tield posivions. Bour-
ticu wans a saetnhe readig of lus work: one that does not reduce his
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analytical constructs to particular individuals, polemical labels, or political
positions.

Homo Acadenricus is strikingly free of academic gossip, ad hominem at-
tacks, anecdotes, personal impressions, or autobiographical excursions.
Bourdieu is largely successtul in reminding the reader that this is a system-
atically constructed analysis ruther than an impressionistic portrait of
French academe. The study offers a structural mapping of a familiar profes-
sional world where individual social identities are “submerged” in a rela-
tional analysis of ficld positions. Bourdieu is cautious cven in using names
of French academics as illustrations in an effort to keep reader attention
focused on the structural argument.” Nevertheless, readers intimately fa-
miliar with French academe can identify particular individuals in the kinds
of intellectua! profiles Bourdieu constructs. For example, to illustrate the
ideal-type professor with considerable academic capital but little intellec-
tual capital, Bourdieu (19881:84~85) accompanies «an interview excerpt
with sufficient biographical detail to permit a well-known classics prefessor
characterized as “useless,” his work as “pathctic,” and as someone who “has
absolutely nothing to say” to be fairly easily identified by his peers. Occa-
sionally, he cannot resist a pointed attack against one of his competitors
and sharp critics, such as Raymond Boudon, though this is uite exceptional
(see ibid., 16-17).

We are told that efforts to objectify the intellectual world without re-
flexivity amount to strategies of symbolic power and violence, where in the
name of science the researcher attempts to “set himself up as a judge of
the judges” (1 5). Yet, just a few pages earlicr he dismisses as “semi-scholarly
taxonomies” ideal-typical constructions by Gouldner (1957), Clark (1963a,
1963b),and Gustad (1966) us “semi-scientific” forms of symbolic violence.
According to Bourdieu (1988b:12), such ideal-types operate as “concept-
as-insult” by directing attention toward practical activities of pardcular in-
dividuals rather than toward the ficld of relau'ons where they obtain true
sociological significance. They do not break sufticiently with received wis-
dom of everyday practices.

Now, it ts possihle to grant Bourdieu’s point that certain ideal-typical
constructions, such as “jet sociologist” (one who spends more time at con-
ferences than in the classroom), can function as euphemized forms of insults
that had better be left in a David Lodge novel rather than appear in socio-
logical analysis. Yet it is also possible to see that by discrediting compctitors
as being less “scientific,” which most certainly amounts to a form of syi-

8. The English wnslaton displavs ol wanes s one feld digeem whercas the oripsind
French iext nseil only maeals,
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bolic violence, Bourdieu himself remains locked in the competition to en-
hance his own position in the scientific field.” Moreover, Bourdieu’s own
borto academicus is not a value-free label, but clearly represents in his eyes
a less legiimate form of intellectual activity than that of the researcher who
produces new knowledge. Thus, Bourdieu himself only partially escapes
from the competitive logic of scholarly distinction.

Bourdieu’s claim that reflexivity should be first of all used against one-
self as a technique to increase self-awareness of the social forces shaping
one’s intellectual work stands in uneasy juxtaposition with his sharply criti-
cal posture toward most other sociological work.'® He seldom identifies his
own position within the intellectual field or those factors that likely shape
or even limit his own outlook.” Rather, his critical sights are tained on
the intellecrual field as a whole or on certain positions within it. Seldom
does he preface his analysis with a statement of the limits of his particular
position and perspective. [t is as if in attacking the views of others by show-
ing how they stem from interested positions within competitive fields,
Bourdicu believes he is able to achicve a measure of freedom from the field
determinations that shape his own work. [ believe this to be only partially
true. His sharply critical style against opposing positions and his compul-
sien to separate and disunguish features of his work from others leaves in
the final analysis a body of work that is fundamentaily shaped—if nega-
tively—by key French intellectuals and intellectual tradidons as outlined
in chapter 2.

Does this not suggest that Bourdieu’s reflexive analysis contradicts his
own methodological prescriptions? Is Bourdicu in the linal analysis unable
to step outside of the values and traditions of the I'rench academic system
that he tries to analyze (Jenkins 1989:643)? In 1y view this criticism points
up the limits but does not disqualify the enterprise he is proposing. It points
to a fundamental tension in his work that needs clarificaton.

From a strictly logical standpoint, Bourdicu’s claim for the possibility
of finding some degree of escape from the interested character of all intel-

0. Besides, there is affinity, as well as difference, between Bourdieu's analysis of the I'rench
aeademy and Gouldner’s classic topology of academic “locals” and “cosmopolitans,” which
Bourdieu does nat acknowledge.

10. Bourtlicu (zR-21)) justifies his criticism of other socielogists as stemming from the “very
mtention” of “the sacinlayy of scientific knowledge™ which is “justified” only if such criticism
e cartied om i the wame of 3 more rigorous scientific knowledge of the limis associated
with the combinens ol a8 producion,” Ferwe Bourdien coaflates his own work aml eritical
siyle wrili s nleal kimvskealpe nuerests, which are 10 he the exclusive motivating CGactar in
suiciie work

v Twleed, It iaalsamsse ol siech ellorts, argmngg shat ihey sestries the efesise engumen
o the oty s ol o wank med rend to e wr e tan exesases i nncissisn
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lectual practices appears contradictory. Since the interested character of all
action is premised from the outset, it is strange that Bourdieu would even
attempt an escape. Yet in some passages he writes as if the ideal of objectiv-
ity means just that: escaping from all interests. [n other passages, however,
he stresses that this is not possible; indeed, that such a view represents the
objecrivist illusion he so sharply criticizes. Rather than try to escape all
intellectual interests, he seems to believe that a reflexive practice can help
free the researcher from the particular economic, cultural, and social inter-
ests that distort the singular pursuit of ideal interests of scientific knowl-
edge. [n this respect Bourdicu’s reflexive analysis is more successtul.

Bourdieu’s sociology of sociology also provides insight into the in-
stitutional base for some of the leading crincal French thinkers in the last
forty years. Bourdieu’s ficld analysis of French academe helps readers out-
side of France understand that many of the French intellectitals with recent
international renown, such as Althusser, Barthes, Deleuze, Derrida, and
Foucault, are not in fact at the pinnacle of French academic power. While
they may cxercise considerable symbolic and intellectual clout at home and
abroad, in terms of national institutional resources they are really quite
marginal (Bourdieu 1988b:xviii). Moreover, Bourdieu suggests that his field
analysis indicates that the “anti-institutional disposition” manifested in the
work of these leading contemporary French thinkers undoubtedly finds
its roots in their marginal status with regard to the institutional power
of the French academy (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1989:13—14). The same
is likely true for Bourdieu, who shares a similar location on the academic
field map.

Bourdieu’s reflexive analysis of French academe also deepens our un-
derstanding of Bourdieu’s own intellectual strategy. Flis reflexive cmphasis
stems in part from his geographical, social, and cultural origins as an “out-
sider” to the Parisian intellectual establishment. Bourdicu entered the Pari-
sian intellectual world, not as a cultural inheritor, but as an upwardly mobile
cultural accumulacor. Consequently, he has been obliged to examine self-
consciously the assumptions of the new world he entered but did not in-
herit. The emphasis he places on the need to break with everyday assump-
tions and to carefully construct scientfic discourse by rigorously control-
ling its semantic content resonates better with the experience of the cultural
outsider than with the cultural inheritor.

Bourdieu’s reflexivity also stems from his sharply negative reaction, as
a scientific intellectual, to forms of intellectual arrogance he lineds pervasive
in French academic philosophy. The arrogance he identifics with the Pari-
sian intellectual style of making universal claims aned holding in seorn i

THE STRUGGLE FOR OBJECTIVITY | 283

dane tasks of data collection and analysis."? Yet, Bourdieu himself internal-
ized that distinctly critdcal style transmitted by the Ecole Normale. And he
employs it with force against both the French high-brow cultural tradition
and positivist social science. Reflexivity can be seen as Bourdien’s strategic
effort to mark out a distinct position in the Irench intellectual field and
to advocate a distinct mode of intellectual inquity. It becomes for him a
tool of struggle in the very ficld it seeks to transcend. Thus, Bourdieu's
reflexivity intersects intimately with his own career trajectory.

(2. Describing his own experience in the French vniversity world Bowrdien (ug88bixxvi)
writes: “Andthespecial place held in my work by a somewhat singular sociology of the univer-
sity institution is no douht explamed by the peculiar force with which [ fele the need to gain
rational control over the disappoinunent felt by an ‘oblate’ faced with the annihilat'on of the
rruths snd values to which he was destined and dedicated, rather than take refuge in feelings
of self-destructive resentment.”



]2 -~ CONCLUSION

At the heart of Bourdieu’s sociological inquiry is the question of why
forms of social inequality persist without powerful resistance. The answer,
Bourdieu argues, lies in how cultural resources, practices, and institutions
function to maintain unequal social relations. The relationship of culture
to power stands at the center of Bourdieu’s intellectual preject. Bourdieu’s
analysis of how culture obscures class power and provides the tools for
social distinctions represents a key contribution to contemporary sociology
of culture. Indeed, Bourdieu’s reformulation of the problem of ideology
and false consciousness stands as one of his centi-al contributions to the
study of class and power in modern societs'es.

The tremendous growth of educaton and cultural markets in the ad-
vanced societies has fostered the increased se of more subtle and elusive
cultural mechanisms of domination than was the case during the period of
nascent capitalism. In formulating his political economy of symbolic power,
Bourdieu insightfully addresses this change in modes of domination. Bour-
dieu’s work demonstrates that a general shift from physical coercion to
softer forms of social control nonetheless fosters the reproduction and le-
gitimation of inegalitarian social relations. His political economy of sym-
bolic power is perhaps the most ambitious and consequential project for the
stily of the symbolic realm since chat of “Talcott Parsons (1951). Indeed,
Bourdicn rries to do for the culeneal realim what Mars attempted for the
ceonote el o andersemd the fundamenal seracures snd dyimmmices
of poser e cultnral lile fev elemens of his coneepal Lingage, snel as
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social and cultural reproduction, cultural capital, habitus, field, and sym-
bolic violence have already become part of the working vocabulary of many
social scientists.

Bourdiew’s Sociology of Culture in Comparative Perspective

In many respects, Bourdieu’s ambitious program spans the four principal
traditions and their key theorists that Wuthnow et al. (1984) identifyr as
decisively shaping contemporary approaches to the study of culture. Bour-
clieu draws upon phenomenology as dues Peter Berger (1967; Berger and
Luckmann 1966); cultural anthropology—particularly the Durkheimian
influence—as does Mary Douglas (1966, 1970, 1982); French neostructur-
alism, as does Michel Foucault (1972, 1978a, 1980); and critical theory, as
does Jiirgen Hahermas (1970, 1973, 1973). While it would be presumptu-
ous to suggest that he provides a synthesis, the complexity and richness
of his approach does incorporate key elements of each of these separate
traditions. Like Foucault, Bourdieu searches for deep structures of cultural
and social life that are linked to power. 'T'he dynamics of power intersect
with all aspects of cultural life. Like Douglas, Bourdieu sees culture in terms
of categories of social classification; cultural distinctions euphcmize under-
lying social distinctions. Like Habermas, Bourdien examines critically re-
ceived cultural categories, and shares with Habermas a concern for the epis-
temological status of a science of culture. And like Berger, Bourdieu shows
that macro structures are also objects of social construction by actors.

More generally, Bourdieu contributes to the current shift in orienta-
tion toward the study of culture at the institutional level (Wuthnow 1987).
Though he rejects the hifurcation of human behavior inte distinct realms—
one subjective, having to do with thoughts, beliefs, and ideas, and the other
objective, entailing concrete observable behaviors—his overall effort can
be seen as part of a broader swing from subjective to more instititional
approaches to the study of culture. Fe focuses on categories of classifica-
tions and practices rather than emphasizing rich description of behavior
or empathic understanding of actor sentiments and intentions as does the
phenomenological tradition. Hisinstitutional emphasis can be seen particu-
larly in his concept of field which calls attention to the posidons of actors,
organizations, resources, and their struggle in the production, transmission,
and consumption of culture.

Compared with other leading contemporary cultural theorists, Bour-
dieu alone manages to combine abstract theory rellecting his Coninental
philosophical heritage with empirical research and anexplicit relleenon
upon methad. e veaches out in hoth directions oward the absieact and
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the concrete—in ways no other contemporary social scientist does. This is
all the more remarkable in a sociologist at a time when the social sciences—
sociology in particular—are becoming more and more fragmented and in-
ternally differentiated by competing specializations in method, theory, and
substantive areas of inquity (Swartz, 1988).

Bourdieu is a source of inspiration to those who labor in social sciences,
for he demonstrates that doing social theory is not incompatible with car-
tyingout empirical research. Immersion in data need not mean loss of theo-
retical grounding; on the contrary, it may solidiy it. His ethnographic re-
search on peasant households in colonial Algeria, which is reported in
Outline of a Theory of Practice (1977¢) and The Logic of Practice (199oh); his
study of consumer and lifestyle patterns in contemporary France, which is
present in Distinction (1984a); his study in Les veglesde larr (1992) of French
literature; and his research into the various mechanisms of inter- and intra-
insttutional stratification in French higher education, reported in Reproduc-
tion (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977), Homo Academicus (1988b) and La No-
blesse &’Einr (1989c)—to mention only some of the most comprehensive
and notable bodies of work—are all empirical exercises in rigorous social
theorizing. Each of these publications will undoubtedly serve as a bench-
mark for future work in its respective field.

Culture as Power

Of all his concepts, cudtural capital, which calls attention to the power di-
mension of cultural resources in market societies, undoubtedly has thus far
found the widest reception. This concept is a powerful one, and has stimu-
lated considerable research in the sociology of education, culture, and strat-
ification. By calling attention to the subtle and pervasive ways in which
language, knowledge, and cultural style shape interactions, it improves our
understanding of the processes through which social-background effects
are translated into unequal school performance and subsequent career
chances. In the sociology of education, the concept has fostered detailed
cxamination of kinds of cultural resources children bring from families to
clussrooms that affect academic performance (DiVlaggio 1982; Lareau
1980). In the sociology of the arts, the concept has also been employed
usefully 10 show how cultural socialization in families and schools shapes
aninsdes ind hehaviar oward the arts (DiMaggio 1977; DiMaggio and
Uscem 1978, 182 Zalberg 198q).

The coneept of cultaral capiral sands e the midpoint of twa radically
opposing intelecnsal radinons m Wesiern thought. On the one hand, in
rlemilying ealiare wns fomn ol capiral, Bonedien hreaks sath the Marisi
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tradition by holding that culture is a power resource standing in its own
right; it cannot be reduced to some superstructural derivauve of underlying
economic factors. On the other hand, Bourdieu also breaks with the hu-
manist tradition that lauds the universal value of the classical canon; he
argues that ideas and aesthetic values embody the practical interests of those
who produce and appropriate them. Bourdieu thus bridges two radically
different intellectual traditions by means of his theory of culture as a form
of power.

Bourdieu makes a convincing case that the opposition between cultural
capital and economic capital operates as a fundamental dift erentiating prin-
ciple of power in modern societies. It distinguishes among elites who base
their ¢laim to power on cultural resources and those who rely more on
economic resources. Particularly in Distinction do we see Bourdieu’s effort
to conceptualize and empirically display class and intraclass groups in terms
of their respective configurations of different types of capital and their cor-
responding lifestyles as a bold and original approach to the study of stratifi-
cation. Conceptualizing social classes in terins of their volume and compo-
sition of capital and social trajectory through fields gives a multidimensional
and dynamic perspective on class hierarchies not caprured in mainstream
status-attaininent research.

At a time when Marxism as a theory of advanced industrial societies
appears less compelling, Bourdieu provides an attractive alternarive, for he
focuses attention on those knowledge and sesvice occupations that are gain-
ing in number and importance in late capitalism. But unlike postindustrial
society theorists, such as aniel Bell (1973, 1988), Bourdieu shows how
these new cultural practices embody new forms of domination and social
interests. Moreover, Bourdieu’s theory and empirical research on the un-
equal distrihution of cultural capital and its intergenerational transmission
through schooling have produced an important insight into the internal
differentiation of elites in modern socicties: the primary beneficiaries of
the expanded educational meritocracy are not members of the capitalist
class but the children of professional families with cultural capital.

Bourdieu’s meticulous efforts to demonstrate how cultural resources
mediate class differences, particularly in the realm of tastes and lifestyles,
stands in critical opposition to postmodern theories of consumer culture
that posit a waning of class differences in consumer patterns in postincus-
trial societies (Baudrillard 1981). Despite growth in mass consumer mar-
kets, Bourdieu contends that cultural pract'ces continue to he markers of
underlying class distinctions in the case of France. His analysis invites com-
parisons with other national contexts, swch as the United States, wheve
differences in comsumer choices way be pereeived more as ihe resudt ol
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differences inincome than as disguised status distinctions of social honor, as
Bourdieu claims. Moreover, the kind of class-culture distincti'ons Bourdieu
stresses may be more characterist’'c of upper- and lower-class groups than
of middle-class groups where consumer choices miay be more directly in-
fluenced by mass-market product standardizaton.

Culeure as a form of capital is a useful conceptualization for analyzing
stratification processes in advanced societies, where market mechanisms
penetrate virtually all realms of modern life. The concept seems less useful
for societies where market mechanisms are less developed. Its currency ap-
pears less promising in societies with a less imposing high-culture tradition
and with more cultural diversity than France. In addition, the concept sug-
gests a view of agency that reduces actors to strategizing investors driven
to maximize their investment opportunities regardless of where they are
located in the stratification order. The culture-as-capital metaphor works
best for certain professions in the media, the arts, and academe, where indi-
viduals seek to convert their valued cultural resources into economic re-
wards, and for those families who seek out valued types of education for
their children. The concept is less useful for analyzing groups with few
power resources.

Bourdieu is able to extend and reformulate with particular insight both
Weber’s idea of legitimation and the Marxian concept of ideology when
he analyses how cultural practices assume symbolic value and obscure their
role in justifying social inequality. However, Bourdieu’s emphasis on the
legitimaung aspects of power, particularly their indirect and hidden effects,
leave him with relatively little to say about the continued importance of
sheer economic power or physical coercion in modern societies. The stress
he places on misrecognition probably overstates the role that false con-
sciousness has in maintaining groups in subordinate positions. Individuals
and groups often see clearly the arbitrary character of power relations but
lack the requisite resources to change them. And his insightful analyses of
the important role that intellectuals play in providing cognitive classifica-
tions for ordering society probably overstates the importance of intellectu-
als to governing elites in some modern societies.

Social Change

Bourdicw was an carly and key architect of the widely influendal theory of
sacial reprodicrion. His focus wn the role of culture in social reproduction,
however, leaves the nnporcanr question of social change undeveloped.
While Bourdien s nor ragilly detesministic, as some erities charge, his con-
ceptiud framework o clewly more anentive o paterns of continaity than
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to change. The concepts of habitus, cultural capital, and teld stress the
tendency to perpetuate structures inherited from the past. The propensity
of habitus is clearly to address new sitnations in habituated ways, it takes
capital to accumulate more capital, and tield permits an impressive mapping
of social positions and their continuity over time. His framework does not
encourage researchers to scck out forms of change. Sources of change, as
] point out in chapter 8, ure suggested here and there in his work but never
mobilized into a convincing demonstration of their dynamics. One concep-
tual possibility for resistance and change rests on the mismatch between
the expectations of habitus and the opportunities offered by ficlds. Yet the
conditions under which disappointed expectatons might turn into effective
motors of change remain to be specified.

Habitus

One of Bourdieu’s main contributions is te propose a {ramework that ad-
dresses the agency/structure problem in contemporary social theory. He
in fact was one of the first poststructuralist sociologists to bring actors back
mto structural models of stratification hy showing that the idea that struc-
tures reproduce and function as constraints is not incompatible with the
idea that actors create structures. Bourdieu’s actors are strategists, though
he does not think of strategy primarily as conscious choice but as a tacit
calculation of interest and pursuit of distinction. His concept of habitus
both offers a programmatic rescarch agenda for addressing the agency/
structure issue and points to an ideal-typical pattern of action. The research
agenda derives from his theory that action is generated by the encounter
between opportunities or constraints presented by situations and the dura-
ble dispositions that reflect the socializauon of past experiences, traditions,
and habiws that individuals bring to situati'ons. An adequate account of hu-
man behavior needs to combine the observed regularities of human behav-
ior and the representations of individuals and groups. His programmatic
agenda mounts a challenge to academic sociology by claiming that micro
and macro, and objective and suhijective levels of analysis are not to be
separated by forms of theoretical or methodological specialization. He ar-
gues that theory wnd empirical research must proceed simultaneously on
both levels rather than, as is the frequent practice today, confining attention
to just one type of data or level of analysis.

Though difficult to specify empirically, habitus also points to an idcal-
type of action that is habituated, practical, tacit, dispositional, and ar the
same time structurcd. Culwire is conceptualized s practices folloaving com-
mon master patterns than range over cognitive, corparealy as well as anivndi-
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nal dimensions of acton. Some of Bourdieu’s most suggestive analyses
point to such common dispositions, as in the case of the aristocradc asceti-
cism among French university teachers who display cultivated restraint in
sports, diet, entertainment, and bodily care. While [ criticized Bourdieu in
chapeer 5 for being reluctant to specify conditions in which one dimension
prevails over the other, [ nonetheless believe that his understanding of indi-
vidual action comes much closer to conceptualizing the complexity of hu-
man conduct than simplified rational-actor or structural models that attrib-
ute action to either calculated choice or to external constraints. Yet he also
criticizes interpretative and phenomenological approaches for not situau'ng
action with respect to broader structural constraints. Bourdieu’s idea that
action is generated by the intcraction of the opportunities and constraints
of situations with actor dispositions—the repository of past experience, tra-
dition, and habit—scems to constitute a considerable advance over these
alternative views.

While habitus calls attention to the dynamics of self-selection in com-
petitive social processes, the internalization of objective chances into expec-
tations and the adaptation of aspirat’ons to actual opportunities are often
more complex and contradictory processes than the concept suggests.
Morcover, both adaptation to external constraints and distinction from
competing actors are two distinct types of agency juxtaposed in Bourdieu’s
concept without their exact relationship being claritied. Bourdieu calls upon
one or the other dynamic depending on the issue he is addressing and with-
out specifying the conditions in which one assumes the more prominent
role.

Freld

[f habitus provides a valuable orientation for conceptualizing and re-
searching relations between agency and structures, the concept of field is
useful for studying the operation of culture at a more institutional level.
His field-analytic framework contributes to our understanding of ways that
culture mediates class relations at an institutional level. It offers a political
economy of culture by identifying areas of production, transmission, and
consumption of various forms of cultural capital. Of all his concepts, field
is currcntly the least well understood and yet the most promising for future
sociological work.

Bourdieu's concepr of field draws on his insight that social units de-
velop their ulenmy m appostiion to others and that an adcquate grasp of
their socwlogpenl clivneer requires thae they be shuated  withio this
Drosder et o apposig, lorees, The coneepr poinis to arenas of condlict
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and struggle that develop with the emergence of particular kinds of valued
resources, and shows hew forms of social closure result from structures
and processes that engage individuals and groups in competition for valucd
cultural resources as fields gain in autonomy. Bourdieu’s field concept en-
courages the researcher to seek out sources of conflict in a given domain,
relate that conflict to the broader arenas of class and power, and show what
opposing parties actually share, but rarely acknowledge.

Bourdieu’s effort to define some of the structural properties of fields
gives this concept more analytical promise than the concept of markets for
the analysis of culture. ¥ields indicate much more than the “invisible hand”
of the market. They specify power relations and hierarchy. The ideas of
structural polarites, hierarchial positions, competition for scarce resources,
struggle between heterodoxy and orthodoxy, and a shared doxw among com-
petitors indicate mcchanisms of internal structuring that generate fields and
contribute to their autonomy and functioning. They offer & much richer
anatysis of producer-consumer relations than does the image of a market.

The idea of the relative autonomy of cultural fields goes beyond hoth
instrumentalist and structuralist views of how social classes, markcts, and
government shapc cultural life, particularly education, in modern socicties.
By calling attention to the internal structuring mechanisms as groups of
specialists develop, transmit, and control their own particular status culture,
theidea of relative auronomy usefully stresses how particular organizational
and professional interests can emerge and come into conflict with outside
demands. Here Bourdieu’s thinking intersects with issues raised in the de-
bate over the relative autonomy of the state (see Block 1977; Skocpol 1979:
24—32). Bourdieu’s contribution to the debate is to call awention te the
cultural and professional as well as structural interests that give to central
institutions, such as education or the state, some autonomy from capitalist
class intcrests.

The idca of relative authnomy leads Bourdieu to give priority to the
internal analysis of cultural fields. In so doing Bourdieu leaves undeveloped
the important question of interfield contradictions as a possible source of
crisis and change. To suggest that works of art or curriculum in schools
reflect as much patterns of hierarchy and conflict among artists and educa-
tors as they do broader social, economic, or political interests is a useful
rejection of class reductionism. Yet, by concentrating on the internal struc-
turing mechanisms of fields, Bourdieu’s concept gives short shrif t to poten-
tial sources of conflict between cultural fields and their external demands.

Bourdieu’s field analysis of intcllectuals substantiawes his framework hy
showing how intellectuals are situated in cnnpetitive arems that have their
own structures and dynaniies that shape hoth thew mrelleewnt and pobisical
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behavior. Field analysis is useful, for it suggests dimensions of influence on
intellectual behavior that are not fully tapped by social-class background
or position, Zeitgeist, or location in an organization. Rather, field analysis
requires the researcher to move through all of these levels in search of the
mechanisms of struggle for scarce resources and symbolic recognition that
are important to the intellectual milieu. This important shift in focus for
the study of intellectual and cultural life can be seen in Fritz Ringer’s (1992)
comparative analysis of German and French intellectual history.

The idea of cultural field sidesteps the old debate between idcalism
and matcrialism by offering a mediation concept that anchors intellcctual
life socially but avoids class reductionism. The contribution of field analysis
of intellectuals suggests that New Class theories mistakenly try to assess
the political significance of the highly educated largely in terms of their
class position. Field analysis suggests that we can better undcrstand the
political behavior of intellectuals by situating them within their professional
milieu. Yet the problem of reductionism does not go away, but reemerges
in a kind of field reductionism as individual ideas and artistic styles reduce
to their field positions. Indeed, there seems to be little chance for Bour-
dieu’s cultural producers to transcend their field interests.

Field analysis provides an attractive structural mapping of arenas of
struggle over different types of capital for power and privilege. It offers an
insightful way of charting cultural as well as economic resources that can
be mobilized in the politics of modern life. Bourdieu uses it to make many
perceptive observations on political relat’'ons between culturally rich intel-
lectuals and economically subordinate groups. He shows that both intellec-
tuals and workers occupy subordinate positions relative to capitalists
(though in different fields of struggle) and argues that this creates a basis
for political alliance, albeit a precarious one. Yet, this powerful analytic
technique leaves unexamined the social processes through which such an
alliance might be formed. The dif ficulty is that many groups occupy homol-
ogous positions in their respective fields, but not all of them form alliances
with one another. To conflate an observation of the homologous relations
with an explanation of the formation of an alliance runs the risk of what 1
observed in chapter 6 as a form of “structuralist mystification.” Bourdieu’s
field analysis nceds a sociology of politics that would examine the actual
processcs of palitical action and mobilization.

;’\'(fﬁ(':\'/?‘/l_\', Svicace, and Politicy

We biave seen diat Bovdica eejects selenihe positivism in favor ala thor-
onghly rellesive practioe ol sociolupy. For Bourdieu, the arganizaion and
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analysis of empirical data, the use of both commonsense and scientific cate-
gories, professional interests, and the attitude of the social scientist toward
the subject of inquiry all embody fundamental value orientations that pro-
hibit a fully objective grasp of that world. indeed, Bourdieu maintains that it
is only by subjecting the full range of research procedures and professional
interests to critical examination that the sociologist can gain a measure of
freedom from their distorting inluence.

Bourdieu believes that by doing a sociology of sociology he, as a re-
searcher, can achieve a significant measure of fireedom from the distorting
effects of competition within the academic held rather than simply repro-
duce them. Nevertheless, a tension emerges between this vision for a re-
flexive practice of sociology and his analysis of possible sources of resistance
to the cycle of reproduction. in Bourdieu’s framework, the conceptual pos-
sibility for resistance and change rests on the mismatch between habitus
and the opportunitystructures of felds rather than on the power of reflexive
thought. Yet Bourdieu articulates a vision of saciology as a source of hutrman
emancipation that seems to emphasize the power of theory as well as the
structural underpinnings for resisting the stams quo. If the source of change
indeed derives from a structural dislocation between habitus and field, then
what critical role can Bourdieu claim for the social sciences, or for himself?
If, on the other hand, scientific reason, in spite of its interested quality,
holds a measure of hope for gaining sonie greater control over the social
forces that shape our behavior, then the view of culture as a form of capital
seems too limiting. Bourdieu affirms both the power of reason and the
necessary material conditions under which it finds expression as science.
But these affirmations reside in uneasy tension and as of yet remain unrec-
onciled in his work.

Bourdicu believes that the critical thrust of social science can help sub-
ordinate groups in their struggle against elites and he sees his sociology as
a form of political intervention against all forms of domination. Yet he has
very little to say on the central questions of when subordinate groups will
have the inclinadon and capacity to act upon the critical findings of social
science to actively resist domination. This suggests an idealized political
role that Bourdieu envisages for the sociologist but one that remains to be
grounded in a genuine political sociology.

If Bourdieu himself does not fully free himself from the competitive
struggle for recognitien in the scientific field, his efforw nonetheless give
him an exceptional degree of critical distance from and insight inmo the
French academic world. Homo Acadewicas identilics the institutional hasis
of the sharply critical posturc of many contenporary French mtellectual
superstars, inchding Bavthes, Dervida, Foueanly, and Bourdiea himselr;
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they are all marginalized from the center of organizational power within
the French university system and teaching profession. Not since Gould-
ner’s The Coming Crisis in Western Sociology appeared more than two decades
ago have sociologists been so challenged to submit their own practices to
the same critical examination they apply to others. While certainly not free
of either analytical or moral dilemmas, Bourdieu’s call for reflexivity speaks
to one of the most pressing tasks for social scientists today: the need to
gain a more objective, albeit not objectivist, grasp on the social world—
including our own.
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as class-based socialization, 104-13
as cultural practices, 11415
defined, 35, 197
development of the concept, 100-103
and dispositions, 103
as habit, 115-16
“hysteresis effect” of, 112, 213
as ideal-type of action, 290-9gt
indiva dnal/society dualism, 9698
and linguisti'c analogy, 102
as research agenda, 290
and sehool processes, 197-98
and self-selection in cducanon, 197
and social trajectory, 162
as structured structures and szrocturing
strucqures, 103-t4
and structuralist Jogic of binary opposi-
tons, 107
Hexis, 108
Homo Academicus (Bourdieu), 2n, 25, 27,
191-93, 19511, 214, 240—46, 247N,
269, 271, 279-83, 287, 204
Homologies
between field of power and higher edu-
cation, t30
and habirus, 134~35
between intellce:tuals and working class,
264
and reproduction, 132
between social classes and lifestyles, 163
and social pracesses, 135-36
Human capiel, 77-78, 81-82

Idealism. 7, 54, 72

Idcalism/manerialism bipolarity, 7

ldédogiv, L', (Bowlan), 4n

ldeology. Ry, 280

Idvology and Utypta {Matmhein), 2650

Hitsto, 73, 12211, 124§

ludistdual/seciviy dwalisn, ufe R

Inforniant acconnis, §7

Intoeseammal capital, See Caborral capal

lubrastcucinre/ supersicucnice, Oy ho
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Insdtut Nadonal Agronomique, 1950
Instrut des Sciences Politiques de Paris,

194n

Insututions, (19-21
Invellectual fields, 117, 242

definition of, 226. 247

the doxa of, 231-32

and the educational systcm, 229-30

opposition between cucators and cre-
ators of culture, 124

and reflexivity, 273

and reproduction of class relations, 134,
232-33

search for distinction in, 227-28

Intellecrual freedom, 248, 255-58
[ntellectualism, 59-60
Inceliectualist fallacy, 59, €0, 274
Incetlectual renown, 241-44
Incellectunl(s), 1, 4, 12, 94

and class struggle, 187

definition of, 221-22

different'ation of, 228-31

as dominated fracdon of the dommant
class, 223

field analysis of, 292-93

and the field of power, 223, 231

hahitus of aristocrat’c aestheticism of,
178-79, 225, 238, 291

importance of in Bourdieu’s work, 4,
219-20, 289

and intetlecmial proletarianizaton, 239-
40

and the mass media, 230-3t

and New Class theorizing, 224

a normarive vision of, 4, 222-23, 246-
48

polit.cal vocation of, 36--37

and politics, 233-40, 203-94

and popular culture, 171

as producers in cultural fields, 225-28

professors, polit'cs and May 1068, 240-
46

Sarwe’s “total” intellectuals, 36, 248

the state nobility, 236

and stratification order, 22325

and .symbaelic power, 219-20

and 1he will to autonomy, 248

linerest, 3R

and disintevestedness, 67, 72-73, 9o
uleat, o

wtelecuml wleas as, 217,475
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Interest (continued)
religious, 41—42
self-interest, 73
symbolic, 66-73

Juridical feld, 130

Kabyle society. See Algerian prasants
Kinship, 50, 59-60, 67, 93, 98n, 274,
278-79
Knowledge
opposition between pracuical and scien-
tific, 57
practical vs. theoretical, 50-51, 60
praxcological, 56n
subjectivist and objectivist, 5, 38
three principal forms, 57-60

Labor, as capital, 74-75
Language
analysis of, gn
class-hased clistinctions in, 199-z200
test resules for university students,
201-2
Langnage and Symbolic Power (Thomp-
sen), 2
Legal field, 142
Legitimation, 88-93, 123, 289
Le Monde, 268n
Lévi-Strauss, Claude: influence of on
Bourdieu, 36--38
Liber, 18, 256, 269
Libido, 73
Lifestyles, 63, 118, 174
Luterary field, 127, 142
Logic of Pructice, The(Bourdieu), 2, 22, 27,
36,78, 108n, 118n, 287

Muain Curventsin Socielogical Thonght
(Aron), 25n, 46
Market(s), 119-20
culwural, 77, 79
econoric, 79
Marx, Karl, influcnee of on Bourdieu, 38—
40
Marxism, 5, 8, 521, §3, 54, 55, 60, 65-66,
68n, 72, 73, 88, 101, 115, 118, 146—
49, 156, 233-35
Althusserian, 128, 146n
infrastructure/superstructure distinctinn
in, 39-40, 65-66
strocturalist, (5-06, 4R, 223n

Mass media, 230-31. 256

Materialism, 7, 54, 69, 72

May 1968
and access to French universities, 196
Aron and Bourdieu and, 2425
Bourdieu’s analysis of, 214-17, 240—

as symbeoilic revolution, :5
Memtheory; 11
field as, :18-19
habitus as, g6-98
of social class, 144-50
suhjective/objective ana'nomy, §:-6o
subswnualism, 61-64
Method
in class analysis, 156-54
dialectical eclecricism, 38
lield analysis vs. marker appresach, 130-
31
internal analysis, 128, 292
See afso Relational inethod
Methodological individualism, 5, 97-98
Micro- and macroanalysis, 8-9, 53-584,
97, 109
Misére du mende, La (Accardo ¢t al), 27,
267--68
Misrecognition, tz, 39
of interests, 89-93
and socioanalysis, 9-10
symbolic power, 43
Mitterrand government, 267

Necessity
distance from, 63, 76, 103-7, 151-52,
164-76
and werking-class taste, 167-76
Neoinstitutional theory, 121
Newwork amalysis, 63, 146
New Class theory, 77n, 266, 293
New petite bourgeeisie, 160-61
Neblese d'Etat, La (Bourdieu), 2n, 27,
140n, 191, 192, 193, 268, 287

Objecu'vism
breaking with, 57-6o
defined, 35, 54-55
in stratfcation research, 146
Objectivity, 11
obstacles s, 271-77
Opapositions. See Anlinomics
urne nf a Theory sf Practae (Banrdicu),
3, 24 afon, Ly, 1, 47

Participant objectivation, §8, 272
Petty beurgeeis habirus
and effects of mobility, 179-80
pretension and good will, 176-
78
Phenomenolegy, s, 8, 54, 57, 61, 286
influence of on Bourdieu, 29-30
Philosophy
influence of on Bourdieu, 28-35
as symbolic violence, 29
Poliv'cal field, 139n
Polities
Bourdieu’s engagements with, 266-
69
of conservative intellectuals, 236
and professors in May 1)68, 240-46
(see also Hemwo Academicus)
and scienee, 259-66
Poputar culture, 272
and domination, 170-71
and intellectuals, 237
Positivism, §, 10, 54, §8-59, 61, 62
Power, 106-7
as capital, 73-75, 78-79
and culture, 285-86
as requiring legyoman’on, 6, 8, 88-93,
261-62, 289
See also Academic power; Intellectual re-
nown; Scientfic power
Practiees
as censtieutive of structures, 58
cultural mediat’'on of, 164n
economy of, 8, 5z, 69
a general science of, 52, 56, 59, 66, 94
140-42
as generated by intersecaon of habitus
and field, 121n, 141-42
interest oriented, 42
structural theory of, 9
theoreu'cal, 58
See also Acoon; Agency
Professors
in French academic field, 24046
the nunularins, 243
polities of, and Alay 19O 24046

Ratiomal actor theoty, ¥y, §7. 00, 07,
Gon, 70, 78, 97, 105, 2724

Rautienal chonee theary, See Bational aetor
heory

Raviomality, 252, 4350

Recypocny, yy
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Reflexsvity, 10-11, 270-83, 293-95
as Bourdieu’s own intellectual field serat-
egy, 277, 282-83
in Bourdieu’s work, 277-83
as distinguishing feature of Bourdieu's
sacialogy, r1—12, 34
as essental for all sociological inquiry,
1t
and intellectual field analysis, 273
and objectivity, 11, 271-77
and science, 11, 271
in science and politcs, 293-95
and sources of change, 204
Régles de Lart, Les (Bourdieu), 27, 287
Refational method, 61-64, 121
and analysis of cultural pracu'ces, 63
and science, 61-62
and concept of field, 62-63
and correspondance analysis, 62
and dominant and domtinated cultures,
63
and 1he politic-al mission of sociology,
63-64
Relativism, 86n
Religion, 118
Catholic church, 18n, 191, 254
Weber’s sacialogy of, 41-42, 118, 125
Religious capiwl, 42-43
Religious field, 43
Religious labor, 44
Relaave autonomy, 292
of education system, 207-9
“Report of the College de France on the
Future of Educau’'on” (Bourdieu), 267
Reproduction, 112
and change, 209-17
and class conflict, 180-88
class strategies of, 8o-84, 209-11
s cere theme, 6-7
and culture, 6-7
and fields, 132
functions of the education system, 19o-
91
science of, 7
shift from family to school mode of,
181-82, 184
andl social mobility research, 182-84
ithrough correspondence between habi-
s ol feld, 2i2-13
Reprdsnginn (Bourdien cand Passeron), 2,
3o 25 R uZne ton 1093, 207, 211
Rttt 1oy, 1210
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Revue Frangaise de Sociologie, 26, 271

Rule, 60, 98—99. See also Strategy

Rudles of Sociological Method, The
(Durkhcim), ¢6n

Sartre, Jean-Paul, influence of on Bour-
dieu, 36-38
Scholasuc view, 273-77
Schooling tn Capitatist America (Bowles and
Ginus), 2070
Science, 117-18
conceptualization of, 250-55
and human freedom, 253-54
as a model for sociology, :49-50
moral/ethical dimension of, 253-54
and palitics, 259~62
and reflexivity, 271
relations hetween natural and social,
250-51
and symholic pawer, 262
Sciemtilic field, 7on
Scientitic habitus, 35
Scientilic intellectual(s)
and Bourdieu’s own polia’cal practice,
266-69
and fdlow-traveler intellecauals, 263-64
and Feucault’s specitic intellectuals, 265
and Gouldner’s New Class, 266
ard Gramsci's organic intellectuals, 264
and Mannhein’s free-floating intellcctu-
als, 265-66
normaa've vision for, 4, 248-66
as opposed to subordinate group advo-
cacy, 263-64
as opposed to tecimocratic rale, 263
and Sartre’s total intellectual, 36, 265
Scientific power or capital, 2.41-44
Social capital, 74, 80, 161
and economic andl cukural capital, 158n
and symbwlic capital, g2n1
Social class. See Class
Social tlosure theory, 42, 81, 88n, 150n
Sacial distinction. See Distinction
Sorial Forces, an
Social ordcr, én
Social reproduction theory, 3, 191. See
dlso Reproduction
Social science, and politics, 259—62
Social Science Citation Index, 2n
Secial space
conceprualized, 136~40, 158—63
three dimensions of, 163
Social sysiem, 134 15

Socializaton, 104-14
Sociedes, differendated vs. undifferenti-
ated, 47, 74-75, 81-82, 6o-91, 113~
14, 135
Society conceptualized, 9
Socicanalysis, 9-10, 12, 260, See alo Re-
flexivicy
Saciologic de 'Algerie (Bourdieu), 22
Sociology, 93-94, 97, 270
criical, 258
of educauon, 3, 230n
as “fieldwork in philosophy™, 29
in I'rance, 251-25, 45-46
as an instrument of struggle, 10
as poliu'cs, 12, 2094
of religion, 41-42, 118, 125
of sociology, t1(
of symholic power, 6
Sociolugy in Questivn (Bonrtlieu), 108
Sorhonne, 242, 243
“Speciticity of the Scicntilic Vield, ‘1he”
(Bourdieu), 251n
State, 1211, 186, 292
Suus, 45, 150-53
Status attainment research, 55, 62, 1.6,
162
Strategy, 67, 98-100
Structuralism, 3, 8, 29, 50. 5455, 59. 65,
84 98, to1-2, 115 118, 128, 278
and relatonal method, 61
influence of on Bourdieu, 50-51, 128,
84-88
Structire of Sacntific Revolutions, The
(Kuhn), 249
Student revolt. See May 1968
Subjective/objecave antinomy, 9, 52-60,
66, 96
in class analysis, 144-50
Subjectivism, 33, 54-55
breaking with, 56-57
in stratification research, 145
Substunce and Function (Cassirer), 61n
Subsrantialism, 5, 61, 169
Snicide (Durkhieim), 46
Str lu zetévision (Bourdieu), 231
Swmbolic capital, 89, 43, 65, 74, tio, 242
concept uf, 9o—93
and cconomic capital, 92—93

and interconvenahility of forms of capi-

tal.gry
as phalathropy, o o2
as legissizon ol pver celations, gz
Syithoh Jorms, ®) KR

Symbolic interactionism, 57, 97
Symbolic interests, 8, 65-73
Synnbolic labor, 44, 93—94. 199-150
“Symbolic Power” (Bourdieu), 83r1
Syinbolic power, 8, 51-52, 127
defined, 8¢
domination through legitimatior, 88—
93
inecrest ansforined into disinterest, go
a poliu’cal economy of, 65-66, :85-86
and the sacred, 47
sociology of, 6
and the sociology of cducanon, 189-go
source of, 88
and symbolic systents, 82-88
theary of, 43
Symholic systems,
arbitrary character of, 86
tancrions of, 48, H3-84
as instruments of domination, 83
sacial and political uses of, 87
Symbolic violence, 8, 59, 82-94

Taste, and class, 163-67
Television, 197, 23031
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Tenps Modernes, Les, 19, 25, 36, 37

Theoreticisin, 54, 59

Theareticist fallacy, 148-49

Theory and Socicty, 26

Fuue, 9g8-100

Travail et Travailleurs en Algerie (Bour-
dieu, Warbel et al.), 22, 4on, 530

Un art moyen (Bourdicu, Boltanski et al.),
24N, §3F, 1015

University field, t4o

Utilitarian orientadon, 78. 100. See also
Economic determinism

Voluntarism, 8-9, 57, to1, 149

Weher, Max: influcnce of on Bourdieu,
41-45
"“What 1imakes a sacial class?” (Bourdicu),
152n
Who Rules the Unirversities? (Smith), 209n
Working class, 63, 82, 161
hahitus as taste for necessity, 165, 167—
76
internal dilferentiation of, 174-76



