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1 
I N T R OO U C I N G  

P I E R R E  B O U RO I E U  

Culrure provides the very grounds for human cOllllllunication 
,mcl inter,lction; it is also ,I source of domination. The arts, science, reli­
gion, indeed 311 symbolic systems-including language itself-not only 
shape ow' understanding of reality and forlll the basis for human COlllllluni­
cation; they also help establish and maintain social hierarchies. Culture in­
cludes beliefs, traditions, v:llllCS, and language; it also mediates practices by 
connecting individuals and groups to institutionalized hierarchies_ 
vVhether in the form of dispositions, objects, systems, or instirutions, cul­
ture embodies power rclations. Furdler, many cull'ural 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 ,md their institutionalized 
hierarchies. So argues Pierre Bourdieu, today's leading French social scien­
tist. 

vVith his election in [98 [ to the chair of sociology at the prestigious 
College de France, Pierre Bourdieu joincd the distinguished f<lIlks of the 
most revered postwar French social scientists, Raymond Aron and Claude 
Levi-Strauss. A prolific writer and extraordinarily productive tesearcher, 
BOlJrdicli h:l.� puhlished more than 30 books and 340 articles over the period 
IIJ'� ['0 I IJI)). MallY or rbese works ,1re colbhnr:ltive, as Bour<lieu is also 
flllllU IeI' :m,1 dire"[llr III' his 1111'11 l'eSen rch ce[U cr. ! he (:ellt re de Sociol()gie 
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EuroJleennc.1 Hc dirccts his own sociological journ31, Anu de In Rtchnrbt 
(fI Scimces Socinll's, and his own collection (under the imprint, Le SeilS ((J1II� 

11Iun) of more than sixty books with the French publishing house, Editions 
de Minuit.1Indeed, it is no e:ugger.ltion to say that Bourdieu's efforts have 
culminated in the development of a veritable new school of French sociol� 
ogyon a scale comp.lrab1c to th.lt produced earlier this cclllury by one of 
his principal sources of inspinllion: Emile Durkheilll. 

Prompted in part by increased accessibility (Iue to numerous recent 
English�language transl:ltions of his work, interc. .. t in Bourdiell is rJpidly 
growing in Britain and rhe United St:ltes. By the hue 1980s Bourdieu had 
already hecomc one of the Frcnch soci:ll scientists most frelJucntly cited 
in the United St:ltcs-surp:lssing Levi-Strauss.1 BOllrdiell is perhaps most 
widely known among sociologis r. .. for his early work with Jean-Claude Pas­
seron on French high!.!r cdu(:·:'ltion, p:lrticularly for their Illost fre(luently 
cited hook, RI'pl"Oi/urliolJ: 1-11 lJtII/(fI(ioll, Soril:ty (flit! CII/fllre ([977).� Hut he is 
also recog nized, p:lrticul:1dy among anthropologists, for his work on colo­

nial Alg eri:l, which apl}c:lrs in Thl' lI/gl'I"iIlIlS (1962a), Our/illl: of II Tbl'oryof 
Pmrrirt: (1977C), and Tbl' Logic ofPmnire (l990h). In addition, his contribu­
tions [0 the stud}' of rcbtiolls bctween culture and soci:ll cbss (Dislilln;oll: 
II Socilll Critiqlft of (be Jm/gemelll ofT(ls(e \198431), the sociology of language 
(umglltlgt nml Sylllbo/ir PUU'tf 1199lcl), and the sociology of culrure (Tile 
Fil'lll of CllhU/"f/1 Protltutioll \ 1 993bl) arc I';lpidly gaining recognition. Nlany 
of his works are becoming st;lIIdard references in current growth sec­
tors like the sociology of culture. Ilis work SP;I1lS a broad range of subjects 
f!'Om ethnography among pcasanL .. in Algeria, to sociological analysis of 
nineteenth-century artists :md writers, edue;nion, bng-uage, consumer 
:llld cultural tastes, rclif,,;oll, and science in modern French society. Bour­
dieu is :l major SOCi:11 theorist who also docs empiril.:al rese:lrch. 

I. SUlCe entcring .he C.ollcge de Francc, Hourdieu h3s shif.eo.l uul(:h of his work 10 Ihose 
fJ,lIilics, le3\";ng .he :Klmi1llo.tr:uion o( his cemcr 10 fomu:r rolbbor:lloB, induding I\lonique 
de S3inl I\brrin and Je:m-Cbude CUUlbessic. 

J. In 1993 Bourdieu left 1;;'I,tioIl5 dc i\llIlulllO publish ,,·ilh Elhl;ollS d ... Seuil. 
3. The S«i/ll &imlr (.'lIlItio/i Indtx I'.Hlking from high to low in 1989 for leading French 

inlcllc,tuals was thc follflwlIlg: F'lUl"lluh, !lourdieu, Uvi-Su'luSS, Derrid:l, AlIhusser, Sarrr�, 
l'oubnt1..1S, Tuuraine. LUC"JtI, Ihudrillard, !loudon, and Aron. 

Thc intdlt-t:rual notoriety of Ilourdicu has not 1I.lw:.IYS been so extensive, puticub r ly in 

proressional SOCiology. An I"!Jwnin;lIion of the number or anidcs or revie,,'S devoled to his 

work in the core publiC:l1ions of the AmeriC:1Il SocioiogiCIII Assocbtion (plus '/"bt Amrri{//11 

JOlfmlI/ o[So£ioJogy and 5«i/l/ FOfTtS) sho"'S th�t O\·cr rhe lX'riod 1971 In I <)II.�, RUYl1lnmlllnll­

don and Alain Tour;line in llan icula r as well as Michel em1.ier ft. .. "'II·cll t'"u'l<kr:lhl) Ill""' 
attenliOfl (C,mmltltit·t IlIIlrx o[.'\4t� ]OIIrlfltll. '97' '9'�)}· 

... IUlk ..... 1. Nr(lrollllf1w" It:" IH.�·"ml· ",III.,.h",� .. f u .·n.m .. " d''''''·,I' .ln" IIIMI) 111 II ... ""'Ii,1 

"1-1 "r nl"'";I11"" , I h .. III< ' .... n�"'''1 ""rL '''' ]'..,·n, I, 1 "1:]"" ... 1", .,,"," " .1""'1"1.1.·,1 ,,, 1/""", 
1,,,'/(1111,11' tl,}lilll,) .""II�I '·"M·"" ,/'I.i,lt ""II.,. I 
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At the S:lme lime, acquaintance with his work has been fragmentary in 
Anglo-Saxon countries. An early problcm of 1:tck of translations of key 
works has now becn rectified. Some of his work stressing the social repro­
duction effects of French education (Bourdieu 1973:l; Bourdiell and Pas­
st:ron [977) was tl';lnsl:lted before Some of his earlier reflection on a theory 
of practices (Bourdicu [971). His conceptual development was thus re.ld 
out of sequence and he hecame narrowly classified as a social reproduction 
theorist rather than appreci:ltcd for thc broad range of conceptual concerns 
animating his thinking. By 1994, howe\·cr, all of Hourdieu's major books 
had been transbtt:d into E.nglish. 

A second problcm has been lh:lt carly interest in Bourdicu cmerged 
;llong sectorial lines of academic speci:lli7..3tion, which tended [Q limit 
knowledge of his ocuvre to the special concerns of selected fields, such as 
anthrol>olof,,), or the sociology of education. Ilis carly intcrnation:lll'cpul:l­
fion and much ofthc initial critical evalu:ltion in sociology were based on his 
work on French education-notably Rrpl'ot/llcli(UI-ralher than his earlier 
snldies of Algerian peas:lnts . Sociologists of education misscd the anthropo­
logical concerns, h":lfllered from his early rcsearch experience in Algcria, 
that anim;ne his socioloh,), of modern Francc. Thus, his overall conceptu:11 
framework has not reccived the kind of :lttcntion it deserves. Some of his 
most significant contributions to sociallhcory have gonc relatively unno­
ticed. Morcovcr, somcof the criticisms leveled al Hourdicu appear to be based 
on:l parti:ll understanding of his ovcrall appro:lch to tile study of social life.' 
Yct, as I cxplain in Ch;IIHers 3 and 4, BOllrdieu's sociology emerges from a 
broad interdisciplinary b:lckground that reflects the particular org anization 
of intellcctual discourse that cllar.teterized F mnce in the [9505 and '60s. 

And third, the reccption of Bourdieu's work has been frequently polar­
ized between uncritical accl:tim by discip les :lnd disdainful dismiss:ll by cer­
tain critics.6 Even in France Bourdieu's work has received strikingly little 
symp:lthetic critic:tl review.' This is no doubt due in part to the sharply 

5· Sce \Vaatu�1lt '993" for a ludd t)[arn;n3I1on orthc uneven r�'CCpt;on ofHourdieu's work 
in the United St:.ltd. 111e reception of Bourdicu's work h�s been une"cn in F"nmcc:lS well, 

3$ can be seen in Attardo t�3, Caille 199z, CoIlc(;li("R':voltes IOgiqUl'S� t�4, 3ml Ferry 
and Rcnaul, t<)90. The collaborative prcscnt:tlion or Bourdieu's work in 1lIIIl/vitl/tioll to Rr­
jle.l"it'( Sorioiof(Y (BourJieu ond \Vacqu31lt r99:) he lps rectify the fr3gmcnted acqllaint:tn<:t: "'ilh 
&nmlicu's "'·cl'JI l sociologll-al project. 

6. A few excCjJ!iflns mUSI be notl-d. �Rethinking Cbssic;d Theory: ·Ille Sociological Vision 
"r Pierre n"unllcu.� h)' R"llel'!< Bnlhaker (I <)115). an.1 "Rl'ViCW J<:M:.y: On Pierre Bourdieu,� 
II)' I'�ul I)i \1:IAAi" (I'n'/), �re IM'th �Y"'I"'thelil· I"" Hil;l-:ll cnminallons of key dimensions 
"f Il"unhl'u\ "l1fk. Till' ",lIll11f1n flf ;lIIaJ)tIt�11 t"'''tl'� II/mll/ifll: (;""tm/I'rrsp«thv (::..lhnun, 
I,II'IUII.I . . 111111"''''1111' 1,,.11) rl·I .... '">CIII .. "" ""IMlrt.II" .. !q. nl rl", .lirl'·"''''' 

7. 111"'11.111'" "I 111,· ,,, " .... u.·.,, .... \\."",1 1>(· tI ... '1"'1'.111 ... ,,, lou! uII.-ruoLII IW'I",I.,rll.:lIl,," 
,.! II"",,!,,·,,\ "",L 1,\ \I.un "'�I,I., 1\".",1" I'IMI, \."",1" .",,1 ("" "U l 'ol'II,1. .",,1 11,,· 
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critical stance Bourdieu takes toward most established approaches in the 
social sciences. His critical srylc tends to recruitdisciplesor establish enemies. 

It is time for a mo,'c comprehensive presentation and critical assess­
ment of Bourdieu's mode of sociological in<luiry. This book joins the im­
portant efforts by Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992), I brker, Mah;}r, ;}nd 
\"'ilkes (1990),Jenkins (1992), Robbins (1991), and Thompson (1991), to 
accomplish that task. It wil! elucici.lte ,md critically evaluate Bourdieu's 
overall conceptual framework and situate it within the French intellectual 
context. Vlhilc it attempts lO give an m'erall grasp of Bourdiell's sociologi­
cal project, it docs not aim to be an exhausfive examin;}tion 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 f;}r received relatively little attention in the Anglo-Saxon literature on 
Bourdieu. \Vhile considcr.lble attention has been given to his concepts of 
cultur:11 capital and h3billlS, relatively little attention has been given to the 
concept of field. Yet the concept" of field is crucial to a fuller understanding 
of his theory of praniccs and the way he conceptualii''-cs rcl:nions bcnveen 
culture and soci;}1 structure. 11 is analysis of intellectuals. their key role as 
specialists of cultural production and cre;}wrs of symbolic power, their posi­
tion in the social class structure, and their relation to politics have been 
noted but nOt sufficiently explored. Yet, as I will show in chaplcrs 9 and 
10, a theory of intellectuals stands at the heart of Bourdieu's sociological 
project. Nloreover, his norlll:ltive vision for the scientific intellectual and 
the critical prJctice of sociology h:l"e received almost no attention. These 
:Ill represent essenti:ll components in Bourdieu's work and thus f:lr have 
not received appropriate recognition or critical assessment. The objective 
of this book is to help :I(ldrc.<;s these lacunae in {he Anglo-American litera­
ture on Bourdieu's wOl-k. 

• • • 

The rich complexity of Bourdieu's concepru:ll world resists easy summary.* 
Few bodies of work arc as comprehensive, complex, and innovative. Few 
npproaeh Bourdieu's sophistication in scrutinizing the mundane operations 
of empirical research in lerms of their epistemologic;}1 and philosophical 

t"Onlcml'ruous dismissal of Bourdieu's sociology by arch-riv:al Raymond Boudoo. 111 his I. '/dn>­
bJgit: 011 I"lIrigin drs idin "{fIn (1986:: �7-l8). 

8. Miller and Br:anson (1¢l7:l14) doulK Ih�1 Ihe o,mplcxilY alHI rml!!.· "fll"lInll"I1'� fr:ll1"-­

worl.: (lin be succinctly SUmm3M1l'd wllhin � ft'\\ JI:l!{\. .... (�1I1u'u ... 1,I'uIII.I. �'IOI I""I" II<' ('Iill I: 

'l) notc that -llmordicu\ "·,,rl r ..... "h J ""'1,1,·, ,r,k'rn'l! .,1 I lu· l.n •• nll "I, ,�" q�� .,r d"·",, ..... " 

S�"C.l,,"'c'·er. \\'3"'I"'UII "1"/1 I"r .,n "'''111111,,1 ,-It'''1 1.1 .•• 1, ...... · ",It.,IM"."'" '" 101.·",,1\ � 
'l'''·'''''''' ,"'Oil ,1o"''''IlI .. "" 110",,01,,·,,', "".L 
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presuppositions. And few employ the kind of practical and strategic-in· 
deed political-orient"!ltion to their sociological work that renders a striccly 
"theoretical reading" of its products 1>D{emially misleading.o Bourdicu 
forges his concepts as correctives to OPI>Dsing \'iewpoints. His work can be 
read as an ongoing polemic ,lbI'Jinsf positivism, empiricism, structuralism, 
existentialism, phen01l1cnolob'Y, economisrn, M:lrxislll, methodological in­
dividualism, ,md gr;md theory.lo He frames his rejc<.:tion of these opposing 
views, however, by criticizing the subjectivist :lnd objectivist forms of 
knowledge :md the slIbstanti:llist view of reality that he believes pervade 
them. 

Thus, Bourdieu's primary concent is not olle of conceprual genealob'Y, 
or faithful adherence to any given theoretical tradition. Bourdieu is a theo­
rist but hardly a systems theorist in the tT�ldition of Talcott Parsons. lie 
in fact sharply criticizes "theoretical theory" for cmph<lsizing abstract con­
ccpt"U:lliz:nion independent of objects of empirical investigation. Hourdieu's 
concepts <Ire nO! designed to respond in Ihe first instance to the fonn;}l 
C1110ns of intern:11 consistency, genernlii'A1bility, etc. Rather, they are prag· 
matically forged nut of empirical research ;}nci confront:ltion with opposing 
imcllecncal viewpoints. I lis concepts shift in emph,lsis :Illd scope depending 
011 the oPl)Osing viewpoints they address. Nonetheless, the}' rcve;}1 a fairly 
consisrcll{ set of IInderl)'ing IllcrasociologicOlI principles that guide all of his 
invesri!,I'Jtions. 

Bourclieu is a {''Ollccp[U;}1 strategist whose choice of conceptual lan­
gU3ge is explicitly dcsigned to est:.lblish di�t:lr1ce from opposing viewpoints, 
particuhH'ly from those subjectivist ,Ind objectivist fonllS of knowledge that 
he believes hinder the development of a unified theory of practices. ror 
this reason, I devote considerable attention, particularly in chapter 2 ,  to 
the intellectu:ll context and research experiences Ollt of which Uourdieu 
develops his sociology. Chapter 3 presems Bourdieu's critique of subjectiv. 
ist and objectivist forms of knowledge and chapter I I  outlines his alterna· 
tive general theory of practices including a rcflexive practice of socioloh'Y. 

9. BruoJI.:,.,r (1993'lI7) �rgues thai Bourdicu's worl.: "is particubrly ill-suited m � �'()ncelltu­
ariSI. Ihcorctic:tl logoccmric reading. one that treats it as the bearer uf 3 :set of logic:dly inler­
�"Onnl·(:tc.r Ilmpositions framed in terms of precise, unamoiguous conceplS.H R�ther th�n indio 
t"";1IQN of sp.c<:ific el11l,iril11l I,henomena, Qr building blocks of systemarit" theory. his concepts 
:lre IICHer unde ..... w.MI �s heuristic devices for communiciling � sellcnl appr(Y.Ich to the study 
,.f Ihe "'M'i:l1 "I'rld. I " " uld ,tros that BOllrdicll's texIS ne fundament:llly polilic:11 as "'ell as 
... ·ieouili.·, ,he},lw,,10 rdk"lthc inldk-"n,al is�m.:s "f �11I.-dfi" suhn:ulli"e fields and �re str:ltcgi­
'-:lII)' ',ncnll�1 't1".lr.ll.nkh,,·il1l!.1 'rmIM,lk' clTe"'1 III ,1" ..... ·lie·I(1s. 

'I,. 1I" lInlt,·u 'u !.1l·1 1M , ..... ,"' fn'llI t·Jrh ,,( 'h, ...... · ,h\·llrclll":.l1 cncmics-fn'lII \lrUl1l1r.1liSIII 
'" I�"·'''''t." I k , ,,,,,,,1,· ..... ,1,.11 ".,..1, ,,11,· ..... ""IM.r"",,_ ,11 ... rll.,1. 001"111", "',,, ,he "M'i:l1 ""rM. 
II " 11"" ... 1 ... ,,\ .""1"".,,, '" .10"·.,,,1 11 ... " ""IM" II ... \"· .• l",·,,,,,,, .• ".1 l'ml,1 11I",r ""'I't. ... "". 

""'''1111" ,n,,, ., 11""", .• 1 ... tl·""· "I In ... " "., 
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Chapter 10 outlines dle political project that undergirds his sociological 
program. 

Finally, Bourdieu has developed distinct theories rclati\·c [0 action, cui· 
ture, power, stratification, and sociological knowledge. Yct they intersect 
and interv .. eavc in complcx ways that makc it difficult to abstract onc frolll 
thc othcr cven for CXI)osilOry purposes. This book attempts to highlight 
thc principal conccptual interweavings so as to provide a richer undcrsrand· 
ing of Bourdicu's socioiobry. Chapters 3 through 6 explore the centTal argu· 
menu; and concepts. Chapters 7 through 9 bring to the conceptual discus· 
sion substantive areas of illvestibrJtioll (social class structure, education, and 
intellectuals) th:lt are p:lrticularly crucial to Bourdicu's sociologkal agenda. 

Clllfll're, Power, fllld Reproduction 

Bourdieu proposes �1 sociolobry of symbolic power [hat addresses the im· 
porrant topic of relations between culture, social structurc, :l I1d action. 
\Vhether he is studying Algerian peasants, university professors :md Stu­
dents, writers and artists, or the church, a central underlying preoccupation 
emcrges: the (Iucstion of how stratified social systems of hierarchy and 
domination persist and rcproduce intcrgenerationally without powerful re· 
sistance and without the conscious recognition of their members.11 The 
answer to this question, Hourdieu argues, can he found by cxploring how 
cultural rcsourccs, processes, and institutions hold individuals and groups 
in competitivc and self-perpetuating hicrarchies of domination. He ad­
vanccs thc bold claim that nil cultural symbols and pr:lctices, from artistic 
tastes, style in dress, and c:lting habits to religion, sciencc and philosophy­
even language itself-embody interests and function to enh:mcc social dis­
tinctions. Thc struggle for social distinction, whatever its symbolic form, 
is for Bourdieu :1 fundamental dimension of all social life. The larger issue, 
then, is one of power re!:.tions among individuals, groups, and institutions 
(particularly the educational system). Indeed, for Bourdieu power is not a 
separate domain of snldy but srands at the heart of all social life.12 And thc 
successful exercise of power requircs legitimation. The focus of his work, 
thercfore, is on how cultural soci:lli�A1tion places individuals and groups 
within compctitive st:1tuS hierarchies, how relatively autonomous fields of 
conAict interlock individuals and groups in struggle over valued ,·csuurccs, 

, ,. This is 3 \'lIIri3nt on Durkhcim's fumi3lm:ntal cllm:ern fnr ,,"hal I'r' ... hlt"l. ... -" .... ,.11 ",I"I.,r 
it)'. though (or Bourdieu the ��l nnkr is l �1r:llific,1 "nkr "·ilh Illrr.ln·hlt�11 �tIll ll"·IPhl�l"1.111 
�!T"an!!erncms 3'ilnnJ: "ul,,'i,III�I� and J:ro'Ulrol ( ........ ]l,.\b,:,:", "Ii'l' ",,,!l,",,·,, I'I�: "''il. 

, !. Fur lI"unli�lI. 11" '''�I'I"\",'I"n "f '"' ... ·1.11>1111\· ur ", 'I ",1M ,h, r'·1 '''·''·''1011'' "I' ,. �1I I�· .1,· 
md",,] fr."" It' .·,,"" '1111 1\,· 1M''''.' ".1."""" 
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how these social struggles are refracted through symbolic classifications, 
how actors strugglc and pursue strategies to achicve their interests within 
such fields, and how in doing so actors unwittingl)' reproduce the social 
stratification order. Cuhure, then, is not devoid of political content but 
rather is an expression of it. II 

The exercisc and reproduction of class-based power and privilege is a 
core substanti\·c and unif},jng concern in Bourdicu's work. It is his ambition 
to create a science, applicablc to all types o f  societies, of the social and 
cultural rcproduction of power relations among individuals and groups. In 
an e:lr1y statemcnt (Bourdieu 197P), he calls for a "science ofthc reproduc­
tion of structures" that would be 

a study o( the bws whereby �rructures teml to reproduce themselvcs hy producing 
agents invested with the system of liispositions which is ,lble to engender pr:.u;ticcs 
:Itbptcd to these Structures :md thus t;ontriloute tn t heir reproduction. 

In a more recent statement, Bourdiell (19870:92) describes his work as 
offering a gel/air /b/!ol) oj grollps. Such a thcory would cxplain how groups, 
especially families, creale and maintain uniry :lI1d thereby perpetuate or 
improve their position in the social ordcr. I-Ie charges the sociologist to 
ask "thc question with which all sociology ought to begin, that of the exis· 
tencc and the mode of existcnce of collectives" (1985e:741). Bourdieu fo· 
cuses on lhc role culture plays in social repro<iuclion. I-low groups pursuc 
stratcgies to produce and reproduce the conditions of their collccri,'c cxis­
tence and how culture is constitutive of this reproductive process is for him 
a unifying proolem in bodl sociolot,ry and anthropology and a substantive 
theme throughout his work (sec Hourdicu 1985e:74I). 

At the core of Bourclieu's intellectual projcct for over thirty years stands 
the central issue in \<Vestern social thought sinc!! Marx: the debatc between 
cultural idealism and historical matcrialism. Bourdieu's sociology repre­
scms a bold attempt to find a middle road that transcends thc classic 
idealism/materialism bipolarity by proposing a matcrialist yet nonreduClive 
account of cultural life.l� I-lis thinking begins with Marx but draws more 
substantivcly from Durkheim and \,Veber. 

'3. And for Bourdieu (1987h:j6). a eritil:l1l lheory of culture "leads ,"cry n�llImlly 10 a Ihe­
<liT of p()litics.� 

,+ Bour,lieu d�in's Ihal he bcglln devoting attention 10 culture because it was a IIrglcdcd 
,]imcnsinn, 11<11 hC�":IlISC il holds ,ume theoretical priority for understanding the social world. 
In" 1')11.\ il1lcrvicw he (1f)�7h:til) r��l1l1.� {hat at Ihe lime of his work on Algerian peasants 
ill Ihe 1.11" "I�('" h� {,,,,,,,] the �1I1�Hlt\li\"� :lre� of ("ll1.lre 10 be largdy neglected. According 
Itt hl1l1, lilt" Ilr\."I.lilill].: mlllTlnl!ll1� ttf fllhlln: ,II Ih�t mm: wcn; split betWeen M�rxistS who 
.,�,,�n,·,111 !It,· '1.1111, . . 1 ,"I .. · ..... 'I"1I1·'"n·. ,.,,,t ,h\·r\·{"n· " ... �""br)' U> d,e L"l�mttl1ly. 311<1 those 
nun ,\I�n"I' "Iu, "I'·JIII'·'] II. 11."".1"·,, "", ... I", .'PI,n '.1,.], �'.III '-(f"l"\ I .. 1r.1"'O"'·I,,1 11 ... "e tWfI 
t �,]" .,111 "I'IM'''·'] • ".", •• 1 , ,,h "',. 
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In his approach to culture, Bourdieu develops a political economy of 
practices and symbolic power that includes a theory of symuolic intcrcsts, 
a theory of capital, and a theory of symbolic violence and symuolic capital. 
His theory of symbolic intcrests 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 arc matcrial interests. l ie conceptualizes culture as a form of capiral 
with specific laws of accumulation, cxchange, and exercise. The exercise of 
Ix>wcr, he argues, requires legitimation, so he also proposes a theory of 
s}'mlx>lic violence and capital that Stresses the active role that symbolic 
forms playas resourccs th:1t Ix)[h conHitute and maintain power structures. 
These 3rc not tid},. well-delimited theoretical argumcnlS but orienting 
themes that overlap and imerpeneu"3te. They draw from a wide v:lrict), of 
intel1ectu31 inlluenccs including Marxism, S[flu;turalism, phenomonolob'Y, 
the philosophy of sciellce, and the classicil sociological tradition, and they 
will be explored in ch:lpterS 3 and + 

Tbe Agency/Strtfetm·e Problem 

Another general arca of concern is the relationship between individual ac­
tion and social structure. \¥hat motivates human action? 00 individuals 
act in response to extcrnal (,."3uses as much mainstream academic socioloh'Y 
tends to assulIle? ls individual action determined by "culture," "social struc­
ture, n or "nuxlc 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
logkal status of actor conceptions in social scientific accounts of their be­
havior? Are they, as in die Durkheimian tradition, to be dismissed as episte­
mologically unreliable? Or are they to become the esscntial building blocks 
of scientific account. .. , as the hermeneutical tradition would have it? These 
questions point to what Giddens (1979) identifies as onc of the central 
problems in contemporary social theory, namely. the relation of agency 
and structure. 

Bourdieu is nmong the first of the post-\,yorld "Var II generation of 
sociologiSts to make the agellcy/strucnlre issue central to his sociolob'Y. He 
proposes connecting agency and structure in a "dialectical relationship." 
I-Ie argues against conceptualizing human action as a direct, ul1lllediated 
response to external mctors, whether they be identified as micro-structures 
of inleractions or macro-level culmral, S(W . .'i:ll, or CCclllOllllr.: EH:t01 ..... Nor 
docs Bomdieu sec :It:t iol1 :1:. thc ,illl[lie Oltl!!rmllh frolll  illtcfII:il f:lt·tur�, 
such :h l·olhciUI l' iIl1l.:rlli'lih :rnd ,·;.iI"Ui.lllflU, .1' [I."ilcil loy 10IUIII .Il"i,t ,11141 
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rational-actor models of human action. For 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 conccptualiz.ing action so that 
micro and macro, I·olunrarist and detenninist dimensions of human activity 
are integrated into a single conccpmal movemem rather than isolated as 
mutually exdusil'c forms of explanation. l ie thus proposes a strucmral the­
ory of praC[ice that connccts action ro culture, StrtlChlre, and lx>wer. This 
theory undergirds his key conccpt, b,,/Jirus, which, along with cU\hlral capi­
tal. has become one of his conceptual trademarks. Vlc examine this theoret­
ical concern and his concept of habims in chapter 5. 

Fields of PQ1VC'· 

Practices occur in structured �renas of connicl called fields. This central 
concept in BOllrdieu's sociolob'Y connects the :lction of habitus to the strati­
fying structures of power in mo<lern society. Bourdieu conccptualizes mod­
ern society as an amlY of relatively autonomous but structurally homolo­
gous fields of production, circulation, and consumption of various forms 
of culmral and material resources. Fields mcdiate the relationship betwcen 

social struCture and cuhural practice, Developed later than his more famil­
iar concepts of cultural (":lpital and habitus, Bourdieu's concept of field is 
less well known. But it has become a central pillar of his conccptual edifice, 
and [ explorc its key dimensions in chapter 6. 

[ conclude chapter 6 with a recapinllation of the full conceptual model 
of Bourdieu's general theory of practices. In chaptcrs 7, 8, and 9, I will 
demonstrate how Bourdieu combines his conceplS of habitus and cultural 
and symbolic capital in a field anaJ),tic perspective [Q analyze the social class 
structure, the education system, and imellecruals in modern France.11 

Sociology as Sociofl1l1llysis 

Since, according to Bourdicu, actors by and large hmis-recognize" how cul­
Hlnl l resources, processes, and institutions lock individuals and groups into 

I �. ()IlC illll'o1"l:1II1 ,"hsl:lIuivc :lrc:l in lI,nll"(ilcu's work Ih .. l ]  donO! ex:unille is his �n�lysis 
"f I"n�u,,�c. l.:",�",,!:"c i� :I ,·cmr:!1 ,·cliidc uf h:lhitus a� Ihe gCIH:rator of IH':lctices. which 
in.-l,,,I,· IIIII:Ui'IIt· 1'r.Il·li<"n: II "I", f"no·I;''''' :O� � ( .. rm " r  c"hul'JI �lId 'YIllIMllic l":ll)it�l 3Ild is 
'1I"·'·I"lhlr h' 1I,,"nil,· .. \ tidd ;111.11\111· 1":r'III."i·IIIl .. StT 11""nlicli 1,,.)11: f"r kcr [l"[lCI"l'i hI' 
n"" .. ,I ... " ,," II ... " K , .• 1 I""·' ,,[ I.IIIH".'�'· .lIul .111 lIl'I�IIItlll ""r'Mh"·,, .. ,, hI J"hn II. Th"IIII"'III. 
\1", ,,·0· 11..· ",10 .. "'.11 ",. 1'.'1"·1' .. ·1.IIII'I( n, ",,·,1"·11\ ." •.• ), ," "I t."II'u�I�'· h • •  ·,h .. ·.uo .. " ( ;" 11",, 
1'1',11 ,II,,] h. "·'01,1"1 , ,0  I I I.,,,�, " 1" I I 
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reproducing patterns of domination, the task of sociolo�,'y is to unveil this 
hidden dimension of power relations. Bourdiet! thinks of the practice of 
sociolob"Y as sQCi(){l1Ia�ysis where the sociologist is to the "social unconscious" 
of society as the psycho:m:llyst is ro the patient's unoonscious.16 The soei:ll 
unconscious consists of those unacknowledged interests that actors follow 
as they p:lrtieipatc in :In unegalitarian soci:ll order. Since, :lccording [0 
Bourdieu, i t  is the misrecognition of those embedded interests that is the 
neCCSs.1ry condition for the exercise of power, he believcs that their public 
exposure will dcstroy their legilim:lCY and open up the possibility for altef­
ing existing social :lrr:mgelllents. By exposing those underlying inrcrests 
thal bind individuals and groups inro unequal power relations, sociology 
bccollies an instrument of struggle cap,lble of offering a rne:lsure of freedOlli 
from the cOllstr.lints of domination. Here Bourdieu's sociology intersects 
with critical theory. 

Bourdieu believes that olle indicator of how well the soeioanalysis is 
carried out can be secn 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 130urdieu ( 1 987b:7- I 0) admits 

that he self-consciously orients his sociological criticism to what he thinks 
arc thc vital but unacknowlcdged interests of particular groupsY 

F01· fI Rejlexiw Pmctict of Social Science 

The possibility of revealing the underlying interests of pr.lctical social life 
is, however, for Bourdieu no simple m:ltter. Since according to his theory 
fill symbolic forms function to gcnerate social distinctions, the pracdce of 
social scicnce itself is not exempt from processes of social differentiation. 
Thus, Hourdieu rejects scientific I>ositivism and its ideal of value-neutral 
objectivity. I-low, therefore, is it possible to practice a social science-itself 
an institution of cultural symbols :lI1d Jlr.lctices-that might expose the un­
dcrlying ncxus hetween action, culture, stratification, and power without 
simultaneously crcating the sallle effects of social distinction observed in 
everyday social life? Since social scientists cannot' themselves escape the 

I II. Bounlieu's cf)ll(;eption of sociology as a son of "soci.11 !)S)'choanalysis� is perh�l)S most 
e,·idem in DiJt;IIrtio" (198.P:I I), where he writes thac �sociology is I"1Ircly JIIore: akin to sod,,1 
ps)'choonalysis than when it l"Onfroms an ohject like taStC, one of the: most ,ojtllJ Stllke� in Ihe 
5tnlgglcs fought in Ihe field of the: dominant class and the field of cult\ll1ll pro,Juctinn.-

17. ·Inere is �Iso l dlSC01lctning tt:lldenl), by Bourdicu to stt criticism of 1m lI"url.; 111 
socirnlr1al)"tic lennSi thu is, 10 ,ic:w il as a form of resistllnce 10 the e�l'"sllre "r 11,.. ,,;1.11 
inlerests as defined hy his oll"n analysis. \Vhile in many instances this 111:')' I .... ...,rn·, I, It :,1 ... , 
run� lhe ,bll)l:�r "r rc.lllc inf(" al'l'ml'ri�le Cnl1<·1"n ," Ff>nn� "r �lIe)l:�,1 ..... 1/ ,,1I.·n· .. 1 
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social logic of symbolic distinctions, thcir socioanalysis is itself not exempt 
from underlying interests. V.'hat fonn of objective scientific knowledge is 
therefore possible? 

Faced with this dilemma, Bourdicu insists that socioanalysis simulta­
neously requires rrflexivity, rh:lt is, a system:ltic and rigorous self-critical 
practice of social science. Ch:lplcr l describes how Bourdieu draws from 
the French philosopher of science, Gaston Bachclard, whose non positivist 
epistelllolob'Y calls for a reOex;ve monitoring of the cognitive ami 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 docs not 
mean that Bourdieu rejects <III possibility of scientific objectivity ill favor 
of a thoroughly interpretative and rclativist npproach to understanding the 
social world. Rather, he arglJes thaI" it is QI/ly I"hrough a reOcxjve practice 
of soci:.l inquiry that one can hope to achieve ,I desirable degree of objectiv­
ity on the social world. 

Funher, Bourdieu (197 Ie :  I B I )  equiltcs the pr:Jctice of reOexivity with 
the pr.lctice of science irsclf when he writes, "the scielltifie project and the 
very progress of sciencc presuppose ,I reflective return to the found"tions 
of sciencc :lnd the making explicit of thc hypotheses and operations which 
make it possible." He sees a sociology of sociology as a IItttssmy means for 
freeing the social scientist from the constt:lints of symbolic struggle in Lhe 
ficld of science. Thus, he most certainly disagrees with Skocpol (1986: I I ­
l l) who warns sociologists "from wandering into the dead end o f  mcta­
theory." Bourdicu explicitly engages a series of meta theoretical issues that 
he believes will establish a finn epistemological base for sociology (see 
d,apters 3 and 10). At the same time, Bourdieu docs not share Ritzer's 
( I IjR8) vision of establishing sociological tIletatheory as a legitimate subfield 
within the discipline of sociology. For HOllrdicll, the sociology of sociology 
IllIIst be made an essential component of all sociological inquiry. "It is the 
nccessary prerequisite of any rigorous sociological jlr.lcticc" (Bourdieu 
II)HC)h:3R;). For Bourdieu, the pr.lctice of a genuine social science requires 
.1 "rcnexive rel"tlrn" lIpon itsclf. 

· I·his c.l l l  f(lr a reOcxivc rCt1Jrn on the practice of social science charts for 
llounlicu hoth ;1 distinctive mode of in(luiry and a substantive orientation. 
ludccd. B()unlicu views this dimension of his approach to socia! inquiry as 
II'h;1I 1110" di�till!!"ishc.� i t  fro1l\ :111 others: 

I ltd I,·a· 111.11 II 1Ill" " ... ·i"I,,!-:1 I I''"''IH "l· diller- 11) .Ill} '1)l:l1 il;l�ml \\":1)' rr"l11 Ihe fl! her 
" "  I"I"){II·, .. I till" 1'.1'1 .nul . .  1 lIu· l,n·'l· l1l. It I' .11o"n· ;111 111 th.'1 II (IJIII/lltllllly I/"./IJ 
I·." A· .ml" 'I,dl fl, .. " ,  .. "ttl" lI'rdfij'lII If fJl ,�/II" ·' (\ \ ;u '1U.IIII I " H" � � )  
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in fact, a critical reflection on the usc of social scientific categories has 
characterized Bourdieu's work from the very start. Bourdieu (1990h:IS) 
describes the critical examination of the relations between the researcher 
and the object of research as uthe most significant product of my whole 
undertaking." It also justifies his research in the subsrantive arenas of educa­
tion and intellectuals. For Bourdieu, these substamive and meratheoreticaI 
questions arc inseparubly linkcd, and much of his work simultaneously re­
Ilects on both. This approach enriches and incrc:lscs the complexity of his 
thought as he investigates both the role of culturc in social class reproduc­
tion and the cpistemological conditions that Imke it possible to study cul­
mre rellcxi\'cly and objectively. His claim thar a properly constnlcted re­
flexive sociology holds promise for emancipating individuals :lIld groups 
from the construims of social determination and domination represents a 
unique contribution to critical social theory and rcscarch.IM 

Sociology HS Politics 
Thus, Bourdieu's work is nor to be thought of as strictly academic social 
science; it also represents a mode of political illfl'"ve1ltioll. Boutdieu thinks 
of his pr:Jctice of sociology as a means to providc a corrective to prevailing 
forms of mis-recognition; as I explain in chapter 10, it is a form of political 
practice 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 cultur:J1 values frecd from economic and political 
detenninanrs. Since fellow intellectuals bear the brunt ofBourdieu's cridcal 
socioanalysis and represent a recurring key topic in his work, I devote chap­
ter 9 to Bourdieu's treatment of intellccUl:I[S. Chapter 10, then, examines 
Bourdieu's vision for a critical ro[c of the social scientist in the modern 
world. 

C,wee1' 

Little published bioh'TaphiC<l1 information on Bourdic\! currently exists, and 
Bourdieu resists public self-disclosure. Yet, the social and intcllecUial con­
text in which he developed his sociology is important for understanding 
the origins of the sharply critical posUire Bourdieu has taken toward French 
education, sociology, and intellecmal life more generully. Bourdieu's soci-

18. Though Bouroien docs not Idemi(y with Ihe Fr.lrlk(\1rt Sl'h4MII. he is IJullclhck .... \ � 
criliC':l1 thcoriM �n<l docs share wilh I I"rkhdmcr ;lUd I\<lurn" ,hr�.· n're f"a!Url'�: nn"'i'lll 
uf :ll1:q,(c.1 e:ncl'" rie�, n'itiri�'>1 "f the 1'1',''''''''' " f  thc" ,.y i''I'Ii . . " ,,1 IT""'''''' " f  ,·,·tTI',I.,)' 1,10' 
( :�II""",. 1 , 0 1'''1>1.1. alill 1',,,,,,"1' " JIIII, 
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ology emerges from a n  unusual experience of upward social mobility and 
from a broader range of imellectual influences and career experiences than 
usually is found among sociologists. He is a cultur:;ll and social Uoutsider� 
to the French intellec:tmll elite, who trained in philosophy, bcgan his career 
as an anthropologist, and draws on Anglo-American and German as well 
tiS French int'cllectual traditions. 

/IVritillg Style 

Finally, it is perhaps appropriate to say something ahout I!ourdieu'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 impenctr:J­
ble prose. l ie writes long, complex sentences with many phrases embedded 
in one :lIlother. Commas ;}nd semicolons proliferate. I lis prose is charged 
with polemic, par:Jdox, neg.ltion, ,lIld an occasion:ll pun that make his work 
difficult for those readers who arc not f:llniliar with the French intellectual 
context in which he is writing, Bounlieu can never be rcad casually. 

Nonctheless, three observations might enhance understanding of 
Bourdieu's writing style. First, Bourdieu consciously employs rhetorical 
techniqucs for gaining distancc from the taken-far-granted world. Since, 
ilccording to Bourdieu, it is the expericnce of familiarit), that st,lIlds as olle 
of the principal obstacles to a scicntific understanding of the social world, 
he self-consciously selecrs tenninolob'Y and cultiv:llCS :l writing style [hat 
establishes dist:lnce ftom everyday language usc. Second, his style is a calcu­
lated challenge to the stylistic conventions of orthodox academic discourse 
in France. France is a country where clarity of exposition (Ia (wrtt) is ele­
vated to a n;}[ional virme, where it is sccn as truly a mark of natural talent 
.md intelligence. Bourdieu's prose style can be secn :IS a rcaction against 
this panicuhlr academic orthodoxy, a critical reaction that is designed to 
shatter the notion of e.xcellence :IS a sort of natural ability. And third, 
though unacknowledged, Bourdieu's writing style undoubtedly reprcsents 
an intellectual strategy to demarcate his distinctive product on the French 
intellectual market just as Barthes, Foucault, and Lacan have invented their 
respectivc writing styles.19 

I'). Sc:e \\"I<" lu:OIII ( " Jt)la) f" r  "'I'I'c't"'e re:os""s why ma"y Aoglo-AllIeriClln social scien­
",h �i,,).!k "u, 1!""nh"I1'� 1m",,' fur ,·ntll·l�m. \\'�"'I"�nt ,li'i('tlsst,:s Ihe issut, however, solel)' 
fn .. " II,,· �u",IIM N'" .,f 11", lidol •• f ,m..lI.�"u ... 1 """""'1""'11. ,\1)' .,1""n'!1ti"ns�i'ualC: Hourtlicu 
II lIli1ll 111\ 11..1,1 ,,1 IIlIdk'·II1JI I,ro"hl"'�"'. 1'1" ')' 111'],PI.· lh.· .Iq:r .... · "f n,,,",,i,,,,,,nt l!"uflli�1I 
h." 111." 1,, " ' .1 ,lr'"11. 111'· I,,.,,k"'''I1.,III,·oI "" ,,,1" 1:,,.,1 ,I,,,,,,,,,,,,,, \",1 ,h.·, kilt' hi", "I"'" I" 
4 \\''''rlll 0\1,11,\ ( "/0,'1 1 "/) 1.",,,],.11 ." 1"",,,11,,,,, � I "  " ... " , ,,,,,' Ii", .11 ... k"", 1',"""" ' "'' 
I",..,  I" '. I" '"  "�"� , ,,,n .1,,· ,II ,,,1,-,,,,, (M'...- ,. 
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These obsclvations point to a fundamental paradox in Bourdieu's rhe­
toric.11 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 rC;ldily ;lcccssible style of the interview (see in particubr 
Bourdieu and \-Vacquant ( 992). 

2 
C A R E E R  A N D  F O R M A T I V E  

I NT E L L E C T U A l  I N F L U E N C E S  

For a fuller appreciation of Bourdieu's general approach to sociolog­
ical inquiry, this chapter examines key features of his career and intellectual 
heritage. I do not ;Htcmpt a biogrnphyofBourdieu; that task awaits another. 
I focus only on selected factors that seem most decisive in shaping his intel­
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 (198p; 1983b), Alain Touraine, or Emmanuel 
Le Roy Ladurie (1982), Bourdicu resists public sclf-disclosure. He deplores 
personal and anecdotal observations by intellectuals, considering "bio­
graphical writing" to be a form of narcissism [hat wallows in [he celebration 
of individual subjectivity and is devoid of genuine sociological insight (see 
Bourdieu 1987a). 1.11 the few places where he does offer information Oil his 
career and intellectual de\'elopment, observations arc cast as being socio­
logieal rather th;lll personal. The biographical information presented below 
i.� extr:lpnbted from Hourdieu's published work,l from personal observation 
dllrin� the period ' 970 to ' 976 when I was a student in Paris and attended 

, .  · I ·ht· f"", III��·'·' " I,,·r,· h" ,1,K'" ,rr." · n"ifllu in" , I h" f, ,rll,,,,iw i"tl,.,·l1n·< " II his S<K·j" I" f.'Y 
u,..I",I,· 1\, ,,,,.,11\"1' " j'l' �': I I I . ' '1"10/'" "I: 1I"",.,Ii"1I ",,,I I' .• ",'"'''' " 1'7: ",,,I 1 1",,,,,·,h. K" 
'.}".' . .  ",,1 Sd",oI" "j�(' 
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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 incl udes relatively morc information on Bourdieu's early 
ye:lrs th:1Il on thc period subsequent to his 1981 election to the College de 
France. I believe this is justified in ligllt of the degree to which the form:ltive 
intellectual years establish the intc11ecl1Jal dispositions th:le one tends to 
carry throughout life. It is rare indeed for someone to "undo" their early 
education-a point stressed in Bourdieu's own theolY of habitus and sup­
ported by his analysis of the enduring effects of educ;.uion on French ilHel­
lecl"uals. This view is supported by the findin/:,'S of Derek Robbins, in his 
chronological study of Bourdieu's works. Robbins (1991:1  78, 1 8 1 )  con­
cludes th:lt Bourdieu aC(luires his intellectual frJl1\cwork carly in his career 
and does not substantially niter it subsequently. Bourdieu of course tes ts, 
reexamines, el:lborates, and in some ways relHlers more supple his frame­
work in response to soci:ll, cultur.ll, political, and intellectual changes. I 
wil! 110te those shifts in emphasis where appropriate. But I, like Robbins, 
am struck by the consistency and recurring illlellecl\lal patterns displayed 
throughout Bourdieu's work. 

This work emerges from quite diverse intellectual sources and profes­
sional experiences; indeed, it is nOt casy to sim:lte Bourdieu on lhe con­
temporary map of currents in vVestern ilHellectual thought. There are, 
nonetheless, a few general sources of influence that decisively shape his 
work: his philosophical training whjle a smdent at the Ecole Normale Su­
perieure, his reading of three of the classic figures in sociological theory 
(Marx, Durkheim, and Weber), the general intellectual climate of postwar 
France-particularly the influence of structuralism-and his ethnographic 
fieldwork in Algeria. 

Bom-dim'j' Professio1lffl Ctl1"ee1' 

Pierre Hourdicu's professional career follows an extraordin:lry trajectory of 
upward mobility. He climbs from marginal cultural and social origins to 
the apex of the French ilHellcctual 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 Slllall tOwn in SouthwCStern France. He spent his 
early years in this remote rural region of Bearn and spoke the region:ll 
dialect. A particularly gifted and industrious sn](]ent, he lirst entered the 
Lycee de Pall, then the prestigious :111<1 :lc:\demic:1Hy .�c1et't ive P:lrisi:m Ly­
cee Lnuis-lc-(;r:IIHI ( I  tJ41}-5 I ) .  III J 9'i J ,  lIe elllel"l:ll lhc :ll":Hlclllil':III}, clilc 
I-:cl,lc J\I',rlU:lk- SlIl'c.:ricllrl· (l"1Il' d ' l l l l l l )  ill 1 ':Jri� whrl"l" Ill' 1 'l'qJ:l"l'd I IIl' 
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a!JIlgatioll in philosophy. He also rook courses at the Faculty of Letters in 
Paris. 

One of the most famous French gt'tlluies ieo/es, the Ecole Normale Su­
peri cure (ENS), was originally set up to prepare academically gifted stu­
dents as teachers for the French Iycies. It became France's highest expres­
sion of the academic meritOcracy by selecting secondary-school students 
through rigorous competitive examinations :md providing them with the 
best preparatory training for passing the national competitive examinations 
for teaching positions. Successful candidates enter the prestigious :md aC:1-
demieally powerful alumni network of lIol"lllfllims who exercise considerable 
influence over curriculum, examinations, and teaching appointment.<; in 
French education. 

ENS :11so bee,lllle the premier preparatory school for French intellectu­
als. Among ENS alumni one finds such notables as Louis Althusser, Henri 
Berb'Son, Georges Canguilhcm, Regis Debray, Michel FOllcault, Jean 
Jaurcs, Claude Levi-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 
\Vas in fact the "breeding ground of young Durkheimians at the nJrtl of the 
century" and the shared educational experience for leading postwar French 
sociologists including Raymond Aron, George Friedmann, and Jean Stoet· 
zcl (Karady 1981 :37)' Alain Touraine preceded Bourdieu at the ENS in 
'945 and Ra),mond 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 gmndes 
ieoles and relatively less influenced by family background in its recruitment. 
Sirine]]i ( 1 988) documents that historically there have been just enough 
upwardly mobile recruits to give pbusibility to its meritocr:ltic image.1 Yet, 
:IS research by Bourdieu ([ 98ge) and others show, the meritocratic image 
of the gt'mules ieoles, including ENS, represents an ideology that deflects 
:"lUcntion from the very large number of recruits from privileged back­
g"rounds.l Being from the extreme southwest provinces, Bourdieu shared 

t. Amoul(" d,,' lUorc slrikilll(" c��rt1l'l"s is lhe ble Georges Pompidou, whose grandparents 
I<ere I"''''',n'''. wl".-;e parenl' Were clconCnl�'ry sch.".I IC;1chcr;:, nnd who e�cel1ed �C:ldemically, 
alll'",bl FNS, ",,,I e\'elllually hn�u,l<' Prc,j,Il-'ll "f the Frend, Repuhlic. 

\' ( :hml:oill lI,nuld"l, ,Jjrl;\']o,r "I' Sunil Srkm·o.;, :01 I':NS, rCI"'f!�\1 lh,u ENS h;1S nc,'cr 
!tecn .! runl"r "'''"\',. "I up"";,,.d """ ,,1 ",,,I,jllI)' II'''''' th" 1.I\\·e-.;t n::Ol'h", of Freud, S!''';Cly 
(1'1'1,,,'"1.''''''' "' , I", ( ,·,11,·,' h ",  1·"" 'IW .• " .'I"d"·,, I L,n .ml l l,,,,",,!,,,,),, l \ "I .n·,·h ",oJ')' /'" 
, ,,' ,1'"11 ''' iI.""I, I, ,t, ""II ,01" "" � IN" , ,.," "I 1' 1\., ,,,,d,'U" , . .  ,1.1\ n'I" •· ... ·"t tl"· I�'I",I.'r d.I, ... ·,. 
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in neither the cultural nor social advantages of lIlc majority of his ENS 
classmates. 

Bourdieu, of course, was not unique in being vicwed by his Parisian 
peers as a young "provincial"-there were many others. Foucault too was 
a provinci'll outsider to the Parisian intellectual heirs (Erioon 1 99 1 : 1 5). 

Indeed, as Bourdieu ( 1988b) remarks, the anti-instinnional disposition of 
all three-Bourdieu, Derrid.l, and Foucault-may stem in part from their 
respcnive backgrounds as outsiders to a milieu domin;lted soci;llly and cul­
turally by P;lris. 

ENS is known for cultivating an abund.lIlcc of espril (1'it;ljlfe, and in 
this Bourdicll excelled. Little escaped his critical fbir: peers, professors, the 
school itself. The reputation th;1t would characrerir-c his bter sociological 
work-that of being a sharp and relentless critic of the French edllc;ltional 
est;lblishmcnt-is already in evidence at ENS. \·Vhar is striking is Bour­
dieu's self-perception of being '1Il outsider within the academic establish­
ment and his sharply critical attitude toward the very institution that helpcd 
make his phenomenal rise to intcllcctll,ll renown possiblc. Bourdicu experi­
enced ENS no\' only as :I mir:Iculous survivor of strcnuous academic selec­
tion, but also as a cultural :Ind social outsider. One ofBolll'dicu's ENS peers 
recalls Hourdieu having an "extr:IordimlIY desire for revenge" a1f-1inst the 
Parisian intellectual world that dominated the Ecole (Dufay and Dufort 
1993: 196)· This would find ,111 echo later in Tbe lull/Titars, Bourdicil's .maly­
sis of French university culture as hosrile tow;lrd the popular cbsses :Int! 

;IS privileging individualized stylistic distinction rather than genuine intcl­
lecnml inquiry. 

It is sometimes said that behind every cynic lies II dis;lppointed ide;llist. 
This can perhaps be said of Bourdiell, who likens his relation (Q French 
schooling to that of a frustrated "obbte" ( I  988b:xxvi). BOUl·dieu borrows 
this religiolls 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 systell1.� Bourdiell, however, refuses to give alle­
giance to the instiwtion that makes his success possible. I-Ie is frustrated 
by the gap between the lofty ideals of universalism promulgated by French 
education and the actu:l1 practices of academic power regulating rel:ltions 
among fuculty :lnd students. He is incensed by the French academic mand:I­
rins who impose curriculum orthodoxy, who themselves do little or no em­
piric:ll research, and who exercise tight control over the careers of aspiring 

4. The religious ten., refers tn ,he h"y wi ... ,h" ... , in,c"sc i",. i.",i"" .• 1 I"ph}' ." Ih� 
Church sin<.:c it sclc"h:d him fro"' I"<'ry IlIol1hlc "�'i:,1 "I'i):i,,' ti,r .mi"lII): r",· tI"' I'I'I<·" I",,,.1 
(n"",.,li ... , .,)",,1" 1 ' ,  !'I').  
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future academics.s He is offended by the thinly veiled prejudice against the 
lower classes he perceives in French ;lcademic clllture.6 He rails aff<linsr 

the traditional curriclilum, pedagogy, and cvaluation that foster academic 
routiniz..1tion rather than artistic and scientific exploration. This personal 
experience of alienation within French academe motivates him to submit 
French schooling to critiC:I1 cxamin;uion in his later work.7 But it ;llso in­
forms his approach to all instimtions. Indeed, one finds Hourdieu normaliz­
ing this critiC;11 disposition as a desirable-if not' necess;lry-ingrcdient for 
the successful pursuit of sociology itsclf.� 

One might h:lvt: expected BOlll'<lieu's revolt to take him into the French 
Communist P:Irty. Tn the late '405 and e;lTly '50S, ENS, like much of France, 
had became highly politicized. French intcllccnl;ll life W:lS sharpl}' divided 
between :Idhercnts to the French Communist Party, those sympathetic to 
M<lrxist class analysis but critical of the P;lrty, ;md existentialists who were 
morc concerned with personal freedom and mC:Iningful individual involve­
ment (Poster 1 975). At that time, the French Communist P:Irty and its 
assocbted labor organizations enjoyed the most clout 011 the political left. 
Moreover, the Communists enjoyed considerable legitimacy for having 
played ;11l important role in the French resist:.lnce during the war. Even 
Sal'tre, who dominated French intellectual life in the e;uly '50S, produced 
in {�es Temps Modrnlcs his ardcllt debates with Merieau-PoIllY, Ci"l,Idc Lef­
ort, ,md Albert Call1us over allegiance to the Soviet Union and lhe Party. 

ENS did not esc:Ipe this hearc(l political debate. Evclyone 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 entt:red ENS in 1949 and 
became head of the ENS cOlllmunist cell, rec.1l1s th:It about 20 percent of 

5. He ciles as prime e)C�H1ples Gl"Orges D�vy 3ml George Gurvild, (1Ionnc.h. Kocyba, and 
Schwibs '986::n). The disdain by Gurvitch for Uvi-SrrJuss, who did not follow Ihc eliH: 
3c:Jdcmic track before entering the College dc France-he did not wrile 3 dOClOml thesis­
is legendary. The Story is wid of Gun'itch summarily flunking a StlHk=nt who similly men­
tioned Levi-Strauss during an or:ll cxamination. 

6. Later, he will judge professoriJI e\'lIluations of student work to bt: in fact social judgmCIlIS 
,,( thcir class origins (Bourdieu 1988b: '94-110). 

7. III a r.,re mOlllent of personal disclosure Bourdicu writcs, >;the SI)edJI pb�'e held in my 
work hy a somewhat singular sociology of the university institution is no doubt explained by 
,he Ilen,Ii:lr (orcc wi,h which I felt the need to pin I'dllollal control O\'er lhe disallpointrnent 
fel. 10)' :11, '"lIb,e' EKed wilh Ihe annihilation of the truths and \'lIlul'S to which hc was dcstined 
",,<1 ,ic.li'""e'l. ralher .hnn ,:Ike rcfu!!"c ill fecliu�.'s of sclf-,k�lrucri\'e rescnunenr" (J988b:xx\'i). 

... II, .. ,,.elil·" �"!!):"'I� ,h:lI '\U,icnN "",,' likcl)' It, he rccep,i"" '0 the kind of critic:JI sociol­
"!!)' II� ad""':l1'" :lrc 1I,,",c \l'h" "'" ,,,,I)' :I,.,' " TOII): ill ""h-" .... : I"" :lb .. h:l\'e "" <.:enain rc,",,1t 
.'�.lIn,., " r  .Ii" !1I1'T 11'<111', Ih.1I .. uh.,n· (Ill< '�I ,,1'1,.,. nM.tnl .11 :.11 c'tr.IU)!t:.1 c.\llI:rkml: .J I ht: 
.... ,<1 •. "". """,.,'''') ,11.11 I".,hn 1i"'I>' " ... I t ,  'h,,} I I '  ... 11 .. 1;11'" .,,,Iu,· or. '1"'1t' "",ply, ,, ("rn, 
"I n·"".",,·,· '" .h,· ""'1,,,, ,,,,01 "".1 oI,·n·.,IoIl·,1 "'1'''''''''\''''''0 "I th,' " .',.01 "" ,.101 ,,1 1.·,.,·,1 10, 
.I". ,,� ",II) .I"""",,,,, 01,,, ,,,,,,,, "' ''� .,,1" 111 - 1 11,,,,,,1,,-" �,,,I \\""'1"."" " 1'11 1 1'1) 
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the srudems became members, though not all attended meetings regularly. 
[n addition to peer pressure, some highly respected ENS faculty were party 
members and actively recruited students. For example, Jean-Toussaint De­
santi, spccialistof Marxislll and phenomenology, a "fervenrComlllunist" and 
a "brilliant professor . . .  exerted enormous influence on the ENS students 
and helped make membership in the Communist party ;lttr;lctive" (Eribon 
1991:31-32).  Louis Althusser exerted considerahle influence over a signifi­
cant number of ENS students as their adviser. Michel FoucllIh joined the 
party in 1950 largely through Althusser's influence and remained member 
until 1953, though not active in the ENS cell. Foucault formed his own slllall 
band of Marxi$[ followers who were tolerated but considered insufficiently 
orthodox by party st;lndards (Eribon 1991 :50-51). Bourdieu's eventual col­
lahorator,Jean-Claude Passeron, was all active member of Foucault's group. 

Yet unlike Illany of his 1/0/"11/(11;11/1 peers of the pcriod, Bourdieu did nOt 
join the party. Indeed, BOlll·dieu (199oC:3) recalls having created with sev­
er:ll other ENS students, including Jac(lucs Dcrrida, during the Stalinist 
era, a cOlllmittee for the defense of liberties that was denounced by Lc 
Roy Ladllrit: before the school cell.'!Though Bourdicu :lnencled Althusscr's 
semin,lr, he never became a convcrt.'o \"'hcn Althllsseri:m M:lrxism came 
to domin<lte much of French inrellccrual life, Bourdieu became a sharp 
critic of its followers.l l  Nonethele.ss, Bourdicu's encounter with Althussc­
ri:m Marxism during those early years clearly shaped his work. That innu­
ence can be seen in some of the imellectlla I issues that Bourdieu addressed. 
The idea of the relative :llltonomy of culture is one example (Bourdieu 
I 990C:7). Moreover, some of Bourdieu's conceptual language (."'an be under­
stood as a reaction to Althusserian rhetoric. And finally, Le Roy Ladurie 
(1 982:79) recalls that among :lll of his lIol"J}/(/lien peers who went into the 
social sciences, it was above all Bourdieu who was able to develop and estab-

9. More than Ihin)' )'C:lrs btcr the f.1tiS of Bourdieu's reblionshil) 10 rhe ENS co'nillunisrs 
arc dispUTed 3.H.I remain a scnsilh·c issue. In a 19118 interview ill the French ne""Spaper L,brra· 

riol', l'icrrcJu(]uin. one of Bourdieu's ENS peers who laTer bec:1nlC 3 pnlitic:al bur�au nlember 
of the Party, �lIeb'Cd that Bourdiell had hdulIgcd to the E.J'lS COlllmullist cell. Bourdieu re­
sponded wilh � sharply worded deni31 in Ihe neXI issue. Juquin in turn maint:lined Ihat �if 
BOllTdieu wasn·( a member, he in 3ny caSt: attended edl rcullions" (recounted in Dubyand 
Dufun '993:197). 

10. Tl-rough nOt one of AltilUsser·s circle of ENS studcnts, Bourdieu has refr:rined from 
publicly judging him. In ,In intervie"- wilh the author (Paris, 19 No,-ember '987) BOllrdieu 
mainlained dl3t one of the contributions of Althusser W3S that he encouraged ENS students 
to re�d Man beyond the usual platirudes and slog-.ms dicl,lled h), the 1'3rt)'. 

I I .  See his p:miclllnly pointed 31t:ld: in Arm dr hi mbrrrbr rtI srirtl«1 soritlfrJ (Bnur­
dieu t975a). At'Conlililt In IInurdieu_ I\hhusseri,,,,isn' e�er<·iscd :In "I'l'ressive rule "', s<"-·i,,l­
,;t·ielllifi" ill<l"iry (I'"hli,· l·",,,,,,,,,,il,ni,,n :11 Ihl· (:"nfl·,.cm·c '''' till" S,,,-·i,,l Th"".-), "f I" l·n'e 
It" unlic". ,\inrd, I '  1\1'l"il .t. " ,II" .,, .Ilt" ( :'·"',-r 1,,,· I',v'-]"'''K·,.,1 S.".lrn, ( :h"·"II'" III.), 
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!ish i n  the contemporary French intellectual world a central idea shaped 
by the Marxist climate of the Ecole during those yearsj namely th:lt the 
French school system :lnd the culture it transmiltcd fund:lIllentally served 
the dominant classes. 

FRENCH SOCIOLOGY IN TilE FifTIES AND SIXTIES 
\"'hen BOllrdielL entered ENS, Frellch sociolob'Y h:1d :l very weak institu­
tional base. The French intellectual world in the e,lrly 1 950S was dominated 
by existenti.llism and Marxism. Both the :lntipositivism or existentialism 
and the official scienti fic Marxism or French communists discouraged the 
developmcnt of an independent base of social theory and empirical re­
search. The rich heritage of Durkheim had fallen into decline even berorc 
\-Vorld '·Var 11, bC(."ause of the prem.lture deaths or its Illost promising heirs 
and bccause of its marginal position in the French academic establishmcnt 
(Karady 1981). Newcomers to thc rew tc.lching positions in sociology after 
1945 h;l(l to find their intellectual inspiration abroad. They imported to 
Ffllllce some speci.llized orientation ror their work, :lS Jean StOel;"Let did in 
soci:11 psychology (Karady 198 1 :42). 

Sociology was not tallght in the /ycil1s. No sociology dcgree was offered 
in the university. [n 1949 only eighteen researchers in the Centrc Nation:lle 
dc Recherche Scicntifique covered thc area of sociodclllography and in 
1950 only four ch,lirs of sociology existed in all of Fr:lnce (Amiot 1984: 

28 1-82). \-Vhat little structure to the academic discipline existed in the early 
'50S W:1S firmly in the hands of George Gurvitch and Georges Davy, who 
held ch.lirs at the Sorbonne.'! They were veritable univcrsity mandarins 
rather than practicing social scicntists, more social philosophers than pro­
fessional research sociologists. Moreover, the empiric:ll work of Jean Stoet­
zel and George Friedmann did nOt have Iq,ritil11ate intellectual status in the 
eyes of young 11()1"1l1nlims with a t:lste for philosophy (Bourdieu 1987b: 15)· 

These researchers had nOt "followed the royal road-Ecole !lormale and 
ngregnt;oll"j rather than as sociologists, they werc perceived as failed philos­
ophers (Bourdieu 199OC:S-6). 

Yet, if French sociology of the 1950S offered little professional starus 
appeal to young 1Jol7llfl/iens like Bourdieu, its relative lack of institutionaliza­
tion and professionalization nonetheless offered him an intellectual market 
opportunity th.lt W:lS not already overcrowded as was academic philosophy. 
Bllt he woultl !lot n:.llizc that opportunity before first doing field research 
<IS :111 clhnolng-isl ill Algeria ,lilt! withoLlt the help of;1 powerful sponsor, 
1�:tyttH)lHl Afilll. 

" 1(.'1 ,,,,,,,,1 \'"'' "" ,d'] " '1'1."" 11 ."1 ,11 tI,,· .... ,,,],,,,,,,, - ! , ,  .'''� 
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After finishing the agrig(ftioll in 1955, Bourdieu, like so many (l?;"igis 
in philosophy before him, went to the provinces to teach philosophy at the 
sccondary level. He began teaching al the Lycee Moulins just outside of 
Paris. I!ut the war with Algeria ilHervcned, and he was called into military 
servIce. 

Colonial Algeria was important to Bourdieu's career, for it was thcre 
that he actually began his social scientific work as a "self-taught" ethnolo­
gist (Honncth, Kocyba, and Schwibs 1 986:39). His first book, published in 
1958, was Swi% gie de l'Algnie.p 1n that same year, Bourdicu became a 
teaching assistant at the Faculty of Letters in Algiers, and it was from there 
dlat he initiated lWO large-scale studies on the tr:lnsformation of Algerian 
social structure under colonialism and the W;1I'. This research resulted in 
two co-authored books Tmv(fi/ et mro(fillwl'S m A/gn'ie (Bourdieu, Darbel, 
et a1. (963), Lt Dcmcillefllrut (Bourdieu and Sayad 1964), and numerous 
artidcs.)t also forms the basis for threc subsequent and widely acknowl­
edged books: Esfj/lisse d'/Il/j' ,bcmie de /11 pl'lltifjue (1972); its revised and up­
dated translation, awline of II Them) of Pmctice (1977c); ;md Tbe Logic of 
Pmrtice ( I  990h). 

Like many French intdlectU.lls, Bourdieu opposed lhe French war ef­
fort, and for this reason was eventually obliged to leave Algiers and return 
to Paris. There he assumed ,1Il appointment as Olle of Raymond Aron's 
teaching <Issist:lnts at the Sorbonne. He taught at the Sorbonne from 196 1 
to 1962 and then at the Faculty of Letters at the University of Lille through 
1964. IJ1 1964 he became one of the directors of studies at the Ecole des 
Hautes Etudes ell Sciences Sociales (£I-IESS) in Paris.'� I-Ic did not, how­
ever, go on to complete the state doclOratc degree, which is the standard 
rcquirement for those seeking chairs ill thc French univcrsitiesY 

, } .  "n,is work was trallslnted inte) English ,IS Th. AIJ!,rTillll$ (1<)O!). 
[ f. Raymond Aron and Alain Touraine h�d hecmnc tlirc<:um; of studies in 1\)60. In [g64 

the nomin3tioll was actl1;lily to the �sixth section� of the Ecole Pratique dcs 1'!a,Hes Ewdcs. 
The Ecole was creatl'{l in 1868 under the scl,(>1111 Empire outside of the university strucwre 
for the P'ITI)<JSC of linking rc.'\e�rch �nd teaching" In 1947 IWO hiS1<)ri;lIIS, Fcmand Brandel 
�nd Lucien Fclwrc. founders uf Ihc f.,rnc<1 Allllnlu school ill historical research, created within 
the Ecole the sixth se.'nion, oriented to"':ITd the l'Conomic and webl sciences. The sixth section 
ral}idly 1l<!C3ll1e a key center fur social scientific research alld teaching in France. In '975 Ihe 
nallle was chnged to ,he Ecole des liallies EtlJdes en Sciences Sociales alld Ihe i'lSlilUtion 
""dS given a de!.'l'ee granting starus analogous to the uni.·enity. Today il has an autonomy 
311alogous to a grll"J� iro/c. The appoinlillent g:t,'e Bourdiell a key instilUtiollal base to develop 
his 0,,'11 research outside of the tr:lditional teaching and career structures of the university. 
The nominMion ,,'as made possihle br the combincd suppon "f Aroll, Brandel. �I\[I Li:vi­
StrJtIss. 

' 5, i\.� a conSC<l"ence, 1I,,,mlie" l.lmlUl presi,le " vcr olisscn;ui,m ,Iden_"" <·,,,nmil'ee� f" r 
(["numl de!:re<:s in Ihe I'rml'll "ni,·er<ily. Thi� i< "w,lhcr ill"'"'II'''11 " I'hi< ",,,,,,i,icr ", <II 
,ioln" " .• ,"< "'ilhin F"'nd, .Il';>.!"""'. I" 11",-"'"'I,,·,·t. 1.'"",-.",11. "h" ,[,,1 h" ,I;li,' ,1,."" ".,,<". 
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Raymond NOll was a key sponsor for Bourdieu i n  those early ycars as 
he was to many of today's le:lding French sociologists.16 Jean-Claude Ray­
naud, Eric de Dampierre, and Claude Lefort were also early members of 
Aran's entourage. As professor ar the Sorbonne, Aron was a member of 
the doctoral dissertation committee of many of mclay's leading French SOci4 
olo&,;sts, among thelll, Nlichc1 Crozier and Alain Touraine. In 1961, with 
monies from the Ford Foundation, Aron founded his European Cemer for 
Historical Sociology. Aron saw ill Bourdieu a promising and particubrly 
industrious scholar who combined a keen imerest in classical social theory 
(particularly Max vVeher) with empirical research. Bourdieu was also a 11O/'-

1IIfllicli :lIld IIgrigf in philosophy, as was Aron. He called upon Bourdicu in 
19<14 to assulIIe administrativc responsibilities of thc center. It was while 
eo-directing Aron's center that Bourdieu recruited the core of his early 
research team: Luc Holtanski, Yvette Delsaut, Claude Grignon, Jean-
Claude P;lSSerO!l, and Monique de Saint Martin. _ 

In politics :md tcmperamCnt Bourdicu and Aron were quite different,lI 
but initially there was munIaI respect.'� Sharp differences cmcrged after the 

"'as Ihe more IlIIr,;("rsil/Ji,.� of the two. Uourdien wuuld fullo", the pattern of Le,oi-Slrau.'\S, who 
also diel 1I0t completc Ihis 3�'1dcmie re1luircmcllt. 

16. It is noteworthy thaI ill the few biographical statements Bounlieu makes reg:mling 
his intdleetual background, no mcntiun is ""l{lc of Aron. Yet ATon made �,,�ibblc crucial 
institutiOllal rcsourt .... 'S ,0 Bourdi«lI in the early 19605. 

Aron was a ccntnl figure in the dc\'e\opmem of at'1demic sociology in Fr:lllce during the 
years following World \Var (I. Postw�r sociologiol research in France de,'eloped illitiaily 
outside of the uni\'ersity under the leadership uf pioneers lil.:e Georges Friedmann in e[lIpirical 
research institutes 3S the Centre d'Emdcs Sociologiqucs. \Vhcn Amn was d"Cled I'n,fl'SSOr 
of Sociology al [he Sorbonne in 1955, hc juined Georges GUivitch, a social philosollher, and 
Jean Stoet'lel. � social psycholugist, the IWO olher chaired professors of sociology, to teach a 
hodyofknowledge that "'as taught onlY:1I fuur universities in Fr.1llce-P�ris, Ik>rdeaux, Str:ls" 
bourg and Toulouse-and led 10 no formal degree. UII until then, sociolob,}' was 13ken only 
�s partial credit for cOIll(llering degrees in philosophr or in a non-teaching degree (firmer 
lim.,,). In '958, Aron introduced � lirmr. degree in s()cioio!,'Y' Smrting ",ith onl), olle leaching 
�ssismnt in 1955. he ende!\ his career al the Sorbonne in I¢R ",ilh reno \Vith such a key 
tigurc as Amll giving direction to a renewed at':ldemic s(}Liology, it is IIHt slI'llrising thar 
Bounlieu's career would intersect with Aron's. 

'7. An)!1 md I�ourdiell were 1)<Jlh 1I/)17l1alitnJ and shared a oommun inlercst in dassicll 
,;ocial lhcory, parlicubrlr Max \Vebcr. But politiC'dily Ihcy wcre differellt: Bourdieu "':IS on 
Ihe left :1>1<1 Amn on the center right of the French polilical spectnllll. Morco\'Cr, f\ron was 

" l'uhli," inlelleet",,1 who wrole rCb'l[brly as � journalist on current 110Iiticai affitirs as ,,·ell as 
,".IH),in!!, "lit hi< :I'�l<lemk ;ll"liviti<·s. Bourdieu oonecmnltt'd his atlcmion on scholarly and 
T<·sc;\,.d, :I<·li\,;,Ic.< :111,1 1"" ;,1",:,),,; locc"" hi!!,hly critil':ll of the t),ll<! (If Imhlic illtdlccrual role 
,I"" ,\r"n �r",h"li�.<',1. 

I II. An", \ """.[1 r<'�I"" "  luI' B""r.!"·,, i, ,"'1" "  .... .1 in ti,t· I,rcf","e Ill' ",role to Tbr A�r.:nillm 
( " ,t'l).' "TIll' Iw,,,k 10)' 111)- h U'lld l " elT� n"""li<'"'' .I<ul It ... ", "11 '" d:li><1 II1.11 Ihe I�M,l 

, , "" ,., ,,, ""'II " " It \II" " '" ",., "" It II". "., ", \If:" '.' It, "", I,..", � ,,� ",I, ,�'" .",,1 1'1,,1, .... '1'1,," . h., I" ",1 
", ,I,." , ,,""It, I . . , ''','''' ,.-,,,, I I. f, ... [I" .1." ", [ .. "1",-,,. " u h  .1. '," 10"",,[ .".1 [ .. "".1, """,,1 ""I, 
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1964 publication of Tbe IlIbt>";ton, in which Bourdieu, along with his co­
author Jean-Claude Passeron, advanced stinbring criticism of thc class-hased 
character of the French uni\'ersity population and of studcnt culture.'9 A 
sharp break finally occurrcd in the spring of 1968 when, in rcsponse to the 
student revolt, Aron publicly advocated limiting student participation in 
the life of the university al1(1 design:lted his center as a rallying point for 
like minds (Colquhoun 1986:339-40).!O Bourdieu exited, t;lking his closest 
collaborators with him, and founded his own Celller for European Soci­
olob'Y'!' 

"cars after the hreak, t\ron's influence was, however, still to be felt 
and on occ:lsiolls solicited. Aron's support :lided Bourdicu's election to thc 
College de Francc in 1 98 1 .  Moreovcr, Bourdieu's effort. .. to sponsor his 
own <.::lIldiclatcs for positions at the Ecole des I l:autes Etudes en Sciences 
Sociales and at the Centre Nation;11 de Recherche Scicnti/illue were oftcn 
successful only with Aron's support.ll 

.fl1lfUth)·, to .-.,o""lruct Ih" Oo.UkK,k an<I S)'SIcm uf .... 1"'" "f .!,IT",,,,,, <."" ",,,,,niL" �l lhc ",me lime 110 .. he 
I"'''''''''''''' lhe g .. "'.-.n,: "nllY .,f Ih",., "",n",,,n ... ,,, "" 1110.')' ",,,*,,,,,1 thcn.socl,·", )pinsc the �. 4unial «)0<111"." 

DCSllLtC l'·hJI Awn d.IIHlS, Bourdieu's :tt1alYl'i� of i\lg"ri�n IIt.'":ISJnI COllllnUtlitics is inrepar:lhle 
from �n an�lysis uf the French CulonialiStlt in Algeria mul the "".Ir. 1r1\le ... "(I, he condudt-s the 
work with a last ch"lltcr �The Rcvol,,!!on wilhin thc nC\'nlution� focusing on thc war. 

Kourtlicu rt't.il)nk.':I[�d hy tle<liafinj( lhe l'}Oj publie,llion of UII II11 1111J]1'11 to Amn. 
19. I t  is import:Lnt 10 r�'C311 thc symholic itnl>oTt:lncc of the role of s(:cubr I)ublic c:duCltiun 

in Fnna: �t the "mc whcll Bnt,r,I.<:u �nd I'�SSCroll offerf.."(1 their crilicism. The secubr �nd 
lUidon-fn-e pulihc etluc:mon system "'':Is :t crowning �chtC\'emelll of the Third Republic in 
i ts cunAict wilh the ChLlrch, the monarchy, �nd oonser.�1tism. [n th" eyes of many French, 
thc school WJS a sytnhnl of cg:JIi I"rbni�tll .lg"ilN c\itistll; "f t1cmocrocy agai'lSt Ihe monarchy; 
�nll of lihl:r!)' ag:lin�1 the CWl1rnl (If the Church anti the domin3t11 cb�. 

Arnn himsclfh�d II<. .... n critiC:lI of French ul11"ersi!), oou{",Jliull. As early as 1959- onl)' four 
r"�1"5 after his cJectinn to the chair of .'iOCiology at Ihc Sorhonn,,-Aron wrote for u fignrv an 
ani de, MThe Greal �hseryofthe SorlKn1tle,D in which hccull1l'bin ... -d of ",·ercrowdillg. ln l¢o 
he r.)lIowed with four majnr 3Ttkk'S nn M'l1le Unil'CrsilY in Crisis� in which he deoounct:d the 
tendcncy in French higher cdut':ttion In cmphasi7.<! �rhClCJrk�,l lIU3Iitics� �",l lhe Icarning of a 
�gener.ll cultu .. e" rJther than prcparing tcachcTS and stullems in resc�rch skills. These were 
criticisms also voiced loy lIourdieu and P)sscron. But thc c1�ss-h�s.cd indictment by Bourdicu 
and P$SCron of unWefStt)' culture 3nd the 1f..'Xhtng prof\:Si510n w:ls too unsettlmg for ATon. 

lO. That the hn:'31: helwcen the t .... o left 3 sense: of dCCI) dis:tPllOinunenr �nd frustntetl 
CXIK:CI:ltions, there Clln be no doubt. In his Illcttloir!l, Aron echoes his sidc of thaI d�prion: 
�i\t the lime, he promise,1 e"crything that hc has fulfilled, olle of thc 'brre�ts' of his gcnerotion; 
bUI he g;wc no indit':1lion of .... ha' he has bCf..'Otllc-thc leader of 3 sect. self-confident �nd 
domineering, skilled m university imrigltc and m"rdh:ss towards any who might Cltuse him 
offense. 10 hmmn tenus, I CJlpected differcntly of him" (quoted in Colquhoun 1¢!6:IO). Bour­
dicit has neYer wrnten his "ersK)fl of the affair. 

Z I. Bourdieu W:I.S not alone in his sharp dis:tgreement with Aron ovcr ,\by 1968. Aron and 
Toul'Jine as well broke off COl1lml1ni(':llion {)I'er T OUr:line's cl11husiasri!.: CIIII)I'�l'C orthe (:I'e11l\ 
of ,\13y (Colquhoun 1986:340). 

u. An 3t'COUlll of the relations hell'·� .... n An.n :11,,1 n""nlk" !lut i, f'l,·"r" h1c I" At·.,,, LIl' 
he f"'Il,,1 in 113v" .. ", t'JI) I. 
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I f  Bourdieu broke with Aron over May 68, this was nOt because of 
Hourdieu's enthusiastic cmbrace of the student revolt as was the case of 
Touraine (19li8). Bourdieu's relationship to the srudcllt movement was in 
fact ambivalent. Like other leading French thinkers, Bourdicu did not an­
ticipate the May 1968 revolt. The Illheriro'T had contributed to the growing 
critical consciousness among some student leaders of class inequalities in 
French higher education (Lindenberg 1975:31). YCt, his theory :lnd re­
search on French higher education at that time emphasi7..ed the reproduc­
tion of French social strucrure, nOt its possibility for change. [ndeed, the 
book was criticized in Les temps 1II0ilenlS for suggesting that French univer­
sity studcnts did not form a social class :lnd were hence inc:lpable of cI:1ss­
based mohili:t .. ation (Bourdieu and Hahn 1970: 19-20). In 1970 he and Pas­
seron would publish Reproduction: In &1f1<OI;0l1, S(}ciety "lid Ciliture, where 
the theme of the social repro<luction of educational institutions receives 
its strongest emphasis. Moreover, in 1968, Bourdieu, Chamboredon, and 
Passcron publishcd The CrIIJi of Sociology, in which the celltral concem was 
one of defining the nec{.'Ssary conditions for an epistemologically informed 
practice of sociology rather th:1n advocating political practice.!) 

Bourdieu's earlysilcncc regarding the e\'ents of 1968 is conspicuous, for 
the French student movemcnt received special attention from :lll the other 
leading French sociologists ;It the time.l� Only whcn secure in the highcst 
and most prestigious academic position in French academe at the College de 
France did Bourdieu publish, in Homo A<odemicfls, his interpretation of May 
I 968.!J This critical study, which will be examined in chapter 7, emphasizes 
the role of the profession;}1 interests within the university teaching profession 
in contributing to the crisis. Though himself a critic of the status quo, Bour­
dieu remains skeptical of the real significance of the French May 1968 experi­
ence. Even today, he describes it as only a "s)'lllbolic revolution" or "collective 
trauma" that, while contributing to thc reemergence of cultural conservatism 
in the :lcademy, has been "without political consequences" or any gcnuine 
social transformation (Bourdieu and I la:lcke 1994:72). 

l'ItOFF.SSIONALIZING AND DEVELOPING A CENTER 

I t became something of an initiation rite for the post-"" orld \"'ar II gener­
:11 ion of French sociologis.t"S to make their pilgrimage to the Mecca of soci-

:;.  Ih U"" "f t\run\ tlH�chtng �ssislanu; al the Sorbonne in the sixties .... hen Aron .... as 
l,relYJrlllf{ 1\ /a/ll CmTrIlfS ill S«HJQf/.�/.I1 Tbollfl.bl (11)65). Bourdieu uught Durk.hcim and other 
""'·,,,I.,):t<· ... d.t..;�ks r:lther Ih;m " ... ·tal "'''''Ct1tellb or 3",'1ion-orietllcd sociology. 

:+ Art." ( t  'I,H), (:r,"i<T ( ,  '1"/), 1\" ,,,1,,,, ( t  ,y.'J, ")70, 1,}71) at1<1 Tultr:line (1968), for cx­
'''"1'1,·, "II " I"'t·,·,1 ;1t,.,I),,,", ,,( .10,· ,·,,·t'h. 

l". In J " 17 '  .n tit I,· MI.. ,it-k'N' ,I." " t"i"" (1\, ",,·,I,,·u. I�, ,It.""k., :t",[ " lal,li,h" .. .  ')7 ' )  11" " .. _ 

.I"." " .. I ",.Iu .It,· ,,,,,,,· .. I II ... w ... ,, "k." ,h.t! """ld IK· ,I,·.cI" IW,1 on """"J.',,,.Jo/n,,,, 
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oIOb,)" the United States. Sevel"'dl made their name in Franee for the intel· 
lectual products they imported from the United States. Stoetzcl brought 
social psychology and opinion polling, Bourricaud brought Parsonian fune· 
tionalisrn, and Bouclon brought methods from the Lazsarsfeld tradition. 
Bourdieu, 1'00, went to the United States in the 1960s for brief visits to the 
instimte for Advanced Smdy in Princeton and the University of Pennsyl­
vania. At Penn he met ElVing Goffman, whose work Bourdieu hell>ed intro­
duce in France through translation. Bourdieu claims Goffman influenced 
him considerably, though he seldom cites him. \·Vhile it would be incorrect 
to say that Uourdieu founded a Goffman currel1t in French SOCiology, he 
employs some of Goffman's concepts, such as the "total insrit1ltion," in his 
own work(Bourdieu 1 989C: 1 12) . . More imponantiy, Bourdieu finds in Goff· 
man's strong sense of agency a strategic corrective to French strucmralism. 

Bourdieu's efforts during the 1960s and early '70S focused on devel· 
oping a professional sociolo�,')' as distinct frOIl1 the academic sociology 
raught in the universities ;md the media-orienred sociology that flourished 
in French intellectual circles. Early pieces critical of Touraine's sociology 
of action (Bourdieu 1974b) and Morin's foclls 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, theoretical though 
empirically researchable, and scientific though not positivist. In the Durk­
heimian tr.lditioil he worked to found a school thar would legitimize and 
insomtionali ... .c his vision for sociological inquiry. He did all of his teaching 
in graduate research seminars at the Ecole des HalItes Etudes en Sciences 
Sociales and the Ecole Normale. Rarely did he Ill,lke public polirical decla· 
rations in the tr.ldition 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 attracted a number of 
able collaboramrs.!6 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 commanding voice he sought in the principal 
French sociologic:11 journ:ll, the Revile Fmll(aisr (Ie Sodologil' (and also with 
Tbeory allli Socie ty, where there is a brief collaborative effort with Alvin 
Gouldncr), hc founded in '975 his own journal, Actes de 1(1 Rctbercbl' r1I 

Sd!!IICI'J Sori(l/es. This made him the only contemporary French SOCiologist 

:6. Hourdicu's Cenlcr for European Sociology is Situ�led in th�t institutional Hcn� of semi­
public rc:scarch ccntcrs outside of me universily whc� most sociology in JlOSfWlIT Fr:ancc WlIS 
in fact produced. Though he did receh'C funding frum K()(bk for the �tl,llJy (If Ilhotu!:"rJ]lhy 
(Boutdieu, Uohnnski ct al. 19'65), his center did not dcpen.1 .", l";'-Jte fllntHn).! nUl' h:l� it 
tnrh'cd on /to\'cmment enmr:aet rcsc:ln·n. llnunlieu huih "I' hl' <'ell1cr br).!':I)' Ihru"].Ih 1,,,101 ... 
rc .. 'urn. ... fn�n Ihe ]o ' 1 1 1':'';S (...:" 1l"",�"l l<llll). 
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with his own profession�1 review. Many of his books since 1975 3re i n  fact 
elaborations of articles first published in Actrs}7 

. An extensive survey of French consumer practices, cultural taStes and 
lifestyles and further analysis of his Algerian data in the 19705 culminated 
in two major books, Di#illction: A SQd,,1 C,'itifJllt oftbe Jlldgellltllt of TfIJ1r 

( 19791 and Tbe ugh: of Practice ( 1 98o( that helped him gain entry into the 
College de France in 1981.!1I Di#;lIct;Ofl was a commercial SliCcess and 
hrought Bourdiell considerable media at'temion. The new public notoriety, 
however, did not diminish his productivity. The 19Sos brought to fruition 
his long-standing efforts of critical srudy of the French university and the 
system of the [f"lllu/es troles. I I  is study of the university faculties and profes­
sorate culminated in the 1984 publication of 1-/01110 ;/cndelllims. The re­
search project on the gT(l1l(Ies eeo/I'S, begun in the early '70S, finally was pub­
lished in Uf nob/em d'E/1ff in ' 989. In 1992 he would publish Les regia (Ie 
/'(11'1, which assembles his work on Fl;lIIhel't-a sort of sociological response 
to S:lrtre-and the rise of artistic alld literary fields in France. 

Near the end of the decade he bcg:lIl a new rese;1rch project on public 
housing policy in France (Bourdicu 199Ob; Bourdieu, Bouhedja, and Givry 
1990; BOllrdieu, Bouhedj:l ct al. t990)' This was followed in the early nine­
ties by a massive intelViewing project of lower-middle-class individuals on 
the theme of "social suffering." This research lead to the publi(.:ation of Lo 
Mish'e (/1I 11101ldr (1993), which waS also a commercial success. 

Ln 1993 he recei\'ed the CNRS Gold Metal for outstanding contribu­
tion to scientific research. This prestigious award is seldom given to some­
one in the social scicnces, :lIld therefore represents special recognition by 
the French scientific community of sociology as a social science and of 
Bourdieu as its most recognized spokesperson.]'I 

Despite continuing a rigorous research agenda, Bourdieu made a shift 
in the style of his published work. An increasing number of his publications 
in the 19805 and '90S consisted of collections of interviews, lectures, and 
conferences (Bourdieu 19!)OC, 1 993d, 1 994; Bourdieu :lIld Haacke '994; 
Hourdieu and 'vVacquant 1992). More and more, he adopted the intelView 
format rather than the highly formalized writing characterizing most of his 
previous work. 

!7. After the l'Te�li"n "f,·/rtel. lIounlicu stoPIK!d puhlishing in the Rtvllt I'rnrlfoutJt 5«wlo­

,l(lr-:I further ilHlil�lw 'II ,,( his linn int�l1Ij"lI to ("111111 his 0"'11 school of sociology. 
!Il. F"",,,le.] II' ' H') I,y 1-'r,III\'"'' I, the (:,,]1c].Ie IS 'III �(�ulc"';l�, II)' l'resrigiou� in�titllte for 

,,,I'�"H'l·.1 �lUd)' "h",,· "".111 Il·"" ... ·.I I:I.·uit)' (,Iightl) ,,\l'r ,0 ..11:111"<) "rc o;cJ..'CtL'(1 hy ,'ming 
111<'11111\,'''' �, Illl' 111'''1 .11·""III]1lt,h<'11 n·l,r\·'I\'tU.lIl\n III thl:lr Ih'>l'IIIIII1<", Iluunlku\ ckcliml 
t" II .. · (�,llqlt' 1"1"'.1 1",,, �].I'''II'I I", 1" " " '1,.,1 " ' ''''1'''1'''''' til 1h.· I· I I I'''S. \b", I " "r,'; ..... 
I I  ... "0110, ... ,,,.,1 ,,,,, ,', " t  ',." n. I n ,  '!I.",,,. �",] 11, ... ,,1.-1 111,,,1. IL" II"I..-,,·, , , ' u ,,·\ 1�""lok 

1'1 I "" ,",."" 10.1>1 "·O.'Il.',] ,t '" " Jf,H 

I 
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After 1981, Bourdieu also shifted his time and intereslS from his Center 
for European Studies and the EHSS to the College. Having solidified his 
position in French sociology and the French intellccnml world, he is now 
able to devote increased attention to international intellectual markets. 
There has been increased travel to other European countries, United 
Slates, and Jap:1I1. 

He launched in 1989 Libel': R(;'1)1l1! EllropielllJe des LivI'es, which is de­
signed to provide an independent forum for intellectual exchange th:lt 
struggles against all forms of national, rcgional, and professional provincial­
ism th:)[ (Iivide intcllectllals. Because of financial limit;ltions, it has since 
become an ;mnex of Actes. In the hire '80S and early '90S one saw increased 
political activism with high profile media attention. 

The Signijicnllce of PhilOSQphicn/ Thollgb! 011 /JollnJieu 

Next r examine several pivOlal intellectual influences th;lt have shaped 
Bourdieu's approach to sociological inquiry. [ have been selective, as Bour­
dieu draws from an unusually wide range of sources. I focus on Bachcbrd, 
Sartre, Levi-Strauss, Marx, 'Neber, and Durkheim, and on his early ethno­
graphic field experience in Algeria. Bourdieu also dr;\ws inspiration from 
Austin, Cassirer, Heidegger, Husserl, Merleau-Ponty, and \.yittgenstein in 
developing his logic of practice �\Ild particularly the role of language. I note 
but do nOt examine systematically these inAuences. Their impact on BOllr­
dieu's treatment of language, which is not examined in this book, can be 
observed in the edited collection of Bourdieu's papers on language and the 
helpful introduction by John B. Thompson (Bourdieu !99Ic). 

1n approaching the Bourdieu's work it is helpful-particularly for Brit­
ish and American social scientists-to keep in mind that he originally stud­
ied philosophy and approaches his social scientific work through disrincti}, 
philosophical concerns.JO Bourdieu (1987b:40) himself explains that 

philosophcrs arc milch more present in my work than I (.�n say . . . . Sociological 
research as I com.:cpUlalize it is �Iso a gOt)d terrain for doing wh�t Austin called 
" fieldwork in philosophy." 

30. Philosophy has pbycd a much more central role in Ihe formation of French sociologists 
of Bourdieu's generation than it has in British and particularly in North American sociolo�,'y. 
Several of Bourdieu's contemporaries, such as Ra)'mond Boudon and Alain Touraine, were 
also traine<! in philosojlhy, and il is possible to see Traces of tlml fOr1l1�live IlCriod on their 
subscqucllt work. Boudon (1980), for c;(;Jmpk, has wriw.:n on Ih� (.:l'i�l�nlolob'Y of AA'i,,] s<:i­
ence. BUI none hns use.l :ls sdf-conscinusly �11<1 s)"<le"'"I'icllly:l� h:l� 1I""rtiicli �()d,il �l'kll<'� 
IH CXI)lure key l)hil""'I)hknl 'luc-'Ii""s rcbli.'c II> k",,,,kdJ.!'·' l'c·n·q'liun. ",'Ii"n. d"ll ... · . . ",,1 
,1�1<"'lIIilli'l1l. 
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1 1  is indeed appropriate to think o f  Bourdieu's sociology a s  "fieldwork in 
philosophy." Some of his work quite explicitly seeks to translate philosophi­
c:II issues and concepts into social scientific research.J' Moreover, a polemi­
GIl thrust emerges in this effort, namely, to dethrone the idealist tradition 
of philosophy-particularly srrong in the French academy-by taking the 
noble concepts, such as Kant's theory of llcSlhctics, and finding their elll­
hodimcnt nOt in the life of the mind or movcment' of reason, but in the 
mundane, practical activities of everyday life, sllch as elltillg, dressing, and 
cxercisingY For Bourdieu, philosophy is an ideal-typical form of symbolic 
violence th:lt lays claim [Q universal forms of kilo wi edge totally independent 
of their social iocltion. He is sharply critiC:11 of all forms of intellectual 
practice-particularly philosophical-that resist being siUl:l[ed socillily (see 
Boul'dicu I 983b). 

But it is llisa Bourdieu's clear aim to set sociological inquiry on a firm 
epistemological foundation.)1 To do this, Bourdieu dr:1WS from several dif­
ferent philosophical currents that have shaped French intellectual thought 
since the 1930$. One of the most distinctive features of his sociolo !:,'Y is 
his elTon to integrate into his sociology elemenrs from these philosophical 
schools. 

Foucault (1978b) observes that French philosophy since 1930 has been 
divided by (\\.'0 broad traditions: the phenomenological/existential and the 
history and philosophy of science. The fortller focuses on experience, per­
ception, and subjectivity as it tllckles rhe 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 thc dcvelopmcn t and structure of scientific 
reason independent of the knowing subject. Lcvi-Strauss's structuralism 
comes out of this tradition. Bourclieu's intellectual lineage clearly owes 
much more to the second campi yet his intellectual project represents a 
critical dialogue with both. 

As a student in the 1950S, Bourdiell studied the key phenomenological 

3 I .  In f)i;lillctiott, for example. he frames his study of FrCIl�h palt�rus of lifcstyle and taste 
with 3 criti<lue of Kant's thought on aesthetic judgment. 

F. The sheer i,ka that sociology could address philosophical i!;SlIt'S shows how Bourdieu 
t:okes aim at 11.(.: �or(.: of tl.(.: dil(.: inlcll�ctual I"Hildon in postw:lr France. AsJean d'Onnesson 
uhscr\'�d, "iUllllc.liald)· afla the "".r, and for s.evernl )'ea.-s thereafter. philosOIJhy carried in­
'�''''I''"�'[,lc I,rc..li/!c. r don't k""", if r �'.111 desaibe. now. at .his distance. what it represented 
(',r "S. 'I 'he "ine1c,·",h n'nlur)' ""1', 1',,'rh:'II'<. I he:' l-':Il lllr)' nfhisl'''},; th(.: lIli.) twentieth cenmry 
w�lIIc,1 d�,I"�Il�d ' "  I'h;I'''''I'Ii)' ' . .  lilel".II"rc. I':linti>l/!. h;�I"ri(':ll �I"dics. IM)lilil'S. Ihenler, 
,",,1 1illll \\(.:1"\' ;111 111 1,lnl"'''I'II) __ 1I.\lHI-" [1\11,,1<,.1 111 l'nlH,n 11111 1 : ( 7). 

\ I. Th" ]""'1," '1 h"d, 1"1'1" .• 1 '·�1"·<·"""1 '" /1". /"'.,,/1 ,,/ ,.,. ",J".�t '" II 1"..1, 1\" ,,,·,iu-1I. ,,)un)! 
" 11 II ( h." "I" " ,[,."" '" ,,[ ] '.""' .... ,,. ,11'i' ", . .  ' I"'"gt ."" ]," .'" (.] ,,,,,.,,,, ,\, 'II" .dh ,,01, ",,,,,.,[ I"'" 'It,',' 
.,1 ,." ,,,1"111 
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writings of I -Ieidegger, I lusserl, Schutz, Merleau-Pomy, and Sartre. I lis 
snldent generntion clearly felt the towering influence of Sanre, though by 
the 195°S a shift away from existentialislll was already apparent. Reflecting 
upon his studenl cxperience, Bourdieu (1987b:15) says he "never partici­
pated in the existentialist mooJ"-an intellectual orientation that provided 
more appeal ro smdCIlLS of bourgeois origins than lO tho� of lower-middlc­
class background from the provinces, such as himself. Despite his train­
ing in philosophy and the influence of existentialism on postwar French 
thought, Bourdieu developed an carly prcfcrence for the sciences, and in 
filct at one point consid�rcd majoring in biology. The popubrity of existen­
tialist thought, he contends, worked to impcde the developmcnt of the so­
cial sciences in France. Sartte, in particular, held the social sciences in low 
esteem, making them unattractive options for aspiring young French intel­
lectuals. l ienee the importancc Bourdieu attributes to thc phenomcnologist 
Merle�1U-1)01lly, who played for young Bourdieu a key rolc by taking seri­
ously imo account the social sciences in his philosophical work. It was in 
fact Nlerleau-Pomy and philosophers of science, sueh as Gaston Bachclard, 
Georges Canguilhell1, and Jules VuiJlcmin, whom Hourdieu ( 1 987b: 1 4) rc­
calls as the most ronnative philosophical influences upon his early intellec­
nml life. 

Thc influence of phenomcnology ;md existentialism is nonctheless 
both subsmntively and conceptually present in Bourdieu's work. Substan­
tively, he carried out I:ncr in his career a study situating I leidegger in his 
political and intellectual milicu (Bourdieu 1991 f). Moreover, it was dearly 
S:lrtre who motiv:lted Bourdieu's ( I  988a) stud}' of Flaubert. Conceptually, 
his interest in reintroducing agency into structur::ll analysis reflecLS the early 
inAuence of existentialism. And from phenomenolo b"Y Bourdieu (1¢7) 
takes the idea that evcn the most mundane activities of human life may be 
subjected to philosophical inquiry.loI 

Ne"ertheless, the more important formative influence is to be found 
in the hismry and philosophy of science of postwar France. Pointing to this 
intellectual tr::ldition Foucault (1978b:ix) remarks that if "you take away 
CanguilhclIl . . .  you will no longer understand much ;Ibout Althusser, AJ­
thusserism and a whole series of discussions which hn"e taken plnce alllong 
FrCI\ch Marxist. ... " Spcaking or his own work, Bourdieu says, "I tried to 
transpose into the ficld of the sodal sciences a whole epistemological tra-

H. Bourdieu would have us see his �ncmion 10 lifcslyb and [heir n:b-auCI: fur under­
st3ndin� conH'1!1I)(Ir:lry str:lti!1C:lli"n ;n Fr:lI1l'e in l'f;t;l' ... l l�"nmsi II> Ihl' m"re "'''J.:''SI 1"1';\ .... 
�1I1on� French 1cfl;'i ,,�i ... l "'' 'I"nll'I' " f", ,rkillJ.:-da" ,·ullllrt· .1>101 " r}f.1I11, .. III" II. I�,lnw�II,,,,I,, 
111.:11,,,>1. ,·"m'·"'IM,r:,r)" ''''I''I"h"" .",,1 II ... 'I�h' 
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dition represented by Hachclard, Canguilhem, [andl Koyre" (Bourdieu, 
Chamboredon, and Passcron 1991:248). This is a French philosophy·of­
science tr::ldition nOt widely familiar to English-speaking social scientists. 
It predates yel ovcrlaps Wilh Illany of the widely acknowledged tCnCLS of 
Thomas Kuhn's (l!)6z) seminal work on scientific par::ldigms.H As a smdent, 
hoth Bachclard and Canguilhelll were for Bourdieu "cxemplary propheLS 
in \"leber's sensc" (1Ionnclh, Kocyba, and Schwibs 1986:36). Their episte­
mological legacy in Bourdieu's work continues to this day. Lndeed, many of 
Bourdicu's central thcorcti(:al concerns remain somewhat elusive to much 
British and American sociology unlcss thcy are understood in light of this 
philosophi('';ll tradition. I turn thereforc to a brief discussion of key ideas 
from Bachelard-the more ccntr::ll thinkcr for Bourdieu-that animate 
Hourdieu's conception of the socbl scientific method.16 

As a philosophcr of science, Bachel:lrd argucs th;lt philosophy must 
come to grips with c.ldy-twcntieth-century revolution:lry changes in phys­
ics.l7 For Bachehll'd, rd'l1ivil), theory :lnd quantum mechanics completely 
rc\'olutionized the philosophical task as well :15 the nature of philosophy 
iLSelf. These changes, he concludcd, undermined rhc existing philosophical 
traditions of both idealism and empiricism. Philosophy could no longcr 
find grounding in II priori categories of reason (Kant), language structures, 
or in :I transcendental subjcl.:t (Hegel). Reason is historical since modcrn 
physics demonstrat"es that there is historical de\'elopment within the r::ltio­
nal structures and standards of science itself. This historical development 
unfolds from the conrrontation between theory and the empirical world, 
thereby discrediting both ide:'llist and cmpiricist views of reality. Scientific 
knowledge is "constructed" and "dialectical" knowledge, one that docs not 
arrive at final truths but proceeds as an ongoing project or correction and 
rectification of past errors. Thus, the logic of scientific discovery, Bachelard 
;Irgues, poinLS to a new kind of philosophical task that must be carried on 
without the traditional foundations. The philosophcr must adopt the "dia­
lectical reason" of science, which does not need to be grounded in the II 

priori reasoning c:Jpacilies of a knowing subject or in an independcnt empir­
ieal world. B:lchclard therefore proposes a reflexive episremolob"Y' one that 

y;. 11""nli",,',; gcncr:llinn <If III;mllllim philosophy students were f3111iliar with the Bache­
br.l, Clilguilh"nl. :lIul K"yr� "llblcl>lulugk�11 lr:ulilion prior to the publication of Kuhn's 
" .. rk. 

Iii. '11,,, '"I1"l''''·c "f Ibd ... L. ... ! l�'11 he rC:hlil}' ."" ',, in '/"br (,'''ifi ofSodolOfJ. 
17. 'l1u, ,I",,.. '''IU'''.lf) ,,( I!:u'hd:ml rqlrl·",,," ;1 rcn,l",!!" "f Ibd,d:ml \\'ilh �n cye U!wanl 

1" I,I"�IIU'Il I\" "l'oI'I'I' 1.I[I'n Ih.111 1"-'" "hl1).: :1 1" I'I·n·,,, 11111'1.1", II' 'II 1<' lladwl:m!', imcJk.,·I""] 
1'"'1'"<"1 I I,.",· ,I,.m" [r" ,,, II�, 1,,-1.,,)1\ 1.n 1",..,,,,lwII Ilr I'r'I" " �/C"" I'II"r (I '11ot"1. II ... ,,-·lwI,·,1 
II." hd.",I II'\h " 1'1"""' 1"11 '" 11"",,1,,",,', 11"'d" MI,,I"II" JI h"\II�. ,L. II ... ( ',." ,  ,,/ ..... "'/''Y.r ( , '1'1 I t. 
"1,,1 I hI' 1"..- ",,' L- .,,1 II." ltd ... '] 1,\ c 111.111 � I ,,'\ I ,II>,] I ,I" 1 1 ,/11 1. ,,)II�� 



32 I CHAPTER  TWO 

is historical, discontinuous, dialectical, and no longer centered in some con­
tinuous, unchanging, or ever-renewing cogito. 

Bachelard's understanding of dialectical reasoning is nOt to be confused 
with Hegelian or Marxist dialectics (riles 198]:146). For Bachelard, the 
dialectical mode of reasoning in science does not replace one theol)' 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 expcrience, to the development of a broader framework th:1t 
includes the previously excluded :lSpcct. In this way, for example, Euclidean 
geometl)' was not replaced but rather superseded and regionally situated 
within a broader non-Euclidean, space-time conceptual spacc. Dialectic;ll 
reason situates the previous theol)' in a broader concepUlal space that high­
lights both its strengths and limitations. This mode of dialectical thought 
can include several different theories, which at a given level of logic contra­
dict each other by virtue or their limits, but, when situated within a broader 
framework, stand in complemental), relationships. Former knowledge is 
nOt rejected but changed by a sort of realignlllent in which new fields of 
knowledge arc opened up, forcing a reevaluation of what was previousl}1 
takcn for granted. Such a shift in thought constirutes what B:tchelard calls 
an "epiStcmological break" with the previous thcories.J� 

The logic of scientific discovel)' thus proceeds by epistemological 
breaks or paradigmatic shifts. These are cognitive discontinuities or rup­
nlres in logical rclations in which previous conceptualizations are super­
seded by broader, more encompassing frameworks. This means th;}[science 
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. Earlier conceptuali"n1tions and constructs :HC displaced and replaced 
by new, more encompassing understandings.;? 

Full awareness of epistemological breaks develops, however, only after 
they occur. The limitations of existing theories arc not immediately ap­
parent. Indeed, Bachelard argues that previous theories Can acnmlly op­
erate as "epistemological obstlc1es" to the progress of science. They be-

38. The lcnn is more commonly associated with Althusser. It is in fact A1thusscr's eXIr.lpo­
lation from Bachclard's thought mOTt than Bachebrd himself that gives this tcnll currency 
in French intcllccrual thought. Althusscr (1970:257) claims that the tcrm is r:lrcly found in 
Bachelard's work and th�H Canguilhcm did nOI " usc Ihis OIlK'1.!llI SYllmlllliml!��, I havc I'ricd 
to do.� Nonetheless, as Alt1ll1s.scr ,ulmiIS, the idea is dC:lrly 1"'C'l'''] i" Iladtdar"·s writi,,),";. 

39, This idca is "r l'"Ur.C L�tl'turcd ill I\lIhl1·' ( I  'J/'!) '·""'·'·pt "f 1"""oIi)!,,,. 
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,'ol11e obStacles when they assume a necessal)', takcn-for-granted Status In 
"rdering scientific work. Tn the history of science, Bachelard argues, both 
r:l1 ionalism and empiricism were important constructions in the early 
I'hases of the histol)' of science. But as they became part of the cvel)'day 
n::lsoning of practicing scientists they became epistemological obstacles to 
Itlrther progress and thercfore needed to be rejected in favor of new COIl­
�t ructions. 

If scientific progress is marked by fundament.II shifts in conceptual-
1/,.ltion of reality, how can sllch shifts be facilitated, particularly since 
I he obstacles ro progress in scientific thought never become visible until 
:tfrcr the fact? Bachelard's answer is that the dialectical reason of science 
"perates by negation; It operates as an ongoing polemic against existing, 
<.:�tablished procedures and theories. By refusing to grant e.�istillg theories 
:1 kind of universal status, dialectical reason offers the dynamic potential 
tilr transformation. Further, relevant knowledge for seeking out and over­
,'oming epistemological obstacles goes bcyond the conceptual, cognitive 
Ii ,undations of an intellectual discipline to include all the social, cultural, 
:md psychological factors that shape our perception of particular theoretical 
i�sucs and our theorizing about them. Here Bachelard opens the door ro 
�,)ciological factors as conditions that can shape the processes of reason and 
�ri(,!ntific discovel)'. He �ces a unique role for epistemology as a necessary 
n::ilexive monitoring instrument for increasing awareness of both the cogni­
I ive and social conditions that shape and lilllit existing scientific work. Epis­
temological reflection on previolls theories makes it possible to investig'Jte 
precisely what they assume and to enhance the chances for an epistemologi­
cal break. 

Bachelard therefore sees his philosophy of science ;lS "open," since sci­
clltific reason is historical, discontinuous, dialectical, and reflexive. New 
scientific knowledge obtains through an ongoing process of negations and 
!lCW syntheses. Sillce this dynamic process is continually modifying and 
hringing into perspective new angles on the p.lst through elimination 
;111([ rectification of past errors, the task of scientific construction is never 
rltlly completed once and for all. The scientist continually confronts epistc­
tt1ol()gic�ll ohstades that must be overcome in order to achieve new scien­
l i l;c knowledge. For Bache1ard, error continually reasserts itself as existing 
I heories assume the status of a necessary truth. 

Fill:llly. for Ibchdard, scienti fic knowledge must be constructed in op­
p, ,�il i"l1 10  cveryday pr:lclit"al kllowledge, hy struggling against sllch SPOIl-
1:1 1lt"' III": pr, ,divj, ie� , I f ,  he 1111111:1\1 lI1ind :1.5 I:lkin� C\'ellt� :11111 c.�pcrictlces :lr 
I.\\"e \':I I",· "f I>,·l·ot tlit ll-\ �·;I�il.1' cl]ll iv.ucd Ii}' l'.t'-l il"ttl:II·ly vivid il1tl'res�iolt�. 
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Bachclard argues lhat these natural inclinations of human thought arc the 
working matter for art and poetry. But science is a constructed knowledge 
that can be developed only through an epistcmological break, or ruptllre, 
widl cvcrycla}, reasoning.-II'I 

Bourdiell draws inspiration from thcse aspects of Bachelard's thought 
in dcveloping his sociological method. Like B:lchelard, Bourdieu is sharply 
critical of cmpiricism and positivism. He presents his carly programmatic 
st:ltement on the sociological method in Tbe Craft of Sociology-where his 
indebtedness to Bachcbrd is most explicit-as a means of correcting for 
the positivist' dimate in French socioloh'Y of the [950S and '60S. I n  dial 
work, Bourdieu t:harges that empiricism and positivism focus on the logic 
of verification while leaving unattended thc sources of scientific discovery. 
Bourdicu wants to remove thc proccss of theory construction from the 
realm of individual intuition or gcnius to discovcr its underlying logic 
(Bourdicu, Ch:llnooredon, and Passcron 1991 :vi-vii). He is interested in 

calling attention to the 1·cSCIn.b prQ(CSS itself and strcsscs tll.H the sodolo� 
gist's relationship to his or her practicc is usually mediatcd by values, atti� 
tudes and their represcntations that are frequently quite remOte froUl the 
fomlal standards of verification. Thus one can see his interest in and influ� 
cnce by Bachelard, who calls attention to the "conStructed" nature of scien� 
tific knowledge and who calls for refle.xivc monitoring of the assumptions 
that enter into the scientific construction process. Bourdicu adopts this re� 
flexive method as the tr:ldcmark of his sociolo h'Y. 

Bourdieu extrapolates from Bachelard's dialectical reason three episte� 
mological checkpointS for sociological research (ibid., I I). He builds from 
.. Bachclard's premise that the s(iemiji' fort is 1l-'OIl, (OIlStrtl(ttll, and ronfirmtd." 
First, and foremost, is the idea that scientific knowledge must brcak with 
received vicws of the social world, whether they be cveryday lay Construc� 
tions or takcn�for�gr:lnted theoretical perspectivcs. Scientific knowledge is 
a constructed knowledge, one that is built IIgaillsl previous conceptualiz.a� 
tions. Second, the scientific method invokes the construction of fonnali,.ed 
models; and, third, these models must receive empirical verification. Each 
of the three epistemological acts can be associated with a panicular research 
technique: 

40. The idea that the most important scientific diSCQ\'eries O)'pose e-.·eryd3Y. oommon_ 
sense assumptions is an argument made not only by Bachtlard but b), man�' othtr ),hiloso­
phas or sci,mcc. including rhe eminent British scientist. Le .... is W"ll'ert. One of Wolpen·, 
(1993) main theses is precisely that the 1I1(}<;1 signific:1I11 di'>("t"eri�"" ,of Ihe �icn�'I."s vlHla[e Ihe 
pr�ptS (If ooll1l11on sense. I Ie ar"'1I�"" lh:1I Ih" <1)'11.",, ' ,f thoilltiu l·"'I'I" y"d in ,I", ("",I.IIII""1tll 
I'rindJll� "f S(·ic'll"e :lTe r:uli<-" Jiy dilf,'f" ", frolll lho�.· '·'''l'lop'd hI hll"'�"� ill l·"" I")'I." ' .... , 
�""i"lt· 
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the break with the dist:lllcing power of ethnological \'ocabulary, t"Onstruction with 
lhe specific effect of fonmlism, or .... erification with the most st',lIldarrlized forms 
" f  the queslionn�lire. (57)" 

Hourdieu proposes these three epistemological acts in " rogiml rather than 
.1 chronological order. Rather than a series of discrcte steps, each is si� 
multaneously present in all phases of the rcscarch process. Theory 
fiJrmulalion, dat:l collection, concept measurcment, and analytical tech· 
niques aTe for Bourdicu all intimately relatcd. Theory c.llls forth and 
is rooted in data; data and their organization and verification embody 
theory. 

Bourdieu sees this epistemological monitoring as a necessary correcti\'e 
to positivism where the logic of verification (considered the subsrance of 
the scientific method) is dewched from the logic of hypothesis formation 
;tnd lheolY generJtion. Hourdieu, like Bachelard before him, emphasizes 
thc impof[:1nce of theory formation :lnd the development of a kind of rnen� 
tal orientation (what Bourdieu calls a "scientific habitus") that implements 
:In "epislcmolob>ical vigilance" over a1l aspects of the research process. Just 
:IS Bachclard's epistemology rejects both idealism and empiricism, Bourdieu 
too rejects the distinction between theory and rcsearch in sociology. His 
mcthod emphasizes integrating the two at every stage of sociological in� 
quny. 

Finally, one can observe Bourdieu adopting Bachelard's "applied ratio� 
tlalism" to argue for a social science situated between nllo epistemological 
cxtremes: idealism and realism (12 I). Bourdicu adopts a similar cognitive 
'>trategy to Bachelard's in an effort to construct an epistemological con­
'>ciousness for the social sciences that transcends but incorporates within a 
broader framework the partial views of what he calls "subjectivism" and 
"objectivism." By suljecriviS'lII, BOUl·dicu means all those forms of knoll' ledge 
that focus on individual or intersubjective consciousness and interactions. 
By objectivism he means all those forms of knowlcdge that focus on [ile 
,t;ltistical regularities of human conduct. Both his key concepts, habitus and 
jidll display a similar movement of dlOughr. Habitus calls for moving to 
:1 conception of action and structure that breaks with and trJnscends the 
tr:lditiunal dichotornies ofsubjectivisrn and objectivism. Field follows a sirn­
ibr IIlUVCIlH:t1t hy situating individu:1ls, groups, and institutions within a 
hro:!dcr l11;lIrix of ,trucluring rel:!tions. Chapters 3 and 4 will explore these 
l·"llccl'ttI:l1 '>lJ�lIc�ics in lIIurc (tc\':!il. 

' 1 '  'h'l II, "" ,h" 11 "',,,1, ",01", "',I I I,.. '·1" '11·11" ,1"11" .11 "" 1"" •· .. "·lIh I" lilt" "". "I 1' .... ''''111.''· 
" ." •. " , h ",,,,,,,,,,.,,,, 
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Som'e oml Livi-Sh'OllSS 

Two towering intellectual figures, Jean-Paul Sartre and Claude Uvi­
Strauss, have been imposing references for all contemporary French think­
ers in the period following World V.rar II. For Bourdieu, the confrontation 
between these two intellectual models clearly shaped his inteilectu:.1 and 
professional orientation. They represent, for Bourdieu, opposite types of 
knowledge and vocation for intellectuals: Sanre the subjectivist and en­
b>":lged hum:mist and Levi-Strauss the objectivist and detached scientist.�l 
Both models arc impon:mt for understanding the kind of sYlllhcsis th:lt 
Bourdieu develops in his own work and '-":treer. 

In terms of models for the political vocation of an intellectu:tl in post­
w:tr Fr:mce, Su{"rc had comc to inC:lrIlate the prophetic image of the "lOt:.I" 
intellectual, fully committed to political engagement, and lhe carrier of :I 

world view thal could be :tpplied to every issue of rhe d:ty. Sanre ze.llously 
pursued this inldlectual and politi(.":tl agenda. Quoting Sartre's f:llni lial· im­
per:nive from the manifesto in rhe first issue of Lts Trlllps MOth'mes, "We 
muSt miss nothing of our time," Bourdieu obselved that in fact S:lrtrc .... Irely 
did (Bourdiell and Passeron 1967:] 75). From pronouncements on the Alge­
rian vVar, reasons for adhering or not adhering to the French Communist 
Party, criticism of colonialism and thc Vietrlam War, to commcntary 011 
art and theater, Sartre and his fellow travelers of Lts Tl!1l1ps Molin·llts were 
"perfect illustrations of this policy of being present at aU thc outposts of 
the intellectual front and particip:tting in all the avant-garde movements" 
(157)' They were ":tlways . . .  chasing after the latest 'alienation'" motivated 
"by the desire to 'miss nothing'" (176). Bourdieu, however, h:ts from the 
beginning followed a quite different intellcctu:tl role, one th:tl is much 
closer to the model of a professional sociologist than of a public intellectual. 

In sh:lrp contr:tst to lilc S:trtrcan model of the total intellectual, Levi­
Str:tuss emerged to offer for the young Bourdicu a more compelling intel­
lectual vocation. Bourdicu describes in the preface of Tbe Logic of Pmct;cr 
( I  99Oh: 1-2) how Levi-Strauss appeared for Bourdiell in the postwar period 
as :tn antithetical model for the intellectual vocation. 

It is not easy to cOlnmunicate the social cffL-cts that the work of Claude Levi·Strauss 
produced ill lhe French intellectual field, or the concrete mediations through which 
a whole gcnerntion wu led to adopt a new way of t"Ollceiving intdlecnl:IJ activity 
that was opposed in a thoroughly dialectkal fashion to lhe lij..'1lre of the 1)()lirit":llly 
committed "tot�IM imellt"COIal repn.!.<;Clll"cd hy Je:1n-I',1I11 S:lrtre. 

.p. I" "U:I" ( " '7': 1 1 1  ql I"..""I,"',,':,.KI " ""III.,n " t  ,h,· '1""" ,·,1 ,·,,·1,.11>':,· IK·n" ·,·,, I ,." 
SII":'"'' .",,1 S.mn' '" II", .·.,,11 "\I,, ... 
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It i s  Levi-Strauss who offers to Bourdiell a "new way o f  conceptualizing 
intellectu:tl activity" that in COIl[r:lSt to Sartre made it possible to "reconcile 
theoretical and practiClI aims, scientific and ethical or political \'ocations 
. . .  through a more humble and responsible manner of fulfilling their task 
as rescarchersn (8). "Equally removed from plITe science as from exempl:u), 
prophecy" Bourdieu's intc1lL-ctual vocation, which will be explored furthcr 
in chapter 10, is to use sciem:e to demystify relations of power. It is to be 
fundal1lemal1y a politiClI project, but one that finds its method in the prac­
rice of science rather than in the public practice of political position-taking 
a la Sanre. 

This is nO[ to say that Bourdietl docs not sh:trc many ofSartre's politi­
cal sentiments or that he h:1S been tot":tl1y absent from rhe French political 
scene. Bourdieu has been consistently on the Frcnch political left since his 
studem days at thc Ecole Norm:llc Superieure. l ie published jjve articles 
in Lu TClllps Modenm during thc 1 960s and has reb"l.lbrly been associated 
with the CFDT, the SOci:llis[ tnlde union. But his "political practice" has 
been markedly different from that of S:lrtre or the common im:tge one has 
of the Parisian Left B:tll k intellectual. Bourdicl1 rarely signs public petitions, 
participates in public demonstrations, or writes about strategies for political 
eng3gcmem. 

Bourdieu sees his intellectual v()(..""3tion :IS one of providing concepnt:tl 
tools and rese:trch findings that can he employed by political activists in 
various struggles against domination. It is his "wish to approach burning 
political issues in a scientificall), disciplined way" (Honneth, Kocyh:t, and 
Schwibs 1986:43). I lis response 10 the Algerian vVar w:ts characteristic. 
Rather than participate in public demonstr:ttions in Paris against the war, 
Bourdieu researched peasant atlitudes and behavior toward their changing 
economic situation and wrote schol:trly publications on the topic. He 
,ldmits in retrospect that this effort had no impact on the course of the war 
or French policy toward Algeria (39). 

A piece of resc:lrch that did have an important public impact and thal 
first gave Bourdieu public visibility in France was Tbe Illheritors. Although 
it was used by French sl1ldent activists in 1 968 and probably influenced 
sume of their an:llysis o( the cbss bias of the French university, the book 
W;IS written prim:1fily :l� :1 scholarly work thm critically ex:tlllined patterns 
I If d:1SS-h:lscd edut.::lrion:11 opportunity and cultural ideals in the student 
lH '11111:11 i, lll. 

Bill S:ln n: :111, I I ,cl'i-St r:'II�S :11�( 1 rel)r"�t'n tc(1 (I,r H'IIIr<lieu rwo radiCllly 
Iliffc]'CIII .'Pll1'():1t'IIl'� fi ll' 1IIlIIcl"\t:lnllill)! \(Il'i:11 l i fc. S:lnrc c]nl lh;'�ize(l lhe 
n,1e " I  ,11l· I l l·l·l� , 1""I�IIl!-!, l"l"l .. II;IC, IllldclclIlIilll·d l·'III�l'i" IJ�lll,:�, ,If Ihe 
1111 1 111. 111.11 �"I'I\·l l II 11I'1 '''1� I t' l l  SI 1".III\\ 1' 11"11'1",1 " 11 til\" 1".1",.11 1" '\ll·r " f  
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structures that operate beyond the consciousness of individu:lls to sh:lpe 
their choices. Bomdieu sees in this par.adigmatic opposition the roots of:l 
broader, and more fundament.11, opposition that strucrures all intelleCtUal 
thought and stands as a veritable obstacle to the de\'elopmcnt of a genuine 
social science of pr.achCes (Bourdieu 1 99Oh:43). Two modes orknowlcdge, 
the suhjectivist epit(lllli7..cd by Sartre and rhe objectivist represented by 
Levi-Str-Hlss, stand in sharp opposition and find e;(pression in a variety of 
forms in the social sciences. 

Bourdieu sees his work as an effort ro identify the social and epistemo­
logical conditions that make possible these rwo forms of knowledge. In­
deed, his work can be read as an effort to "move beyond the antagonism 
hetween these modes of knowledge, while preserving the g:Jins from each 
of thcmn (Bourdicu 1990h:25). The influence of Bachehlf(l's dialectical 
method is obvious. Chapter 3 ex:unines how Bourdieu attcmpts to construct 
a general sodal theory that. addresses this dilcmma. 

Cl(miml Sociologim/ TbcQ1y 

Though I!ourdicu actively eschcws association with any one of the threc 
classical sociologists-Marx, Durkheim, and \"'eber-he in tlCt dr:lws sig­
nificantly and selectively from each, synthesizing their works in two re­
spects. First, he suggCSts that whereas Durkhcim, Marx, and Weber hold 
sharply contrasting theories of the social world, they in fact share the same 
"epistemological and logi(;':!! principles of social knowledgen (Bourdicu 
1968:682). Their theories of sociological knowledge actually converge in 
what Bourdieu calls the "principle of non-consciousness" (Bourdieu, 
Ch:unboredon, and I}asseron 1991:15-18), which posits that the scientific 
explanation of social life does not reduce to comlllon everyday perceptions 
or individual ideas or intentions. Here Bourdieu joins the classical sociolog­
ical tr:ldition with Bachelard. 

Se(.'(lnd, 1J0urdicu pursues a sort of "dialectical eclectieismn in which 
he critic.llly juxtaposes Nlarx, Weber, and Durkheim by highlighting what 
he views as their respective contributions and limitations to the study of 
symbolic powe,' (lJourdieu '977d, '99,b, '993d; Bourdicu and Passeron 
'977:4-5). Chapter 4 will examine this synthesis. I-I ere we will identify the 
central themes he adopts from cachY 

MARX 

"'"hile some early British and American interpretations of Hourdieu's work 
wrongly identify him as a Marxist (notably J nglis ' 979), murc r"et'clll cririt":ll 

- 1 1 .  ,\\y l,rc..;o.,nIOU"" ,,( lI"urdi,'u\ ,''''"1�'!II '" '" ,I,,· ..1.1"'" " .. ,,,1"1:,,· .• 1 u·.,dm"l1 dr.,", II, 
l>.uI rr"lI1 lh" ""I�"'I.I'" .,md,· I" IIr"t..,l.·, ! " ,II" 
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rc\,iews rightfully recognize the relatively slronger inRuence of Durkheim 
:mel especially Weber (see Brubaker 1985; DiNlaggio 1979).""' Marxist crit­
ics point out in particular the Durkheimian lineage. These critics notwith­
),tanding, Bourdieu cle-arly appropri:ltes for his work a number of key 
,hemes from Marx. At the Same time he reserves some of his harshest criti­
cism for Marxist theoriz.ing. 

from l\o[arx, Bourdieu draws his gener.al program to write a sociology 
of reproduction. He accepts from hisrorical materialism the primacy of class 
conAlct and material interests as fundamental pillars of social inequality in 
modern societies. YCl, he is sharply critical of class reductioniSl accoullts 
of cuI rural life. Chaptcr 7 will show that Bourdieu does not restrict the 
concept of class to position in the social relations of production; he thinks 
of class in more general tcrms of conditions of existence that can include 
I.:ducation, gender, age, and stal:\ls as well as property. 

Bourdieu is a materialist" in the sense that he roots human consciousness 
in practical soci:ll life. I lc is :llso concerned with forms of falsc consciousness 
or, in his terms, lIliSIWOgllilioll of power relations. He accepts the Marxian 
idea that s}'lllbolic systems fulfill social functions of domination and repro­
lluctian of cbss inc(lualilY. Yet he iscritical of lhe view ofideolob'Ythat focuses 
largely on the soci:ll functions of symbolic goods and practices without show­
ing how they arc nccess,ll)' feamres for the enactillent of social practices. 

\.o\'hi1e Bourdieu accepts die Marxist claim th:n cultural pr.ac[ices func· 
tion to legitimate and l)Crperuate class inequality, he resists focusing on the 
symbolic dimension of social life as separate and derivati\'e of the more 
fundamental material components of social life. He in fact rejects the Marx­
ist infrastructure/superstructure conceptual distinction, which he belie\'es 
to be rooted in die classic idealism/materialism dichotomy that must be 
transcended. Here Bourdieu parts company with the structuralist Marxism 
of A1thusser (1970)Y LIl his rc\,isionist approach to the Marxist distinction 
hetween infrasm1cture and superstructure, Althusser theorizes that in ccr­
t,lin historical sitU:ltions superstructural inst:lllces, such as culture, ideology, 

+-I. Il0llll<.:lh ( 1!)86:SS) nlld Gal"llh�n) and Williams (1980: I :9) s<.:e a significant Marxist 
lin��lgc in Bllurdieu's <.:mplmsis on ,he role of class struggle in shaping "ontcmp()r.Iry culwrc. 
Iht(. :1� we ,h:l1l <cc in "haptcr 7, Bourdieu's concept of class is hardly M�rxiSI, and his emphasis 
" n  ,[r"j:"gic <Ie"'s ",nrc fr''''l an anlhrnpologkdl premise that the search for distinction consti­
IlIt<·, ,, rumh!lI1el1l:l1 ,1)'nulI1k "f sodal idcnlll)' Ihan it docs from d)'namics specific to capirnl­
'''II. '111� c:rr"lW"it' d.",ilil�lIi"ll "f IInlirdicli tI< rlilldamcntnlly Marxist is not confint>d 10 
II,-,,,,h ,,,,,l ,\,,,,,ri,',,n ,,1"cr\·"N. h"""'<,,r. S","C FrclIl"tl l"rilil-s (c.j:" .. Ferry alld Renault 1\>90) 
"I ... , "[,,al<' 1I" " roh"" 1"·,,, .. 11) ""hltl " \I:tr�i" ItIwll""wal f,.,,,newnrk. 

_I �' 1\, 'lI" I,,'u 'klfpl) , n , "  II,', \hl"', .... ri.", ,\l.,n" ", I, ,r Ihrn' n'"'''''''' II lr�a!'> a.· ... ,.., ", 
"",ph' ."1,,,,,, ,, ,n ,,,. ,,, "",·,. 11 ,,·1")01'''''' ruh",,· I" � IUI-Chh Inn""h,,·.j ",1 ... ,,1<'111 " f  '''I'''r 
" " " "''''. " ",I " ,10"" " "" 11'·' ", w.,1 '·'''1",,, .• 1 '''' .... ''I-I.n''''' 
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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 b:Jsic m:Jterialist 
outlook of Altlmsser and his emphasis on the relative autonomy of religion 
and culture from politics and economics.4<I Still, Bourdieu's position is not 
fundal1lentnlly Althusscrian. Inspired by tVlarx's first thesis on Feuerbach, 
which emphasizes the underlying unity of all social life as practicil activit'Y.�l 
Hourdieu (1984a:467) rejects the idea that social existence can be segmented 
and hierarchically org':lIli:r.ed into distinct sphcres, such as the social, the 
eulnmll, :lI1d the economic. Rather than explore the v:lrious forms of articu· 
btion of the superstructure and infrastructure as Althusserialls do, Hour· 
dieu aq;,'lICS that the twO realms arc not to be separated in the fil"St pl:Jcc. 
Inste:ld of distinb'llishing superstructure from infrastructure, Bourdiell con­
ceptualizes the soci<ll world as a series of relatively :lutonOlllOlLS but srntc­
rurally homologous fields of production, cireubtion, and consumption of 
various fonns of cultural as well :JS material resources. Bourdieu's conecpt 
of field functions :JS a mediation area between the infr,lstrueLUre and super­
structure where cultural producers and their institutionali"!'cd an:na of pro­
duction reunite the tWO inst:lIlces th:1t Marxist thcory scparates. Bourdicll 
sccks to write a general science of practices that combines both malerial 
and symbolic dimensions and thereby emphasizes the fundament:ll ulliry of 
social life. Nonetheless, Hourdicu's central concem with the problem of 
relations between the symbolic and Ill:lterial aspects of social life and be· 
tween structure and agency stem in part from his early (:onfrontntions with 
this particular Nbrxist tradition. And his idea of the relative autonomy of 
fields bcars the imprint of Althusscr's thought. 

Finally, like Marx, Bourdiell employs a critical method in constructing 
his soci:J1 scicnce. Nevertheless, the significance of Bourdieu's relationship 
to Marx lies less in all attempt to appropriate particular concepts and to 
give them :I sl>ccific 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 Webcr (Brubaker 1985). 

46. huk.::,I, at times Uourtlieu echoes the i\lthusscrbn position when, for exmllplc, he [lQSiL� 
th:1l actor disposinons �re Mcngcndered . . .  in the last �nalysis, oy the economic o�scs of Ihe 
sodal f(lrl11�I;(}n in 'I"C.'>'ioll" (Bourdicu I 977c:8 3). 

47· The tlligr.lph to Olllfillt 1)/ n Throry 1)/ Pr!lrtiu (1977C) is from j\\arx'� first Ihcsis un 
Fcucrbach: "The chicf defcct of all hitheno existing materialism-Ihal Ilf Fcucrh:lch in­
duded-is that the Ihing, rcalliy, sensuousness, is conccil'c,1 ,,"I), in the f"rm "f Ihc .. hjc,·t 
or of (fInttmpinrioll, but nOI �s hllmnll mlSll/)/11 ,,,Ih'ily, p"mirr. 11.,1 ,"hl<'<"I;\"d)". I kn\'C it h�I'­
pened that the !lrtnor side, in ""nlr. uli'l;nt1i" n !O m:u<,ri"li"", " ." '1.,'.,1" 1 .... ·,1 h)' ,,10:;,1" 111 
but ollly al)!;u"d<'tI)', ,inn:, "f n',,"l', "k"],,,,, 01,..:, n,,1 Ln"" n·.I, "" ",,,,,,,, .1<"11\ 11\ �, "It 10" 
(,\111>1<,,1 (rum Tud" 'r "J7I1: q\). 
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\ , .  nEil 
I' .. " m  Marx, Bourdieu nlrns to Nlax \Veber for the conceptual tools to elab­

, "  .lle a thcory of symbolic goods and practices that would transcend both 

,LI�S reductionism and idealism. Bourdieu (199Oh: 17) remarks that it is 
\ \'eher "who, far from opposing Marx, as is generally thought, with a spiri­

tualist theory of history, in fact carries the materialist mode of thought 
111111 areas which Marxist materialism effectively abandons to spiritualism." 
IInurdieu (I  99OC:36) sees Weber offering a "political economy of religion" 
111:11 brings out "the full potcntial of the materialist analysis of religion with­
'>tIt destroying the prol>crly symbolic character of the phenomenon." One 
" clltral objective of Bourdieu's sociolob'Y is to e!:lborate vVeber's model for 
.1 IlOlitical economy of religion to nl/ cultural and social life. Indeed, Bour­
.Iieu (107) sees his sociolob'Y of culture to he of rhe same character as that 
" f vVeber who used "the economic model to exrend materialist criti<lllc 

into the realm ofrcligion." It is to be a "generalii'.ed" or "radical" malerial­

i�m, but one that avoids the class reductionism that Hourdieu belicvcs char­

.u.:tcrizes Marxism ( 1 990<:: 1 7; 1993d:Il).  Bourdicu believes he has found 

in this gencr;.Ilized l1latcri:llislil a way to transcend the classic idealism/ 

\I1,)[erialism dichotOmy in the social sciences, 
Bourdieu's work represents an imponant elaboration of Weber's no­

lion of ideal goods :Jnd illtcrests.411 The idea of "religiOUS interest" comes 
from vVeber's emphasis on the "this·worldly" character of behavior moti­
" :lted by religious belief. \VeI>cr (1978:399) writes that "the most elemen­
tary forms of behavior motivated by religious or m:Jgical fuctors are ori­
ented to this world. It He goes on to Stress that "religious or magical behavior 
ur thinking must not be set apart from the range of everyday purposive 
conduct, particularl)' since even the ends of the religious and magical ac­
tions are predominantly economic." Bourdieu ( l 990h:4) argues that b)' in­
,isting on the "this-worldly" character of I>chavior motivated by religious 
f:lctOrs \.yebet provides a "way of linking the contents of mythical discourse 
(;1I1d even its syntax) to the religious interests of those who produce it, 
diffuse it, and receive it." Thus, V/cber provides a means for connecting 
religious beliefs and practices [Q the intcrests of those who produce and 
;lIllllinistcr them. 

Bounlie\L ( I  yH7d: 1 22), however, considers \"'eber's notion of "reli­
�io"s illtel"l;�t" to he "only wcakly elaborated" since it limits the scope of 
inlerest tu he " determined hy the agents' conditions of existence." In con· 
11";1'1, H""nliclI 'I lT,Se� th:u I"eli�inl l� illtcrc:-ts-;md symbolic interests 

III I�,· • .  ,II \\d,," \ I.",,,,,,, ,In I." .. " " ,,, 11,.11 -"" ,  "k.", I"" 11 •. 110,.,.,1 �,,,I "k�1 "" " ,."" ,, 
.1",.,11,  }t,,' n "  "".,,\ " "",,,,, - H " , ,10 ,,,,,I It,ll, " f'" 1I0I0 " 
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more generally-Ware also detennined in their fonn and their conditions 
of expression by the supply of religion and the action of the religious profes· 
sionals." Nonetheless, H'eber's thinking penuits one to construct a 

system of religious heliefs ;lnd pr.lctices as the more or less transfigured expression 
of [he strategies of different e!ncgories of specialists l-ompcring for lllonollO)y over 
the administl'Jtion of the goods of salvalion and of lhe different dasses interested 
in their services. (Bourdicu 199 I b:4) 

Bomdieu extends the idea of inrerest to include nonmaterial goods by 
arb ruing that ((II practices are fundamentally "intercsted" whether directed 
toward material or symbolic items. [-Ie wants to conStruct a "science of 
practices" that will anal}'7.c "all practices";ls "oriented tOwards the maximi· 
zation of material or symbolic profit" (Bourdieu 1990h:20C)). The rese3rch 
pro!,rram he proposes would unite what has tr-Jditionally been thought of 
as economic (interested and material) and noneconomic (disinterested and 
symbolic) forms of action :1I\d objccts. Thus, symbolic interest and material 
interest arc viewed as two equally objective forms of interest. ActOrs pursue 
symbolic as well as m:nerial imercsts and exchange one for the other under 
specified conditions. 

W'hile e)(tending the idea of interest from mat'crial to ideal goods, 
"'"eher nonetheless retains analytical distinctions for different types of be· 
havior. Wcber (1978:24-25, 339) analytically distinguishes the following 
types of action: "instrumentally rarional," "value·r:ltional," "affectional," 
and "traditional ." ,.yeher does not consider every action as economic. To 
be economic, action must satisfy a nee(l that depends upon relatively scarce 
resources and a limited number of actions. Such distinctions disappear al­
together in Bourdieu's work. Moreovet, the idea that action is interest­
oriented is for Bounlieu :1 fundament3l presupposition not a hypothesis for 
testing. And he does not consider whether some practices might be more 
self-interested than others. 

The extension of \,Veber's idea of religious imerest l>crmits Bourdieu 
to develop concepts such as religio1ls CIIpitn/ and (IIitllml CIIpim/ as irreducible 
forms of power thQugh imerchange.lble with economic capital. With the 
concept of culrur:ll capital, Bourdieu expands \,Veber's idea of social closure 
to include more subtle, informal kinds of exclusionary practices.49 Bourdieu 

49. The closure theorisl R�)'mond Murphy (1988: 18-'9) also sces this aspect of Bourdicu's 
fnl.lnt .... ·orl: �s e;(tcnding frDIn positions J::Il:en by \V�ber. By e;(lcnding Ihe concept tnpitnl from 
iu usual economic meaning ro include nonmaterial items 3S wcll, H .. urtlicu shares the .k·w. 
which is "at the root of closurc thl'Ory," lhat closurc inmh-o 11<,1 "Ill)' �11f"l>l"""''''''� or 1I}()O",,,,)i­
union (ami exclusion) 1 ... "".I .on l':.lllilal III Ih" m�rl:",� 1,,,, �I"" �."h.:r l,r.OI·."'"",'" "r IIH,m'I",lil.a 
tinll �nd <:.'Cdu'I"Il. 'lid, �, th.",· h."l�t '"I r� ...... . ·lhIllUII. ""'{." nIt· ""rL ,,( R�I,,1J11 ( � ,lIn" 
("/7,) (" 11",,, in th,· ,.".". \\'11' 
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( 11)89<::375) conceptualizes resources as capital when they function as a "so· 
l'i:11 relation of ptJ'Il'r!T''' hy becoming ohjects of struggle as valued resources. 
Hourdieu's (199lb:9) concept of religious capiml is close to \Veher's idea 
• ,I' religious "qualification." It represents "acculllulated symbolic labor" and 
,,,, connected to the "constitution of a religious field" where a group of 
religious specialists is able to monopolize the administration of religiolls 
g"()ods and sel'\lices. Religious capital is a powcr l'esource, since it implies 
.1 fonn of "objective dispossession" by the constitution of a "laity" who by 
definition arc those without, yet in need of the valued resources controlled 
fly specialists. Bourdieu's concept of cultural capital covers a wide variety 
of resources, such as verbal facility, general cultural awarencss, aesthetic 
preferences, scientific knowledge, and educational credentials. His point is 
I I I  suggest that culture (in the broadest sense of the term) call becomc a 

IUlwer resource. 
Bourdicu draws from \Veber's notions of charisma and legitimacy to 

,lcvclop a theory of symbolic p(/wel·. This theory stresses the .lctive role played 
hy taken.for.granted assumptions in the constitution and maintenance of 

I",wer relations. Like \-Veber, Bourdieu contends thal the exercise of power 
n:I)uires legitimation. Bourdieu argues that the logic of self·interest under­
I� ing all practices-p3rcicularly those in the cultural domain-goes "mis· 
n·wgniz.ed" as a logiC of "disinterest." Misrecognicion is a ke), concept for 
B . .  urdieu· akin to the idea of"f3lsc consciousness" in the Nlarxist tradirion, 
",isrecog:lirion denotes "denial" of the economic and political interests 
Jll'csent in a set of practices. Symbolic prnctices, Hourdieu thus argues, de­
!lcet attention from the interested character of practices and thereby con· 
I rillUtc to their enactment as disinterested pursuits. Activities and resources 
�;Iill in symbolic power, or legitimacy, to the extent that they becomc sepa­
'�I'ctl from underlying material interests and hence go misrecognized as 
1 qm:senting disinterested fonns of activitic.t; and resources. lndividuals and 
�n ,ups who are able to benefit from the transfonnation of self·imerest into 
,Ii ... interest obtain what Bourdieu calls a sy mlHJ/ic CIIpirnl. Symbolic capital is 
"�Icnicd capital"; it disguises the underlying "interested" relations to which 
II i ... rdated giving them legitimation. Symbolic capilal is a form of power 
IlI:lt is not perceived as power but as legitimate demands for recognition, 
dclcn.:llcc, ohedience, or the services of others.,e Symbolic capilal is a re· 
1" t'I" lIlalitln Ilf \.\fchcr's ide., of charismatic authority that legitimates power 
1 t'l.tt i� III� II), act'cnlualing selcctcd person3l qualities of elites as supposedly 
... tllleril"· aml ll:" ur:ll. IlclurtliclI, hllwcvcr. dllcs not think of the concept as 

\" . .... , .•. n",,,·,I,,·,, "/7 J /I'i II.  "177'· ' 7 1  loll. ,.",,,h 1 ' I  j I. �1l,1 "}II"': ,(q 70 fur h')' 
I." "",1.,, I •• ,,, " I  ,I" ... . ,.,,, , I'c 
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,Ill ideal typc or restrict it to leadcrship but extends the idea as a dimension 
of ali legitimation.!I 

For Bourdieu, thc focus by \'Vcber on religious lcadcrship provides the 
key for undcrstanding how relations of interest becomc transfonned into 
disintercstcd rclations to create symbolic capital. It is thc "symbolic labor" 
by specialists thar transforms relations of power illlo fonns of disinterested 
honora!>ilit), (Bourdicu I 977C: 1 71). 130urdicu (1987d: 122-24; 199Ib:5-1 3) 
highlights as p:lrticularly insightful Weber's (1978: 1 1 77-81) analysis of thc 
"elhicali7�1tion" and "systcmati7�1tioIl" of religious needs of the rising urban 
bourgeoisie as the producr of religious labor by specialists. Religious labor 
by specialists creates religious understandings of the particular social condi­
tions of existcnce of specific groups. S}'mbolic labor produccs symbolic 
power by transforming relations of illlerc.'�t into disinterested mcaninb'S' 
Symbolic labor points to the ccntr:ll role that Bourdieu assigns to intelleclll­
als (symbolic proullcers) in his analysis of social str:ltilicalioll. 

Also f!"Om '·Veber's sociolob'Y of religion, Bourdieu dcrives in part his 
concept of field to dcsign:ue compctitive arcnas where other forms of capi­
t;ll (e.g., symbolic, cultural, social) as well as economic C;lpit:11 arc invcstcd, 
cxch:mged, and acculIlulated.'! The concept is inspired by \Veber's discus� 
sion of the relations hcrwecn priest, prophet, and sorcerer (Bourdicu 1991 b: 
49).0 Wcber identifies the specific and opposing interests of lhc principal 
types of religious lcadership and the SlWI.:tures of thc "competition which 
opposes them to onc another" (Bourdieu '990<=:'07)' Bourdicu ( 1987c1; 
1992:2(0) proposes a structuralist reinterprctation of '.Veller's analysis by 
stressing more th:1O vVebcr how the interactions bctween the types of reli­
gious leadership :lfC structured by thcir oPl>osing imcrcsts and how these 
interests are in turn related to broader powcr structures. BOllrclieu (1987d: 
I l l) believes that \.veber restricts his analysis to an "interactionist" per­
spective by focusing on the interpersonal or intersllbjective relations alllong 

actors. A field perspective, however, introduces a broader grasp of structural 
conditions th:lt sh:lpe the inter:1Ctions or actors without their being aware 
of them. vVebcr's discussion of lhe specific and opposing interests of the 
principal typcs of religious lcadership permits Bourdieu to show how p:lr­
ticular fields of cu Itllr:ll life emerge through the development of specialized 

5 I . \Vhereas \Vebcr tcndC<! to �§soci�te charismatic authority wilh prttJpitlilist SOCiClif,."S, 
llourdie'l finds it in th" form of the ideology of the gifted individu�1 even in ui<xleru societies 
where Ihe ntion3lized. buruucr:uic type of authority predornin�I<.'S. 

51. In devclolling the concepl, Hourdic!! (1<)l\7,1J drJ ws I,rilll:lril). fn,m dl:1I'ler (i " f  l'.�tJlIIlIlIr 
IlmJ !Xx/tty and chapttr 1 5  demled III dominalinn. l ie :l1�t I:lke, lIH1t ,u.:nlllllt Ihe '>Crllt"" " f  
chapter t en{i,IL�t '·The (;',m·qtl " r  (:" ul1it-l- .11,,1 �1 11<'nK'r:'IU' t )rJ.!."III�ui" n.-

� \. II .Ib" I,.,r.tlkl, \\'cI","r\ "I,·:, "f �I,h' "nk .... ,- "Iudl ""I""'''' ( .'·I,lt .,,,,1 \llll" ( , 'ji'.I) 
.... "n·I"".,I".",,,,, "I """1010>"",,.,1 .".1  ...... " 
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, , ,r1's of cultural producers. Chaptcr 6 is devotcd to a detailed examination 
, ,) Ihis key concept. 

From \Veber's concepts of social classes and status groups, Bourdieu 
t\'n lllceptualizes lhe relations between class and status by proposing a the­
" 1) that systclll:ltically rdatcs thc distinctive Ill:lrks of lifestyle patterns and 
Illributions of prestige and honor [0 their m;lteri:ll conditions of exis-
1'·IKC.s.t \.Vhcreas "Veber thought of class :lIld status as distinct ideal typcs 
Ib.lt can be used to compare and contrast historically specific societies, 
1\, mrdieu posits a fundamental principlc linking class and status. Smrus cul� 
III!"C is a sort ofvcncer that Icgitimates class imerest by presenting it under 
1 111: guise of disintcrc.<;tcdness. StatuS brroups :lnd StatuS distinctions are 
, 1.1�SCS and class distinctions in disguise. Bourdieu thus emphasizes the 
' ' 'l11plemcntary r..uher thall oppositional narure of relations between class 
.1I1d status. This dimension of BOllnliclI's thought is explorcd further in 
( :h:lptcr 7. 

Finally, Bourc!iclI borrows f!"Olll "Vcber's lllcthodolog}' a fundamental 
' [ i  .. linction for his c1:1ss :lIlalysis. \·Veber held th:lt "classcs" :Ire aggregates 
" I" common life ch\H1ces but nOI rcal social groups. Bourdieu adopts this 
di .. tinction to :Irgue for a "rdational" as opposed to a realist approach to 
.. , ... ·i:ll classcs. For Bourdieu, soci;11 classcs arc probabilistic conStructs that 
,hould not be conflated with reality, Modifying the classic Nbrxist distinc­
"nn, Bourdicu argues that "classes�on-papcr" can become "classcs-in-
1 l":llity" only if thcre is symbolic and political work to give them actual 
II I.:ntity and mobilization. Like Vlcber, BOllrdicu wants to stress that onc 
�hnuld not assume that class consciousness :Inti action necessarily flow from 
"bjective class conditions. UOllrdieu emphasizes thc symbolic dimension of 
.. b�s analysis. 

' JillI 1.:11 F.IM 
1"111,; influcnce of Durkhcim in 130urdicu's work is beginning to be :ldmowl· 

I"IIg-ed (sce Miller and Banson [987; "Vacquanr 1 99z) hilt seldom given the 
" llIph:lsis that it descrvcs.55 VirmaUy ignored by the immcdiatc postwar 
).!·t.:ner;ltion, Dllrkheim found renewed interest in the 1960s with the sccond 
g-t.:llt.:r:nioll of postwar French sociologists, including Bourdieu. This is the 
pniOil wht.:n scvcral French sociologiSts sought to find an alternative to 

�+ ' I'hi, i, 'ti'''' c.�t,·",,,·,·ly ,le,·d"IIe'! 'II f)/llt11rttOIi (Bnunliell '98.P: .... i-xii) where in the 
1 '" '1.,,.,. t" ,It", ""J.!li'h ,·01",,,,, 1I,,"nli"1I " rIlC�' RThe Ill."lcl "f the rt:bli"n�hil>S 1M!IWCCn the 
""" �r,,-' "I ,'(',,[[. ,m" ,m,1 ��·I,II ,,,[[,itHO Ill' ,mol ilil" IItllla"" "f Iifc-'lylt·s II hirh b pm rurn-,Ird 
I,," " 1 ... 1 1""",1 ,." .Ill ,·",1",1\ ,.,. I • •  " 'IIt",L \1.,\ \\'.-l�·l·'" " I'I�"III" 11 I"" "c.·,, d:", �"d SIIliIt/.W 

Vi 1 h" L I [0", ,,' .' t 10,· "" ," It '·'1",·",1\ , .-In ' .". ,·01 1  h",Ln '" 1I",u , I ... " \ " ji.i'! ""., h. �I"I, ,[:",11 
I. ,I!,,",L II� f ','/1 "/ \, • •  , .... '1(' 
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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 [987:209-10). A reU!rn to the classics, 
especially Durkheim and \-Veber, was a way for Bourdieu's generation of 
French sociologists to distinguish themselves from their empiricist prede­
ccssors.s� 

In this light, it is significant that Aron lectured ar the Sorhonne frorn 
1959 to 1962 on the classical writ"ers Montesquieu, Comte, M:lrx, Tocque­
ville, Durkheim, Pareto, and \-Veber, and that these lectures became the 
material for his two volumes of Nltlill CIII"I'CII1S ill SoriQ/ogim/ Tbollgb! (Col­
quhoun 1986:7). As Aron's teaching assistant, Bourdieu also taught Durk­
heim. For Bourdieu, it was Durkheim ,IS well ,IS S:llIssurc who represented 
the significant intellectual precursors of the scientific method th,lt became 
fashionable under Structuralism. 

Bourdieu adopted as a C<lrdinal principle of method Durkheim's posi­
tion that science mUSt break with everyday understandings and representa­
tions of social life in order to establish a genuinely scientific explanation.S) 
lndeed, Bourdieu has energetically pursued with all the ambition and pas­
sion of Durkheim the project of est,lblishing sociolo/,'Y :IS science rather 
than as social philosophy. Bourdieu, of course, went on to distance himself 
from Durkheill1ian objectivism by integrating actor representations into his 
stmerural account. But like Durkheirn, he beg.m sociological investig"ation 
with the "methodological decision to 'treat social facts as things'" (Bour­
dieu, Boltanski ct al. 1990:2).1' 

Bourdieu shares with Durkheim the impulse to reveal the social in the 
apparently most individual forms of behavior. Following Durkheim's meth­
odological design in Silicide (1951), Bourdieu selects objects of sUldy, such 
as photography and tastes, that appear most readily understandable in terms 
of individual choice or motiv:ltion to iliustr,He the power of sociological 
explanation. To discover the social at the very heart of the mOSt subjective 
experience is a cenlTal aim of Hourdiell, JUSt as it was for Durkheim (Bour-

56. ,\\annhcim's (1956) idea or"imcllectu�! geller�tionsM seems appropri�te here. 
57. III Tbr Rufts of SlXiQ/ogirllf Mrtbod Durl.:heim (1#: p) insislS that Ihe socia! scientist 

�muSt emancipate himself from the fallacious ide3s that dominal" the mind of the laytl13ll; 
he must throw off, oncc and for all, the yol.:e of Ihese empiriall altegories. ""hich from long 
eontilliled habit ha,"e become tyranniaL M 

58. This does nOt conflict with Bourdieu's criticism ofDlIrl.:heimian objel'tivisnt in 'lI1othcr 
p3ssage where he obscT'\'cs thn "social science Clnnllt 'treal SOl';;'! rl�,!ilic.� :1< .hing",' in an'or­
dance with Durkh..:illl'S f:1I1101lS IlrCt'tpl, wilhmll llq:-!crliu):�!! Ih:1I Ihese I·ea!ilic.� Ilwed III lh� 
fuct Ihal they arc ohjeets "f t�'J.:'lIili"lI (all..,il :I IIli,n· ... ',:lIili,'") "il1i1l1 Ih� \'cl)' " lfl<" 'li"it)' " f  
socia! cxi'lellt'e- (Bour-liell "I',ooh" I�)' !\, .". WII! ,n° I" d" 'I" er \. I\ .. , .... !,,'" "l.Il.:c, !K" h 
dail1l' ", '"<'I,n''''"I;",: I"" ,!i" ,,,,,, !'"1 ",." ,.".,''' " <-1" "' II,,· r,·,,·.,,", !, I""'K" '''. 
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,lieu 199°C). Indeed, his early srudy of photography frames the research 
issue in quintessential Durkheimian terms of a sociological (e.g., degree of 
�roup integration) rather than ;1 psychological expl:lnation of picturing tak­
ing (see Bourdieu, Boltanski et a1. 1990). 

Durkheim's fundamental theme of the increasing division of labor is 
evident in the distincrion Hourdieu draws between undifferentiated and dif­
ferentiatcd societies. Like Durkheim, Bourdicu (1989c:376) works with the 
idea of a historical transition from fairly unified and undifferenti;ltcd socie­
lies to modern societies where various cultural modes of c.xpression become 
,Iifferentiarcd and constituted as rcbtively autonomous fields. Indeed Bour­
dieu's general view of society as a web of interweaving fields of struggle 
Clver various kinds of valued resources is consistent with the Durkheirnian 
idea of :Hl ongoing process of differentiation. 

Bourdieu extends Durkheims's sacred/profane opposition to an :maly­
sis of contemporary cultural forms. Ln his sociolo/,'Y of education, Bourdieu 
(1 989C: 164) sees French schooling as a "religious instance" in the Durk­
hcimian sense for it produces social and mental boundaries th:ll' arc :malo­
gOliS to the sacred/profane distinction. The elite tracks and institutions in 
French education function analogously to religiolls orders, as they set apart 
:IS superior and separ:lte a secular elite with quasi-religious properties of 
public lcgilinmion or symbolic power. The signific,mcc of this �\Ilalogy 1O 

the sacred�indeed its polemical character-can be morc fully appreciated 
if one recalls that France is a country with :I Strong anticlerical tradition 
:1Ilt! where secular public educ:nion has been embraced as one of the endur­
ing leg.lcies 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 
;Ipplied to individuals, groups, or institutions, assume a taken-for-granted 
Iluality 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, particularly in high culture and :Irt where boundaries 
delimiting the legitimate from the illegimate are particularly strong.19 In 
[his sense, he can declare that his sociology of culture is in reality a "science 
of I'he s;lcred" (Bourdieu 1992:210, 26o�61). 

Bmmlicu revives Durkheim's project to develop a sociological theolY 
,>1' knowledge :1I1d soci;11 perception to explain the "social origins of schemes 
"I' thought, perception, appreci:ltion and action." Durkheim argues in Tbe 

'i'J. n" "nh�1I ( I  '1" \11; I I, I )  '1I�lln(� 1 hal rdi�i'lIl, II hil'h ! )urkhl'illl -,Idi,wi! h)' Ihe :;Cllin�­
"I' "I .1 1,.""lIcr I,,'''''''''' 1 1  ... '.11 n·d .""! d"' l'nol;,,,c. " "'''I'!)" :1 1'.,rlll·"l.1r ", .... " r  an (hc ilCI� 
, ,( """'''''''tt 1,."IIIm, 1 1""""1111 ,,!,,' I. dilh''''"W '" .. ( /I,ll/lit :In' w' "I' IK·II"·,·,, """ \'1"" Ih.11 '" 
'''' .• ! .. \ . '" ,. "'1'.11 ,.1 ,·d 1'1 1"1""«"'11 " .• 1. " >11 "'11""" ""\," 1 '  " 1" ,1.1,' ,10 1l" "" 1  Ii',·, .. 

\ 



.8 I {HAPTER TWO 

Eielllw!tI1Y F<wms oj Religiolls Life that symbolic classifications correspond 
to social classifications. Bourdieu (199Ib:5) follows closely this idea when 
he writes that 

if one hikes seriously both the Durkheimian hypothesis of the social origins of 
schemes of thought, perception, :lppredation, and action and the fact of dass divi­
sions, one is necessarily driven to the hypothesis that ,1 correspondence exists be­
tween social Strucnircs (strictly speaking, power srTUuun:s) and mental StrUCtures_ 

This correspondence ohtains through Ihe structure of symbolic systems, bnguage, 
religious, �Tt, and so forth. 

In Distillctioll, where Bourdieu (1984a:468) systematically relates social class 
to lifestyles and culn]!";ll consumption patterns, he defines his resc:lrch ob­
jective as identitying "the cognitive structures which social agents imple­
ment in their practical knowledge of the world [�nd which] arc internalized, 
'embo<lied' social strucmres." Like Durkheim, Bourdicu sees symbolic sys­
t.cms as classification systems that provide both iogiwi (flld socifll imcgrllfioll. 
I I e  emphasizes the social as well as cognirive functions of "collective repre­
sentations" and "primitive classifications." But if for Durkheim lhis integra­
tive force operates to produce a desired consensual unity for the social or­
der, for Bourdicu it produces domination. Thus, Bourdicu is concerned 
with the function of differentiat"ion 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.o'>O Bourdieu's theoretical effort to combine the isslle of social reproduc­
tion with that of social dassification amounts to a "revisionist approach to 
the Durkheimian I)roblcm of order" (DiMaggio 1979).61 Bourdieu (1980c: 
52-53) sees this effon as an attempt to mate Durkheim and Marx, anthro­
pology and sociology. 

Tbc Sigl1ifimJlce oj' El/)IIogmpbic F;cldwOI-k in Algeria 

While traincd in philosophy, Bourdieu beg·an his social-scientific career as 
an ethnologist, doing his first fieldwork in the late 1950S among the Berber 

60. See Chcrkaoui 1981, Giddens 1981, and \Vacqu3nt '993c for lie",s that Durkhei'll ""liS 

more concerned with conflict than is genenlly credited and lhat his concern for Ihe problcm of 
order was nOI forlllulated in response to the Hobhesian prohlem �s Pm·SOIlS (1968) �"\Ib'ge'ts. 

61. O\lrk.h�im is ,,1:;0 concerned with the :«x:i;11 b�sis Hf Ilisunlcr. I lis cum.:cpt 1l(�'lIl'lIl1iCM 
ren<.'CtS his ooncern (HI" f"rc�s !ll:lI dl·rC)!lIl:uc :l� wcll " �  lh,,-.: Ih.lI illlq�r.lIC thc «K·ial 1M'.!)'. 
In BOllnliclI, llt>wc'·cr, We lilHl li!11.: :l11'·I'!I'''1 ,k"" I'·,J t" ,lc'l.m,"), Illt"l)!h IlIn.· ,1I·l· IUlI.II,I,· 
C.�'·qll;.",�, " ... h ,,� 11" ",.,1,.." " 1101'1<": I�'I f'.I • .  11101 11" 1,,·,10 ... ,. 1l" II\""�1 ,., .,1. " 1'1" .1'1 1/' 
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pe;lsants in Algeria. Out of this first research experience of crossing disci­
plinary boundaries between anthropology and socioio!:,'Y, Bourdieu sees 
Ilil1lself joining 

.1 new generation of sociologists, who started out in philosophy and were schooled 
III ethnology, [,mel who bmught aboutl a reunification of the f;;thnological and socio­
ltlgical imerests thai h:ul lJecn complercly dis:;<x:iau:u by nco-l>ositivism. (Bourdiell 
.Ind Passeron 19<'7:198) 

I Ie believes that at the heart of thc Durkheimi:lll tradition there is no sub­
�1;lntive distinction betwecn sociolo !:,'Y and anthropolo !:,'Y. 

This early research experience inaugurates specific motifs and points 
" r  method that become recurring themes in Bourdieu's latcr work. Four 
fUll(bmental conceptual issues in particular emerge: the problcm of rc1a­
I ions benl'een individual dispositions and external structures, the problem 
"f ;lgency in structuralist analysis, the problem of relating cognitive struc­
I ures to soci;11 Stmctures, and more generally the problcm of relations be­
Iwecn materi;ll and symbolic aspects of social lifc. The Algerian research 
_Ilso demonstrates the kind of political :1.ctivitism that Bourdicu would pur­
�ue as a professional social scientist. 

The first problem emerged from the particular situation he encoun­
lered in colonia! Algeria during the Algerian \"'ar. He s;lYS retrospectively 
(in I-lonneth 1986:40) that his personal way of dealing with the war was to 
clrry out a study that would combine theoretical and political aims. As an 
'.[lponent of the war, Bourdieu was interested in identifying thosc soci:)1 
141!"ces in Algeria most likely to overthrow French colonial power and inau­
,",urate a new democratic order. He therefore turned his attention to the 
differences benveen the Algerian proletari:n and sub-proletariat and their 
IlitTerenl fonus of "rcvolutionary consciousness." 

The war accelerated the intrusion of the t1l:uket cconomy by French 
L'"lonialism into the traditional peasant social world. The French army's 

IH.licy of forced resettlement (l-cgroupemem) destroyed, uprooted, and rclo­
elled pcasant villages and thereby rapidly introduced traditional peasants 
1 0  the modern exigencies of the marker economy. Bourdieu explored how 
t l":tlliliOIl ;lnd rorce(l modernization intersccred.6.1 The newly imported and 
i l l l]lOSel[ llloney economy required of the peasants new attitudes toward 
li l l ie :Illd new "lIIo�les of ,lcrion b:lscd on liltional anticipation" (Honneth, 
l\oL"}'ha. :llId Sdlwihs I I}H6:40). Yer, Bourdicu observed Ihlt pe,ls;mtS ini-

" 1. I I" '"' ' 1"" ,h I.r " ,." /,,,,,'11/(,/1 1.1, m, ,I,· r"J.!r" "IIIU·' It"",/t,,,,,,,,dl( .·/I . Ownr (B" unti,·u 
.",.1 ..... 1\ .,,1 I ')lo.j . ".,,1 1,,11".,,1 (I f 1,li·,IIII'lil '  rIO • JI.�o "· 111",,, ,ll("lI. 1 1."h·I, '"' .,1 1'/(, II '".�I,I, ,r,· 
tlu· p.,11O ' ." "I ." 1.11""11,,,, '" II", IInl "1,,.111 . .  " 
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tialty responded to the new economic conditions through the dispositions 
originally produced and shaped by their traditional economic order. Rather 
than consider this Kabyle peasant response as essentially irratiOll:l1 by mod­
ern economic standards, Bourdieu draws on the Durkheimian tradition to 
identify a deeper social rationality. The new strucfilral del1l:1nds werc fil­
tercd through traditional dispositions, since pe:1S:1llt dispositions "do 1I0t 
change in the same rhythm as economic structures." Peasant behavior 
changed only as individual actors strategically adapted their dispositions to 
the new cOllsu"3ints and opportunities imposed by the new economy. 

From this illithtl research experience Bouf(lieu developed a more for­
malized concepmal reflection 011 the rclations between intern:1[ized disposi­
tions and objcnive structures. For him, a proper account of practiccs will 
require a conceptua l  language that calls attcntion to the complex imerac­
tion between intern.llized dispositions and objective structures. Action will 
be theorized as a culturally mediated response to structur;ll constraints and 
change. This problem became formalized in his key concept, habitus. 

The second conceptual theme emerged frolll Bourdieu's efforts to 
apply Lcvi-Strauss's struCfill'3list .malysis of myth, kinship, and ritual to 
Algerian Berber societies. In doing a st.ltistical compilation of marriages, 
Bourdieu found thal the parallel-cousin marriage rule posited by Lcvi­
Strauss act1lally occurred in less than 5 percent of cases. Similarly, by careful 
sl11dy of ritual, he found that the kinds of systcmic oppositions posited by 
Levi-Su"3usS for a structur.llist analysis of ritllal simply left Ollt a nllmber 
of significant practices (Bourdieu 199OC, 1 990h). These field observations 
pointed lip two glaring weaknesses in strucrurnlism, namely, the absence 
of an adecluate theory of agency and the limited capacity of formal models 
to accoum for action. 

Like all ethnographic researchers, Bourdiell experienced the practical 
problems of d:1ta collection and .1I1alysis. In particular, he confronted the 
problem of the relations between the social scientist as the outside observer 
and the subjects of observation. The problem resided, for Bourdieu, in the 
gap between the practical logic and necessity of evcryday 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 
fieldwork experience. Bourdieu stresses that theoretical knowledge con­
structed by the social scientist is fundamentally different frolll the practical 
knowledge employed by actOrs; yet it is this pr.lcric:11 knowledge th,1t guides 
actions and therefore should he rhe objet'!, of sl1uly h�' the soei:ll sdcJl!i�1. 
Rather th.Hl dismissing t his diflindty "..; Hlle of the IIcl"c,sary cOII . ..;tr;lilll:. 
of ethno).{raphic l )h"el"l'at il lll, Bllllnlil"1I t r;I11,j"'I1"I11' il i l l l ' )  :1 fUII,hltllclIl:l1 
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problem for all social science. A central question that permeates his work 
.Isks how one can write a science of the practical logic of practices that itself 
\'lkes into account this fundamental difference. 

A third conceptual problem points directly to Bourdieu's conceptual 
heritage stemming from Durkheim, Mauss, and Levi-Strauss. Among the 
Algerian peas'lIltS, he confronted a world where rimal and myth intersect 
fully with the social and physical organization of everyday life. He would 
bter publish his structuralist analysis of the Berber housc demonstrating 
how ritual and symbolic classifications are embedded within with the spacial 
,)rganization of the house (Bollrdieu 1 970). He then would generalize this 
problem of rclations between cognitive structurcs and social structures to 
French schooling, where he saw contemporary French mentalities embed­
tied in tile social organization of French higher ccluc:1tion (Bourdieu 1989C: 
I)H). Thus, the theme of relations between symbolic classifications and social 
structures stems from both his Algerian fieldwork experience and the Durk­

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 groul) life than were its economic 
foundations. Indeed, Bourdieu concluded that in this traditional society it 
is impossible to distinguish the material or economic from the symbolic) 
:illd he reconceptualized the symbolic as a form of power, a kind of capital, 
that can be used to generate social advantages as well as cxercise social 
control. This conceptual shift fih'l.lred significantly in his criticism of eco­
l10mic reductionism by French Marxists, and led to a materialist but, wh:1t 
he believes to be, a nonreduccive account of the symbolic practices of social 
life. 

Finally, this first research project iliustr.ltes the style of political en­
�'lgement that Bourdieu employs. Bourdieu advocates a leftist political role 
for the social scientist as one who should intervene in the public arena 
;I1,>'3inst all forms of domination, but in the name of science. Bourdieu's 
research projects are forms of political intervention presemed primarily as 
works of science. 
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O F  S O C I O l O G I C A l  K N O W l E D G E  

In attempting to write a critical sociology that will expose the power 
relationships produced and reproduced through cultural resources, pro­
cesses, and institutions, Bourdicu cncounrercd a number of methodological 
\lnd theoretical enemies. This chapter first discusses his objections to "sub­
jectivist" and "objectivist'" modes afknowledge and shows how he proposes 
integrating them into a more general knowledge framework, which he calls 
a "gencr.l1 science of practices." It then takes up the problem of substantial­
ism and examines his alternative "rel:nioll:1I" method of analysis. 

Tile Subjective/Objective Antinomy 

A recurring theme throughout BOllrdieu's work warns against the par­
tial and fractured views of social reality generate{[ by the subjectivisml 
objectivism antinomy,! The principal challenge, as he sees it, lies in writing 
a theory of symbolic [lower 3nd an economy of practices-including intel­
lectual practices-that will transcend this particulnrly troublesome and per­
sistent dunlism, Reflecting hack ove,' more than thirt), yenrs of work, he 

l. As was noted in ehallter 1, Bourdieu's centnl concern 10 transcend the subject/object 
dichotomy rooted in positivism finds inspiration in his philosophiC11 tnining, C:mgllilhern's 
history and philosophy of science �nd Bachelard's historical epi�lem"I,,).'Y IM,.;i. " c""'I,lex 
interaction rc1ation between [he subject and olljc\'! uf kll,'w1c.I�I' Ihal ,li'I'Ln'e, Ihe lr;ulili'''lal 
subject/object opposition. It also Slem� from � ... itki"" "f ,\1th"''''ri"" ,\bni,iU hy IM"itnl):' 
3. fundamen t,,1 ullity of 1'r:lI'Iit'es 11.'11 ,,,,,,,,,,1 1M' ''''1'1'1''''.1 It,. III<' "tll'.I'1 nI,-llIr'·/'''I,,-''''ll'I'''.''ll' 
distincli"n, 

\ 1  
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" I,selved that overcoming this antinomy has been "the most steadfust (and, 
1 1 1  my eyes, the most illlponant) intention guiding my work" (Bourdieu 
I " X9d: I S).! 

Bourdieu sees the subjcClive/objective dichotomy manifested in several 
diffcrent forms throughom the social sciences. Table I displays n selection 
" I' issues, approaches, !:abcls, and theorists that he nssociates with this under­
I� ing polarity_] A� table I suggests, Bourdieu uses the dichOl'omy to group a 
I ,n,ad varicty of theoretical and research traditions, rheorist.<>, and opposing 
l I lethods_ Surbce inspection might lead one to conclude that the classifica­
lion is fairly arbitrary. Is there not, for exnmplc, a "subjectivist" dimension 
1 < >  \�'eber's VC1'l'tebclI sociology, or is not an important currell[ of ethno­
ull!thodology concerned with empirical observation? At times, the dichot­
' lilly means the opposition between illlerpretive and positivist approaches 
1 0  social reality; at other times the opposition contrasts micro nnd macro 
levels of analysis; at still other tirnes thc opposition bctween the participant 
:lI1d the outside observer is indic:ltcd, One also finds the opposition refer­
encing debates over relations benvccn theOlY and method. Moreover, the 
1';lrious specifications of this abstract dichotomy arc frequently con !hted. 
( )ne finds both interpretative and positivist val'iants of micro-level analysis 
1 IIIl1ped together and Inbeled "subjectivist." Such distinctions in micro-level 
work are lost in Hourdieu's generalized use of the term subjectivist_� Fur­
Iher, the dicholOmy ;1150 expresses for Bourdieu the underlying structure 
of the Nlarxist/non-Marxist deb:ne over rebtions between economic and 
noneconomic goods, between ideal and rnaterinl interests, and between 
"ubjective and objective measures of class. 

1. This theme goes bad: to some of his earliest work, 1t �ppears already in Trauail it n1f­
,'/Iilltun m Afgirit (Bourdieu. Darbcl e{:'I1. '!J63'3l where he argw!S that the transition from 
!'r�'<-':lI'ilaJisl to capitalis{ economies is 1101 prOI)clled prinl3rily by eithcr cultural or m3teri�t 
ElelOrs but by their �dialcctical re1�tion_" Drawing from Sombart, BourdiCIl considers th�t 
II,,, formation of the t!ntreprCllt!urial spiril and the dcvelopment of a capi,alist et'(lnOnlY wer" 
.... ncurrent processes, In Un 1171 1IIoym (Bourdicu, Rollanski et al. I¢S,18-10), hc proposes 
" Mlntal 3nthropology� that would integrate and transccnd suiljccti,-c �nd objeclive fonns of 
kou.wledgc. 

\_ The mille was assemblt!d from sevcnl of Bourdieu's tcxts whert! he cvoh'S the Il:lrious 
dimensiuns of the subjecth-e/objernve dichotomy_ Sec in particular Bourdieu 1977d, lablc 
7. ' . where he cbssifies severnl subjectivist and obje<:tivist components in his theory of symbolic 
jM'Wer_ 

-I- An eX:1Il1llle is Bnurdieu's tendency to classify inlCI'Jctionisl sociology as subjectivisl, 
l\ hen':I� II",,-h lre:llmCII( ,,( Ihe micro world o( inter:lc{ions {ends to be highly en'pirical, In 
" . " l1ell'l� 'I'" ry l'elij:i.",s l'e...,:l1'dl. f" r eX:lIlIp1c. one li",b that it  is 1'c1ib';l)US hdicf that is Ireate(l 
.1' .11> .1I1I'I1>UI<" ,I' I h�' ,,,hje"I, ,, her",,� illlerpers"",,1 nelwllrks hcelll!!e Ihe IIhje�" i\'e inf!':lSlruc­
I"n' '''I "1,,d, IM'I ... I ,� " "",'Ied (\V",hl"'" ")t1 ! :�t1). Ilill:,,1' 1 , ,)1'1101) :lr):'''l,-'� IhOi "li,'rH-m:l"m 
,,,,,1 ,,,1 ,1'" I II,' "].1'" 11\ 1' .1l ,. 'loll , ,,"'1'1""'''1'' ""'1",."",111 "r 11." "",'1 ,,�.n}' :",,1 "n'oI I" I'l' <k:orly 
,10'1 "111",,11<',1 
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TAIILE I .  The Subjective/Objective Dichotomy 

Oldecrivism SlI bjectivism 
Levi-Stmuss 

Hcgel 
Saussure 
Durkheim 
Marx 
\.vcber 

Siructuralisln 
Thcoreticism 
Functionalism 

Marxism 
Empiricism 
Positivism 
Matcrialism 

Lcft Sociologist 

Economic 

Mattcr 

CI asscs-in-thclllsclves 

Sanre 

Kant 
C:lssirer 
Sapir 
""horf 

Existcntialislll 
Phenomcnology 
Ed1Ji{)lllcthl )dolob'Y 

Idealism 

(:onserv,ltivc Sociologist 

Noncconomic 

Ideas 

Classes-for-thClnsclves 

Thus, Hourdieu employs the subjective/objective antinomy to refer­
ence a wide range of issucs and intelleChl:l1 tr:lditions. Hut 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 C:ln then he e.lsily knocked down with 
BOllrdicll's own preferred alternative. This "intellectual triangulation" 
teclmi(IUe may bc a useful thinking lOol if applied heuristically; il is a useful 
reminder that sociology mllSt grasp the dual character of social life, both 
its subjective and objective aspecls. But, as Brubaker (1993:2Z7-28) in­
sightfully points Out, thc tcchniquc can lead to an excessively polarized 
reading of social theory giving reductionist and misleading portrayals of 
other theorists. 

Clearly Bourdieu employs the subjective/objectivc distinction in .1 vari­
cty of ways to reference different thcoretic:!l ;lIld lIlcthmlnlngicll iSSues. 
Broadly speaking, subjecrivist :lppro:lt'ilcs includc th! ISC cmph:lsizin)! micro 
interactions, volul1[;]rism, :I IHI 111CI lu ltl. III l).:"icll illt livillll:ll i�lll. · I 'lu.;sc IIKI1Hlc 
symholie intCI':H.·l lOll i'"l. ctlU1< IlHCtlJ1 1l11 1111�r. phl'lI! .mcllI .1, lj.{�'. :lI1d r:11 11 111,11 
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.1I"lor theory. Objectiv ism, on the other hand, seems to take twO general 
1"1"IllS for Bourdieu (1977c:27): <I) thc uncritical recording and statistical 
.'lI:llysis of cmpirical rcgul:lrities of human behavior, and (2) forms of con­

, qllual abstraction that tend to impule the pl'operties of formal models to 
".cial rcalities. Objectivist approaches include Marxism, status attainment 
I,·,c'lrch, functionalism, French structuralism, and forms of empirical work 
Ih:ll focus exclusively on m,lcro-level concerns. Bourdicu believes that each 
,,,k ofthc opposition offers important insights into social life but remains 
,lnved if considered separately. Applying B:!chclard's dialectical reason, 
Ill1urdieu argues that these various oppositions must be transcended and 
I II lcgrated into a broader knowledge framework. 

\¥hen stated at a very gencral lcvel, the subjective/objective dichotomy 
l' rccognized by most soci;11 scientists as one of the enduring Illetatheoreti­
\·:11 dilemmas in the social sciences; few would disagree with Bourdieu's 
t·l:Jim that it represcnt" an obstacle to the construction of a total picntre of 
"'I.:ial rcality.! Most would flccept the claim that the logic of Structures must 
i"nnnCCt at some point with the beliefs and practices of individual actors. 
( )n the other hand, this very generfll dichotomy groups specific method­
,.logical and epistemological issues that divide social scientisrs and on which 
I\t ,urdieu takes specific positions. In contemporary sociology, this antinomy 
.1IHI the various oppositions associated with it tend to revolve around thrce 
(ll·cdominant divisions of iniellectufil labor: theory and empirical research, 
,)pproaches focusing on symbolic forms versus those focusing on the mate­
rial objects of social life, and micro versus macro levels of analysis. \-Vhat 
i� unique in Bourdieu is his contention tit,lt thcse divisions "have a social 
1(llmdation but they have no scientific foundation" ( I  99OC:34). He charges 
1I1,lt the problem they pose is not simply epistemological, but also social, 
:lIld in the final analysis politicfll .  The variations of the subjective/objectivc 
du,llism stcm from underlying struggles among social scientists for power 
:lIld recognition (Bourdieu and Hahn 1970:14). They also stcm from 
hroader underlyi ng social divisions among classes and st:lrUS groups in the 
�nci,11 ordcr.6 

<j. Bruhah·r (1985:75°) notes that sueh a progrorn �mighl well ha,·c becn endorse.! by I.heo­
r;'t' a' di'l:ml fro111 nnc another as Parsons and Mar�. (Parsons indeed eJ!plieilly constructs 
hi, 'hcnry wilh refercnce [0 Ihe llrohiem of the relation between objective conditions and 
"lhlc'·lin· ""rill' ,"ul \falucs.)� Brubakcr goes On 10 suggest that at this vcry general and ab­
'!I�Il·! k,·d. the ,uhi"'·li,dnhjCl·livc IH,lariry in f.1CI remains a IISCUllo problem unlcss specific 
''''·''"111):' "n· ,,,�ignc·.l «, l h c '  lPIH,.,ing lc·rm,. IIrul,,,ker i" fa.·! idcntilies cight different spcd-
1" ·;11;",,, Ihal '�lI> lot· ,"I""111,·d ""d<"l" thi, '·cl")' hm;,,1 '·"IKel'li<'11 didl<>wmy. 

f,. II, 'U1", h,·" .11". w,·' I h.· ",I '1,·,·l ln·j,.1 'IC·'·' i, t· " 1'1" "ill' '" :" :1 I""·'·" '" "c·m f,·:!! "," •. " f  c,·cl")',by 
'lwg):l..- I. " . .1"11111 I,,,,, .,,,d I"'" ,·t. ( ·"", .. 1,·1, I",. n.""I'I,·. Ih,· '1I".I1'·).l) "f 1'''<;''·IIIIII).l <>"e\ 
' H " "  ." .,1'1" , 1 ",· .",,1 11,.11 .,1 " ,  ... \ ",1" ·1'.11) ." I,,,. " ,Ill'·' I",· 
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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 fonns of knowledge into a more comprehensive, third 
fonn of knowledge which he calls a "general science of practices!'7 The 
first calls for breaking with subjectivist knowledge of social practices and 
the second for breaking with objectivisl explanation. 

BREAI{lNG WITH SUBJECTlV[SM 
Sincc, for BourdielL, the fundamental task of sociology is to disclose the 
means by which systems of domination impose lhclllsch'es without con­
scious recognition by society's members, then recourse to the subjective 
perceptions of p:lrticip:Hlts can only reinforce the very system of domina­
tion to be exposed. Sociology cannot, therefore, take every(by classifica­
tions and representations by :lctors at face value. The first task of lIle social 
scientist muSt be to initiate an epistemological break with commonsense, 
everyday reprcsent:llions by constructing the statistical regularitics of pr:lc­
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 IllllSt break decisively with 
agents' self-understandings. This epistemological Stance is necessit:lled by 
the very narure of insider accounts of their own practices. Insider represen­
tations reAect the pracncal logic of getting along in their social world, and 
hence arc to be understood as instruments of struggle for practiC".I1 accom­
plishments r.lther than attempts to draw a coherenr and objective picture 
of actor behavior." While scientific representations are constnlctcd out of 
the representations of e\'eryday practices, the latter cannot be substituted 
for the fonner (Bourdieu 1990h:14, 94-95). 

7· 111e two stqlS arc outlined in Ilountieu 1971: 16l-74, '97310, L977e: 1-4, L990h:1 ;:-19; 
Buurdieu, Ch�mboredon, and P�sscron 19')1 . rwurdieu's [enninolog)' for his third type of 
IhL'<�relk:l1 knowled1!e has ch�lIged. In Iwurdiell 1971, he C:ll1s il -Ilraxeological" kno,,·lcdge. 
PI1lXeolugic:a1 �Iso appears in Ilourdicil 1973h, which is til<: I�glish IrJnsi3tion of the section 
of HHurdieu 1971, where Ihe three types of thcoretiC:l1 knowledge �re presented. [11 Ilourdieu 
1!l77e, Ihe third type of knowledge is labeled the �thC()ry of theory :llltl rhe theory of pl":lctice� 
or � �sciellce of pl":lctk.�s." Judging from �n interview stlltemenl, Bourdieu likely drupP<,"d Ihe 
{enn llraxeological to differentiate his position from use of !he !eflll P,"Il.rIS l'urrCnI III Ma�is! 
!hough! (Honnc!h, Kocybl, and Schwjbs 1986). 

8. Bourdien accepts the obj�"Crivisl ll1ol1l�nt in M .... �"I"ll"il""."i1 �""I)"i� . •  lUI l"'l""."ins<: he l,<,n,jll­
ers, as does [)urkhdlll, that �ct"r �{"l�lllnts .• n· uun·li"j,!c· "r ;r"m"" .• 1. Ruhcr. Il",mlieu "I> 
}t.."ct.� 1 .... ·.,; :l U"" Ihey :>rc �n"led I>y "'"''''1",,1 lUl'·n. .... " " Iud. ,lIff"r In"" III\" 'hl�'f<·t" ... ,1 mt.· ... ·'I, 
th.u .J,�.·I Ihe ."It'III;" U ,.f II,,· "�·I.,1 " ... "',,' 
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The break with subjectivism calls for critical examination o f  "infor­
mant" accounts of peer behavior as well (Bourdieu 1977c:t6-22). [nfor­
mant reports likely assume 1"00 much and are tOO general for the kinds of 
dctails needed by researchers to uncover the underlying principles of prac­
lices. Nlore importantly, however, informant accounts arc likely to be ori­
cnted with an eye for the unusual rather than the mundane, to impress 
Ihe rcscarcher. And they tend to employ norm:ltive constructs rather than 
provide the descriptive detail needed to reconstruct the sequence of prac­
tices. Hence Bourdieu, like Bachcl:lrd, draws :l sharp distinction between 
c\'eryday 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 ou[ for criticism is Sartre's volumarism. 
IJourdieu dismisses Sartre's existential notion of free will as an appro:lch 
[0 the problem of practice, since it abstracts actor decisions from their social 
euntext. 

A second form of the subjectivist perspective includes the bro;ld range 
" f  micro approaches to the study of human intcr.lction, such as ethnomcth­
o{lology, symbolic inter:lctionism, :lIld phenomcnolob'Y' Bourdieu takes is­
"lie with these approaches, which hold lhe epistemological position that 
... dentific conceptions must be built up from aCtor accounts ('¥inch 1958). 
Such approaches, he charges, f-ail to link patterns of face-to-face interaction 
:lIld socially constructed meaning systems to larger patterns of hierarchy 
,md domination in social arrangements. Micro approaches, which build on 
:1(."tor accounts, forget that agents classify and construct their understanding 
of the social world from particular positions in a hierarchically strucrured 
,ocial space. Since there is an unequal distribution of resources for reality 
eonstruction, not all actors are e<lually sitlmted 1"0 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 nltional actor theory, which Bourdicu 
also dismisses as an undersocialized vicw of action. 

The first epistemological break with subjective knowledge forms, 
therefore, stresses thaI all human action is situated within determining 
,,[ruet"Urcs that are not readily available to everyday consciousness but must 
he eonstructed by the social scientist. 

III!Od':IN(; WI'I I I  OI!JI'I " [  IVIS,\I  

If "ltjcl'[ iIC knlll\ Ic.!).!e j" needed to cm"l"cct Ihe limit:ltions of suhjective 
In' ,wlcdj..:l', :1 ,cl" lIId '·I '''II·llto,I''j.!k:II br<.'.lk 1'l'l"I IIIlC' nCl'e'�:lI)' I ' ,  etllTCl', 
t . . t' till' I IlIlILI [ 10 'Il� . .  I " hll'l [ II.,  lito 1\\ ll,.l":l·, ' 1 "111' 'l"i""nd cl'i'\CIH"I"j..:il"al 
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break moves in two directions. The first calls for critical reRection on the 
generative as well as situated char::tcter of practices. Bourdieu argues that 
practices IIrc cOIIs/itlltrJc of stHlclllrcs as well as determined by them. He em­
phasizes that structures are themselves socially constructed through every­
day pr::tctices of agents. This leads Bourdieu to explore the practical charac­
ter of agency and de\,e1op his concept of habitus, which integratc''' actor­
symbolic representations with Strucl'mal factors. 

Second, the break with objectivism also calls for critical reRection on 
the spccific character of tbeO/'rtim/ practices. I Jere Bourdieu introduces a 
reOexive perspective on sociological practice itself as a necessary moment 
in de\'cloping a general theory of practices. Indeed, a critical reflection on 
the cognitive and social basis of theoretical practices is a precondition for 
providing an aclequate understanding of ordinary practices. 'vVithout this 
reflexive vigilance, the social scientist risks projecting his or her cognitive 
and social interests onto the nontheoretical work of pr;lctical action, I-Ience, 
Bourdieu calls for a theoretic:1l hmgu:1ge th<lr reminds the $OCi�11 scientist 
of the gap between theoretie<ll knowledge and practical knowledge. I-Ie thus 
focuses ;1tt'ention not only on the object of inquiry but also and simulta­
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 
sociologieal view of the soci<ll world (Bourdicu and Wac(llIant 1 992:68; 
\Vaequant 1989:33). Bourdiell sees this as a distinctive feature of his ap­
proach to sociology, and we will examine it in more detail in chapter I J .  

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

Positivist social science gives priority to l11:1cro strucmres, often in the 
form of st:ltistical regularities, which are rarely visible to the Cnb'1lged actors 
and which must be constructed by the social scientist, Yet, it is the action 
of individuals that construct, sustain, and e\'entually change those statistical 
regularities. Moreover, actors act in tenns of their practical knowledge of 
the social world, not with the insight of scientific knowledge. Since the 
"social reality" the soci:11 scientist identifies in the "objectivist" moment 
of research is "also :1n object of perception," actor perceptions must be 
incorporated into a comprehensive explanatory framework of practices 
(Bourdieu 199OC:1 30), The researcher also needs to reject the "objectivism" 
of statistical patterns and reappropriate and incotj}()rare the representations 
of agents into the analysis in order to constnl('t :111 '''l<lcqu<ltc science of 
practices" (HourdiclI 1 977c). · I'hi:. llle:lllS I 11:11 �" ci:d-�ciel1l ilic illve�1 il{:11 i, III:' 

MEUTH(OIY OF SOCIOLOGICAL  INOWtEIJG( I S 9  

must indude both qualitative indicatOrs as well as quantitative data. Bour­
dieu argues that an adequate scientific account requires conceptual media­
I ion of the relationship between actor perceptions and fonnally constructed 
,�tructures, A5 \\Ie will sec in ch:1pt.er 5, his concept of habitus serves this 
function. 

Bourdieu criticizes strict stnlcturalist approaches, especially those of 
Levi-Strauss and Althusser, for reducing action to the mere execution of a 
theoretical, :1temporal, <lnd IO&rlcal mooeL Bourdieu contends that, while 
objective Structures exist, the soci<ll activity of individuals both originates 
:U1d develops in the pl'llcrim/ UlflSlt'l'Y of those structures, whether they be 
kinship rules or the mode of capitalist production. External structures are 
not apprehended for the most part through fonnaliz.ed rational assessment, 
Acl'Ors act through time without the benefit of [he totalizing view available 
10 the out:side observer, Moreover, they organize their 3cti\'ities pmctimlly 

r�lther than seek to satisfy formal standards of logical coherence. Actors 
draw upon cultural and social resources, not for logic:1l purposcs, but for 
the practical purposes of getting on in everyday life activities, Objectivist 
science, however, tends to abstract from consideration this practical orien­
I�ltion of action, 

rn other words, an objectivist account of structures cannOt explain the 
genesis of strucnrres, which, according to BOllrdiell, should be the principal 
objective Of:l theOlY of <lction. Actors :1ct to :1ccomplish practical purposes 
which involve social and economic interests and power and their symbolic 
representations, Practices are therefore constitutive of objective strucnrres, 
which strictly objective accounts of social life fail to show. 

"lntellecmalism," or "theoreticisTll," represents a third type of objectiv­
ist knowledge against which a genuine science of practices must be con­
:.ITucted, Thcoreticisrn, Bourdicu 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
;llist fullacy," or becomes blinded by the "intellectualist illusion, n when thc­
�Iretical explanation is substituted for the pmcricoI 11/(I$UI] or pmcrim/ illul!i­
gihility thai actors employ in their actions. Objectivist science confl:nes "the 
rnodcl of reality [with] the reality of the model" by forgetting that objectiv­
i�1' models merely describe practic<ll :lctiol1 os iIiT were the c<lse (Bourdieu 
1 977l'), Uncritical applications of forlllal models, he charges, end up pro­
in'lin!! rhe formal properties of theory ontO the informal world of everyday 
pl�lclices, They thus hccc/Illc yet another form of s)'l11bolic domination. 
Ikrunling- I f ) UlllIntit.:II, ,0ei:ll ,dcltli'b arc p:lrticul:lrly pronc to produce 
� lhiet'livi�1 j,lcut"l-t)' 1lCllt'l' IIl'l'Wlie I'l'udlU.:el'� !lf �)'l11bolil' vinlem:c by 
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failing to recognize within their idealization of the social world the social 
and historical conditions that detenlline their own intellecrual practices as 
well as those of the subjects of their ilH'estigation. They need to develop 
a rellexi\'e practice of sociology-a key dimension of Bourdiell's sociology, 
which we will cxamine more fully in chapter I I .  

I lis sharpest criticisms along this line arc directed at the notion of 
rule in Levi-Strauss's analysis of kinship e.\:change, at the Marxist theoriz,1-
tion of social class, :lnd at rational actor theory. Vlh:Jt Bourdieu rejects in 
Levi-Strauss is the tendency to assimilate the cmpiriC;lI reality of kinship 
groups to the theoretical model constructed by the social theorist. Kinship 
choice flows, BounUeu argues, frOI11 actor strategic." to l11ailllain or cnhance 
their positions within the social order rather than from ahstr:lct rules or 
normS. 

Bourdieu criticizes Marxism for treating theoretical models ,111(1 empir­
ical displ:1YS of cl:lsses, or, in his words, "classes on paper" (Bomdicu [987b: 
153), as if they wen: rcal mobilized cl:lsses. Man.:ist class perspectives tcnd 
to prCSUlne rrom an observation ofholllogeneity among objective indicators 
or social class the cxistcll(.:e of real cuhurally :lIld socially unified social 
classes (Bourdieu [987b: I 5 3)' In short, there is a tendency to take "class­
in-itselr" for "class-ror-itself."'! 

Finally, Bourdieu believes the "intellecmalist fallacy" is paniclIl:lrly vis­
ible in rational actor theory where he charges that anributes of conscious, 
rational ealculation to act arc but a projection of the cogniri\'e IXlstlirc or 
the theorist. 

Thus, Bourdiell (t977C:18) calls attention to thc "distance betwcen 
learned reconstruction or the native world and the native experience of that 
world," which social scientists "so often forget." Failure to take into account 
this fundamental b'1lP between the meoretical knowledge and interests of 
the researcher and the pr:lctical knowledge and interests or the subjects of 
observation leads to nonreflexive concepts that are confounded wim pr.lcti­
cal reality. Such concepts become reified with :1 kind or symbolic power 
they do not dcsclvc. Bourdieu (ibid., 38, 202) rejects all approaches lhat 
would attempt to establish a direct, unlllediated identity between theoreti­
cal concepts and practical reality. An adequate social science must construct 
concepts th:1l 11lcdiflJe lhe relationship between the fundamentally differellt, 
theoretical and pr.lctical types of knowledge. 

9. This is a blmkcl crilicism ICI'ckd ��'Jill�1 {\brxi�lI1. It.>lmh�" .1,,,,,, n" 1 ,wk",," k�I!t"� Ih�1 
a oumhcr "r researchers ,,�i"l1 ,\brxi'l dass <':.II'·II",i,·, k.): .. I'r/.l:""",li 1<177) fullr rl'\'''II"i/C 
Ihe Ilwhlcm .",,1 h,I\-C I ... ·,·,. '':Ire·f,,1 In ,1\",,1 ,11,· ""'- ,,·n.knn 1\""r.I"·,, .1.-""1111<" " . I .11"-",, 
,hi, furlh"r ill .-10'11'\<'" 7. 
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Tbe Relntiollnl Method 

Rdll1iOl1nJ '''inking also is ceillral to Bourdieu's vision of sociology as a sci­
ence. Bourdieu criticizes incess:mtly wh:lt he calls "substantialism," "re:.l­
ism," or the "spontaneous" theory of knowledge as a key obstacle to devel­
oping genuine scientific knowledge of the social world. For Bourdieu 
(1 987f:3), me substantialist vision of social reality designates an epistemol­
ogy that "recognizes no other reality than that which is directly gi\'en to 
the intuition of ordinary experience." It focuses on the "realities of ordinary 
sense-experience, and by individuals in particular." Substantia list thinking 
"privileges substances" over relationships, ror "it treats the properties 
attached to agcnts-occupalion, age, SC.\:, qualifications-as /{)1TtS indepen­
dent of the relationship within whkh they 'act' " (Bourdieu 1984a:22). 
Bourdicu sees substantialist thinking in IXlsirivism, phenomcnology, and 
the hmmmist/exist'cntialist "philosophy of the subject." All three tend to 
reify attributes of individuals fmd grQul)S by det.lching them from their 
social and historical cOlHexts. 

As an alternative, Bourdieu advoc:llcs a "relational" or "strucnlralist" 
mode of thinking, which he identifies as fundamental to fiJI scientific 
thoughL This approach to the study or social life "iclemifies the real not 
with substances but with relationships" (ibid.). These are "ilwisible rela­
tionships" to the uniniriated 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 
mat locates meanings or signs not in themselves but in their contrastive 
relations. Bourdieu (1!)<i8) sees the relational method to be the "major con­
tribution" of structuralism to the soci:!1 sciences, and in fact considers rela­
tional thinking to be a foundation:!1 principle or IfJJ scientific knowledge as 
demonstrated in its highest formalized expressions: m:llhematics and phys­
ies.10 Bourdieu m:lint:!ins that the social sciences should deal with cultural 
and social rebtions JUSt as modern geometry treats its subject matter. Just 

10. lIounliclI idcllIifics Ernst ussirer's SlIbSlimn 01111 FtmdiOll: Elllsuin's Tbrory of RtllllivitJ 

I H)� 31 as his princil"11 source of in511il"l1tion for rel�lion31 thinking (Bourdieu and \Vacqllallt 
1')'}!:i)7). I I e  alsllllole� Ih�1 hOlh Ihe social l�ychologi5t KII,'I Lewin and the sociologist Nor­
locI'1 Elia� ( I  ')7H) ,I,.,,,,· inspir'.l1iun rrnm C:lS!;ircr for � rcbtion31 :l1)pro�ch. 

Hd:ui,on"l lhinlin): i, :1 �q nl"lh,�I.,I" lIil':ll nmlerllinning ilf Ihe slrucrur:alisl mOl'cmeOI in 
Im�I<I'lu" (S"P!>" ,,,,,I ) .• l"I""n). ,uulu'<IIM,I.'J()' (Lc .. i-Slr..""S), ,ml! h;'lnl)' (DlImcl.iI), ,,1 I nf 
,,10,,-1. I. ... '" I��'II ",tI,,,-,,,,.,I .,, 1I""rolw,,\ IhIllL"'I:' ,\I" ... ·" .... r, \V�l·.I'''Hll "I""'''''n Ih�1 ,h" 
r,·!.",.", .• 1 .,,,�I,· " 1 ,," .• 11,,, '"� 110.· ,,� •• ,I" HIt-.• I .!" I<IIII<" ' .-" n 1 .... I,-.Il·.,I I,).L ,,, 1)"rLh.· .. " ... ,,1, 
1, ... . " .. 1. .. 11. 11. .. , /11."".1" " •• ",1 II " 'I" J" I  " 1'/1 ,I,) 



61 I {HArTEl THiEf  

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 life must be constructed.11 Individual facts 
are to be assembled inlo models of broader sets of relations so that the 
individual elements appear as, in the words of Bachelard, a "a p:lrticular 
case of the possible." In science, "the real is the relational" (Bourdicli and 
Wacquant 1991;97). 

Thus for Bourdieu the relational method stands oPl)Osed to positivism 
and methodological individualism. [n 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 extr.lcts an object of inquiry from 
the context of everyday assumptions and perceptions, which reAect the 
pr.lctical interests of social life, and tr.lnsforms it into an object of seienti fic 
knowledge (Bollrdicu, Chamboredon, and P:lsseron 1991;253). For BOllr­
dieu, however, this means more than the common practice in sociolob'Y of 
tr-:.msforming attributes of individuals and groups into variables. Relational 
thinking emphasizes building variables into "systems of relations" that are 
differentially and hierarchically ordered. One simple technique he recolTl­
mends for doing this is cross-tabular comparison of sets of agents across a 
wide variety of properties (Bourdieu and \Vacquant [992:230). Columns 
of properties that differentiate the greatest number of agents are selected 
to identify the systcm of variations among agcnts. 

Ilourdieu's preference for a relational approach to the study of social 
life leads him to reject linear modeling techni<lues in favor of corre­
spondance analysis, which is a stmcnlral statiSlical procedurc that is a 
gr.lphical variant of discriminant analysis and lIIultidimensional scaling. 
Developed by what some call the "French Data Analysis" school (Benzccri 
1973; Lebard, Morineau, and Warwick 1984),12 correspondance analysis is 
a techniquc for displaying the association betwcen rows and columns of a 
data matrix as points in multidimcnsional 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, [he reality of the social world is. It is a technique which kthinks" 

I I .  Su Bourdieu '968 for an early MlIlcm<:11\ i,ulil�'linj.! Ihal Ih,· rdalinnal m,,,1c ,,( .... ·a ... '" 
ing is 10 he hnrmw"d (rom lhe 11:1I11r.1I ... ·i,·,,,·..- :11,,1 :'1'1,1,,·.1 1" Ih,· ",,·i�1 ."·'CIl,·",. 

I l .  Sl·" ( ;r""n.l<"f<: I,/K., r;"." ':'K"I "Ut,�h"·" ",, \\,Ih ,110,,11'."''''''. 
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in tenns of relation, as I try to do precise.ly with the nooon of field. (Bourdieu and 
Waequam 1991:96) 

The relational method provides the basis for substantive positions that 
Bourdieu takes on issues such as culture, lifestyles, class analysis, and pop· 
ubr culture. As a point of method, Bourdicu analyses cultural practices 
as structured rei::Jtionally around binary oppositions such as high/low, 
distinguished/vulgar, purelimpure, and aesthetic/useful. The value of each 
element of a system is defined in relation to the other clements of the S.1l11e 
system. Certain eulll.1ral practices obt:lin legitimacy in opposition to other 
practices. Cultural Icgitimation and domination are nOt thought of in terms 
of particular stylcs or ideas but in tenns of contrastive practices, as when 
elements of one subculture are subordinated to those of the other. 

vVc sec, for cxample, this method put to work in his analysis of class­
based lifestyles in France. vVe learn that the French working-class sub­
culture is "virtue of necessity," whereas thc French upper-class subculture 
is "freedom from necessity," and these tr.lnslate into characteristic life­
styles and consumer preferences. Blit in Bourdieu's mind-and for him 
this is a fundamental point of method-these lifestyle characteristics 3re 
1/ot intrinsic reatures of each class. Rather, they obtain analytical signifi­
cance 01l1y in relation to and by way of contrast with each other, Thus, a 
dominated eult"Ul"e like a dominated soci:ll class is always defined in rebtion 
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 amonom)' from dominant culture that Hourdieu 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 runda­
mental char.lctcr of social lifc. The relations he constructs arc invariably 
competitive rather than cooperative, unconscious rather than conscious, 
and hiernrehical rather than ebralitarian. The recurring image of social life 
one finds in Bourdieu's work is one of competitive distinction, domination, 
and mispcrccption. Thus, when Botlrdieu admonishes his fellow social sci­
entists to "think rclationally" (Bourdieu and 'Vaequalll 1992:228), he is 
also inviting them to share his conflict view of the soci:!1 world. 

Bourdieu sees the relational method as key to his vision of the political 
mission of sociology. He charges that substantia list thinking provides the 
mcthodological h:lsis for discriminatory practices by attributing individual 
:lIld cnllcl·civc differellccs to intrinsic propertie.� or cssences (Bourdicu 
1 I)'J4;d�). lIy �l rt·��i l1).: .h:1I illlli"i.II1:11 :lIld {·ollccl"lve properties :,re specific 
1 ' ,  rel:1I ivc 1" '1111 '1'1 11 11 \' 1 '1 '�II i, "" ill 1':11"1 iel1l;!r SI Il·i:l! :lnd hi�'1 ,nl":,l l·1 lIl[CXI�, 
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relational thinking relativizcs 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 rends to downpl:ly processes of imitation or co­
operation that can also be formative of social identity as are processes of 
distinction. Bourdicu uses this method with considerable success in analyz­
ing the French intellectual world and the system of hOllor in K:lbylia. But 
it needs testing across a broader range of social worlds where competition 
and cenrraliz;][ion may not be the predominant features but where there 
is consider;lble variety and autonomy alllong class subcultures (Lamont and 
Lareau 1988: 158).1' 

I}. Evt:1l in France, the work of Grignoll �nd l'aSSCr<l1l (198-\), two former cotbhOl'>1tors 
of llourJicu, suggeslS that (he righdy reh1tion�l ",odd pr<Jposcd hy Unllrdiell IIndcrcslimatl.."S 
the degree of 3utonol11Y of French working-class 1..'Ulwral I)r;!c(iccs frolll those of dnminant 
groups in Ih�1 country. 4 

B O U R O I E U ' S  P O L I T I C A l  E C O N O M Y  

O F  S Y M B O L I C  P O W E R  

Beyoud Strflcfurtflist Mrn·;o.:i17l1 

One way that Bourdieu attempts to transcend the subjectivclobjective 
antinomy in his geller.11 and unified science of practices is hy reconcep­
tualizing relations between thc symholic and matcri;]1 dimensions of social 
life. l lerc he enters into critic;ll di:llogue with Marxism, particularly the 
French structunllist M.arxism of Louis Althusscl'. Out of this confront;]tion 
with structuralist Marxism, Bourdicll develops a politic;]l economy of sym­
bolic lx>wer th:tt includes :1 theory of symbolic interestS, a theOlY of powcr 
as c:tpit:ll, and a theory of symbolic violence .md c;lpit;11. 1 These arc nOt 
tidy. well-delimited theoretic;11 arguments, but orienting themes that over­
lap and inrcrpencuate. They draw from a wide variety of intellectual influ­
ences, particularly Durkheim, French structur,llism, and \"reber's sociolo!,'Y 
of religion. But tht: starting point is the Alt'husscri:lIl Mar.�ism that Bounlieu 
encounrercd during the 1960s and '70S. 

As was noted in chapter z, Althusser (1970) argues that cultural ]lnlC­
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 
:Illd lx>litics, though he shuns the Marxist language of infrastrucrure and 

t .  Thi, :",.dy,,, .• 1 .1"""", " I  I!""rol;c"'� thin�in!:" f"II,.w� in <-.:rl"i" rt:�jI'.�'h oIi'li",·,i",,� 
1"" '1�"" ,1 1,) 1\ o" lu�,'  ( " ,ti\) 
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"lIpCnMul'tlln:. llollr(lieu's choice early in his career to focus on the sym­
bulk dimellsion of social relations was made in the context of a debate 
with the Althusserians over just what the relative autonomy of thc 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 ;lbstract conceptuali7�1tion of superstruc­
ture. BOl1rdieu's argument :lIl1oums to a rC\'isionis[ appro,lch to the prob­
lem of relations between infr.lstrucLUre and superstmcture in that hc pro­
poses a mcdiational vicw of the relative autonomy of superstructure from 
infmstructure.! 

In this chapter I examine the three general theoretic.ll arguments lhat 
Bourdieu <Ievclops in his critical (li;llogue with Marxism. In each he both 
dr,lws inspiration ,1Ild marks critical distance from /\1arxism. 

A Socio/01rY of Symbolir hlfcw'ts 

The first Wily Bourdiell distances himself from J\ilarxism is by extending 
the notion of economic illlen�st to ostensibly noneconomic goods and scr· 
vices. I n stressing the centrality of economic structures in social Ii fe, J\ilarx­
ism, Bourdieu argues, reproduces the classic subjectivism! objectivism dual­
ism by restricting the notion of interest to the m.Hcrial aspects of social 
life, where:ls the symbolic and political dimensions ,Ire considered to lack 
their own proper imerests, This same du.tlism undergirds the lvlarxist dis­
tinction between infr:lstructure and superstructure, which Bourdieu rejects 
by broadening the idca of economic interest to inelude symbolic or non­
material pursuits as well as mnterial ones. 

As I obsen'ed in ch;lpter 2, Bounlicu draws from \Neber's sociology 
of religion m posit th.lt I/ll l1ctiol/ is imen!slI.'d, including s}'mbolic pursuits. 
I-Ie extends the logic of economic calculation to "'1111 goods, material as sym­
bolic, withom distinction, tit;lt present themselves as rtlre and worthy of 
being sought after in a p:lrticular social formation" (Bourdieu 1977C:178), 
BOllrdieu ( 1 980a:209) wants to construct a "science of practices" that will 
anal}'ze "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 :md symbolic) forms of action artd objects. I-Ic 
writes thal "the theol]' of strictly economic practice is simply a partiudar 

�. III this respcct, Bourdiell's intellectual pmil·l·t is ,imihir 1" 111.11 "r R:I),"" ""I \\'llIial'" 
(1963, I¢:i). evcn Ih"u�h \Villiams ""rk.. nplkilir "ilhin Ihe ,\br�I'1 In"lil " '" "h'·'·'·.I' 
B<Hmlieu d,,,,s ""I. 
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\·'l.�e o f  a general theol]' o f  the economics o f  practice" (1977C: (77), Thus, 
,YlIlbolic interest and material interest are viewed as two equally objective 
I"nns of intcrest.J 

Relatedly, Bourdieu speaks of action as strategy to emphasize the interest­
'>rientation of human conduct. Strategy is associated with the "maximizing 
"j" material and symbolic profit" (Bourdieu 1 990h: 16), Action as strategy 
l·"llveys the idea that individual practices arc fundamentally interested, that 
;Il"tors ,ltternpt to derive advantages from situations. In discussing marriage 
p;lttcrns in precapitalisr societies, Bourdieu (1977<::36) writes that kinship 
rdallons are tlle "product of strategies (conscious or unconscious) oriented 
IlJwards the satisfaction of material and symbolic interests and organized 
hv reference to a determinate set of economic and soci:ll conditions." Yet, 
li

'
)r Bourdieu, strtlfegy docs not refer to the purposive and calculated pursuit 

"f goals as it <loes for rational actor theorists (e.g., Coleman (990). Re� 
jeering the rational .letor model of conduct, Bourdieu instead thinks of ac­
lion as patterned :md interest-oriented at a tacit, prerellective level of 
awareness that occurs through time. 

One p;lrricularly forceful application of this interest perspective of ac­
I ion is BOllrdieu's attack on the self-image of intellectuals as representatives 
of objectivity, disinterestedness, purity, and creativity. Bourdieu sees intel­
kctllal practices as all fundamentally interested pursuits despite [heir sym­
holic character. 

Bourdieu h:ls also critically applied this perspective to highbrow culture 
(Bourdieu 1992) and science (Bourdieu 1975b), both of which derive their 
legitimation precisely from the belief that they represent higher and more 
worthy forms in the inventory of hum�n endeavor than material pursuits. 
The great merit of Bourdieu's work lies in the demonstNltion that there 
is a political economy of culture, that all cultuNlI production-including 
science-is reward-oriented, and that stylistic preferences are selected and 
rejected in ways that are analogous to the general notions of investment 
,1Ild search for profits in the economy, 

Bounlieu's application of the language of economic interest and strat­
cb'Y to all areas of cultural and social life has drawn sh;lrp criticism. Several 
critics (Gartman 1991,  I-Ionneth 1986, Jenkins 1992, Joppke 1986, Miller 
md Bartson 1987) have charged that Bourdieu's theol]' reduces to a form of 

\. Bo"nlie,,'s cffort to gcncr:llizc a fonnal el"Ol1ol 1lic logic to all social relations gocs counter 
\0, ",hm mudl nf Ihc ",,·jn1,,).:; .. ":}1 tradition has held. namely, Ihut nOt all of social lifc rcduces 
I" Ihc I" �k ,,f " ... rk .. ·1 ,.d'li" n� « ::.illl: I ')fi I; Nisllet ,gti6). Yct in :mother Sen,c \hb c",'Kcl'tual 
" II"'C cl1ll,r:.\· .. � :, "m" Io.,r ,.w",I" Il""! ,·bi",: Ihal r"rllls " r  c"'''!Ul·1 whidl "1'I>car as "irr:ui" ,uIM 
I,,· """,Llnl" ,f n·, "'''''''' "'.",,,,,,.,, '''11 '".11' in (:1("1 he ,Cell I" ,,1"'>":1 oIc'·I",r "K·ia! r.ld"nailir. 
l "Iw .'I'I""·l·"1 .,lhI1l11 I�·I\, .... " 1\"",01,,·,,\ ,.,., "" "") "t pr:Il'm·,", ,,,,,I rill" l"e"I1·/l'·""'· ' ,I " .'''' ",.,1 

." I,,,· 11,,· •• 1'1 '" I ,'" ',,, I' .... ",II I" ,(", ",,,·,1 1.,,,·, '" Ill>" , 1..'1'1'·1· 



68 I ( H A P T E I  F O U R  

economic determinism. Alain Caille has offered perhaps dIe most sustained 
criticlue of Bourdicu's economy of practices as fundamentally one of eco­
nomic determinism in the last instance. Caille (1992: 109- 1 1) argues that 
all of Bourdieu's work is oriented by a single unirnry argumem in which 
"the ensemble of social practices reduce to a more or less mediated and 
more or less hidden br:ltnC of material interests." His criticisms of Hourdieu 
sUllllnari7..c in three points. First, Bourdieu makes no attempt to delineate 
what part of social actions can be explained by conscious calculation and 
what part cannot. All :lction for Bourdieu reduces to underlying intercst, 
whcthcr conscious or unconscious. Second, matcrial interest is the Illost 
fundamental of interests. Though Bourdieu critici7'-cs economic reduc­
tionism, he is in filct himself a closet "economic dctermin:nion in the hlst 
instance" theorist.� And third, whilc Bourdieu sharply critici7..cs humanism 
:md rejects any ahistorial, universal view of human n:lture, he in fatt implic­
itly formulates :m anthropology that posits a fundamcnt,ll human propen­
sity to pursue intcreSL .. amI acculllubte powcr. 

I will evalu:ltc this criticism and Bourdicu's response at v:lrious points 
ill this and the next chapter. My own vicw is that m:my of Hourdieu's crirics 
do not sufficiently appreciate the complexity of his thinking. I nonethelcss 
find a problematic, militari,ll1 orientation in his work, hut in ways not' elll­
phasizcd by his critics or acknowledged by Bourdieu. I will first examine 
his concept of interest before going on to present his thcory of cultural 
capital, 

The claim by Caille and other critics that Bourdicu works from a fun­
damentally utilitarian framework is striking, for Bourdieu 3lways has been 
a sharp critic of economism. I lis early work on peasant comlllunitit..'S in 
North Africa rejected strictly economic explanations of underdevelopment 
,lIld change in preC"Jpitalist colonizcd societi(:s. In that research on Kabyle 
peasants he confronts the problem of how to account for 3 fundamental 
"discrepancy" he found hetwcen prccapitalist IlC3sant attirudes and com­
portment" toward timc, money, property, credit, and production, and those 
demanded by thc cncroaching capitalist economy (Bourdieu 1 979:vii), 

From the outset, his theory of action is sh,lrply critical of economistie views 
of hUlil;ln action.1 I l is kcy conccpt, blibilllS, which we will examine in the 
next chapter, is used consistently to argue against forms of economic deter-

4, 1 10,,'c"cr, Caille corrl"Ctly notes tlmt BourdiCll C:l1lnOt be sinnred within an Althllsscri'11l 
frnmcworL:.. An�rt ('990) 3nd \Vacqllan{ (1992) defend Bourdicu againSI {he -last inst�ncc­
dClemlinism ch3rge. 

5, UOllrdieu (ibid,) maintains rh31 1xnh nc"dassi�<ll �"(C"n"1Ili" �11I1 'tnll·Ulmli" Mani'HI 
share 3 fundamcntally reduClin: vicw of hum�n a"tion a, "''''I<"IIIInll c',clllbll)' rell,,"IIH' ,,( 
!!COnomic �lrll�·'lIrcs. I\",h 'O"" �)ll· IM';IlI', III 1\'''ln''''II\ ,,,.,,. �rt· "" IoW(·'1\ ,,," ,,,,,I I." � .111 
,uk'III""· '4:1"'.· "r "II"',,")·. 
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minism. In Dislil1ctiol1, for example, habitus explains why tastes in food arc 
not disect "functions of income but of inherited life-style" (Bourdieu 1 984a: 
1 30). 

Two general views emerge from this research experience that have con­
sistently guided Hourdieu's thinking about action. First, action is not a 
mechanical reslx>nse to external determining strucrures, whether they be 
economic, political, social, or even cultural. Habits, traditions, customs, 
beliefs-the cuI rural and social legat..-y of the past-filter and shape individ­
ual and col1cctivc responses to the present and future. They 1I1(lliffle the 
effects of extern:11 Structures to pro<lucc action.� Second, he explicitly reject."i 
a "homo econo1llicus" view of action.1 The Algeri;m peasants he studied 
did not display the kind of futllre orientation that would have pennined a 
means-ends calculation in responsc to the chal1engcs of the encro;lching 
capirnlist economy. They rcsponded in terms of their traditional disposi­
tions toward time. 

in morc recent writings, Bounlieu ( 1 990c: [06-19) vigorously defends 
his work against the utilit'ari;m criticism. l ie defends his intellectual strategy 
as bcing thc same as I,.Vcbcr's, who used "the economic model to extend 
materialist critiquc into the realm of religion and to uncover the SllCcific 
interest'S of the great protagonists of the religious g'ame" ( 107). Bourdieu's 
economy of practices can indeed be considered an important elaboration 
and extension of \.veber's notion of ideal interests. But while '-"'eber limits 
economic action to caS(.'S where there is mcans-ends ('"";llculation, Bourdieu 
sees interested pursuit in nil types of action. l ie makes no attempt to weigh 
the evidence for or abrainst the cI:lim that all action is fundamentall)' self­
interested. 

One should ask criti(."";llly whether different types of conduct vary in 
their degrees of interestedncss. Might some forms of behavior be more 
interested than others; that is, might some forms of behavior respond more 
direcdy to survival nceds than others? Nloreovcr, the proposition that all 
action is interested stands in all uneasy relationship with Bourdieu's self­
proclaimed materialism. Since 80urdieu :lppears 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 arc equally fruitful 
m providing for ere;lturc comforts. By dismissing all distinctions between 

Ii. This concel'tu�li7.'lIion of action de�rl)' $ets Uourdieu 3gainsl all fonns of beh�"iorism. 
I lis �"'>I1cepr ofh�bitlls challenges the thl'Ory thaI action is a response 10 rhe OI)f:T3nt condition­
ing uf ,I slinmlus-rcsllHlhC C(IU�fI(on. 

7. Ib}"ll"n,1 11","1"11 ( 1 '17'1. "IKo) i, the "ther Icading olilleml",r,lry Frcnch Sloei"I',):i" 
"h" fq,rc,,·m, till" '1'1"'''''1' ' II·" t to- �tI'·'''·�IC' � f.111I "",I d'oll't: """lei " f:o<'liol1 lh'l1 l"'rIllIl' 
."·" ..... . 1 I",·J",..,· "I h, ... , 1"" 1111 ... , ·" ... 1 . 1"",,· ""hili " ...... ,," "I ,.nll·lllr-,.1 ,·",,,,r,IIIII, 
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forms of interested and disinterested behavior, Bourdieu is  no longer able 
to preserve me kind of priority he seems willing to accord material lifc, 
One of the theoretical consequences of the expanded use of the idea of 
interest to cover all fonns of behavior is that we lose analytical ]>ower in 
distinguishing types ofbeha\�or mat would seem to follow from the funda­
Illenral materialistic assumption Bourdieu wishes to make" 

Bourdieu's interest-oriented action docs nOt assume conscious, rntional 
calculation, Strntegies arc tacit and prereAective rather than conscious 
plans, There is, however, ambiguity in Bourdieu's work on this point. At 
times he admits conscious strategizing while at other limes he insists on the 
unconscious character of interest calculation. Bourdieu makes no consistent 
distinction between I.:onscious and unconscious forms of interest calcula­
tion, He cle:II'ly rejects a r:lliOllal aCtOr model of ,Inion and goes to great 
effort ro expla in that the type of action he focuses on esc:lpes the realm of 
conscious manipul;uion, I Ie gcncr:l11y stresses the unwitting complicity of 
actors in pursuing their own vested interests. Moreover, he claims that in­
terested action !f.lins in legitimation and efficacy the less visihle its inter­
ested dimcnsion is to actors: 

Tile mosl profit:lble str.ncgiL'S arc usually [hose produl'Cd, IJn Ihe hither sitlc of �II  
L':Ilcublion ;lIId in [he illusion ofthe musl ":lU[henric� sinceriry, hy � hahit'Us objl.'(,;­
ti\'ciy fi tted to the uiljeni,'c structures. (Bourdicu 1977C:lI4) 

BUl this suggests that Hourdieu is willing to recognize degrees of awareness 
of the interested chal"ilcter of some forms of action; moreover, these pre­
sumabl)' h�lVe some bearing on the success or fuilure of those pursuits. At 
other times he rc(.'Ognizes the fully conscious charnctcr that stratcgic calcu­
hltion can havc. He thus apr>e:lrs to be more attentive to the cmpirical varia­
fion that onc finds in the soci:ll world than his conceptu:11 formulations 
suggest, Bourdieu, however, clocs not spell out ,\ clear ]>osition on this issue, 

Bourdieu aSSUIllCS, like Durkhcim, that one cannot really talk aoom 
individual motivations in sociological analysis. The idea that all forms of 
action arc interest oriented is what Alvin VV. Gouldner ( 1970) calls a "do­
lIlain assumption." By using :ln os[Cnsibly economic model of hum:ln ac­
tion, Bourdieu lI1;1kes the "as if" ,Issumption that individuals ,md groups 

8. One exit (roll1 this diteml1l�, �lId one which Bourdicu occasion;llly uses, is 1<1 �I'c�l <If 
cerlain tylk'S or action dllt nc �Illore imerested� than others, In the scicnti(jl' field, (" r n'III' 
]lIe, he observes th,t there Clil bc �most hrut:llly imcrCSll'tt ;11,,1 c�ui'li,' ""l1fmnr;lI,utt," Ih,u 
!:;in lead 10 the -forgery of scientific rcsllhs� ill I)nkr II) ),'ain in Ih,' nllllllCtnlOIl (lIuunltcu 
199OC: I I I). Soch exampks al'l'c�r I" oIl .... i,..,';IIC a,'I""" " h,n' " >II�''')II' ,�,klll.I1"'11 " I' lilt'."" 
emls �bl'''nshij'' .. ,'t."" . '11", ",1'111"11 I�IIIII' 110" ,ml � "" ,r,' >I!I;m .... 1 " '""1""';11""1 "I 1'1" .... 
"f J,'uIOII, lnll II .I,,,,, '" "lIlt .1 I .. " "I ,III.,hII tJI I"""·1 
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do try to optimize-even at  an unconscious level-and d o  so for slatuS as 
well as for economic rcasons, On this basis, he can make gencral predictions 
of how certain classes will behavc in certain situations, This economic 
model seems useful, for example, in thinking about the post-195°S educa­
tional choices made by upper-middle-cla.ss American fumilies for meir chil­
dren. The push for the "Ivys," private secondary schools, and even special 
preschool enrichment programs involves highly conscious calculation of 
how best to invcst family resources in the future generation. At the sallie 
time, Bourdieu docs nOt offer sufficiently convincing empirical evidencc 
that individuals do indecd :lttcmpt to optimi7.c their bch:lVior in most situa­
tions, Moreover, arc there not forms of bchavior that go against the objec­
tive interests of :Ictors? Bourdieu's domain assumption renders his theory 
of action inadequate fOl' handling such possibilities. Though Bourdicu uses 
thc bnguage of"maximiz;Jtion," it seems likely that in many instances "sat­
isficing" or "self-benefIting" seems closer to what he h:ls in mind. But he 
does not provide the conceptual tools for identif)ring practices that arc less 
self-henefiting than others, 

Critics misintcl']lret Bourdieu's concept of interest by re<liJing it as an 
independent principlc of action in his conceptual framcwork. Bourdieu sees 
individual interests as definec\ by an actor's !>osition within the social hiernr­
chy, But he thinks of those interests as embodied dispositions of actors that 
operate at a tacit, taken-far-granted level. lie does not think of interest as 
"goal orientation," huerestcd action is not a means-ends mode of organiz­
ing action. Rather, interest is "practical" and "disl>ositional" and does not 
have the goal orientation commonly associ:ltcd with a utilitarian framc­
work. 

Bourdieu ( 198oc:33-35, 1 99QC: I06, 1(9) talks about intert'Sts rather 
than some single underlying natural or universal interest. In an interview 
he declares: 

Far from being an anthropological invariJm, interest is a bisfo1'imlllroitrm], a histor­
ical constructiOIl that (..':111 he known only Ihrough historical ,1tl�lysis. tX POSI, through 
cmpirical observatioll, and not detll1ced II prim'i from some lietitiuus-and so l1ai\'cly 
Eurocenrric-conceptioll of "M:lll." (\oVacquanl (9)019:41-42) 

For Bourdieu, there can be as many interests as there are instinttion:llized 
arenas of conflict over valued resources, Moreover, interest is defined prac­
tically as whatever motivates or drives action toward consequences that 
lII:ltter (Bourdicu I I}H7h: ( 07), Interest in this sense becomt..'S :lssoci:Hed widl 
whalever' ,I, K" 114 'I lc.I\ '" IIll' int!i (ferenl; il i, wh:1I "inlere�ls" Iltle :llltl "1111)­
l i \';HC�" niH' 10 ,It 1 III "111'\' 1.,,1111111. Tlti, i, 1.1111;11111111111 10 ',I)'ii1� 111:11 c\,\'rr 
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action has its raison d'ctrc (Bourdicu [990h:z90). But if therc i s  a plurality 
of interests, thcn how doc'S onc identify the morc important? 

In another place Bourdieu defends his usc of the tcnn by associating 
it widl "'(unction" and "'scientific explanation": 

. . .  when I say that there is a fonn of imercst or function that lies bchin�1 every 
institution or pr;u,:tice, I :1111 simply asserting thc prillriplr of SIIfficirm 1"1'//1011 which 
is implied in the very IHoj(.'Ct of "c.,<plaining" . . .  ami which is intrinsic r�1 the 1I0[j"lI 
of SCiCllt"C, (19&lc: I s-(9) 

I lere the idea of interested :lction appe:lrs to re(luce to the more mundane 
claim th:lt all beh:lVior can he understood sociologiGllly, that all hUI11:ln 
conduct has its reasons, its own proper r:ltionality. If th is is thc case, thcn 
one mighr ask, why even usc the term "interest," whose selllantie field over­
rC:lches eonsiderahly this more nllllld:Hle point? The �tnswer lies in Bour­
dieu's rherorical str:lte!,'Y vis-�-vis Marxism amI intellectu:lls, 

Bourdictl explains his usc of the economic bnguage of intcrest :lS a 
cOliceptLI:11 Strate!...'Y designed to correct for Nbrxist ohjcctivism and econu­
mism. I n  rclelt-lting culture to superstructure, Bourdieu contends, Nlarxists 
Icave lhe door opcn to idealistic (i.c" disinterested) interprct,ltiolls of cul­
ture. By identifying cultural :lS wcll as economic interests, Bourdicu hopes 
to er:ldicate this lingering idcalism unwittingly sustained by Marxism itself. 

If Bourdiell sees his own work in the same light as ",,reher's, as bringing 
a fully materi:llist pers]lCctive to thc study of culture, is not his claim to 
transcend the materialism/idealism fonn of lhe suhjective/objective 
dichotomy somewhat misleading? Should his work not he more accurately 
charactcrized as a thoroughly materialistic account that attempts to ex­
punge all implicit as well as cxplicit vestiges of ide:llism from the srudy of 
culwr.11 and social life? There is therefore a certain irony in Hourdieu's 
economy of practices: though sh'lrply critical of reductionist forms of 
Nbrxism 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 sh:lrply 
criticizes. 

This conceptll:ll strate!,'Y is also dcsigned to attack the professional idc­
olob'Y of intelleCHl:lIs as representatives of disinterested ohjectivity and cul­
tural excellence, Bourdieu sees intellectual practices :l.� all fund:lmcnmlly 
interested pursuits despite their symholic ch:lractcr, l ie :'l'knowlell!-(cs that 
his work is shaped to sOllle extent hy the \'l'r�' inll m'i1l'c" hc I ril's tn e"�':ll'e 

as he "tw;<;IS the �tit:k in the nther � Ii"l'l,t i"u" .md pl.l\'I'" t'lup!t: ... i .. nu the 

"intere .. tctl" dl:II�ll'll'r or �'1I1t 111";.1 p ... u III� III HI  IU , I  "'''!lI\'\I II,lt I"'' '' ""II 1\ I' 
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manner ag:linst the profeSSional ideology of intellectualS" (Bourdieu '99OC: 
106).' He sees thc concept of interest as "an instrument of rupturc" or 
means of gaining critical disCince from the intellectual world wherc utilitar­
ian interest is denied, In recelll ye:lrs he has increasingl}' employed the 
terms il/usio and libido in place of interest (Bourdiell and 'Vacquam [992: 

I 1 5-16). This ch�lt\ge in conceptual terminology likely represents an effort 
to distance himself from critics' utilitarian eharactcrir":ltion of his work. 
Nevertheless, by using such terms as ;,1f/:rt1t and stmttgy, Bourdieu (1987b: 
63) calls attention to lhe subtle advantages that C:ln be accumulated from 
ostensibly nonecollomic activities, It is a conccpmal strategy designed to 
expose what Bourdicu pcrceives to be one of the most vital but unacknowl­
edged interests of illlcllcctu:lls: their "intercst in  disinterestedness." 

While insightful, these responses to criticisms do not remove all doubt 
from the fundamelH.11 orientation proposed. The problem is not entirely 
that critics "misread" Botu'dieu hy f:lcitly imposing ecollomistic assump­
tions on his work, .IS Bourdictl ,md "" ,KIl liant ( 199l:l4) asser[. At a mini­
mum, the tcrminolo/:,'Y of illterest, stmtegy, illVI!Sf1ln!1lt, and {11'Ofit suggests 
some utilitarian oriel1t:uion. 'rake for example the ide:l of "self-interest." 
Though Bourdieu rejects the criticism thaI he works with :1 universal con­
ception of interest, he docs talk :lbOllt the "law of self-interest" in  gift e.'(­
change (Bourdieu t 990h: 1 1 1.). While interest may take as many forms as 
there are instituted underst:llldinb>"S of what :lnc! when !,rifts are appropri;lte 
to exchange, the idea that no conduct can CSClpc the misrecognition of 
vested interest suggests something like a univers.1lizing assumption. More­
over, it is confusing to find the language of self-interest in a sociological 
account rhat wishes to break with all vestiges of subjectivism for a fully 
socialized conception of human action. 

PcrUJer as Capilfll 

A second way that Bourdieu dist:lllcCS himsclf from Marxism is by extending 
the idea of capital to all forms of power, whether they be Ill:lterial, cultural, 
social, or symbolic. Individuals :lnd groups draw upon a variety of cultural, 
social, :lnd symbolic resources in order to tn:lintain :lnd enhance their posi­
tions in the social order. Bourdieu ( 1 989c:375) concepumlizcs such rt:­
sources as capi!"al when they function as a "soci:ll relation of POWf"," that 

I). In "nl' rntl'rl n'lI In' <'Ipl;lIn .. lu\ I'inl "f ill1iU!1 a� :1 ",lclihcr,I!I.: mul pf(""isi(lII�1 n.:duc-
1!I'IlI'IlI," 'lilt).!" "''').! Ih,11 ,I 11111'-111 t ... I,'" ,I ,,,,,d,"'"'I1I,,1 " .Int'" �h.m a (""''''l'llul \11":11")..')' 
,I""ItI"" I ,,, .111,,, L d,,' I'" ,k·.·.I"",d ,,1",,1, ,,�I " I  �,I"""�""'"'It',ln.'�, M •• ,," "').! imdl'''·IU.,I" "nu'" 
... ,,1 ," I"" I\LI! 'I'HIII I " �'I I I I  
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is, whcn thcy bccome objects o f  struggle a s  valued rcsourccs.IO I n  undiffcr­
ellli:)[cd tradition:ll socictics, thc family patrimony depends not only on its 
land, animals, and instruments of production but also on its kinship rela­
tions and networks of alliances th:at represent 

a herir:.ge uf commitments and debts of honour, a l':lpir:.1 of rights :111(1 duties built 
up in the course of �ucccssi\'C generations 3n(1 pro\'iding �n 3(ltlition;a[ .!o()urt:e of 
strength whieh C"".m he l-:llk·d upon when e:nraordinary situ�tions hrc:lk in UI)()1l the 
dlily routine. (Bourdicu 1977<::(78) 

In modcrn differentiated socictie.<;, :access to sources of incomc in thc labor 
market depends UpOll cultural capital in thc form of c(luc;JriOllal credentials 
and socbl capital in the form of nct\ ... orks. These forms of powcr, and their 
lllle(IUal (Iistribution :Hnollg individuals and groups cxplain for Bourdieu 
why random :llld pcrfel:[ l:ompetition models arc in:ldl:(lUiltC for under­
st:lllding soci:ll life. They also illustrate for Hourdicu why II Nlarxist focus 
on economic capit:l l is based on a restricted concept of powcr. 

130urdieu's notion of capital Ilpproaches that of Nbrx when he writes 
th:ll "capit":ll is accumulated labor,'" or that "thc universal equiv:llcllt, the 
mcaSure of all C(luivalences" among \'ariotls types of capital "is nothing 
other lhan labor-limc (in Ihe widcst sensc)" (Bourdieu 1986a:241, 25» . 

Indeed, Bourdieu's conccpt of capital appears rooled in a kind of labor 
theory of value. Capital rcpresents powcr "over thc :lccUlmLlatcd product 
of past labour . . . and thcreby over thc mechanisms which tend to ensute 
thc production of :I particular category of goods and thus over a set of 
revenucs and profi L  .. " (Bourdicu 1991C:230). Labor can be embodied in a 
wide \'ariclY of forms though Hourclicu (1986a:143) generally speaks of four 
generic types of capital: economic l-:lpital (money ;md property), cultural 
capital (cullllral goods :lIld service.<; induding education:ll credcntials), social 
capital (acquaint:mces :Hld net\\'orks), and symbolic capital (legitimation). 

I lis <..:ancepl of capital, unlike that of Marx, docs not distinguish types of 
work specific to capitalism. Bourdieu lreats capital as power relations 
foulI(led on quanrir,nive differenccs in alllount of !:abor they cmbody. I-lis 

'o. LlOllrilieu j� or cnurse nOI the first IU apl,ly the l"<:onomic IIlCt:lllhor of capiral lo nonma­
lerinl sources nf power Ihal shall<: Ihe ,lireClion of a social wlleco\·e. One finds this c"lll't:ptuai 
SlrJlegy emlllo)'e..! by others in � w;..!e variety of contexts an..! imcm;"lls. 111 "The \Ve�Ic)'�11 
Story: The ImporW1CC of ,\loral Capital," Bunon CI�rJ.: (H)7I) elllph.l,iy.cs Ihe �i)!nilio::lIlec 
uf normati"e bonds thaI carried � small elile collc!!,e Ihmu�h ., l>cri,�1 "l lin.lud,,1 :lIld ....... ·;,,1 
crisis. Bourdicu's use uf the tenu differs. h"we\·cr. fr",,, In, "I "d" 'r n,,'" In 110:01 he en'l,h.,,,�<,, 
the power dimcIls;un and he m�J.:C!I Ihe l"t�"" "ni,' 111"1"1'11, 'f .' ,','"'' .11 I'.m " r  I", '" cnlll ,',,,, 
ccl"uah7 .. ;Ulfm fur "' ... ·,,,I,,�i,":I1 :",al)',,�. 
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concept cannOt therefore distinguish capitalist from noncapitalist forms of 
labor.11 

Though Bourdieu is ccntrally concerncd with power and domination, 
his concept of capital is not linked to a thcory of exploitation in the sense 
of  exrracting surplus valuc or a dynamic of primitive acculllulation, which 
is the Marxian understanding. Bm a key contribution of Bourdieu beyond 
Marx is to see a much broader range of types of labor (social, cultural, 
political, religious, fiunilial, to name but a few) thal constitute power re­
sources, and that undcr ccrtain conditions and :ll certain rJtes can be con­
verted one into another. Indeed, it is the study of how and under what 
conditions illdividuilis and groups employ strategies of capital accumul:1f­
ing, invcsting, and converting various kinds of <'':.lpit31 in order to maintain 
or enhance their positions in thc social order lhat wnstitutes a central focus 
of Bourdieu's sociology. 

CULTun,\1. CAI'ITAl. 

A form of power as c:lpit:ll in the differentiatcd sociClies that Bourdieu 
conccptualizes by extending the logic of economic analysis to ostensibly 
noneconomic goods and services is fIIltlfrni mpilfl/. His concept of cultural 
capiral covers :J wide variety of resources including such things as verbal 
facility, general cultural awarcncss, aesthetic prcferences, infonnation 
300m the school system, and educational creclentilllsY His point is to sug­
gest that culturc (in the broadest sense of thc tcrm) can become a power 
resourceY This occurs when cultural markets emerge where invl'StOts ex­
change currencies, stri\'c for profits, and, in the case of cdu(."";]tional creden­
tials in recent years, suffer from inOation. 

Bourdieu's conccpt of cultural capiral emerged initially from his re­
search to explain unequal scholastic achievement of l:hildren originating 
from familics with differenr educational though similar social origins 
(Bourdieu 1986a:z43j Bourdieu and \-VI1CqU:lIlt 1992: 160). l ie sees the con­
cept as brcaking with the receivcd wisdom that attributes academic success 
or failure to natural aptitudes, such as intelligence or giftedness. School 
success, Bourdieu finds, is better e.�plained hy the amount and type of cul-

1 1 .  ("..alhuun (19lJ3,67-6s/) Il1UJ.:cs 9 similar oOliCrvation. 
I!.  L'11l101l1 and L3fca" (1988: 15)-56) document the V"Jricty of lISes Bourdicu gront:; to 

his l�"'CCJ'l. TheliC include inforl11�i :1C"�del11ic standards, soc:bl cbss �nributes, indiC"JlUrs uf 
""cial t:b�s 1,,,s;l;on. 1l1�"<:hanisl11s f"r �"dal "lCleclion, and types of expertise. 

1 \. ,\\<>re re<"Cntl .... lI"ur,l,c" ilHli<�lIC.' Ih.1I wh'l\ he has L":IHed t:ulrul":ll c:"Ipiwl should in 
f."'1 I ... · ",Ik.! illJ"m,,;,iullllf (" f'",tf(II" unlicu "'HI \\'a" 'I"""1 1'1')1: 19). This �hifl in ICnniIH,lo!-'y 
.!" I."U',·� 111<" ,·"m·'·I" /r"", 111<" Ingh ... ,II"n· ""IIII"I:lII''''� 110:11 "ril"'" (1 .:I"�'11! �n'\ I ..ITe"" 
",IiK) Ii.",' 11<'h'd '" ," ,·.,,.1, ... ''',., 
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nJr:l1 capital inherited from the family milieu than by measures of individual 
talent or :lchievcTllcllt. 

CulnJr:l1 capital is :In:lIYLCd by Bourdieu ( 1986:l) as existing in three 
different states. First, it refers to the ensemble of eultiv:lted dispositions that 
arc internalized by the individual through sociali7A1tion and that constinJte 
schemes of :lppreci:ltion and understanding. Cultural goods, Bourdicli 
notes, differ from materi:ll goods in that one can ;lppropriatc or "consume" 

them only by apprehcnding their meaning. This hulds for music, works of 
art, :lIld scicnt:ilic formulas, as well as works of IlOpular culture. Thus, cul­
rural capital exists in an ell/llm/ii,t/ st:He. 

The accumulation of clilrural capit;11 i n  its cmhodied form hegins in 
early childhood. It rCtluirc.<; "ped;1gogical action": the investment of time 
by parentS, other f:1Il1ily mcmbers, or hired professioll;l ls to scnsitize lhe 
child to culumll distinctions. Thc acquisition of cultivated dispositions pre­

supposes "(Iisrance from economic necessity" and therefore tnlllsht.es origi­
n;11 cbss-h:lsed i ne(IU:llities into culUlral differences. ' l 'he invest ment of in­
heritc(1 cultural c:lpital returns <Iividends in 5(;hool, rew:lnling rhosc with 
large :1!llnUI1L .. of ine01'por.lted cultur.ll capital and pcn:ll i7.ing thOse without. 
Some of Bourdieu's llIost insightful ct.hnographic obsel'vations :lbout 
French schooling l.'onsist of showing how Frcnch schoolte:lchers reward 

good l:lngu:Igc style. especillily in essay and oral examinlltions, a practice 
that tcnds In fuvor those swdents with considcrable cultural c.lpital who in 
gencr:11 :lrc from privilcged fumil}' origins (Eollrdieu 1989<=:48-81), 

IJut Bourdieu docs nOt confine his analysis of cultural capital to ex­
plaining differential school att:linmcm. He sees it ol>cr:ning much more 
broadly, r:mging from hiring pr:lCtiCes in firms to choice of spousc. 130lh 
tcnd to produce :l high degrec of class endogamy, whether in Illanagement 
or marriage (lJollrdicu 1984:l:2 1 4-43)' 

Second, cultural capit.11 exists in the objmiji('(/ form refcrring to objects, 
slIch :lS hooks, works of art, :md scientific instruments, that require speci:ll­

izcd cultural :liJilitics to usc. 
Third, cultural capiml cxists in :m illSlifllliQlIlIlizl'I/ form, by which Bour­

dieu means the educ;ltional credential system. Bourdieu places great impor­
tnnce upon the growth of the higher cducation system :lnd the rolc it h:ls 
COllle to play in the a llocation of StatuS in the advanced societies. Expanded 
higher cdUC:ltion has created massive credenti:ll markets that are tmhly 
decisive in reproducing the social class structure. Since education;ll creden­
tia ls increasingly have become neccssary for gaining :l('CCSS to de,ir;lhlc ]l� 1-
sitions in the joh r1l:lrket, it hccolllcs c,'sc11li;ll for p:ln:nh 10 illl·C'. in :1 

goml CIllICliion for thcir l'hil�lrcll .. O .hlT \"111 1'(·,11' t il\' "prolit" Oil tlw ,oh 
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market. This process o f  investmcnt' involves the conversion o f  economic 
capital into cultur:ll capital, which is a strategy more readily available to 
the affluent, 

Bourdieu argues that it is the tremendous growth of the objectificd 
and institutionalized forms of culUlral capital into relatively autonomous 
markets that has been perhaps the single most import:lnt development to 
shape the stratification structure :lnt! the role of cultural producers in the 
advanced societies. l ie sees :l historical trend of cultural capital becoming 
morc and more the ncw basis of soci:ll stratification (Hourdieu and Boltanski 
1977:33).H The unequ:ll distrihution of objecti fied and instit'Utionalizcd 
cultural capital :lcross social classes is for BOllrdieu one of the key dimcn­
sions of soci:ll inC(IIl:l lity ill model'll societies. And he sees the rise of cululral 
and credcnti:ll markets as providing imellccLUals:l new autonomy from the 
tr.ulitiol1;ll fonns or domination through patronage (Bourdieu 1 98,<I).IS 

Key to thc growth in autonomy of culture fmlll economic and politic:l1 
power is the institlltiunaliz.1\ion and exp:lnsion of educ:1tion. Educational 
institutions secure partial :lutonOlllY frolll polilic:l1 intervention al1(l eco­
nomic constr:lints by establishing their own criteri;l for legitimation :lnd 
by recruiting and tr.lining their own personnel-lhat is, by securing control 
over thcir own reproducrion. 

Bourdieu's concept of cultural c:lpital needs to be distinguished from 
Gary Becker's (1 96-]., 1 976) concept of "human capit.l!." Unlike hUlllan­
capital rncorist.<;, Bourdieu focuses on class-based variation in both fhe 

Iof. u.ourdicu fimls e,'cn �1Il"ng Ir:lllili,,"al Frcnch Clilualisl f�nllli�"S �n incr.,. .. sing Icndcncy 
10 rely on •. :duc:lriml�1 cfL'(lcnu�ls fur ( .... nlrolhng �«-'CSS to Il':ldership positions in lhcir linus 
(Bourdicu �nd Ilc Saim ,\brtin 19711). Bounl!eu i� of COI.�r.;c nut �Ionc in 'ml.:inll' Ihis cbirn. 
D:rnitd Bell (197;, 11)88) �rgues thai I.:no""k"tlgc h�s IX:cullle � rn;:w fK{or C)f 1,"';;lucliun �nd 
replaced pri\"lIte prop.,:rty as Ihc rn�>S1 sib'TIili�':Inl ... ... ,,·ce of �1r:atili�':.lriC)n 111 the modem IXlSlin­
d(!Slrial society. GalhrJilh (1971) seo,:l; ,x,"'er �nd euntrol of Ihc large COfI,or.llioll jrn:n:�singly 
associ�ll-d wilh c.tlk'rtise r:lther than .... 'Ih actual � ..... nershi,l. ,\lorc generally, New Cbss the ..... 
rists havc emphasil.Cd lhe kn"wlellgc hase uf lhc �lIeged New Chss (Gouldner 1979; St.clenyi 
and Martin 1988/89)' \Vhile cmph:lsizing ,hI,: grmll1lg impmt;111l'f.: flf I,:ultur.ll 0l,it31 in till,: 
distribution of (lOwer and privilege in lhc mo�lcrn sodclics. B'llIrdicu sees it as:I �'Ompetili"e 
principle of slratiliC:ltion bUI unc Ih,,, n�l1IcthdCSl. rcm3in� suhurdinalc w that uf pril'are IlroP­
crty in opimlist societies. 

' 5' Bourdieu (19870: 17:) sll\:dtic:s \hal i\ is 1101 a llCrstmal f!lrm of dumination Ch;Ir:IClcris­
lie "f carlier artiSI-ll3lron rel:itions, hUI � "form of stnlcltl�1 dominatiun e�crciscd Ihrough 
"�I)' gencr:ll mechanisms such as lhc marh1.H I n  carly formulalions uf this argumrnl. 130ur­
,hc" (1,)7,e, 197,d) dr:aws on Ihe wurks of L. L. Schucl.:ing (106) �nd Raymund \ViUiams 
( ,.}I,!, ��1i5) for his UlldCTStinding of the historinl developmenl of cultural markets for artists 
.11,,1 wriler.: in \Votern societies. Today Uourdicn cites the emergence of new fonns of patron­
" ):1'. '" �hc 10"," "f \�'fJ)(,ra!e ;tnel St�11,: fundinj: of �nisls �n.1 wmers, as [hrl"llrening the 3UtoU­
,'''" .,1 ... ,IIIIn,1 life (1I" ur.heu .111,1 I l:tal'le 19<./41. 

I 
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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 investmenrs on the perpetuation of!.hc social-class Struc­
ture (Bourdieu 1 986a:l43-44), I-Ie gives more attention to the subtle di­
mensions of culrural socialization and transmission that cannot Ix! easily 
quantified in moneL1ry tenns. MoreO\'er, Bourdieu's thcory of human ac­
tion docs not share the :ullhropologic:l1 assumptions of a rational actor per­
spective. Bourdicu's actors pursue strategies, but not as conscious maximiz­
ers of limited mC:lns to achiel'e desired ends. Thcir choices :Irc more mcit, 
practical, and disposition:ll, reAecting the encounter between the :lCCUIllU­
l:lled capital :md corresponding dispositions from past experience and the 
present opportunities and constr.linrs of fields where they act. 

Bourdieu docs share with human capital thcorisrs-:lIld r.Hional actor 
theory more gener.llIy-the fundalllenL1\ assuillption th:lt all action is in­
tcn:st oricntc(1. \·Vhile he woul{l emphasizc that the content of action will 
likely vary by soci:.l group, society, and historical period, he nonetheless 
docs posit this inv:lria nt of hUI11;m conduct, Nloreover, though the types of 
intercsts can v:It)' considerably, conduct ;Ilways appears to Ix: oriented to­
ward :1L'Cruing power and wealth, as Clillc correctly point.� Out, In this sense 

BOllrdieu's economy of pmcticcs imlced shares with hurn;Ul capital theory 
a kcy utilitarian dimension despitc his disc!:limers.16 

CUtTURf. AS CAI'lTAt 
Bourdieu therefore proposes a gcner.ll scicnce of the various forms of capi­
tal and the laws of their incercollvcrtibility. I low hc conccptualizes the rela­
tionships between forms of capital is, however, fuirly complcx. Part of that 
complexity stems from how he thinks of c:lpital. In The Logic of Pmrtict 
( 199011: I l 2), he remarks that capital is a kind of "'energy of social physics" 
that can exist in a v:lriety of fonns and under ccrtain conditions and ex­
change rates can intcn::O!l\'en frorn onc into another. This image of capital 
suggcsts :l conceptualization of power wherc no one form is given theoreti­
cal priority over the Olher. Indeed he offers :1 quote from Hertrand Russell 
to suggest that power is :lnalogolls to eneq;,')' in that it occurs in many fonus 
and no one form is more fund;ullelll:ll than thc others or can be treatcd 
independcntly of the others (300). This suggest's :ln cmpirical ami historical 
orientation, which can certainly be found in Bourdicu's work, where (lnly 
rcsearch can determine the key forms of capital and their interrelationships 
in a specific social order. One consequence of this oricnt':u-ion is Ih;ll c:lllil:ll� 

16. Bnurdi<,u \�"lI..,n<ls th'l1. h'''pm.1 """,. ,1",11:<1 "�·"h,,I.,I'I·, I,,· .It 1".1111 iI." I,"h' "' "''''' 
"""' "ull 111"",111 '�'I"I.'I II"" '''''I' 111" " ... 1,,'11 Jl111 \\,11'1"."" " 1'1' " N), 
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lend to prolifcr.lte, and thcrc 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, :md State capital, to men­
tion but a few. Ilowc\'cr, with the increasingly refined idemific;aion of 
forms of power as capital, thcre emcrges a tcndency [0 see power every­
wherc and, in a sense therefore, nowhere-an extremc diffusion of powcr 
that Bourdicu himsclf rejcets,li 

Yet, in numerous other places in his work Bourdieu also gives conccp­
tual priority to economic capital. Ilc sees a "historical" opposition in ''''est_ 
ern capitalist societics between cultural L':1pital and cL'Onomic capital. As wc 
will see in chapter 6, rhis opposition sen'cs as the fundamental dctenninant 
of power rel:ltions in these socicties. "Vhilc cultural markers h:lve emergcd 
as formidable ch:lllcngers to economic markers, cultural capital is :llways 
considered a "subordin:lte" or "dominated" form of c:lpital.'� CUlntnll lll:lr­
kCb and institutions remain only n.JII'ivt'�y :llItonOIllOUS from economic 

markers and institutions.'� The development of i[nponant cultural markcts 
has not, :lccorcling to Hourdieu, switched the b:llance of power from the 
large corpor.l[ion or the S�ItC to the university, In his analysis of class rcla­
cions in contemporary FrJnce, Hourdieu notes that 

the dominam fractions �rc wh�t they arc if and only if  the (.'Co')nQrnic principle of 
slr.ltitic:ltion :asscrtS its real {Iominance, I"hich it does, in the long run, even in the 
relatil'cly autonomous field of cullum I production, where the divergence IlCtween 
s(lCcific value Jnd market 1':1\ue tends to llisappear in the (.'Otu-SC oftime, (1984a:;83) 

In spite of its autonOlll)', the realm of culture rem:lins subordinate to the 
economy. Bourdieu ( 1986a:z5z) considers th:n "economic capital is at the 

17. Indeed, he diSlingui5h�'S his work from (h,1I of Foo�':Iuh on pn-ciscly thisl)Oint; h.., S/.'t'S 
power mon: oonttntr:Ite<1 in Iluticular IIlSU1U1ionJI sctunl,'!; th�n docs Fouc:mlt (\ V�C(lu�nt 
1993b). 

18. \Vhile ,,·illing to see culml'" l resclurces �s r.mns of l)(Jwer, dosure \hcorislS are di,�dcd 
on the issue of how to oollll'3re cullUm1 nnd �'l: .. nomic r\'SOIIrt:�.". ,\lull,hy (Hj88:]!.I) �idt." 
with Sourdieu when he sccs in e<lul':ltional CTcd..,nti�ls n Jrrhwh'( I'Jthcr than � primary foml 
IIf exclusion. Parkin (1971, (979), howe"cr, 1'1�ct'S cr..,dentiaL� "inually on I'ar with ..,conomic 
l':ll'it:l1. 

19, The r..,btive aUlonOIllY or cultuml capital rcpreSCll1S for Martlll all(1 Szdenyi (1987) � 
wcit-"IIled �mo"e �"':Iy fr01l1 economic reduclionislll nut! tow3Td a KtII(1'II/ lbro.'Y Df TJ",bo/ir 
,/�lIIillllli911. � hUI does nOI go fur enOllgh. lncy l'Ontcnd Ihat BouTllicu', analysis of class sod..,­
til', ,liII d • ..:s 1101 accord the s}�nbo1ic syslCm suffident autonolllY 10 account for his own 
"rili",1 'h��,ry. 'n,uugh insllin:,1 by BOllrthcu's work, ,\brtill and Sz.elcnyi reject his apit:ll 
'n�t:01)IH'r f"r \'I,I\IIr.." Th�y pW11i1$C "sYlUoolit' masteryH as a more al)prol)riltC w�y oflabcling 
11" ,,,· "lIh"r:,I I'r:1t'li"r, Ih.U ,lifT�'r"'l1Ii:1l'" Ih.., HIIOI,ler; " f  I'rin';I'1c,� from d'e "m..,re pm\'­
,u"., ... r, H ,u"l lhnd,) .1,,,,):,,.,1,· .1 II,'" 11·1": " r  d,,,,,i"�I"'" LIo,II III.,), '"'' al" ")" he ,,,I",rd;,,.II..,,1 
,., ,I,,· I"'"'''' " I  11".,", ,.,1 ', LI'" .,I 
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root of all the other t)'I>CS of Clpital," such as cultural capital, social capital, 
and symbolic capital, and that these are in faCt "tr:ansformcd, dis!,ruised 
forms of economic capital." It is after all economic c:apital that makes possi­
ble the invcstment in cultural capiml by making possible the invesonent 
of time nceded LO :H:cU1llulate cullUr:a1 capital. Economic structures shape 
decisively cultural :1renas though BourdiCli (199H::230) seldom sees that 
causal connection as direct. 

Bourdieu ( I  986a: 2 54, 19B7h: I 3 I) also <ldmits that cultural capita.! is not 
as stahle or as universal a currency <IS is economic capiml. CulturJ.1 C<lpital 
is more unstable in that it." :ICCUIllulalion can be undermined by criticism 
and suspicion. It encounters higher risks than econolllic capital in its inter­
gener:ational tr:ansmissiol1 fur hlmilies and individuals. Moreover, unlike 
stocks and bonds, it. .. institutionali;r..cd value (in the form of cdUl.:;.ltionai cre­
dentials) is not negotiahle. Economic (.';.lpital, then, is easier to l1l:ln:lge r:a­
tionally, easier to conserve, tr.lnsmit, and cl1cul<lfC . . rhough Bourdieu criti­
ci;r..cs Marxists for rc(lucing culture to economics :md n':."islS :l!Iy suggestion 
of economic dctenninisllI in his own work, he nonetheless lI1:lkes claims 
that are suggestive of sOllle degree of reduction in this direction, just <lS 
Caille charges.N 

How rhe various c:lpitals intcrconvcrt also IXlSCS :. prohlem. One con· 
tribution by Hourdieu to thc sociological shldy of power relations is the 
forceful demonstration that cultural capital, suchl capital, and economic 
capit:,1 can be interchange'lblc. Yet the interchange is not equally possible 
in all (Iirections. Social c,lpit<l1 and cultural ('';1pital arc more closely related 
to each other th:m lO economic c:lpit:ll. In gencr:ll, economic capital appears 
to convert more easily into cultural '-'lpilal and social capit:11 than vice versa. 
Bourdieu :lcknowlcdges th<lt some go<xls :lnd services call be obtained di­
rectly and immediately through economic Clpil:l1. But other goods and ser­
vices arc accessible only through soci;)1 c3pital :lnd cultural capital-a point 
Bourdieu's ( 1986a:zp) work stresscs. Thus, while culhlre and social net­
works arc fonns of capital, they are not exactly on e(IUal footing with money 
and property. 

The idea of culnlre as capital insightfully calls attention to the power 
dimcnsion of cultural dispositions and resources in Ill:trket societies. It also 
poses problems for comparative work. As noted eadieI', Bourdieu's concept 
of c:lpital does not permit him to distinguish capit:llist from noncapit:l list 
social rebtions. Th:H' his concept of culhlral capital may be more :lpplil::lhlc 

:0. In recent Sl3temelllS, Bourdieu (Bourdieu �nd \\'�Ctlualll "'>-}:) tl" alili ..... ..... Jrh.·r ..1:11111' 

(Bourdieu 19i7<:) Ih�t in the la5! instance the CCt"",m)' ( .. ddcnllin�I1"·. T' M b) I ... · , .. ",,,,.,' 
"·,l I i ng to say that die reluionship hetw«n diff"r"m lid.I .. " rull) 11I''',n.",11I n1lu"'I:" m .',.'" 
though �l present the Ct:fnll1l1'io: tid.! (�,rri� .... ,I'e '",,,' ,,,·,,�III 
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to market societies than to precapitalist soci;)1 formations is  suggested by 
how he acmally employs the concept in the latter. In precapitalist societies, 
culrur:al capital appears only in its "incorpor:atcd" rather than in its "objec­
tivified" or "institution<llized" fonll. But this shift to "form" in applying 
the concept indicates not only Bourdieu's flexible <lnd strategic attitude to­
ward the applicntion of concept.'> hut also an inherent weakness in this con­
cept whcn exported to nonGlpitalist societies. 

There may be limit.,> to its :lpplic;ltion in highly differentiated societies 
as welL Since Bourdieu developed his concept within a distinct n3tion:ll 
high culture tradition, it appears tied to a strong assumption of high culwr:al 
hegemony. Some of its rhetorical power is lost when exported to other 
nation:ll contexts where there is more cultur:al plur:alislll. To the extent 
that cultuml Clpirnl implies a broad (.'Onsellsus on valued culmr:al forms, its 
capacity to function as common currency Illay he limited in very large and 
highly differentiated societies, such as the United States, where high culmre 
h:ls IlOt played quite I'he dominant role that it h<ls in France (DiM.lggio 
1979; LamOllt <llld L<lrCau 1988). 

Further, the r:atc of interconvenibililY between capitals might be par­
ticularly high in those advanced capitalist societies where market relations 
have penctr:ated more extensively in arenas of social relations, such as the 
family, formerly governed by tr:ad ition and Stlltus. There may be less imer­
convertibility in market societies with strong state welfare systems. If so, 
this would call for a more comprehensive explanatOry fr:amework than that 
of c:lpit:ll imerconversion pattcrns and rJ.lCS. BOllrdicu's concept of capit'J.I 
l:icks an :lI1alytieal gl'ip on the specificity of capit:llisl societies and important 
Structur:al v:lri:ltions among them. 

The lise of a cultur-J.l m:lrket mctaphor also gives mixed results in 
comparisons between capit:llist and former sta[e-socblist societies where 
private property did not have official rcmgnitioll. L:lbeling stratification 
resources as forms of capital docs not generalize well to st'J.te-socialist so­
cieties where the primary exclusion rule was Jl3rty membership r:ather than 
private property (A'iurphy 1988). A more gencral concephlal language of 
forms of social closure might be more appropriate for such intersocietal 
compnrisons. 

Bourdieu's cOllccptmll bnguage of cultural capital, albeit distinct from 
hUIll:ln capital, docs not cntirely escape the penctrating critical obscrv:ltion 
th:lt K�r:lhcl :1IIt! I !alsey (1977:13) offer of the theory of human capital: 
lI;uncl}', th:lI it h:." 

.Ii !'Cl" ., ppl.'.11 It, Pi" 1 .11 It 1.1 11'1 I, 11·,,1, 'W.�.J '<'n li t  11\'m I h.,. n .", Il" Itt "' 1t1",It:m'O: 1 1 1:11 
II,,· "", 1.. •.• " .1 /0,./.1" "I " 'I'If," (." 1'1],1",,1,,·,1 ttl hI' ,1..111, .1I"1 1...,,m l,·,I)ld .m,1 . 1 t .1I 
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ht has the CIIfJllcity to in1JtIt (in himself). Thus i n  a single bold conceplUal stroke 
the lmgf-fllnltT, who holds no prol)Crty and controls neither the pnx:css nor the 
product of his labor, is tnlllsforme<1 into a (ppiflllin.11 

In Bourdieu's world. all arc capital holders and investors seeking profits. 
The image of the cultural capitalist is pcrhaps fitting for certain profes­

sions in the lIledia, the ans, and academe. where individuals with \"alucd 
cultural resources are able to convert them into economic rewards. The 
image also would seem to apply to middle-class f.lTnilies who seek out valued 
types of education for their children. But the L--apit:.11 metaphor works less 
well for groups who h:1\'e little or no capital to invest. As we will sec in 
chapter 7, Bourdieu's framework seems much Icss useful for study of the 
working class or of the undercbss. l ie emplo}'s the concept insightfully to 
identify sources of intraclass differentiation wit:hin the domin:lnt and mid­
(lie classes, yet sn�tilication within the working class receives much less 
auention. 

A TbcOIJ of Symbolic Violence find Cflpitfll 

A third way that I�ourdieu distances himself from M:trxism is by emph:tsiz­
ing the role of symbolic forms and processes in the reproduction of soei:tl 

inequality. For Bourdieu, the traditional Nbrxist emphasis on economic 
and class structures underestim:ttes the importance of the symbolic dimen­
sion of power relations in both the undifferenti:tted precapit:tlist and highly 
differentiated postindustrial societies. Indeed, Bourdieu ( 1 98!}c:555, 199Oh: 
I l l-H) believes that e\'cn in the adv:tllced societies the principal mode of 
domination h,IS shifted from overt coercion and the threat of physical vio­
lence to forms of symbolic manipulation. This belief justifies his focus on 
the rolc that culnlral processes, producers, and institutions play in main­
taining inC(IUality in COntemponu)' societies. There is symbolic power :ts 
well as economic power. 

How BOllnlieu thinks of symbolic power relates to how he conceptu:tl· 
izes 1111 symbolic systems, whether the}' be art, religion, sciencc, or language 
itself. In a sweeping s}'nthesis of scveral different theoretical traditions, 
130tlrdiell ( 1 977d) al'gues lhJt symbolic systems simu lnmeously perform 

1 [ .  One might SI)l:�lIbte why Ihe id�'ca of cultunl c:.Jpiul h3S Clught on so I1lllidly in I\merj. 
�'can snciolo[!}" IlnnicubrJy in Ihe field of eduCltion. One lil.:ely fJCtor is the Irelllcl1ll" u� expan­
sion of AmcriClII ed\lClltion 3nd Ihe genenl ide� of eduCllion as an i'I\"c.�I"'enl. /I. rebte[1 i,kl 
is the o:.msider�ble extent 10 which 1I1iliorian \':Ilues penne;!l" Inud, ,,r [In.f,, .... i, '01 .• 1 ..... ·".I,,!:) 
(C.,iI1c 1993: GOllldner [970:61-87). 
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three illlerrebteel but distinct functions: cognition. comllluniCfttion, :md 
social differentiation.11 

Drawing from the Sapir-\¥borf tradition on l:tngu:tge, the K.1111-
Humboldt-Cassirer philosophiCftI tradition, and Durkheim's sociology of 
knowledge, Bourdieu sees s}'mbolic systems as "Structuring strucwres": as 
a means for ordering and understanding the social world. In this sense, 
different modes of knowledge, such as lanbru:tge, myth, art, religion, and 
science, represent different ways of apprehending the world. They therc­
fore exercise :t cognitive function. 

Second, symholic syst:ems :tre also "structured strucrures" whose inter­
nal logic can Ix: grasped by structural :tnalysis as (leveloped by Saussure for 
languagc and Lcvi-Str.lILss for myth. S)'lllholic systems arc "codes" that 
channel deep structural meanings shared by all mcmbcrs of a culture. Con­
ceptual systems, therefore, function simultaneously as ;lIst1'mllrllfS of ((mnllll� 

lIimtioll ,mel as illstmmmfS of laJO'/v'r(�{{e (Bourdicu 197Ih:295). As instru­
ment" of hoth knowledge and cOllllllunit':ltion, symbolic systems provi(ie, 
as Durkheim (1965) :lrgucs, "logical" integration, which is a necessary con­
dition of "moral" integration. Symbolic systems exercise therefore :l com­
munication :tnd soci:tl integration fUllction. 

Third, and wh:H Bourdiell emphasizes II1OSt, symbolic systems nOt onl}' 
provide cognitive and integrative functions but also serve as ;nsmmff:IILS of 
t/(Jlllinlltioll. Domin:tnt symbolic systems provide integration for dominant 
groups, distinctions :lIId hierarchies for ranking groups, and legitimation 
of soci:tl ranking by encouraging the dominated LO accept the existi ng hier­
archies of social distinction (Bourdieu 1 977d: 1 14- 1 5). The)' thcrefore ful­

fill a political function. 
Bourdieu thus combines constructionist and structuralist perspectives 

to offer a theory of symbolic power that tightl}' couples the COb'1litive, com­
municative and political dimensions of all symbolic systems. This theory 
of symbolic power emerges rrom his concern with the problem of the rela­
tionship between s}'mbolic reprcscnt:ttions ,mel soei:tl stmctures-a prob­
lem that was at the forefront of dcb:ttes among Frcnch Marxists and strllc­
turJlists during the 19605. This thcOlY :tlso illustrates Bourdieu's central 
concern with dominant culture. Nowhere in his work do we find J com­
mensurate interest in subordinate cultllml systems except in his claim thJt 

n. This synthe'i� is "'''s� .. :<>nciscly SCI fOrlh in Ihe css:lY. �Synlbo1ic I'()"'er� (BourdiclI 
1 '177,1), 1"11 the "'1\"" ll'lII I� IIH.rc tlct'liled in �(;cnL",i� :."tI Suuc'IlIre of the Relib';oUS Field" 
( [ '1'1, 10) "",I Itl N(rn�III.I"''' 1II r:'l"fllllOlI. SlIfirly /111/1 (:/lllIIn (11'"lnliCIl 311<1 I'asscf<ln IV77): 
.1 (,H. 
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they reflect Ule patterns of the dominant system (sce Bourdieu and Passeron 
t977:z 3)· 

In arriving at these three functions of symbolic syStcms, Bourdieu de. 
velops a sociolo!:,'Y of symbolic forms and a theory of symbolic violence 
and capital thaI overlap and interpenetrate yet stand as relatively distinct 
analytical de\·clopmcnts. We will first take up his sociolo!:,'Y of symbolic 
forms and then examine his theory of symbolic violence and c:lpiral. 

;\. SOCIOLO(:V o�' SVMHOLIC FORMS 

Bourdieu borrows substi.Ultially from French structur.:tlism :lIld its lin· 
gllistic model in formulating his sociology of symbol ic forms. First, drawing 
from Saussurc's modd of language, Bourdieu posits that the fund:mlcnral 
logic of symbolic processes .mel systems, l>cginning with bngu:lgc itself, 
is one of est.tblishing differences and distinctions in the form of binary 
oppositions. It is the "logic of difference, of tliffcrcntial devi:ltion" 
(Hourdietl t99Ic:z 37)Y Symbolic systems, from this persl>cctivc, are 
dassilic,uion systems built UI)()n the fundamenml logic of inclusion and 
exclusion. III/ sYlllholic systems follow this fund:111lcntal cl:tssifi<.":ltion logic 
of dividing and grouping items into opposing classes and hcnee generating 
meanings through the binary logic of inclusion and exclusion. This logic 
of symbolic systems builds an ordered set of fundamental dichotomous 
distinctions, such as rare/common, good/bad, highllow, inside/outside, 
male/female, distinguished/vulg:lr, that operatc as "primitivc classifica· 
tions"H undcrgirding all of our mental activitics. A"i Bourdicu (198-1a:468) 
puts it: 

All agenlS in a given social fonnaliol1 share a SCI ofhasic IlCrcqJlual schcmcs, which 
reccil'c Ihe bcginning» of ohjccliflt":1tiun in thc pairs of :III[:Igonistic acljcclives com­
monly Ilscd to cbssify and (Jualify persons or ohjt"<."ts in thc mOSt varied areas of 
]lr:lctil"C. The network of Opposilions IlCtwecn high (sublime, elevated, pure) and 
low (vulg:lr, low, l11od�t), �piritual and m�teri:ll. fine (refined, elegant) and coarse 
(heavy, far, crude, hrut;ll), light (suhtle, lil'ely, sharp, adroit) and heavy (slow, [hick, 
hlunt, lahorious, clumsy), frce and forced, broad and 11;lrroW, or, in another dimen­
sion, between IInilll1e (nrc, different, distinguished, c.�clusil'c, singular, nOI'el) and 

! 3· The imllrint or J�l.:ol)!;ol1'S (1956) clainl of thc bilIary logic of phonology is ubl'ioll� 
hcr�. II is also the rllnd�II1Cnt"JJ op.cr.,ling pancm th�t Lb1-Stnuss (11)66) unribUles 10 the 
hllm;m "min. 

'+ The tenn comes from Durl.:heirn �nd ,\buss (1963). llourdieu sees his theory (If sym­
bolic forms as an ebboTlItion of lhe Durkhcim-,\lauss project of idemif'yinll lhc flll1,];'meI11,,1 
cognitil'c SlfIlctuI"CS of sociaJ life. As ,..e ,..ill sec in ch3111cr 7, he l�lmhinL ... I)nrkh<·lIn ",,,1 
,\lauss "'ith "hrx by consldcring "cbssifiC:I1;"n stn1),�I",t a� c�l,rl""i'>I" " f  �d.,,, "'""ntl,·,. � 
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common (ordinary, banal, commonplace, trivial, rO\ltine), brilliant (intelligent) and 
dull (obscure, grey, mediocre), is the Ill3tri;c of all the collllllonpiaccs which find 
such ready aCl:�ptance because behind th�m lies lhe whole social order. 

Such paired oppositions are shared by all, are social in ori!:,';n, and are used 
to enhancc power relations in social life. They are thc building blocks of 
the everyday classifications of soc.ial life. This array of"scmi·codified oppo· 
sitions contained in ordinary Iangu�tgc" ultimatc!y connects, howe\'er, to a 
more fundamcnral bipolarity: thc dominant/dominated paired opposition. 
This is Ihc ultimate source of all paired oppositions. 

Bourclieu's stnlelUr.llist Iliedlod aims to reveal this "deep structure" of 
domination and subordination in social life. l ie wants to demonstrate that 
various permutations of this fund:lInClltal hipolarity can be found in a great 
diversity of are�IS. Take, for cxamp[e, the p:lired opposition "Iight/hcavy" 
as one permuration of the fundamental tlolllinant/dominated opposition. 
In r: rench schooling, he finds this bipolarity structuring eva luations of aca· 
demic styles: light distinguishes I)()siti\'cly v�llued bourgeois academic per­
formance from thc heavy :md labotcd llliddlc� and lower·dass academic 
style,!' I n  theater, the light/heavy opposition distinguishes positively thc 
light, leisurely bourgcois theatcr from thc heavy, "labored" and "torturcd," 
more intellectll:ll pieces. Sometimes the valucs can bc inverted, as among 
intellectuals for whom light is associatcd with the lcss serious and probing 
forms of intellectual exercise and heavy with thc more honorable, substan· 
tial, scholarly forms (Bourdicu I 984a:46!J). This, and similar paired opposi· 
lions, em t.lke on quite different meanings in different social universes. 
They noncthek'SS all function as logicli homologies from one domain to 
the nen, .1I1d all point, if only tacitly, to the most fundamcnral "invariant 
opposition" bet"ween dominant and dominatcd. 

Structuralist linguistics and semiology focus on lhc analogical transfor­
mations and permutations through which fundamemal cultural polarities 
find expression across various symbolic systems. This lype of analysis draws 
attcntion to the illtf:I"11111 orgnnization of conceptual systems hut leaves ullat· 
tended the issue of the source of sign systems. I lowevcr, 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 knowlcdge of the social world are internalized, 
'cmhodied' social structures" (468). Social structures become internalized 

!'i. In d'"'plN Jot ",' "III n.UIIIII,· .... 111<· "f 1I" "nlu�u'.� (I '�lJl·:I'}-.j7) ellll'irit":ll findin),,,, ,ha, 

,h,," II ... 1'.'lIt',I " 1'1"'''"''11 ·1" 11l,.,UI'WTI"U' M �lfllt'llIml� Frt:l1d. "",,,Icmit- �"\""III�li,,",. 
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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 s.'lme 
cateb'Orics with which it classifies them.!6 

Unlike Durkheim, Bourdieu does not argue that symbolic systems sim­
ply mirror social reality; he docs not attempt to establish ;1 one-to-one cor­
respondence betwecn selected signs and symbols and givcn social realities 
as, for example, between particular values and social classes. Rather, Bour­
dieu embraces die anti positivist IlOsition held by structuralists that binary 
distinctions established through COb"llitive processes are fmldamemally ar­
bitrary in that they do nOt reAect directly social reality; instead, meanings 
obtain through the contrastive features between signs. though thc connec­
tion between any particular symbol or sign and a given social phenomenon 
is arbitrary. Meanings obtain not from the imrinsic features of signs them­
selves but from thei r contr;lstive relations. This provides the cogniti\'e basis 
for Bourdieu's claim th:lt the dominant' cultural st:lIldards of :my social or­
der arc fundarnelH;llly ;Irbitr.lry. Bourdieu refers to such standards of any 
socicty :IS the "clllnll':ll :lrbitrary," to signal that :II] cultural systems �re 
fundament:llly hurn:m constrllctions that arc hisroric:ll, th.lt stern from the 
�ctivities :llld intercsts of p:lrticular groups, :lnd that Icgitinl:lte lllle<lu�1 
power rehltions among groups (Bourdieu and Passeron 1 977. book I : rOlln­
cbtioll of a Theory or Symbolic Violence). Bourdieu rejects all claims to 
univcrs:ll knowledge, \'alllcs, and heliefs that would st:md heyond an}' social 
inAueJlce.11 

But if symholic systems �re esscmi:llly arbitrary in that they do not 
directly reflcct soci:ll realities, for Bourdieu, they arc not at :111 arbitrary 
in their social consequences. Rather, this fund�mental logic of symbolic 
distinction OI}CratCS soci:ll1y :md politically as well as culturally; it functions 
to differentiate :lnd legitimate incgalitari:ln �nd hierarchial arrangemeJlts 
among individu:lls and groups. By arguing that the struCUlralist logic of 
contrastivc rebtions :lpplies not only to symbolic s}'Stcms, such as l:lnbruage 
(11 la S:lllssure), myth (a b Levi-Strauss), or discourse (11 la Foucault), hut 
":llso to the S()(it" nlnt;olls of which these symbolic systems are :1 more or less 
transformed expression," 130urdieu (198p:3 14) distinguishes his approach 
from thaI of other' lea<ling French structur�lists. Bourdicu's theory of s}'m-

16. BOlirdicII C'�lIs this intcrnalizt:d set of dispositions the b"bitlq, which we will exmnine 
in chapter 5-

J 7. 1 100"c\'cr, Oourdieu ('9I)OC' ,8,) also cbims to reject radk'lll cultur:ll rcl�ti,·i,,,,, ("I' hc 
argues thu social groups and their rorrespondillg tllhur�1 acrh·jfll� :lfe nut ,·umm�n'ur.lIc 

but are hicr:archic:ally ordered in tenns of Iheir (';Ipacilics In nerci ..... IHI\\l'r. N�\l·nh�k". !lte 
princip:il thmsl or his \\'or!.: i� 1<> -rcl:lI,..i�.c- Ih� d�IU" I" '·lIh!lr�I I"I!'!lul.u·y f,� .1"111111.1111 
!(WUI" .  
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bolic forms is in f�ct a theory of thc soc;1l1 IIIU/ polititnl IlSes of symbolic 
systems. 

For Bourdicu, the problem with both stmcturalist semiology and 
Durkheim's concept of "collective rcpresentations" is that they carry an 
implicit theory of consensus. V,rhile he ;)cknowledges, as dIe quotation 
abo\'e illusn:ncs, that "all the �genr.s in a given social fonnation share a set 
of basic IlCrcepnlal schelm:s" (I 984a:468), Bourdieu stresses the differenti­
ating role of the logic of polarity in symbolic systems. I lis fundament:ll 
point is that this binary logic of symbolic distinction also determines our 
mode of apprehending the soci:ll 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. Thcse cognitive distinctions arc pre­
disllOsed [0 simultaneously gener.IfC soc;,,1 as well as 10gic:l1 classific�tions 
by making dichotomous soci;11 ;IS well :IS logical groupings, by creating 
forms of soci:ll inclusion �nd exclusion :IS well as at thc level of symbols. 
Such distinctions become classification Icnses through which we perceive 
the social world and give it rne:lningful onte!'. J ust :IS the double meaning 
of "distinction" indic;ltes, this nrnc!:lmcJlt;ll logic identifies the precise ch�r­
:lcter of symbolic power: the sirnult.lncous :lCt of Ill:lking conceptual ;)nd 
soci�1 discrimin:ltions_ 

This social function or the classific:nion logic of symbolic representa­
tions generatcs, therefore, a po/himl effect to the extent that the social 
groupings identified �rc hierarchic..':llly differenti:ned and therefore legi ti ­
mated. Bin:lry symbolic distinctions correl�te with soci�1 distinctions turn­
ing symbolic c!:lssifiCltions into expressions of social hierarchy. The rela­
tionship between mental structures :1m! soci�1 stnlctures obtains through 
the binary logic that imprints upon our cognitive and communicative capa­
bilities and simultaneously provides a sort of m:lp of social distinctions to 
be cstablished between ingroups :lnd outgroups. One dilllension correbtes 
with the other: soci:ll distinctions are intenl:llized and structured b}' the 
polarity logic of cognitive processes. Symbolic systems can Ix: thought of 
as fonus of "vertiL':l1 classification" where connections between the cogni­
tive logiC of polarity :lnd the soci:ll logic in exclusion and inclusion arc 
established (Schwartz 1981).!� The binary logic of symbolic classifications 

l8. One �PI)Ii(';ldon of this theme Ihal Bourdieu has elllphlsi7-cd in recem work is the role 
flf symlHllic I, ... wcr in !hc fOnn:ltinn of groups. Ilc 9rgu�s ,hat group identity. indcl'<l group 
ni�!�'KC \l� � l·ol1�l·I;'·", ("K1r. j, dq>Cntku! "11 Ihc uerci'i<:l "f symlH,lic I>(m-er. lie wriles. 
"'rllll",lir IMI\'�r, 11'],""" 101'111 {liu' n ... lfrll(r i, Ihe IHI"�r II> 1l1;lk� I!TI1ul" :HIII In [tnlSt'rI'JIC 
" . 1II" "II'l' ,h"1I1 (III 11.111" liLli' ,lm'"lIh nl"'� " f  1I1'IIIII,i'lil. dl" I';lr-�,IiI!'" here I,,:ill): 11I"'n..):t'). 
,',,'''''1, "I II", 1"""'1 I" Itl,'�" ".u,,'III11'II'·"" IIl lh,' .,I*� Itli.." I. l'lIt.h" I.,rlll.ll '!.Ill' " h u h  
""h l'f,·' ".",11 ,-",1 ... 1 111 " "  11111'1 .. I I  ,!,""� /11"".-.10.-11 1')"71 I I) 
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insightfully suggests that ingroup/outgroup relations can be grounded in 
a cognitive dimension. Thcy are overlapping social and cognitive distinc­
tions.!') According to Bourdieu, this is a fundamental property of all S)'I11-
bolic systems, not just those in primitive mythology or religion; it is opera­
tive in science and philosophy where the contemporary secular mind would 
le:ast suspect its prescnce.JO 

Bourdicu accepts the "deep strucrure" ofbin:ary differcmialion of social 
tife as posited in structuralism. h is not dear, howcver, that hinary codes 
arc the fundamental bui lding blocks of culture, since everyday practices 
arc not :Ilways lIlarked by such dear distinctions. One fre'lucntly finds, for 
ex:alllple, a "shading off" of one eltegory of meaning into the next (Geert"/. 
[974). Moreover, the gender symholislll represented by the llIale/felllale 
binary opposition, whidl Bourdieu posits ;IS a universal of social life, is boil; 
rigidly enforced and yet contested in actual practices. It is the 11lultiplicity 
of gendered practices that renders gender itself a conteste<1 identity th:lt 
Bourdieu's structur:dist perspective docs nOI lake into account (McClll 
' 99')' 

If Bourdieu dmws from a structurJlist theory of signs and symbols to 
develop his theory of sYllltKllic power, he nonctheless identifics the soun:c 
of th:ll ))Ower in the rcl:ttionship of syml)Olic systems to social structure 
rather th:m within the symbolic systems themselves. Power is not in words 
or symbols )>cr se hut in the "belief in the legitimacy of the words and of 
him who uners them"; for IklUrdieu, symbolic power resides 1101 in the 
force of ideas hut in their relation to social stnlcture. Symholic I>ower "is 
defined in and by a determinale rehlliollship between those who exercise 
this I>ower and those who undergo it-that is to say, in the very StruCUlre 
of the field in which belief is produced and reproduced" (Bourdieu 1 977d: 
1 1 7)· 

SVMROL[C VIOLENCE AND CAI'[TAL 

The third way that 130urdieu distinguishc.. .. 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 emphasi7..t::s lhat in almost all instances the exercise of power re(luires 
somc form of jllstification (9-10). rr is the power of domin:nion through 
legitimation th:lt primarily concerns Bourdieu, who maintains that it is the 

:9. The cogniti,"e dimension of inciusiollJry and exclusionary IlfOC·esSCS �"!:).(�1� � IM.ten 
ti�lly useful bUl �s yet unexillored gl'enlle for social dO!OUre thenl")'. Sl't' )\\url'h)' HJX!!. 

]0. Bourdieu (1984a:468-69. s¢) remarks <hat the �"I)IMJSl1i"n IlCtwt.�u lilt" unUll"· .m,1 
the muhiple� uhich �Iics at Ihe hl"":trl "f the ,I" noinam l'hH""'l'h) ,.f !tN" ,) � rq>n·"·llh In 
�<r:Ul�Ii!turt. .. 1 furmw Ihe wdn�/I11���'" w "1'[�"'li"" i" IM�n" ... 
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cement o f  class relations. This i s  o f  course the role that Marx assigns to 
ideology, and Hourdieu affinns this 1)OIiticai function of symbolic systems. 
But Bourdieu Stresses the active role played by taken-for-granted assump­

tions and praC[iccs in the constirutioll and maintenance of power relations. 
If his theory of practices extends the idea of interest to culture, then his 
theory of symbolic power extends culUlre to the realm of interest with the 
elaim that all forms of I>ower re(luirc legitimation. 

Hourdieu understands ideology, or "symbol ic violence," as me capacity 
to impose Ihe means for comprehending and adapting to the social world by 
representing economic and political l>ower in disbTt,ised, taken-for-granted 
forms. Symbolic systems exercise symbolic power "only through the COIll­
plicity of those who do not want to know that they arc subject to it or even 
th:H they themselves exercise il" (Bourdicl1 199IC:164). In  using the term 
"symholic violencc" Hounlicu stresses how the dominatcd accept as legiti­
mate their own condirion of domination (Bourdicu and \.vacquant 1992: 
1 67). But symbolic power is n legitimaling power that elicits the consent 
of both the dominant nnd the dominated. 

Bourdieu ( 1987f: 1 3) thin ks of symbolic power as "11'0I-/dmnkillg JXlwer," 
for it involves the capacity to impose .. he "legitimate vision of me social 

world and of its divisions." Because symbolic l)Ower legitimizes existing 
economic and political relations, it contribmes to the intergenerational re­
production of inegalitarian social :lrrangcmen1;S. I n a key passage Bourdieu 
offers the following definition: 

Evcry power to exert symbolic lIiolcm:c, i.e. C\·cry power which manages to impost! 
meaninb'S and to imllOSC lhcm as legilimnlc h), conct::lling the power relations which 
are the basis of ils forcc, alMs its own SIK!cifil':llly symbolic force to those power 
relations. (Bourdieu ami P;lsscron 1977:<1) 

Thus, for Bourdieu, symbolic power legitimizes economic and political 

power but docs not reduce 10 them. This marks the difference bern·een 
Bourdieu's view of culture nnd the ort hodox Nta rxist view of superstructure. 

The exercise of l)Ower in almOSl all C;lses 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 "fulse consciousness" in the Marxist tradition, 
misrecognition denotes "denial" of the economic and political interests 
present in :1 set or pnlcticc. ... l t Misrecognition is tied to Bourdieu's strong 

I I .  11'"ml,�u ( " 111('.1 I '  '7. j'/l(. 1'1'1' �"j.ll .11)  .... ,"" lUl'I·t.�·"j:niti,on �s lamam"mll h' �<l,,­
''';11� no 110,· "'",,. lIt 11 ... 1·"·",1",,, In 1" [ ·r,."r",m,}:. 110, I11I:h l"r IIlIlmln·u ,\,"mal ,·"m,·, IhruuJ.:l. 
"'\·ml"�,, I�I.,," 1"1 10,, ,!t.ut 11"""101, " 1"1' I", 1""'·''''' . .  1' 01,·" ....... ,] 10\ 1><" ... ,,1 
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claim that all actions are interested. The logic of self-interest underlying 
all practices-particularly those in the culrur.J1 domain-is misrecognized 
as a logic of "disinterest." Symbolic practices dcflect altention from the 
interested char.Jcter o( practices and thereby contribute to their enactment 
;)s disinterested pursuits. This mispcrception legitimizes these prnctices and 
thereby comribmes to the reproduction of the social order in which they 
:1I'e embedded. ,\ct"ivitics and resources !,"fIin in symbolic power, or legiti­
maL)" to the extent that they become separated from underlying material 
intercsts and hence go misrccognized as representing disinterested (ofms 
of activities and reSOllrcc. ... This is almost always the case in undiffcrentiated 
precapitalisr societies, where material life, as Polanyi observes (Dalton 
1 968, 1944), is embedded in a complex matrix of social and cultural :l1"r:lnge­
l11ents. BourdiCIl ( 1 99Oh: 1 1 8) observes from his fieldwork in Kabyli;l that 
"e\'en 'economic' capital C:1I11lot act unless it succecds in hcing recognized 
through :I conversion that can render unrecogniz:lble the true principle of 
its efficacy." The purely economic cannot express itself autonomously but 
mUSt be convertc<! into symbolic form. There is, therefore, "symbolic 
power" as well as material or economic power. Individuals and groups who 
arc able to benefit from the transfonll<ltion of self-interest into disintercst 
obtain what Bourdieu calls "symbolic capital." Symbolic capital is ';dcnied 
c;lpital" (ibid.); it disguises the underlying interested relations as disinter­
estc(1 pursuits.11 

Bourdieu initially developed the concept of symbolic capital in his early 
srudies of Kabyle l)Casant society. There, in what Bourdieu ( 199Oh: 1 14) 
1.."":llIs the "good-fuith economy," the predominant form of circulation of 
goods occurs through the exchange of gifts, both material and symbolic, 
rnther than through explicit market exchange. The significance of symbolic 
capital lies in its apl)arent negation of economic capital. Symbolic capital 
is a fonn of power that is not perceived as power but as legitimate demands 
(or recognition, deference, obedience, or the services of others.H 

Bourdieu take. .. his argument to a more genenl level by arguing that 
nOt only is all action intercstcd but that much action can be carricd om 
successfully Ollly IfilS interested chancter goes lIIisrecognizcd. He argues 
that a great many practices could nOt be pcrformcd if they were recognized 
as emanating from the pursuit of self-interest (Bourdieu 1986a:242-4]). 

J1. IJ.o"rdieu ( 1977C:1RJ) ""nleS: �S)'",oolic capital, a tr:lnsfonnoo and therehy di�g"ised 
form of ])hysical 'economic' C"JI)iul, produces its proper effect in�smuch, �nd ""Iy inasmudl, 
:as it conceals Ihe &ct that il origillalt5 in 'maleri�l' fonns of ClIpiral Whldl �re �Istl. in Ihe 
laSt �nal)'Sis. the source of its effects.M 

)j. �c Bourdieu 1971:H7-.H. 1977<":l71-R3. 19M')t.· • .  Hltl I<)</oh: o , :  l '  t" r k,.) (',n""I., 
lions of Ih;� coneelll. 
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"The operntion of gift exchange," for example, "presupposes (individual 
and collective) misrecognition (mero1l1Il1issffllce) of the reality of the objective 
'mechanism' of the exchange" (Bourdicu 1977C:S-6). Action occurs ns if 
actors pursue their sclf-inrerests for this is the way it appears to the "Out­
sider" sociologist who is able [Q c:llculate the statistical regularities of be­
havior. It is as i f  actors conspired to conceal from their own eyes the sclf­
interested charncter of their actions. Bourdieu (1977C:6) writes that 

c\'crything t-Jkcs pl:\(:<: 3S if agenUl' pf'Jt1.iee, fmd in I)"Jrticul:lr thcir manipulation of 
timf, were organized c.�clusi\·ely wilh :I view 10 conccaling (rom themselvcs and 
from othcrs Ihe truth nf Iheir practice, which Iht.: :ulIIIfOI)()logisl and his models 
bring to lighl simply hy suhstituling lhe limeless model for a scheme which works 
iL'iClf out only in :l1ld through time. 

Since action occurs through ti llie, and largely at :l tacit, taken-for-granted 
level, ;lctors mispereeivt: thc ohjective consequences of their actions, which 
;Ire nonetheless available to the social scientist. 

Bourdicu applies the concept of symbolic capital to highly diffel'cnti­
:Hed conrclTllXJr.1ry societies ;IS well. Though the economy is differemiated 
from other aspects of social Ii fc in advanced industrialized societies, it none­
dteless rC(luircs legitimation. The malter-oC-fact realism thar "business is 
business" rarely operates withoul recourse to some honorific justification. 
indeed, Bourdieu sees the tnnsition from the early phases of predatory 
capitalism to lhe advanced industrial and postindustrial societies as being 
accompanied by incn:ased reliance on symbolic l}Ower and capital. Both 
the practice of philanthropy by early '"'robber haron" entrepreneurs and the 
increased investmcnt in prestigious (onns of higher education by capitalist 
(ami lies testify to the effons lO accumulate symbolic as well as economic 
capiml. In response to changes ill t;)xation and inheritance laws, capiralist 
families today invesl marc in higher education in order to legitimate the 
transfer o( wealth to the new genention (Bourdieu and de Saint Martin 
1978). Furthermore, charit:tble giving by private economic interests, for 
example, the funding of public bl"Oaricastillg 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 lIlaterial forllls of acculllulation, symbolic pursuits in philan­
thropy, scienc..:e, religion, :illd the arts tcnd to be thought of as lacking vested 
IlItel"est. I lldeed, phil:lllthropy :1IId Ihe nonprnfir sector functions to legiti-
1I1:lle pari il'lIbl" el" ,nolilil" inl erl" " hy l'UII\'ert i ng" 1 hem inm forms of sYIll­
I U liito I"Cl"Il).:llilltlll 1 ' 0 1  I hl" t " l Inllll'  ,:, ,,111. 1\" lIl"dit'll ( 1 I)1)Oh: 1  I I) �ct:, the 
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economic capital into symbolic capital" whereby dominant groups secure 
esteem in public opinion for thcir activities. 

Symbolic capital thus reprcsems for BourdiCIl a way of talking about 
the legitimnion of power relations through symbolic fonus. It is a form 
of "Iegitimatc al.x:urnulation, through which the dominant groups secure a 
c:lpil:l! of 'credit' which seems to owe nothing to the logic of exploitation" 
(Bourdiell [977C:(97). Tied to his stratific:ltion :lIlalysis of relations bc� 
twcen dominant and dominated groups, Bourdieu underSClnds symbolic 
capital as "a sort of advanl.'C," cxtcJl(lc(1 by thc dominated to lhc domin:mt 
as long as the dominated find it is within their interest to aCl.urd recob'Tlition 
and legitimation to the dominant. It is a '\:ollccti,'c belicf," a "Glpit::.l[ of 
trust" that stems from social esteem as well as material we:l[th. 

S}'mbolic capital, like material capital, can he accumu[:ltCI[, and undcr 
certain conditions and at certain r.ltCS he cxch:mgcd for material Glpital. 
RcAccting on his early cthnogr.lphie work in Algeria, BourdiclI (1 980<::6 1) 
says "I wantcd . . .  to do an economy of symholic phenomena :md study 
the specific logic of the production and circulation of cultural goods." This 
component of his overall fralllework rests on the core clailll that symbolic 
capital and economic capital arc distinct, though under certain conditions 
and at certain rates inrerconvertible, fonus of power that follow their own 
particular dynamics. L lis research program consists, lherefore, of studying 
the production :lnd consumption of symbolic g{)()(ls, the pursuit of symbolic 
profit, the accumulation of symbolic capital, and the nlO(lcs of conversion 
between symbolic and other forms of capital or power. 

The problem of the relationship betwcen the various forms of capital, 
which was discussed earlier in the chapter, is furthcr complic.llcd by the 
concept of symbolic capiraJ. Symbolic capital oht:lins from the successful 
use of other capitals (Bollrdieu 1 990h: 1 22). I f  suggests a state of legitima� 
non of Other forms of capiml, :lS if other capit:lls olmin a special symbolic 
effect when they brain a symholic recognition that masks their material and 
interested basis. This would suggest that diffcrent kinds of capital, such as 
economic cJpital and cultuf<ll capital, could havc thcir own specific types 
of symbolic capital in different socicties. If the case, this would point to 
ovcdapping power dimensions that arc not sufficiently conceptualized with 
the appellation capit:lJ. In one placc Bourdieu admits that social and sym­
boric capital overlap so extcnsively that it becomes virtually impossible to 
distinguish them.}.! To what e:.:rent, therefore, is it really appropriate to 

H. III discussillg soci�1 ClIpmll in lhe cue of groups deleg .. uillg lUlhorilY to k-:llkr.hip �ml 
group represent:ltion, Bourtlleu (l98<)a:l57) adds in a rOO\llHlC Ih31 -h !l.I\. .... ";.h.,, .. "'I� "'!l 
that social capital is so tor:tlly SO'·erned hy the 1<ll!i(' (lr lw,,,I, .. ljll· :Iud ,"'k",," 1, ... IIl""·'" d ... 1 
it alwOIY' functions as s)'mh"li,' ''''I,i.:oI.H 
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think o f  legitimation as another form of power that, like economic and 
cultural l>ower, merits thc appellation "capital"? 

Critics such as C;lillc see in Bourdieu's statementS that symbolic capital 
is "denicd capit:ll" proof that in the final analysis s}'mbolic capital is nothing 
more than a form of economic capital in disguise. This conclusion, how� 
evcr, doc.� violence to the complcxity of Bourdieu's thinking. vVe have ,llso 
seen th:lt Bourdieu argues that brute force or material possession ,Ire sel­
dom sufficient for the effective exercise of power. Legitilllation plays a ncc� 
cssary role in rhc exercise of material and political power. There would 
be, therefore, liule I>oint in stressing the ahsolulc importance of material 
resources and physical strength i f  their effective deployment required legil� 
imation. Thus, while Bourdieu docs work with a hierarchy of capitals with 
material being the most fund,ullental, he ,llso strc."Ses the necessity of sym� 
holic power for the effective exercise of [>olitical and economic power. Both 
;lspects of his work need to be stressed. 

SYM 1101.[(; [.AI!{)K 

l low doc." the interested dimension of human action hecome transformed 
into disintcfl:.<;ted ideology? I observed in chapter 2 that IJourdieu answcrs 
this question by drawing from \Veber's sociology of religious leadership. 
"Religious lahor" by specialistS creatcs religiolls understandings of the par­
ticular social conditions of cxistence of specific groups. More generally, 
Bourdieu ( 1977C: 1 7 1 ,  '98oa: 191)  answers this question by I>ointing to the 
role of symbolic It,lror, especially by specialized syml>olic producers (i.e., in� 
tc]1ectuals), that transforms interested social rclations, such as kinship, 
neighborhood, and work, into elective relations, or transforms relations of 
exploitation into legitilllate relations. Symbolic labor produces symbolic 
l>ower by transforming relations of interest into (Iisinterested mcanings and 
by legitimating arbitr.lry relations of power as thc natural order of thin!,'!> 
(Bourdieu 1990h: l i Z). Bourdieu considers symbolic labor to be as illlpor� 
tant as economic labor in the reproduction of social life. Thc task for sociol� 
ogy, therefore, is to dcscribe 

the laws of tr:lIlsfoml�tion which !,'Overn the trJnsmut:ltion of the {Iifferellt kinds 
of l�lpit:J1 into symbolic capital, lind in p:lrlieular the bbour of dissimulation and 
trnnsfig-ur:uion (in � word, of mpbemi':,luion) which secures a real transuhstandation 
"f thc rcl:lIion� of power by rendering recogni 7� ... blc and misrecognizable the vio� 
lem:c they ohjeclil'cly uJ11l;lin :md rhus lIy lr:msformillg them into SYlllbolic power, 
l�lp,Lhll: of prolthll·inj.! n::d df�I'I' witholtl :my :Ipparent cxp,ellditure of energy. 
(1I'lunlicu I 'J<) It': I 70) 

n .. urdil·u .1 .... I�n .. . 1 In " lit' tn l uhl l l  .11 IU,uIHt l'f .. k.g., :Irli .. ", write ..... , 
h"ldlt·r .. , ,!l1I1 I' 'HI [I,d .... .. ) I I I  Iq:U I I I I.II rIIII 1 III ''''I I,ll . ,. ,kr Ii\ pfndlll·illJ.! ') I I I  
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bolic capital through symbolic labor. Bourdieu (197Id, J98,d) contends 
that botb materialist and idealist \'icws of culture neglect the relatively in­
dependent role that corps of spcci:llisrs 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 arc vested with their own par­
ticular inrcrests. 

Bourdicu thus challenges borb tile Marxist theory of superstructure and 
idealist views of cultural life by proposing :l them), of intcllccfU:lls that elll­
phasizes the specific symbolic interests that shape cultural proclll(;tion. 
BOUl·dicu assigns II particularly important-though not exclusive-role to 
tile arenas of symbolic specialization ,1nd their repre.<;cntativcs in developing 
the material out of which the symbolic dimension of class struggle is carved. 
He conceptualizes rhcse :lrenas as social-cultural lllarkets or fields of force 
in which speci:llists struggle over definitions of wh,lt is to be considered as 
legitimate modes of expression. 

In summary, Bourdieu's gener,11 science of the economy of practices 
attempts to reappropri,lte frolll the idealist/materilliist bifurcation of hu� 
mlln life the tOtality of practices as fundamentally il1lerested but misrecog­
nized forms of power or capital. Indeed, Bourdieu's sociological project is 
a stlldy of the political economy of the various forms of symbolic capiwl. 
He focuses much of his work on the symbolic producers who specialize in 
cre,lting symbolic power, but, as we will see in chapter I I ,  Bourdieu also 
thinks of his sociology as an instrumcnt of struggle against the various 
forms of symbolic violence. 

5 
H A B I T U S :  A C U LT U R A L  

T H E O R Y  O F  A C T I O N  

A central issue sets the agenda for Bourdieu's theory of practice. 
I-Iow is action regulated; how docs action follow regular statisticlli patterns 
without being the product of obedience lO rules, norms or conscious il1len� 
tion?1 How do reg·ular patterns of conduct occur over time without being 
the product either of some abstr,I(:t external structure or of subjective inten­
tion? How can one take into account borb the observed regularities of social 
action, which most frequently arc 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? Nlorcovcr, how does one scientifically model practice without pro­
jecting the formal characteristics of the model OntO the informal and 
dispositional dynamics of most everydllY practices? Bourdieu tries to find 
a scientific language that does justice to these conceptual dilemmas. Two 
key concepts permit Bourdieu to do this: h"bitlls and field. This chapter 
takes up his concept of habiUlS and explores its various dimensions; chapter 
6 will discuss his concept of field. A summary statement of his theory of 
pr'lcticc th,lt incorporates these twO concepts wi)) be found at the end of 
Ch'lplcr (). 

i. 1I,,,,r.l,,·,, ("}t,.�.;/,�) .I,., I." n ··1 '.'" '.'1 1), .• 1 ,,11 "J '''I .h",L"'1l " '"W.I ("""' illi, I�'''\I: 
h"" •. 111 Iwh."" ""· I,,. "·/l"L'lnl ", , 1" '"1 I" '''11 11''. 1 " , ,, 11,, 1 .,1 " 1,,·,1,,·,,,," ,,, nd.·,)M 
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Bourdieu's concept of habims is  familiar to many sociologists and an­
thropologists though far from well understood. Even among those knowl­
edgeable about Bourdieu's work, considerable disagreement exislS on just 
what Bourdieu's concept represents.! P:m of the problem is that the con­
cept bears so mueh theoretical weight, leading one sYl1lp:uhccic critic (Di­
Maggio 1979: 1464) to dc.o;cribe it as "a kind of theoretical deus ex m:lchina 
by means of which Bourdiell rclate..<; ohjective structure and individu:ll :lcliv­
ity." Part of the problem is also, as Bourdieu and \,VaO:IU:lIlt ( 1 992) charge, 
that critics have s),stcm:nically misread Bourdieu's theoretical intent by un­
wittingly projecting vari:nions of the subjective/objective (Iichotomy onm 
the very (:oncept th:\[ Bourdieu cmploys to tr.msccnd that antinomy. This 
ch:lpter clarifies the central dimensions of the action/structure relationship 
that the concept of habitus ;Idllresses. [t surveys briefly several imellectual 
influences that have shape(1 the development of [he concept, and illustrates 
the variety of uses Bourdieu h;IS ma(le of the concept. I t  also notes a number 
of tensions, difficulties, and contradictions gcnerated by the concept. 

77JI.' Imlividlltfl/Society /)(IIIIiSIII 

Bourclieu's theory of practice may be seen as a probing reflection on one 
of the oldest problems in the Western intellectual tradition, n;lllldy, the 
rebtionship between the individual and society. He sees his approach, how­
ever, as transcending this classic dualism. I-Ie 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. 
BOllrdieu stresses that this dual character of social reality Illust be preserved 
in sociological inquiry, and his relentless attacks on various forms of sub­
jectivism and objectivism arc efforts to preser .... e 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) docs not stand 
in opposition to society; it is one of its forms of existence" (Bourdieu 1980<:: 
29). Bourdieu's conceptual fonllubtion docs not oppose indi\'idual and so­
ciety as two separate sons of being-one external to the other-but con­
Structs them "relalionally" as if they arc two dimensions of the same social 
reality. 

I bbilUs emphasizes the llIutually penetrating realities of individual 
subjectivity :lnd societal objectivity after the fashion of social construction-

�. 'l1lis obscl""I'ation stems not only from the l'ariCty I)f cxptmations and l"rilld�nls II"W 
a,'�i!able in the secondary liter:.lNre but also from ohservinj.! SI.·vcr;a1 MII"ur.lieu cxl'l�rh - ,,",,'1,,", 
the ooneepl al a eonference on BOIlr<licu's w"rk « :":m.:r f"r 1',)"<"h ...... K·,.1I ""1.1" .... III ( 'hll'''W', 
March jl-I\pril l. I<)R.)). 
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ist theorists such as Berger :lIld Luckmalln ( 1 966). J Like Berger's and Luck­
mann's, Bourdieu's approach to understanding the relationship between 
actors and struCtures builds on one key idea: [hal objecti\'e 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 institutionali7.ed fonn that the classi­
cal individual/society dualism has taken in contemporary \""estcrn acade­
mia, half appropriated by ]>sycholo�,'y, which tends to monopolize the study 
of rhe individual, and half appropri:lted by economics, political science, and 
sociolo h,)" which tend to be concerned with struCfllre.� beyond individuals. 
In sociolo!,,),, since Ihe J 960s, :l renewed and vibrant interest in rhe shJdy of 
micro structures and processes has nonetheless emerged. Herbert Blumer 
( 1 969), A:lron V. CiCOllrel (1 973), l larold Garfinkel ( 1 967), Erving Goff­
man (1967. J 969, 1 9 7 1 ,  1974, 198 J )  and their followers have produced bod­
ies of work identified bro;ldly ;IS symbolic interaction ism .md ethnometho­
dology. In reccllt" years renewell interest in a Iiltional-actor model has also 
cmerged among such prominent sociologist.� as Raymond 130udon ( 1 979), 

James S. Coleman ( 1 990), and Jon Elster ( 1 979, t 985). Yet, within the pro­
fession:11 discipline of sociology these micro approaches, which focus on 
various dimensions of individual decision Illaking and interaction, tend ro 
be isolated from the more prominclll macro approaches,� 

For Bourdieu, rhe 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/socicry 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 arc thcn denounced as 'rotalitarian'" (Honneth, 
Kocyba, and Schwibs 1 986:48). In other words, Hourdieu believes that this 
dualism translates into oSlCnsibly scientific language fundamental political 
oppositions that pit those favorable to market-oriented public policies 

3. Berger �nd Ludml3111l oonncet in,!ividu�ls lO the sod:,1 world through an ongoing dial .. ..,­
riC:ll Jln::K:eS$ oomposcd of three sinl"ll�ncousl)' CK."Curring '''omcnl�' illlern�li7.ation. external­
il�tion, and objecth ... lIion. \Vhile llourdieu does nOI diSlinguish all three moments ronccptll­
all),. hc does wrile of his thcory of pr.lcticc �s an �e."(l)t!rilllent::ll science of the din/uric of tbr 
illtrnlllfbition of rxunmltty /1"'/ tbr rxrrnlllltUlflQl1 oflllirnm/ity� (Bourdieu '97ie:;1). In Nrpro­
""(tio". he dcscrihc.� h:,hiHl� :IS Ihe ·pnKlucl of StruClUfCS. producer of pr.lcticcs, and rcpro­
,Iu.:cr "f �cruct"rl""� 

-I- This hifun.III"i! ,,1 110,· 01""'1'1" ... h ..... 1l'·I\'·r.lI�oI l.r"rc"i"n,,1 as well as imclk"Ct\l�1 ron-
ccrn,. l'nlk",,"I.Ilh. llH" '" . ,III ... l lIlun, 111,111'., I"'" l,klll lIa ... 11':" j!1I;\tl11 ;I� thc unifyin!! 
II,,'''''' .,1 11,,· "11I'I .tnll".,I I I " . II"� .,1 ,h,· '1t1 ... .  ' .III .... � I. ,I"J.t ... ,1 \ ... ",,·j;II;"". hndll·,·tnall),. 
110,· 1 " 1''' h ..... 1(" ''''1,11''01 "'''''' I"". 1 1 , , , 1 , ,  n. ,I" 1" "  .. " ",,,.,1 I",·r.llnt,· . ... , ...... I"r ",.11111,1,'. 
\1" ,.",,1,·, " 1  .,1 Itill" .",,1 t "II.", 11,11 . 1 ,  
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against advocates of the welfare state. This view reflects Bourdieu's desire 
to protcCt the :'Iutonomy of social science from all extrascientific influences. 
But it also points to ambiguity in Uourdieu's own posilion. In France, one 
can see this dualism employed by Houdon, who advocates "methodologiC:11 
individualism," and who situates llourdieu's style of sociology and his sup­
port for leftist politics on lhe "sociery" side of the dichotomy. Thus BOllr­
dieu finds himself embeclded in the very antinomy he hopes to transcend. 

Acrion HS Stmregy 

Bourdicu de\'cloped his theory of pr.lctices nOl only in reaction to Althussc­
rian Marxism, :'Is we ohsen.'ed in the previolls chapter, but also ro the French 
structuralism of Levi-Strauss. In  the structuralist amhropology of Lcvi­
Str.IUSS, [he social scientist develops formal ll1cxlds of deep structur::tl rules 
that supposed I), re�,"lIh1tc kinship, social rituals, and mythology.' IJourdieu 
adopts the language of "strategy" to dis{'ance himself from strict structur-JI­
ist fonns of determination by stressing the imporr:mce of agency within a 
structuralist fralllework. 

l ie first employs this conceptual language in confronting a field experi­
ence huniliar to anlhrol)()logists. In  studying Algerian peasants, Bourdieu 
encountered a social order in which social solidarity is based on sentiment 
and honor r:lther than on codified rules and reb'l,l:itions. He explains that 
in Kabylc society "social regula lions arc not comprehended as an inaccessi­
ble ideal or as a restraining imperative, but are rather present in rhe con­
sciousness of each indi\'idual." Differences and disputcs arc not :uljudicatcd 
in a Court of 1:1\\' but by "the sentiment either of honour or justice, which, 
according to each case, dictates 1)()lh judgemcnt and punishment, and nor 
a rational and formal justice" (Bourdieu 1965:22). 

Though lacking evidence of a formalized code for regulating beh"vior, 
many anthropologists nonetheless tend to conceplUalize the beha\tjor and 
statements of their informants (IS if they wcre indeed rule or nonn governed. 
Bourdieu appro:lchcs the problem (Illite differently. I-Ie argues that models 
of action must include timr as :In essential component. "To restore to prac­
tice its practical truth,'" he aq,'lles, "we must thercfore reintroduce time 
into the theoretical representation of a practice which, being temporally 
stnlCfured, is intrinsically defined by its tnllpD" (Bourdieu I 977C:8). 

In a critical reexamination of the classic analyses of gift exchange hy 
Mauss ( 1967) and Levi-Strauss ( 1969, 1973), Hourdieu :lrguc.� th:lt a proper 

s. In the Amcrian strucn'I'III-Il,"l,i""ali�1 1""lill"l1. ""KI,"" " ....... ·rtl'" .... 1' "I r"I,,� I" I�' 
pb)'ed in rcsp"ns" 1U �!,c'l'ili"d l1"nn,. 

H A B I T US: A (ULTUUt T H I O R Y  O F  A C T I O N  I " 

concepUlali7�1lion of gift exchange must go beyond the idea that gift giving 
and receiving arc governed by the forlllal princil>le of reciprocity in which 
gifts automatically call forth coulltergifts. Rather, the giving and receiving 
of gifts in\'Olve the manipulation of the fnnpo of gift-giving so that the 
returned gift is not only different but also dr/nler!. Thus, actors participate 
in the soci:1! interaction of gift exchange, not as conscious or even unwitting 
conformists to the principle of reciprocity, but :1S f11'(ltegiS1S who respond 
through rime. Beha\'ior, then, is rtmtrgir rather th:1n mle or norm conform­
ing, for, as the label suggests, actors in their everyday pl';lctices attempt 
[Q move through :J maze of conSlrainlS and opportunities lhat they grasp 
imperfectly through past experience and over tillle.� "To substimte m(ffegy 
for the mit," writes Bourdieu ( 1977c:9) "is to reintroduce time, with its 
rhythm, its orientation, its irrevcrsibility." In  contrast, "science has a time 
which is not that of practice." It is only the social scientist, with the outsider 
perspective and an intellectual disposition to find patterned regularity in 
thc divcrsity of hUlll:1n conduct, who sees this macro-structure of gifts and 
counrergifts.7 Thus, Bounlicu injectS the lanb'llage of str::ttegy into the 
structuralist mQ{1c1 as a way of introducing agency and of marking the dif­
ference between everyday practices and their formalized models. 

Tf the norion of strategy is to convey [he idea that action is nor best 
understood in terms of compliance to norms or rules, strategies nonetheless 
involve conduct in normative situations (Uourdieu 1 977C:8). Bourdicu does 
not intend the idea of strateb'Y to suggest that parricular types of conduct 
somehow stand OUtSide normativc constr.lints. R:lther, the concept aims to 
suggest that action involves Ill1rerwill1Y cven in nonnative sil"lIations and 
that actions occur over timr 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 (Bounlieu 1 977C:9, 
1 5 ,  1(6). \"'hether or not :ICtors conform to norms or follow prescribed 
rituals depends on their interests. As I)()imed Ollt in [he pre\tjous chapter, 
Hourdieu considers all action to be interest orienred.8 

His lanbruage of strategy misleads some critiCS (e.g. C:lille 198 1 ,  1992), 

ft. '!lle 'lIl�lngy to a game seems apl)ropri�le here, �nd lIourdieu (1987b:80-81) indeed 
01,,1\\" on the g.lme �n�lob'Y' particubrly in his bIer work. 

7. I\mmll"lt thlls.IC(lans fmm the 5truetural·functional inlerpretation by Gouldner(1973bl 
"f Ih" IIIIrlll "f n.'t'lllr<lI.ity. For n""r(!iclI. :K"I0f'S §Ir:negile to enhance their interests (I\'er 
IUlie III ).tifl ,,�.·h�t1llc,. '111e '''',,!':III 1':lllern ,,( rc),'1lbrilY nllscn'cd by Ihe social scientiSI is �n 
ttllultcl"I".1 .. "lhc·'I"" ... ·I· r.llh"r lli.1II nlllf"rlIIII)' 1" �n '"Hlcrlying. no�m Ilr r,,�c. . )(. I hi' ""IIl'('I'III.11 ,11111 II�' n"'l·:lrt·h ""It''''I\lCIlI"l'''' ("I" IImlrth,," III \UltlY1l1g klllShlp as 
,,,.I1").t} ,-.lIh.·, 'h�ll �, I"I... I It- n·I'!."-'·' 110,· 1I1"J .. f -r"I,· ... .. I lllhllll'� \\'llh -m:lIrim"ni�1 
,u.lh'Il"" - 1 1 '1'�" 'I. t'I'� 'I I) . . 111,1 Il"(lin" " .1111''''" '"� ''''.I} II"nl ,",' I."" ,. 1,.-", .. " 1l.·tlt·"I"Il"'� 
I . ,  1111 1",1,' " Ill'" 10 1'1' .... 1" 1 �, .  " 1  • ,I .I .• hl. "" II .1' LI)I' .",,1 .hll'·" -I1I '"' '"� \ •• 1 ".,1' II 1"", ,.1 \\ " .• 1110 
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who see it as all indicator of the very kind of utilitarian oricntation that 
Bourdieu opposes. By Sh'lftt'gy, Bourdieu (1987b:76, 78, I l7) docs not mcan 
conscious choicc or rational calculation. The strategies employcd by the 
Kabyle are nOt based on conscious, rational calculations hut on a "scnse of 
honor" that guides complcx mancuvers of challengc, ripostc, delay, aggres­
sion, rct:lliarion, and disdain. Thc sense of honor derivcs from sets of dispo­
sitions thal internali7..e in practk";)l form what seems 'lpproprialc or possiblc 
in situations of ch:ll lcngc, constraint, or OPI)()n-tlllity. Thus, choices do not 
dcrive directly from the objective situations in which they occur or from 
tr.l Ilsccnding rules, norms, patterns, and constraints that govern sncial life; 
nHher, thcy steill from pmctim/ t/ispositfOlIS th.lt incorporate ,unhiguities and 
uncertainties th.lt elllerge frOIll acting tbnmgb ri1lJf ami spatc:} Bourdieu el11-
ploys the l:!ngu:lgc, "pnlctk::ll knowledge" ,mel "sense ofpr:lctice" to describe 
this fund:ullcntalty nonfonn:lli1.ed, pr,lctiGll dimension of :Inion th:1I" hc 
finds missing ill structurnlist :ICCOlIlHS of human :Igellcy. Actors :Ife not nde 
followers or norm obcyers but strategic improvisers who respond disposi­

tionally to the oppflrtllnities :lIld constraints offered hy various siw;nions. 

Tbe f)evl'/opmenf of tbe COl/UP' of /-If/hilus 

The idca thar actors are pra«iL";)l str:ltCgists is thcn linked ro social Struc­
turcs through the concept of hahitus.1O An carll' 1 19661 definition of the 
concept reads as 

a system of lasting, tronSI)()S:lhie {Iisposirions which, imegr:lling p,I�1 experiences, 
functions at e�cry moment 'IS a 111llrriX of pnYrptlOIIS, IIpprrClllfiollS, 1111/1 III:IIOIIS and 
Ill3kcs l)ossible the Jchicvemellt o( inlinitely uiversified tasks, ,hank� tu analogical 
tr:InS(CN uf :.chemcs permitting the sulution of similarly �haped pmhlcms. (Bour­
dietl 11)7 \ c.R 3)11 

A somcwh.u later [ \9801 and 1110rc frequently employed formulation de­
fines hahilUs as 

a system of dumhle, tr:msl)(IS;\hlc dispnsitions, structured structures prcdisposed to 
function ,IS strucluring �tructurcs, thM is, as principles which gencmte and orbr:lni7,e 
IU'aerices :md representations that C:HI he objectively auaptcd to their Outl,:orlles 

9' Thi� (Ilstingllbh�s llmmli�u's usc of the term (rom that of Crozier (Crol,icr ,md 

Friedberg 1977), "hose stnlcgies seem embedded within the OPI)()Tnmirics and CtlllSII':I;nt, 
1'TC$Cllled by situations, whereas Bourdieu st�esses �s ",ell the T<>I� nf 1�1" "'1C;nli7.:niou, 

10. The most in-dept.h discussions of the ooncCj)! arc u, lll' fimllll ill 11" III',lIc\I I 'i77f, rh.II' 
teT'S l and 4, and in Bourtlicu lC}90h'S!--6s. 

1 I ,  In AIJt.rru, 1960( \')7'):,·ii). HUlIl1liclI ,Idinl'" h�l"I'" ,,, .� '\ ,1.-." .,1 ,h" .• 1,1.·, 1 , .II1'I�".,I,I.· 
,1;SI�"'t! I"n, " Iud. fum, i. '"� a, .1 ". j.:"""'''''1' l·I,."" , ,' ,I. U, I." ,·.1, ' ,I 'II , ,n,  II ,If" 1t ... 1 I'r." I" '" .. 
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without preslIPllOsing a conscious �iming at cnds or an �prCS5 mastery of the opera­
rions necessary in ordcr ro attain [hem. (Hourdieu 1990h:53) 

Bourdieu has also used the worcling "cultural unconscious,!! "habit-fonning 
force," "set of basic, deeply intcriorized master-patterns," "mental habit," 
"'mental and cO'l)()real schemat:l of perceptions, appreciations, and action," 
and "gencrative principlc of reguhllcd improvisations" to designate his key 
concept.11 Thc concept has broadened in SCOlle over time to strcss the 
bodily as well as cognitive b,lSis of :lClion and to emphasize inventivc :IS 
well as habituated forms of aelion, The varic!'y o f  designations, nonetheless, 
all evoke the idc;l of a set of deeply internalized master dispositions that 
generatc action, Thcy point towanl :1 thcory of action that is pr.lctical rather 
than discursive, prcrcflcClivc rathcr than conscious, cmbodied as well as 
cognitive, durable though a(bptivc, rcprodtlctivc though gencrative and in­
ventive, and the product of particuhlr social cOrHlitions though tnmspos,lble 
to othcrs, 

1 noted in Ch:lptcr 2 th:ll BOl1rdieu's fieldwork experience among thc 
Kabylc poscd the problem of relating itHlividual :Iction to social structurc. 
Bur the origins of the concept of habit liS arc also linkcd to Bourdicu's intel­
lectual strategy for situating himself in Frcnch intellectual sp:lce in the 
19505 and carly 1 9605.11 It is primarily in reaction to Lcvi-Str.lUSS'S struc­
turalism-and the Althu5..<;crian vari,mt in Frcnch Marxism-and its view 
of action as il mere reflection of structurc that Bourdieu formulates his 
theory of practice and his conce])1 of hahitlls.'4 I-lis principal concern was 
to introduce the idca of agem .. y imo structuralist analysis without recourse 
to the kind of volumarism he found in Sartre's existcmialism (see Bourdieu 
1987b:19)· 

Thc seminal work of Ervin Panofsky offered Bourdieu crucial concep­
tual help i n  developing his concept. Readillg and tT:lnslating in the mid-
19605 Pilnofst:y's Gotbic ;/rc/}itertlm.' (fIul Scbolasticism, aboul the effect of 
scholasticism on architecturc, assisted Hourdicu in his carliest fonllulation 
of the concept. In the afterword to his French translation of Panofsky's 
work (Bourdieu 1967a), we find Bourdieu's earlicst usc of the tenn. BOllr-

' l .  In his e:lTly work. Vll llrf /JIoytll (Bourdieu. Bolt:.l1Iski tt 31. 196,:l3), Bourdieu uses 
�'mlctured II",xis· 10 tlesign�te h�bims, even though in � more recent inte["\'iew he sharply 
,\iffere",i�leS his ��>Ill';:IIU)�1 ian"",a)::e �1\{1 ullderst�ndi"g of action (rom the ,\hrxist pnxis 
,radili'>Ii (1I" unlieu :",,1 \\1"<" 1,,""1 I,}HI}). 

' t. nUlh Ilurlhcim �nd ,'''',''' " '''1'1,,) Ill., Inm. Ih" ull'h neither Il'i\'e it �ystemacic �PI)liC:l-
11<'11 " r  d"I.Ii" n It, Ihr nl'!.I"."" , I 'I,Hun' tll.ll 1I'lImirl'U ! 1.,lIo .... t {oil IlrtIIMr..cs. 

,+ II, " .... 11 ... , ( I  ,,.0 , I "  I I  f .11-, I."" " -U"'I"', In,.l\ If'.n 10,01",,,, \\." "ri)::""II1)" .1",il!'ll',1 
I" !'t· ... n �II 1,,1,·11,·, In.,lI" ,n",,'" "I ,II '''''', I',n,,, "I."h ,.,,, .. ,,,,1 ,', "'''''''''. ,"a."""'_I1"'" 
,,,,,,1,·1, " ",I .,1", 1M""''''' '''.,'' ,ull,.", 
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dieu builds from Prmofsky's insights that scholasticism represented a set of 
implicit cultur:.ll assumptions as well as explicit theoretical positions and 
that these tacit "mental habits" were not only tr:msmitted by institutions, 
practices, and social relations but also functioned ;IS a "habit-forming force" 
that generated schemes of thought and action. He draws from P:lOofsl.:y's 
ideas of "lIlental habit" and "habit-forming force" to develop the idea that 
habitus is a "structllring structure" that generates action. This early fonnu­
lation emphasizes the m:mncr or mode of thought, or cognitive capacity 
of action. Ii It is P:mofsky's inlluencc that leads Bourdieu to think of school 
systems as the institutionalized context where the intellectual hahitus of a 
culture develops. 

The early conceptualization also bcars the imprint of French structur­
alism, (or Bourdieu frequently employs ;1 linguistic ;1 1l;)IOb'Y to express the 
concept. l ie draws from S:llIssure's (1974) distinction between speech and 
hngu:lge to define habitus as a kind of deeply structurcd cultural gramm:lr 
for anion. With habitus, 130urdieu ( 1 977c:22-30, 1 9851>: I 3, 1 987h: [9-Z4, 
1 99Oh:30-41) develops :I "generative structuralism" analogous w Chom­
sky's ( 1 965) idc:l of a "generative grammar." As grallllll:H· orgrmizes speech, 
thc structllres of habitus can gcncrate an infinity of possible pr:lcticcs. Bour­
dieu sometimes stresses this "innovative" capacity of hahitus. I n his analysis 
of precapimlist Algerian peasants and their encounter with lhe encroaching 
cash economy imposed by French colonialism, Bourdicu ( 1 979:4) cmph:l­
sizes that the peas,mt reaction is 1101 :1 "purely mechanical and passive forced 
aecolllmodation" to the new economic system. Rather, the peasants re­
spond with "creative reinvention" to the discrep;)ncy between the delll;)nds 
of rhe new economic rationality :lml their eUS[Qlllary hahits. 

Unlike Chomsky's gcner'"Jtive gr:umnar, however, the inventive eapac­
iry of habitus SICIIlS not from ;) "univers,ll mind" but from "an experience 
:lnd :llso :l possession, a eapit:ll" (Bourdicu [985b:'3). I l:tbiUls is not an 
inn:lte Clpacity, such as the physical operation of the brain posited by Levi­
Strauss or the lllel1t:llistic outlook of Chomsky. I I:lbiUls is a "structured 
structure" th,lt derives rrom the class-specific experiences or soei:lli7.ation 
in family and peer groups. 

Over tillie, Bourdicu's concept of habitus cvolved rrom :I normative 
and cognitive emphasis to a lllorc dispositional and practical undcrst,mding 
of action (Bourdieu I 98oc: 1 33). This shift in emphasis toward the disposi­

tional and practic;)1 ch:lr:.lcter of human conduct can be seen in the cvolution 
of his eonceptu;)1 terminolo�,'y. An earlier term ('1/)i( gi\'l'" w:ly 1 (f I" blls, wllit,.·h 

I S· \Ve see this Cl)fl"oiti,'c cnll'h��i� in Ihe "t.Il I",I.I".UI" 1I "t n'r / ',1/1 "I S'�"""L:r m"ur 
dietl, Chamhurcd"n, anll l'�sSl· ... ,n " 1'/'). III "In. h 1!" ,",I"·,, I .• IL, JI ... ,,, • "1Il\JIIIII: .1 1\ IW " I  
rc-c:I,,·h h:>1,iw, r.,r " .. ill ... WIIII"., 01'1"11'\ 
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eventually becomes absorbed by habitus. The more recent bnguage o("dis­
positions" suggests a shift from a linguistic analob'Y to a perspective een­
tcred on sociali7�1tion and body language. 

The term "disposition" is key (or Bourdieu, since it suggests two essen­
tial componems he wishes to COIl\'ey with the idea of h:lbitus: m·llet/n·t and 
propmsity.I6 Habitus results from e;)rly soci:llization experiences in which 
external Structures ;)re intern:lli7.cd. As a result, internalized dispositions of 
broad par:.lllleters and boundaries of what is possible or unlikely for :l partic­
ubr group in :l str;)tified social world develop through socialization. Thus, 
on the one h:lnd, 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 centr;)1 
features of habitus . [ next examine in morc depth thesc twO faces of habitus. 

Structural SI1"IIctll/"CS flllt! SI1'lIcl'fwing Stl"llf1111"I!S 

1·lahitus tends to shape i ndividU:l1 :lction so that existing oppormniry struc­
tures arc perpcn[ated. Chances of success or failure arc internalized and 
dlen transformed into individual ;tspirations or expectations; these are in 
turn exrern:llized in action th:lt [ends to reproduce the objective structure 
or life ch:lnces. Bourdieu understands this process in terms of a 

sysrcm of circubr rebtions rh:n unitc m·//{t/wrs and prruticts; objc(:ti\"e structures 
[end to producc srructuretl subjL"Cti\'e disl�itions that produce structurcd actions 
which, in tum, [end to reproducc objcl1.1\·c �truclure. (Bourdicu and Passeron 197T 
l03) 

Thus, Bourdiell observes that aspirations :lOd practices of individuals and 
groups tend to correspond to the formative conditions of their respective 
habitus. \¥hat :lgents judge as "reasonable" or "unreasonable" (or people 
of their st;)tion in the social world stems from habitus. I-bbitus tends to 
reproduce those actions, perceptions, and attitudes consistent with the con­
ditions under which it was produced. It is "nccessiry made into virtue" 
(Bourdieu 1977C:77, 95)· 

To explain why ine�,"llit;lri:ln social arrangements make sense to both 
lhe dominant :md the 1101l1in:llell, Bourdieu employs the concept to empha-

It'i. 11""",ho.:lI ( 1 '177. : 1 1 01 ) " I'll<', llo." �d ... "",\1 .Ji5pwilioll Sl"CIIlS l>.lrticllbrl),sIIitcd I<t cx­
Ifr�"l>." \l'ha[ I� <"I1I,·n·,I I,) (hi' f" "'('I'( .,1 h,II'IIII' (,ldill(".1 'I�:I 'PICIII " f  ,li<I',,,itin"')' II c.�­
I.n ... :-.<-. l;r-.I II,.. ''r,,,I, "I 1111 ,,,�."jI "'� ",,,,,,,, "'II, � ""·.II.U'ft ..I" .... 1 .. 111.11 .. f ",,,rd, �I"·" a' 
'IrU,IOII'l·, II al", ,1'·'I)I"�('"' � ."If  " I /"''''�, '' /, .. /-t,,,,,/ " .,1, 1'·'tw" .,lh "I 11 .. · 1"""" " ... 1, '" 
1,.,,1 .. ,,1,11. J ,.'r,"',..."',�", I" ,,/, 'hl I""/� "'III " 111,/",,,/1,," · 
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size the class-based character of socialization. Habitus derives from thc pre­
dominate ly unconscious internalization-particubrly 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 (Hourdicu 1977c:79). Nevertheless, 
it is the product of class situations, not their GlUse. If French working-class 
youth did not appear [Q 'lspire ro h igh levels of education attainlllent during 
thc rapid educational cxp,lnsion of the 1 96os-;md ;'tcconling to Bourdieu 
they did nm-this was bec:mse they ha<1 internalized ami resigned thelll­
selves to the limited opportunities that previously existcd for their success 
in school. 

H,li>itlls, then, represents;1 sort of dcep-structuring cu ltural 1l1atrix that 
gener,ltes self-fulfilling prophecies according to different class opportuni­
ties. And Hourdieu's "cultural" explanation of une<llml educational attain­
ment differs from the blaming-the-victim version of culture-of-poverty ar­
gUlllents in emphasizing individU:1Is' ad:lptation to limited opportunities 
rather than the cllltur.J I origins of deviant hehavior. It shows how strlletur.JI 
disadvalH:lgcs C1I1 bc internalized into relatively dllrJblc dispositions that 
can be transmitted intergener.Jtionally through socialization and produce 
forms of sclf-dcfe,lting behavior. Bourdieu's habitus thus offers a perspec­

tive that sidesteps the reclIfri ng debate among culrur.Jlists and struerur:llists 
on the origins and perpetll;ning cycles of poverty. 

I�bbitus calls us to think of action as engendered and regulated by flln­
<lamental dispositions that arc intel'll:llized primarily through early social­
ization. Bourdicu speaks of the internalization or "incorporation" of the 
fund,unental social conditions of existence into dispositions. 11 He describes 
the fundament;ll conditions of existence ;IS those that determine materially, 
socially, amI cultur;ll1y what arc probable, possible, or impossible for a given 
social b'TouP. They are similar to \Neller's concept' of "life chances." These 
"objective structures" arc internalized into corresponding dispositions lead­
ing group memhers to experience them :lS reasonable or unreasonable, 
likely or unlikely, llatur.J1 or unthinkable for people of their own kind. I-Iab­
itus is 

nc(;cssity in\(;rnalized and convened into a disposition . . . . h is a virtue m,lde of 
necessity which continuously u'ansforms necessity into virtue lIy instilming 

17. He mentions se\'eral determining f,l�tol'l' in l,rin"lry -;" ,:i"I;/;II;"II, ",d, ,,� -,,"vi,i,,,, "f 
labour between {he sexc.-;, h�",sch()l<i ()hi'-... ·'�. " .. �Ic..; "f """'''"'I'" "n. I"""n, . Inl.l r"I:""",,� 
(19')Oh:54). htU d,,,"s '1<'1 " fTc·r d�,;,;led U'I"I)',�" " I llli" , I,," ,,,,,,,11'1' " . I�· ,I,,' " "", ""IK,n."" 
"nes. 
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"choices" which correspond to the condition of which it is the product. (Bourdieu 
1984a:170) 

I-I abitus transforms social and economic "necessity" into "virtue" by leading 
individwlls to a "kind of immediate submission to order" (Bourdieu 199oh : 

54). It legirimales economic and social inequality by providing a practical 
and taken-for-granted acceptance of the fund:uncntal conditions of exis­
tence.'S 

Bourdieu emphasizes the collective basis of h:lbims, stres.."ing that indi­
viduals who internalize similar life ch:mces share the same habitus. "Vhile 
Bourdieu recognizes the singularity of biologic;ll individuals' socialization 
experiences, he argues that " 'personal' style . . . is never more than a dcvifl­
tiDII in relation to the style of a perioo or cbss so that it relales back to the 
common style nO{ only by its conformity . . .  but also by the difference" 
(1 977c:86). The collective reference is paramount for Bourdieu . Habitus 
offers the im;lge of "conductorless orchestration" to emphasize the "regu­
larity, unity and systematicity to practices" without conscious coordination 
(Bourdieu I 990h; 59). Bourdieu writes that "the practices of the members 
of the same group or, in a differentiated society, the samc class, arc always 
more and better h,lrlllonized than the agents know or wish." 

The dispositions of habinls represent ;111 informal and pr.lctical rather 

th,lIl a discursive or conscious form of knowledge. This practica l cV;llua­
tion and informal mastery of life chances occurs unconsciously. Bourdicu 
(1984-1:466) writes, 

the schemes of the hnhitus, the prim:lry forms of classific:llion, olVe their specific 
efficacy to the fact that they function below the level of consciousness nnd language, 
beyond the readl of introspectivc s(;rU[iny or control b�' the will. 

One dimension of habitliS that Bourdicu emphasizes is the adjustment 
of aspirations and expectations to what he (adopting the expression from 
Bachclard) calls the "causality of the probable." Habitus adjusts aspirations 
and expectations accord ing to the objective probabilities for success or fail­
ure common to the members of the same class for a pnrtieular behavior. 
'rhis is a "practical" rather th:m a consciotls adjustment. According to Bour­
dieu, 

,II. In ,111 i",if:lilf,,1 f.·"""", , .... 1>1' ... . . 1 11 . . ,,1'.]"'"'' "'''rk. ,\'kC,,1I ('<)<)2:11411) arf(1I<:s (h�{ 
"nfC \\'''II�II ill 11111111) �lr,lIlhnl ,,,, ,,'I,n .,t<. "lIlIg",I I" 1I,,�li;lI\' hCIlI'ccll lh,,; "lIla�'ulil1d 
1,,,101,,' ""dol .. 1 1"".1 '''''� "",I ,h. I, ''''''''",'/1'' """.,1 " .. d,I .. 1 h,,,,, .... n'l'r,�I""Ii'''I- ,hl')' 01" 
'" '1 C'I" " W'" ,. !I ... 1.,�,·" I ."  II" "'" d ".,,- h. I " ,  , " ,1"1 " .'01'''''' .• ".1 I" "II """ 111.'1 U""r.l,,·,,\ 
" """ '1 " 1'"''-''1'1"''''' 
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if  one rC(;\lbrly observes a very close correlation between the scientifically con­
structed objtnivt pro/Irtbilitits (e.g" thc chances of access to a panicular good) and 
mljtrtivt IlspiratiollS ("motivations" or "needs") . . .  this is not because agents con­
sciously 3djust their 3spir:ltions to 3n cxact c\'aluarion of their chances of success, 

Habirus emerges through primary socialization from a 

practical t:lJnb"lfioll of thc likelihood of the success of a givcn �ction in a gi\'cn sit­
union [whichl urinbos into play a whole body of wi5(lolII, sayings, CQml1lonpi3ccs, 
ethical prt!ct:ptS ("that'S not for rhe likes of us"). (Bourdieu 1977c:77; emphasis 
addcd) 

The dispositions of habitus prcdisposc actors to select forms of conduct 
th:u al'C most likely to succeed in light of their resources :md past e."peri­
cnce. Habitus oricnts action according to anticipated consequcnces. Unfor­
tunately, Bourdieu gives little insight into the how the process of illlcrnal­
ization becomcs :lclivatcd into :l process of extcl'll<1lizatioll, We le'lm little 
about thc triggering mechanism at work or whether cel1::1in lypes of inlcr­
n:llizatiOIl are morc easily cxternalized than others. 

Bourdieu emphasizes the stratifying dimcnsion of early socialization. 
Habitus convcys a sense of place and out-of-place in a stratified social 
world, Bourdieu (1984<1:471) writes that 

objccrh'c limits bcCQme a stnsc of limits, a pr.lcrical anticipation of objtttivc limits 
acquired by cxllCrience of obj<.wve limits, a "sense of one's I'l:.l.ce� which IC:l(is one 
to exclude oneself from Ihe goods, persons, place and so forth from which one is 
excluded. 

This social, differentiating dimension of habitus can be scen 

in dlC form of dispositions which arc so many marks of sOlial fNJlitioli and hence of 
the social distance between objective positions , . .  and CQrrclauveiy, so many rc­
mindcrs of this distance and of the CQnduct required in order to "keep one's dis­
tance" or 10 manipulate it str:ltegical1y, whether symbolically or acw<1!1y, to reduce 
it (easier for the dominant than for the dominated), increase it, or simply maintain 
it (by not "letting oneself go," nOt "becoming familiar," in short, "st:lIlding on one's 
dignity," or on rhe other hand, refusing to "take liberties" and "put oncselfforward, � 

in short "knowing one's pbce� and staying there), (Bourdieu 1977c:Bl) 

This puts power and its legitim:ltion <1t the hC:lrt of the fUlletjllninA' :1nl\ 
strucmre of habitus, since h:lh itus il1VII\ves :11\ 1I11l·�llhl.:i�I'" c;lll'Ill:.ti'lll , Ir 

Wh:11 is possible, illlpo.,�iblc, aUtI prohahk till' IIU\lIi,llI.d .. ill lhcil' "PCl'itil· 
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locations in a stratified social order. "The relation to what i s  possible is a 
rebtion to powcr'" Bourdieu (1990h:4) writes. 

Thc virtue-of-necessity dynamic of habitus stresses that not all social 
worlds are cqually aV�lilab[c to everyone, Not all courses of action arc 
equ<1lly possible for everyonc; onl}' sollle arc plausible, whereas others are 
unthinkablc, BourdiClI cxplains that 

"gents shapc their aspirations ac(:onling [0 concrete indices of the a<:<:t$Sible and 
the in:lcct:ssihle, of ",h:1( is and is not �{or liS," a <[i"i ... ion as fundamental and :IS 
rumiamenrally rccogni7.cd as lhn IlI'ruWII tbt SI/CTt(1 ml/I tbr profimt. (199Oh:64; Clll­
phasis :ukk.'tl) 

Underlying BOUl'dieu's habitus lies Durkhcim's sacred/profane dU3lism, 
which at a very fundamenl':ll level for Uourdicu divides the scope of agency 
betwcen the possihle :ll1d the impossiblc, I lere ag!lin wc see the influcnce of 
the structur:llis[ logic of binary oppositions on Bourdieu's thinking. vVhile 
insightful, this may rcm]!.!r the judgment of habitus too categorical by not 
exhausting the full range of soci<1lization experienccs. There m:ly bc gray 
areas whcre uncertainties about life ch:Ulcc. .. arc imernalized thal do not 
fit the fund:lTllCIH<1l1y dichotOlllous boundarics th<1! Bourdicu's concept of 
habitus presupposcs. 

H<1bitus is fairly rcsistant to change, since primary socialization in 
Bourdieu's view is more form3tivc of internal dispositions than subsequent 
socializ.1tion experiences. Therc is an ongoing adaptation process as habitus 
cncounters new situations. but this process tends to be slow, unconscious, 
and tends to elaboratc mther than altcr fundamentally the primary disposi­
tions.19 

Furthennore, some kinds of class habiOis appear to be more dumble 
than others, The French working-class habitus in Bourdieu's analyses 
scems less adaptablc to forms of secondary sociali7A'ltion than docs the 
middle-class habitus. Lower-middle cbss French families appeared morc 
likely ro take adv:llll;!ge of expanding cducational opportunitics during the 
postwar period than did 1I'0rking-cbss familics. Thus, the rebtionship be­
twcen primary and secondal), soci:1\ization <1ppcars variable by social class, 
though BOUl·dicu docs not provide a clear directive on ulis point, 

Over time, Bourdicu's conceptU<1liz:ltion of the dispositional chamcter 
of action h:1.� incrcasingly stressed its "embodiedM form, Thc process of 
inlcrn:l\i'l.;mon of uhjcclivc Sl rllCILlrc.� is not only :1 ment'J1 process but a 
cllrpon::ll une :IS well. Thc l'h:1I1l'C' for 'llcress :lnd f:lilure COllllllon to :1 

1')_ 11" 111,111'11 1.,lh .11"",, M,t,'Io'II"'" 'tI�" ""·'· d' ,I ".'1 11..1",,,, "'1\,1, I" ,...I,"" fHr ,,,'til!" 
II" ",· 1,'''.11'" ,lUi .11,' . """,1 ... 11 .. "I ,  II, ""11"1.11 ,1" 1"""'''''' 
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class are "incorporated" i n  bodily form a s  well as in cognitive dispositions. 
They show up in physical manner and style (e.g., posture and stride) as 
well as i n  discursive expression. Bourdieu ( 1 98Sb: 1 3) finds a cI'lssical source 
of inspiration for his conccpt of habitus in the Aristotelian idea of bexis, 
"me incorporated and quasi-postural disposition," which subsequently was 
"converted by scholasticism into habitus."!G Some of Bourdicu's earliest 
analyses treat the bodily incoq>oration of cultur:11 dispositions as a some­
what separate dimension of habitus. In his ;I rtide, "Cclibar et condition 
paysanne" ( 1 962h), for example, the concept is Ilsed to identify .ln affi nity 
between the bodily comportment of rur:l] French peasants and their atti­
tudes and pcrceptions of their physic:ll behavior. 'rhc hodily :lnd cogniti\'C 
dimensions of habitus arc con'iidered separate hut (.'Orrd:lled. YCt, both 
mental and physical dispositions arc integrally related, as later formulations 
of the concept of habitus incrcasingly stress.!1 

. 
I n  Sori% gy ill Qllt'stiOll ( I  993d:86) Bourdieu argiles that "the principlcs 

01 habi tus arc illJcpllntbly logical and :lxiologic:ll, thcoret'ical :llld practical." 
The dispositions of habitus represent 1JJ(IS/L'1' pI/ftems of behavioral stylc th:lt 
cut across cognitive, normative, and corpor:ll dimensions of human action. 
They find cxpression in languagc, nonverbal colllillunication, tastes, valucs, 
perceptions, and modes of reasoning. 

It is a gcncl1Il, tr:lIlsposablc disposition which COlrrics out :1 s�tcll1�tic, IIniversul 
appliCltion-hcyond the limits of what has been directly learnt-of the nee.:cssity 
inhercllI in the Icarning conditions. (Bourdicli 19R43: 1 70) 

Habitus has the capacity to gener:l1i7.c through analogical tr:lnsfers its fun­
damental "generative schemes" to If" arcas of life (Bollrdicu '99Oh:94). 
BourdiCll ( 1 989<=:387) suggests :In 'lllalogy to hamlwriling that embodies a 
"stylistic affi nity" for each indivi<lual rCbr:1rdless of form attemptcd or mate­
rial used. This key feature of habilUs permitS Bourdieu, for cxample, to 
identify parallel styles of action in arcnas as differem :IS fiunily planning, 
dress, choice of sport, and diet. lie writes, 

marriage str:1tcgics arc inscpar3hle from inhcrit:l1lce stratcgic.�, fcrrility strategies, 
and even ed ucation:ll stratcgies, in Olher words from lhe whole set of stratcgies for 

10. Thcre 15 some disllUlt', ho"'c\'Cr, over the original meaning of the It'nn. Boudon (1986: 
JOY), a sh�rp critic o( Bourdieu, cbims th�t the cI�ssiC21 norion,is not 3t all what Boordieu'5 usag� su.gge5ts. But. �s no£oo culier, Hourdieu is m� iruerested ill concept dcvdolltUo:nt ,",,1 
apphnuon than schobrly exegesis. 11le concept h�s :lS5UIllOO � nngc of me3ninJ.'s Il:lrlu·lll.Ir I" 
BourdicII. Sec I lcr:m 1987 am.! Risl 19f14 (or discussions u( The: gcIW:lI" J...,. " r  lui,,, I" 

� I .  It I� Ilme",'rthy Ihnt Ihe 100rlll b�.1·iI 1i).!ures "".re l'mlllinellt Jy in (JIII/lllr "Ill 11" "'1 "I 
I'n/rlirr ( 1 <)77<") Iii:", in thc" 10",·,· II,,, .. L. '/7,,· IJIl!.;' n(I'I;/rli .. ,· ( I <;<)oli), 
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biologiClI, cllllllni �nd social reproduction th3t c\'ery group implements in order 
to transmit thc inheriw' d powers and Ilrivileges, 1l l3inmined or cnhanced, to the 
next gcner:ltioll. (Bollrdicu 1990h: 160-6 1) 

I n  DistinctiOIl (1984a) Bourdicu cxplores how habitus :lCCOUnts for class dif­
fercnces acros..'i a broad range of aesthctic tastes and lifestyles. In me strug­
gle for social distinction in Franc..-e, wc find tastes and lifestyles that corre­
spond to four distinct class habitus: ostentatious indulgence and case within 
the upper cbss, ;lristocr:ltic aestheticism ;l1Tlong intellectuals, aw],.,vard pre­
tension by middle-class strivcrs, and :mtiprctentious ignonmce and confor­
mity within the working class. Bourdieu traces manifestations of each of 
thesc four sets of dispositions across a gamut of I ifcstylc indiCltors. In chap­
tcr 7, I will examine more fully these class habitus. 

Bourdieu uses his concept of habitus to nuke conceptually appcaling 
transitions frolll micro- to m:lcro-Icvcls of analysis :lnd to generalize 
through (Iuite different domains of hum:ln activity. Its originality is to sug­
gest that there lllay be an underlying connection or common imprint across 
a broad swcep of dirferem types of behavior, including motor, cogniti\'c, 
emotional, or rnor:ll behaviors. I::xarnples of habitus at work range from 
"lhe IllOst automatic gestures or thc apparently most insignificant tech­
niques of the bod)'" to very :lbstr:lct concept'Ualizations (Bourdicu 1 984:1: 
466). But this very appcaling conceptual vcrsatility sometimes renders :lm­
biguous just what the conccpt acnlally designates cmpiric:ll1y. 

The concept may be too cncompassing for answering certain kinds 
of important rescarch <Iuestions. Hourdieu resistS distinguishing between 
cognitive, moral, and corporal dimcnsions of action. His idca is to identify 
underlying master patterns that represent deep structural patterns that 
(:ross-cut and find characteristic forms of expression in all of mese (limen­
sions. Yet, for certain re."carch purposcs, understanding prccisely which of 
these dimcnsions seems to bc morc operative is what interests researchers. 
It is one thing to say that working-class youth do not enter french universi­
ties because they fear fuilure, :l11d quitc another to say that getting a higher 
education docs not belong to their world view or class cu!t1Ire. In the former 
case, these youths might value higher IC:lrning and h:1VC hopes of attcnding 
the university bur choose not to attend because they expect to fail. In the 
lattcr casc, they would have no desire to attend the university and therefore 
no expectations. Values and expectations appear to merge in Bourdicu's 
understandin).: or hahinls as a practical adaptation [Q the basic conditions 
of exi�lcn(·I'. '1 ht·}, :tppc:lr nut to internalize as sep:ll':lle, dist'illg'ui<;h:lhlc 
di111en�icl11'. �t lH I' t ill' l i t1'l1't e,f BClunliell's ;lr�111l1etll j, 1 0  'I rc�� the 1"C 1I11 
l lH 1 I 1  I l Iull'II),1I11( 1 1 1 1 1 11 , , 1  ,III I 'r:1\'1 in', :1' �IC111111itll-\ fn.tH :. l'cw 1 I 1 1 , II·rI) it1l� 

[ 
" I  

• 



1 1 0  I C H A P T E R  f l Y !  

master dispositions. Frequemly, class values and cxpectations indeed go 
together, but not always, and for this reason it is sometimes importam to 
distinguish them.ll 

Bourdieu sees the internalization through socialization of external op­
portunity structures as a straightforward and nonproblcmatic process. Hab­
itus faithfully reflects, by definition, the objective conditions under which 
it was initially formed. Habitus, 

as an acquircI] system or gcncr.ltivc schcmes ohjectively �djustcd to [he panicular 
conditions in which it is constituted, . . .  cngenders all the thoughts, :111 rhe percep­
tions, and all the actions consistent with thosc conditions, 11m' 110 orhtn. (Bourelieu 
1977e'95: cmph:lsis addell) 

Iran individlml or group were to hold aspirations different from what \I'ould 
seem possible from the objective conditions of their primary socialization, 
this would stem from subse(]lIenr adaptations of habitus to new stTuctllral 
conditions rather than bec:mse the early formation of habitus was some­
how deficient. Bourdicu tends 10 assullle that the process of intern:llization 
of objective ch,lrlees OCcurs without nail'. But we lack slifficient evidcncc 
th,lt this actually happens in <I consistent manner. Are not miscalculation 
and distortion common occurrences in early socialii"A1tion experiences? A 
growing body of research findings rrOIll cognitive psycholo/,'Y and survey 
research sllggest such an assllmption to be problematic. Individllals and 
groups persistently 1l1isperceive the sentiments, thoughts, and actions of 
thcir peers (O'Gorman (986).ZJ 

Frequently, Bourdieu writes as if there were ,In ;llmost exact correlation 
between hopes and chances, though :It other times he recognizes that these 

� z. The t"Onlr:lst t";lll be :>cen in the differem perspecoves offered by Kahl (1953) and Ogbo 
(197f1, '990) on 0pp0rluniIY perccptions. K"hl "rg"cs th;Jt working-<:bss \':llues and world 
"lew limit (heir visiull for t"aking ad""nt"Jge of higher cd'IL";IUOIl opportunitres wheTCas Ogbu 
"rgut'S Ii131 lower-<:Ioiss IIeOI,lc-p,H"ticubrly hlocks-h"se their reluctance to pursue 2dv3nced 
schooling un a calculation of 1imilcd chmees fur s,,,-"ccss. 

13. Since 1 identifi,�d " simibrit)' of concern between Buufdieu's effort to relate individu31 
suhjectivity a"d social obj,;:cd,'ity and the social construction 3l'pr().3ch of Peter Berger and 
Thomas Luckmann, it is apilfoprim: here to nOlI' an important difference. Berger an,l Luck­
mann sce the degree of SlIt"CCSS of Ilrinmry socialization 85 problematic. and connect it IU the 
division of labor and !.he distribution of knowledge: !.he imemali1.uion of ohjec'i"e realities 
is likely to be more sucressful in societies with a relati,<eJy simple di,·i.,j"n "fbl",r ",,,I ",ini","l 
distribution of knowledge than in $OCierics with mOTe complex ",,,I inqr,.[;I:.ri:m SlrUl·lUr<.:., 
(Berger �nd Luckmalm 1966:1(4). Bourdictl !henrizl"'; � �imibr fdinil!lI�hill hCIlI't'cn h:lhnll� 
and the division of bhor, Ilin ,loe", '''11 l·'''''·CI,lll.,[i,,· II,,· 1"" ,,[,,[;1\' "I :1 ".In "lUI h"I"I '''.'' 
On thc mhcr h�ml. !lounlicu 's :l1'l'li'�l1i"tl "f luh"", " n,,,d, "I""" .11«·lIil"· tn " b" '1�·,·tI" 
forms of ""'i:lli�"l1i"" ill.ln .,,',' n,·,·W·'· J"'[ I ", L",.,,,,, 
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are never completely synchronized. Bourdietl defends the flexible applica� 
tion of his concept against critics who charge that it is applied too mcchanis­
tic:llly, warning ag;linst unil'ersalizing the model of a high correlation be­
tween subjective hopes and objective chances that simply reproduces soci�ll 
strucmre (Bourdietl 199oh:63). Yet if Bourdieu's theoretical intentions are 
good, the written forillulations sometimes fail  to convcy the intended nu­
ance. An early formulation specifies that 

if memher:; of the lowcr middle and working cb�scs take reality as heing c(luivalcnt 
to their wishc.�, it" is IlCcausc, in this �rca as elsewhcre, aspir.ltions and <Icmands are 
defined in hOlh rOfill and content by ohjective t"Onditions which exclude the l}()Ssihil­
ity of hoping fnr tile unoilt:1inahle. (Bourdicu 1 974c:33) 

A systematic distinction between mpirllfiolls and t'.\pt'Ct(lliolls would help give 
further theoretical refinement to BOlll'dietl's schemc and at the same time 
could be casily opcmtionalized in research. Is habitus primarily concerned 
with expecrations or does it includc aspirations :ls well?H Bourdiell employs 
both terms interchangeably. 

If Bourdieu's concept of habitus helps describe siluations where expec­
tations :Ire �uljllsted to objective opportunities so that the dominated actu­
ally participate in their own domin:ltion, the concept also misses the miscal­
culations of objective probabilities that are also a common feature of group 
and individual aspirations. Bourdieu gives insufficient attention to thc range 
of conditions under which aspir:ltions fail w synchroni7,e with expectations 
and expccmtions with oppormnities. Numerous cases suggest th:lt the 
alignment process of hopes, plans, ,md chances is problematic. The elevated 
aspirations :llllong American blacks during the 1960s for high occupational 
status, despite overwhelming evidence of limited carcer opportunities, rep­
resents JUSt aile striking example where disjuncture between hopes and 
chances occurs (J-Iout and Garnier '979, 1'-'lac.Leod 1 995). If Bourdicu's 
c:lpit:ll investment and conversion strategies perspective on cbss rclations 
insightfully identifies the subtle dynamics of status inconsistency :lmong 
lIpper- and middle-class groups, the reproduction dimension of habitus f:lils 
to givc analogolls insight into the complexity and ambiguity of individual 
perceptions of external realities. The concept of h:lbitus fails to capture 
the varyi ng degrees of incongruity between hopes, plans, and chances for 
Ilirti.;rcnt g-rc)llpS. 

1!I>tInliClt ( I \)H4:1 : 1 43-flH) (I'les Ile:ll with the issue of disjuncture be-

:,1. Il, ,,,nh ... , ( I '111.",) .... ,.,," I" ,I,· ... " , 1  ". ,', I �., I "t I' "" r.lt 1.'"1" ,I..,,, ."I'UlII i. "". " I"'n he write, 
.,IM"lt " , ,, tl'" " ,." ,," " I  ,,,·,','''11\ " I" 1t1>1" .,11' th.,t '·\I�·, I.II " " " ." ,., I, ""h ,', """,1.",·,1 "'Ih " Ioj," " 
I ",' I'" ,1,.,1"1",,., 
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tween :lspirarions and opportunities in a discussion of the effects of diploma 
inflation. He sees a "srructural mismatch between :aspirations :md real prob­
abilities" caused by cduc3tional expansion wilhom parallcl cxp:msion and 
upgrading of job requirements in the labor market. This structur:ll mis­
match is the source of an "anti-institutional caSt of mind" that transhltcs 
inm worker discontent and forms of :ldolcsccnt <:ountcrculturc. l ie also 
t:llks about a "collective disillusionment," saying that it "finds expression 
in unusual forms of struggle, pmtcst and escapism" ( 144). But his :mal}'Sis 
docs nOl suggest (:ondirions that might help explain why the di"contcnt 
would t:lke one form r:lthcr than :mothcr. Moreover, he goes on to sound 
his familiar themc of rcproduction hy ,lrguing that "competitive" forms of 
struggle resulting from "frustrated expectations" arc quite compatihle with 
the reproduction of the social order through the "disphlcelllellt of struc­
ture" ( 1 64-65). 

Under certain c(}n<litions, however, there e:lIl occur a structural I:lg, 
or "hystcresis effect,":1 between aspil'iltions and ch,mging opportunities 
(Bourdieu [977e:78-79). I lahirus implies that :Icmrs ,mend to the present 
and ,lIuicipatc the futurc in terms of prC\'ious experiencc.:� The idea of a 
"hysteresis effect" is used by Bourdieu to explain why Algerian peasants 
(lid not rapidly ad.lpt thcir notions of time and labor to thc new values of 
cconomic rationality. It also helps explain why slight improvemcnts over 
scveral years in educational opportunity for working-class youth could go 
largely unperceived i n  working-class families (Uourdieu and Passeron 1979: 
appendix). I-Ie also uses the idea to explain the contemporary dynamics of 
the overedueau.:d and underemploycd worker in Ihe labor market. Rapid 
:md m,lssive cducation,11 expansion without p:lrallcl growth in the postwar 
labor market brought credential inflation :\0(1 devaluation. Aspirations for 
hi�her educ::ltion credentials that wcre rewardcd by real job opportunities 
in

'
an earlier period became frustr,ned by the growing "structural mismatch" 

hetween edlKation supply and bhor-Illarket dem;lnd. Bourdieu ( 1984a: 144) 
cxplains the gTowing cvidcnce 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 strucmral mis-

1 S. The ternl l'<)me� frolll physical :>eicnec, and refers to whell magnetic effects lag behind 
their C:W'iCS. 

16_ 'Iltert is sol1le similarity between Hourtlicu's underst:mding of how habllus responds 

10 ne\\ rondition.� 1I11t1 Oghurn's (19U) culmr:Jl iag hypothesis. Bourdieu's conceptualization 

of habitus is not 10 be conflllted .... ith Ogburn's notion of �Ihe lIdaptn� culrure." Still, the 

idea explored by Ogburn thlll �chllngcs in the lIdapli-'<: culUlre do not S)'!WhWlllf.C CX:ll'!ly 

wilh the change in the m:lIcri�1 C\llt\ITe� is siluibr to (lonrtlicu's 1II1del"'\t'lIHlill)( ,,( 1,.,1,,, '" ," 
II rebli"ely l)Crmanenl scr nf dispOIsili"ns Ih:1t elUel"1i int" leu,i,,,, when it " " lIf"'''1I' " ]'1",-1 ",. 

(�",dl1i,",s 'Illile dif(crclU fn,m Ih, ..... · ,n "hi..ll ll "�I' " ri)("",I1\ J!cIH:mwd 
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match between aspirations and real probabilities."27 Condidons for change 
rather than reproduction arc set up when habitus encoulllers objective 
structurcs radically different from mose under which it was originally 
formed. Yet, the weight of history shapes decisively our response in those 
situations. 

This is not to suggest {"hat Bourdieu vicws all behavior as being gov­
erne;:d by habirus. He finds ( 1977c:2o) that habitus is most useful for ex­
plaining bcilaviorJI panerns in situations where norm:Hive rules are not 
explicit. Conduct relics less on habitus in situations that arc highly codified, 
regulated, or threatcning to vital matcrial and politic::ll interests. I lighly 
ritualized situations re(iucc (but do not eliminate) opportunities for st rateb'Y 
and innovation by habitus, whereas less ritualized ones enhance strategic 
opportunities. In discussing certain types of marriage arrangements among 
the Kabylc, BOllrtiieu (199Oh: 182) observes that "the stake." arc so high and 
the chances Of :l rift so great that the agent's dare not rely entirely on the 
regulated improvisation of orchestrated 'JllbiTtls." 

Bourdieu ( 1990<::108) also acknowledges that habitus "may be supcr­
sL-ded under certain circumst:llll.:es-certainly in situations of crisis which 
disnlpr the immediate adjustment of habitus to field-by otltcr principles, 
sllch as rational and consciolIs comput:.1tion." Situations of ctisis or where 
lhe financial stakes arc considerable may encollr.tge highly conscious forms 
of strategizing. But while admitting that strategl7.ing on oCc::lsions (:an be 
conscious, he is quick to assert that the effects of habitus are nonetheless 
discernablc. As a gcneral rulc, where matcrial intcrests are L'Onsidcrable or 
the threat of violence cmincnt, it is less likely that prevailing powers leave 
the course of action up to the habitus and thc morc likely that action be­
comes highly formalized, such as in diplomaC)' between States (Bourdieu 
1987b:$)6). The thrust of his work, howcver, is to find evidence of habitus 
at work in mOSt evcry situation. The stress Bourdieu places on the role of 
habitus in sh,lping action tends to deflect :lttcmion away from those situa­
tions when other principles governing practices come into play. lie docs 
not really consider other organizing modes of conduct in an extensive wa}'. 

Habitus secms to work best not only in situations that lack riumls and 
established protocol bUl also in relatively undifferentialed societies wherc 
lhe principal mode of domination oper,ltes through dircct interpcrsonal 
relations rathcr than through impersonal institutions (Calhoun 1993). 

17· Buu ... I"·,, ( " IKI" ' II) ",,'� 11", ,·" lJe,'(;,·c ,kt'Cflli"'l hcinl' IIl'ISI I,kel}. 31l10ng social 
j:noup� "h" .m· Ill'll I .. !III' '·II",.'II"" .• I I'I'I�·I·'\ 1m" \\h" �Iill hnltl In the Irlhlili",,,,l \'�lllc nr 
tI,,· ne,l.-lIllIIl, I" " ", uf�'h WI II" 1" " " 1 1",,·1, " I  ,·.t",.'II" ". Thi, "nohl,'''' i, ".�, likely ", 
,,,'n,r 1t ... . I" ",· "10,, I"hn" , ,,It,,, ,I , '1'11.0). ,",,' Ih." "" I",k, 1I11t"",.II"'" ,'" I f". dl.m):",}: 
,.Ih,,· " I ,·,1", .• 11,,".,1 , ' 1 .1, 1111.,1. 
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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 
fOrlll:llized rules and regulations, actors engnge in considerable pr:lctical 
strategizing in thcir evcryday interactions that stem morc from the disposi­
tions of habitus than from I<1tional choice or norm conformity. Sports in 
particul.lr can be highly specialized and codified and yet highly regulated 
by incorporated dispositions (Bourdicu 19881). Other specialized activities 
requiring trained bodily movement of h;lilitus include driving, playing ;1 

musical instrument, skilled m:1rlual hlbor, dancing, etc. Moreover" special­
ized mental activities, such as writing, computer progl'aillming, ;md proof­
reading, evoke ;1 "feel for the g:ll11e" in their successful ;'lccomplislullent. 
Even the daily routines of scientific investi!,';'1tion, Bourtiieu remin(!s us, arc 
shaped by practi<''al m:lstery of the procedures of science. Nevertheless, the 
concept shifts level of an:1lysis as Bourdicu moves from Algerian pe,ls,mt 
society to modern France. In Imditional undifferentiated societies, its COI1-
eept'u:J1 reach is hroader, more macro, reproducing the entire societ,ll cul­
ture. In highly (liffercntiatcd societies, habitus hecomcs more akin to elass­
;md statlls-group subculture. Bounlicll seems [Q reeogni7.e implicitly the 
difficulty, as the concept of field-whidl we will examine in the next chap­
ter-becomes relatively more imporr,lnt in IllS analyses of highly differenu­
:Jted societies. 

Both adapr:ltion ;lIld distinction ,Ire two type.., of agency juxtaposed in 
the concept of h,lbitus without their eX;lct rebtionship being clarified. On 
the one hand, practiccs appear as a function:1 1 ad:Jptation to the neccssities 
of life chances. These pr,lcriccs tend to reproduce sO(::l.ll position. On the 
Olher h:Jnd, habitus gener;'ltes practices lhat (Iifferentiate actors from their 
competilors. I lere Bounliell ( J  989C:9) links lhe tendency for reproduction 
to a tendency for h:lhitus 1"0 "affirm its autonomy in relation [Q situations" 
:Jnc! thereby tend [Q "perpetll:lte a differenri:JI identilY." This type of agency 
is more rebtional, since it emerges from the intersection ofthc dispositions 
of habitllS and the strucrures of constraint's and opportunities offcred by 
the fields in which it 0pcl<1tes. Yet ,ubpration is the more frequent type of 
,1gency in Bourdieu's ,Ina lyses. 

H(lbitlls (IS ellltuml Pmrtices fllld Hflbits 

On one level, habitus can be understood :IS Bounlil·u\ : 1 l 1l'lI1pt to II'r11 e :1 
theory of eullllre as practice. Indeed, he cxpbill� II I� dl" in· " I" I h�· e�illerk 

term as sl r:l1c�k:ll ly w:IIT:lIIleil hy 1111' " \T I I ll-I,·I II 1 I 11l'il I h.II.I,·IIT ill 1 " , 1 1 1  
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lay and scholarly usc of the terill "culrure. "lM Bou rdieu (J 968: I 94) theorizes 
culture as more th:J1l a "common code" as in strucruralism, more than an 
ideological system of ideas, beliefs, or values, as in Marxism, or more than 
a general world view posited by Mannheim's WeJtIlI/SC/Jflllllllg. All of these 
images of culture, (!espite their quite different theoretical origins, convey 
little sellse of agency. \Vhile the concept of habitus includes all of these 
features, it privileges the basic idea th;lt action is governed by a "practical 
sense" of how to move in the social world. Culture is a pmctical tool used 
for getting along in the SOCial world. 

Bourdicu's concept of h;lbitlls, however, needs to be distinguished from 
Swidler's (1 986) "tool kit" view of cultural practices. Though similar in 
stressing agcncy :J11(1 the pr:Jeticll fe;1run!." of culture r:uher than norms, 
v:Jlues, goals, or preferences, BOllnlicu is less volunt;lristic than Swidler; he 
Stresses the group embeddcdness of individual action. Moreover, Bourdieu 
Stresses more th:lIl Swidler the power dimension of cultural resourecs­
their c'1]l:Jcity to constitute soci:11 hierarchie.�. 

If on one level habitus can he re:ld as a way of conceptualizing culture 
as practice, on .mother level it associates practice with h,lbit. Bourdieu 
(I 977£::2 1 8) explains that the choice of the term h:J bitliS stems from "the 
wish to set asi(le the common conception of habit as a mechanical assembly 
or performed programme." He wants to emphasil'.c the generative capacity 
of habitus (1993d:87). Indeed, Bourdieu's conccpt, as Camic (1986) in­
sightflll1y .Irbrues, can be viewed as :m attempt to revive the meaning given 
by stich classic:Il theorists as DlIrkhcim and \Vcber to the concept of habit. 

Durkheim, and especial ly \Aleber, ;Issigned ro habimal forms of action 
an import:Jl1t pbee in their understanding of :lgenc)'. lndeed, ,",Veber (1978: 
� I ,  Z4-ZS) explicitly conceptu:llizes h:Jhiru,11 ;letion ;IS a pure lype, and asso­
ciates it with tradition'lliSIil. Moreover, he observes that "the great bulk of 
al l  everyd.1Y action" approximates this type. What these nineteemh- :md 
early-twenticth-ccnrury soci:J1 theorists understood by habit is quite differ­
ent fr0111 the relatively elementary, skillfully perfonncd, and virtually auto­
m;'ltic activities we nOr1n:Jlly :Jssociate with the term today. Gunic points 
out th:Jt the classical writers tend to apply the term at a Illore general lel'cI 
to identify forms of action ti1:Jt emerge apart from an explicitly reflective 
process. This expanded notion of habit might include "habits of interper­
SOIl:J] inter:Jction; habits of economic, political, religious, and domestic be­
havior; hahits or ohedienee to rules and to rulers; habits of sacrifice, dis-

� Jot. 1\, " "., I.,." ( " )/'Jot 7' ,/,) 1,,, ,I """ .', '" '·.lfh ,10" ,,,,,,,,, "I h"hiu" 1..1" "I"cn·i II): I h:n '·,·nll "rt: 
. . " . ,,0101 1,,·., 1,,·'10" I, ' ' ' '  II",,, /·.'/·m" I I"" ,·,,·, . ii,,, ,,,,·,oI'·"·'·""lInl '.'''''.'.1'' ,." h 1"'lIIg 

,,,,,,,I,,k·I'I , , ,�I .,,,,1 n " ,1,11>,,,11 I" ,I, I"" " I" m,,,, I, I I"  • .. ,,,1,,,,,,,, " I  n, 1.,1,,1<1, � 

I 



1 1 6  \ (IIAPT£R  F IVE  

intercstedness, and restraint." On a still 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 tile extreme instance, 
throughout all of life" (Camic 1986:1046). BourJieu's concept of habitus 
represents, in part, an effort to revive the idea of habit in the broader and 
classical sense of the term.!'1 

19, Camic's �n�lysis dCl1lonstl'J!es !hM this cxp�mk"{l notion of hahil w�s �h�ndoncd by 
Alller;C"Jn soc;uIOb'Y during !he C:lrly dCL':ulcs uf the twentieth cenll'ry. A \'ery restriCled defi­
nilion came to be acccpred and rcleb>';1led I" tbe licld of I'sycholu b'Y in an effort tn o:smhlish 
rhe discipline of sociology :IS distin<.:1 fr ... " psychol"b'Y. lIounlieu's L�'ncel)( "f h:lbilus :llso 
illuSIr.lIC:S his refU5al tn aeL...,!'t the in<titllriollalize,] ,Ii\'i�ioll ofimclk"<:l\Ia! bhor I.octween COI1-
letllllOr:1ry s{><;io]" b'Y ami ItS}'clioluJ;Y. 

6 
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F I E L D S  O F  S T R U G G L E  

F O R  P O W E R  

"Field" (cbnmp) is a key spatial metaphor in Bourdieu's sociology. 
Ficld defines the strucUire of the social setting in which habinls oper.ltes. 
Bourdieu defines a field as 

a network, or l.'Onfigurntion, of ohjective rebtions between positions. Tht!se posi­
lions arc objectively define(l, in thcir exi:;tcnce and in the determinations they im­
pose upon their occupants, :Igents or institutions, by their present and potential 
situation (siws) in the 5tnICture of the distribution or species of power (or capital) 
whost: possession commands �<.:cc.ss to the spl."t:ific profits that are at stake in the 
field, as well ;IS by their ohjective rel:nion to other positions ({Iomination, subordina­
tion, homolob'Y, e[<.:.). (BollTdieIJ :tnd \OV:lnJ!lant 19yz:Y7) 

Fields denote arenas of production, circulation, and appropri;ltion of goods, 
services, knowledge, or status, and the competitive po.�itions held by :1ctors 
in their struggle to :1ccumulate ill1d 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.1 For example, 
Bourdieu speaks of the "intellectual field" to design:1te that matrix of insti­
tutions, organiz:nions, :11Id markets in which symbolic producers, such as 
:lrtists, \\'1"ircrs, :11141 :IGHlclllic'>, compelc for symbolic capital. Even science 
itself-the selr- I"" ld:lilll�'1 1 1,i�Itt:'1 C�I JI'C�si(111 of (liljccriviry-is prOlillccd 

I .  1I" "I'.it ... , ' 1 '114,. ' 414 1 1 1 1",1" ,,,,,, 1 1 , ,,, 10,·1.1 " .... ,," •..• n','\ .. ,,, ,1,,1 1·01""1"" ,,"'I"·llIl'I· "I 
" "'". k,n,1 .,1 " 'I'n .• 1 .. 
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within the framework o f  a field (Bourdieu 1975b). Other field applications 
by Bourdieu include studies of social-class lifestyles (Bourdieu 1 984:1), 
higher education institmions (Bourdicu 1988b, 1989c), religion (lJourdieu 
and de Sailll Martin 1982), literature (Bourdicu 19833, 1988:1), and housing 
policy (Bourdieu l!)90b). 

I hegin this chapter with an examination of the origins and lller.uheo­
reti<..':'I1 objectives of Bourdieu's field analytical perspectivc. I will thcn iden­
tity several structural features that characterize Bourdieu's fields and their 
imerrclations, and consider the "field of power," which is the principal 
stratifying force in Bourdieu's analysis of contempor:lry societies. Finally, 
I will show how Bourdieu relates his key concepts of habitus, (:;'Ipital, and 
field to forrnubte his general science of practices. 

Origins oj' tbe CQlI(CPI 

The concept of field appears 1110re recently in Bourdicu's work than docs 
habitus. The field :lnalytic;ll method BOllrdieu develops rcprescllts a gra<llIal 
shift in his work th�lt occured during the 1970S and '80S. I l is deh:lt'es in 
the '60s with Marxism and structuralism, when he (]e\'eloped his concepts 
of cultural c:lpit:ll, habitus, strategies, :md practicc.<;, brave way gr:ldu:llly to 
an increasing concern with fields. \,yhile the early concerns slemming frOIll 
his philosophical lraining, his reading of class;(''':ll sociology, and his field­
work in Algeri:l persist, the concept of field receivcs proportionally more 
conccptu:11 developlllent :lnd empirical :lpplication in more I'ecem work.! 
The concept emerged from the conjullcnlre in the late I �  of Bourdieu's 
research in rhe sociology of art with his re:lding of \-Veber's sociology of 
relib';on (Bourdieu 1987b:33)' Bourdieu (197Ia, 1971C, 1985d, 199z:260) 
first :lpplied the concept to the French inteliectu:lI and artistic worlds as a 
means to (,':'111 :lttention to the specific interests gm'crning those cultural 
worlds.' 

Field rts Metll/beolY 

As is the C:lse \\Iill1 :111 of his concepts, the concept of field reAects the Illeta­
theoretical dimension of Bourdieu's thought. Bourdieu sees it as ;11\ "open 
concept" designed to correct for the various forms of subjectivism and 011-

l. TIl(: con�l)t i5 hardly mentioned in Outlint of /I Tbtory of f'l'dfli<Y' (I\,,,,r,hcu "J77d Itlll 
assumes a prominem analytic-AI role in Tbt �koff'I)f(t;« r I<)KoI (B"unlic" r'''}QII). I'H' w"r�� 
thaI Treal his Algerian fio.:ldwork. 

3. The lenn ir""lfi, 'lUI nc" I" II." Fr ...... h mldl"'·I" .• 1 ,,,'rl,l. "",,' U '"'' ""'I'I"l",1 h) 
IN 'Ih I.h,·,,, '''".", ,1"1l;'I' ( \ ",rio" I '",,11- "1f'1 __ 1" /  1 .W.! '·\I'''·1I1I .• Ir'I' ( ..... " ,." . .  If" " 1171, 
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jectivism he criticizes in other prevailing ways of conceptualizing rhe rela­
tionship between soci:ll and cultural structures :lnd practices.� 

The concept of field is first of all :l corrective against positivism. Fields 
:Ire conceptual constructions based upon the rel:ational mode of reasoning. 
"To think in terms of field is to /hink ndluio"nfly," Bourdieu stresses (Bour­
dieu :lnd \·Vacqu:lllt 1991:96).' They illustrate Bourdicu's relational logic 
by encouraging the researcher to seek out underlying and invisible relations 
that shape :lctlon rather than prol>crtic.<; given in commonsense categories. 
By spe:lking of fields r.nher than of popul:ltion5, groups, organizations, or 
institutions, Bourdieu wants to dr.lw ;tncntion to the I:ltent patterns of in­
terc.�t :lnd strugglc that shal)C thc existence of these empirical re:llities. Posi­
tivist conceptions of social location, stich :IS "milieu," "context," or even 
"soci:ll background" f;lil to highlight sufficiently the confiictual character 
of social life. 

Second, the concept of field is :l conduit for Bourdieu's polemic ag:linst 
class reductionism :lnd vulg:lr materialism. As we shall sel! in chapter 7. 
Bourdieu does hold a class perspectivc of modern societies. But the effects 
of class background, milieu, or context on individu:l1 beh:lvior ;}re never 
direct for Bourdieu; rather, they arc :llw:lys 1J1l'I/illfl'd through the structure 
of fields. 

Third, the concept of field is designed to reject idealist interpretations 
of cuI rural practices. Field an:llysis C:llls :lttcntion to the social conditions 
of struggle th:lt shape cultural production. Evcll rhe seemingly most neutral 
or ivory-tower Cllh-ural practiccs :lre, according to Bourdieu, embedded in 
systems of social as well as intellectual distjnctions.� I n  these thrce ways, the 
concept of field embodies Bourdieu's metatheoretical agenda for sociology. 

Beyo11d iVlllrkcts fllId Institufions 

Clearly Bourdieu's use of the term differs signi ficantly from its more com­
mon use in designating an :lc:ldclllic discipline or substantive area of in-

+ indt'ed, he suggests Ihal il �offcTli � coherenl s)'s\em of re,'lIrrent (Iuestions (hal san'S 
us fTOm llt" lIH:orctic:.t1 '�ICUUIll of pOSilh'isl empiricis", and frum Ihe crnpiri('3.l ,·oid of th"orel­
icist discourse� (UourdiCII and \Vac'Iu�nl '99l:I IO). For Bourdieu, "the clti"fmcril of tlte 
notion of field . . . .  is IIml il allows liS to IrlIn5CC!nd � "'hole series of mcthodoiogiC;l1 3nd 
Iheoretical �n1in"llIk..;H ('1""led in \V�Cqu�111 '9Sy:,P)' The oppositions Iteciles include those 
" Iready lIiSl'"s.�"d til ,.]t:1Iun !. 

0;. B""r.lin, lI"h'-" it·' lit ... tr,·I.I, ,m' I" I ... · Ih""lt'hl "f;ls a �p(llsr-l¥lr. 3 ,"e"'nry-�>gllcr- In 
rl'min,1 r�'l·:m·I,,·,·, I" ",I"nL ,d .• , . , ,,,_,lh H (11,,,,nl;�,, :Iud \\':lnl't:H11 11)<)!:!!X). 

(,. 1\, tI,,·.ltn' ( , 'J'I" t -'I , ,"" "n I '''It .",10', �" ",1",1,,- ',n'''lIIrJh''n.� Ii�" Ih�1 "f S,",,,ur.· 
.",,1 I .... " .... ".J"". ],,, 1"",m'lI ,I" ., I I ,  I, !I" ,I,ll,''''''''' '''  , I  ... " " ,rI", "I .h,,·" Uht· " "10",,, .• 1", 
.... 11"'"11111 111<' "" 'JI ".",It,I"", It. "1,,,10 ,],11, , ,  ,," rI 11 ... .11""1" �,',. 1"",1" .. ·.1 
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vestigation. Moreover, though h e  uses the terms field and 11f11r1W imer­
changeably, Bourdieu's concept should not be fully assimilated with the 
nco-classical idea of market. Ramer, the concept suggests force field, 
wherein the distribution of capital in the market renects a hierarchical set 
of power relations among the competing individuals, groups, and organi7 .... 1-

(ions. Field is a more inclusive concept than market; as a spatial metaphor 
it suggests mnk and hierarchy as well as exchange relations between buyers 
and sellers. ImemClions among actors within fields arc shaped by their rela­
tive location in the hierarchy of positions. 

Field analysis calls attention to the institutional aspects of individual 
:Ind groUI) action. In a sense, i, represents Bourdieu's version of in stiniliona I 
analysis. Yer, Hourdi eu (199Id: 19) sees the image of "ficld" as superior to 
that of "institution" for two reasons: first, he wants to emphasize the con­
tlici'ual character of social life whereas the i<iea of institution SuggeSL" con­
senSllS; second, he wants :'I concept th:'lt can cover social worlds where 
practices are only weakly institutionalized :lIld boun<i:lrics :'Ire nOl well 
established.' Some of the fields that Bourdicu an:llyscs, such as education, 
do consist of dusters of patterned activities centered al'Ound b:lsic soci<ll 
functions. But his concept of field designates aren<lS of struggle mther than 
fundamental functions thought to be viral for social life (Bollr(iicu and 
V/acquam 1991: 103). I-lis framework goes beyond the traditional function­
alist conception of institutions.1i 

Since there is a bewildering array of uses of the tenns i"sritllfioll and 
ifl$litutiofllffiulfioll in sociology, it is not surprising to find confusion in 
Bourdieu's conceptual language. Though a field can designate what is of len 
thought of as an institution, sllch as the "field" of law, fields arc not concep­
tually cqu:'Ited with insdtutions. Fields can be inter- or intra-institutional 
in scope; they can span institutions, which may rcpresent positions within 
fields (Bourdieu and ,"Vac(lu:mt 1992:232). Bourdicu docs not confine his 
attention to particular arenas of agents and activities, such as the family, 
education, religion, 01' i:lw, commonly identified as institutions in tlte func­
tionalist tradition of sociolob'Y' Nor docs he devote lIIuch attention to those 
political units. such as legisbrures or constitutions, cOllllllonly treated :'IS 

institutions in scholarship by political scientists and historians. Yet, many 

7. Ilourdieu ([99 Ed: 15) says eha[ one of Ihe ley properties o{field� i. Ihdr 4lc)(r�'" "fi[Nilu­
tionaliution. I-Ie lalks about Ihe degree of codific:ltioll tf> C!{I'n.""� tlu� d,,,r:H·[C'·i�tk. " llc lield 
of rnltunl production. particuilrly of artists �nd \\'rit<·..". fi,r Ct'.IIIII'I.·, I� ,,,",,dl'r:,I>ly Ic,� 
codified or institutionalized Ihall thc unl\'�""r tiel.l. "'"'" ."h",,, ... ,, I" II,,· tt"I'C"") I'ttl"r.· 
strictly wwemed than II j_ ." tI ... lid<l ,,( 1!t�rJlttr,·, 

K. N, ,nc.hck .. ,. 1t."lnltt'u ,I, ..... ,I",'" II .. · I. ..... u It"" 1"'1' .,1 , I.,,, " 'I'" "hI, Ito '" 1.\ 11..1.1 
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of Bourdieu's ideas find affinity with key themes in neoinS[irution<l\ theory, 
as Powell and DiMaggio (1991:25-16) point our.9 

If Bourdieu has designed his concept in opposition to consensual \'iews 
of the social world, he also sees his concept as distinct from views that stress 
total domination. Bourdicu's fields arc firMs of rt1"1lgglr rather than "total 
institutions" (Coffman). "ideological state <lppa rad" (A1thusser) or orders 
of "discipline" (Foucault).t° Fields arc sites of resistance as well <lS 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 arc not sharply drawn by Bourdieu. I-Ie 
deci;lfes that "'one of the m<ljor points of contention in the literary or artistic 
field is the definition of the limits of the fields" (Bourdieu 1987b: 1 74). Any 
effort to establish precise boull(larics hetween fields, Bourdieu argues, de­
rives from a "positivist vision" r'ather than lhc more compelling "rclational" 
view of the social wodd, for boundaries arc lhemsel\'es objects of struggle. 
This way of looking at fields renecrs Bourdieu's relational logic: since in 
his view social identity is fund mentally refcrenti:ll and oppositional, Bour­
dieu uses the concept offield to define the broadest possible range of factors 
that shape behavior rather than delimit a precise area of <lctivity. 

One of the :lCivantages ofa field perspective is to encourJ.ge social scien­
tists not to narrow prcm:l\-urcly the mnge of their investigation. To illus­
trate, recent reorientations in the sociology of organiz<ltions have consider­
ably enriched organizational theory and our underst<lndingoforganizations 
by refusing to isolate the "'environment" from the "internal" structures and 
processes of organiz.1Iions. Indeed, DiMaggio and Powell (1983) draw ex­
plicitly from Bourdieu's concept of field in their prob'Tammatic statement 
calling for emphasis upon interorgani7..:1tional contexts. 

9- Some critics (e.g., Lamoni 1�:78:) ha�c suggeslcd thu Bourdieu's vit", of �ctors as 
in'-cstors in v:lrious types of c:Iplt:l1 bcks a hroatl�r institutional persp�'CIiI'e_ This criticism 
seems b;ased on the early formulalions ufhb theory of Ill':Ictice aut! his amlyses of the effects 
of rnlrur:d npilai on educ:ltion .• 1 �1t�tnt1lcnt. Yet lIourdieu has consistently mainlainClI th"t 
pndices deri\'e from the IlIIrrm"lioll (lfh�h;tus ",;111 ,lrUClurcs, though his CXI)lor:ltioll of slruc­
tures did not begin until the e:Lrly '701i, whcn he dt.""clollCd his concclII of field. \Vhile it is 
true that he has giv�n very limited �ttentton to ccrt:lin insti tutional arenas, such a� the St:lIC. 
his I�''''cl of analysis has consistently been one Ihat nuctnl'ts to gunrd agninst reduction of 
individuals, groullS. or organizations \0 individualistic forms of agency. 

10. Tht: principal ,lifl'ercIK'I,: IlCtll'ccn Bourdieu's concept of field and Althusscr's conccl)! 
"f "i,'c"I0I-';l�,1 '1't1�· "!,!,,,raiU' � i� lh�t field designates all arena of str\Jggle where there is 
rc,i'I'111l� I" 110,· .1'''I1II1.nn I�"" 'r (II, ,urdiclt "",I \Val" llIanl 19')l:IOl)_ (Bourdieu 3llmits that 
"Iu"kr n:rt:utl hl'l"n, .• 1 .·"n.l.n,,,,, • . .  :L tiell! ttl:ly 't�rt tn fUII(\ion ;lS �fl �pparJIIIS,- if the 
,I" .. ulutll ,n',· .11,1., I" , ,1 t,1t .-II", III " iI �II lit\' "''''I,[,m\'<' "f Ih� "dM,nlin:Llc.) 

1I" un!'.· .. .... l ... ItI'"' •• l ,1" 1'"'' ,1,It,· .... " 10', "I' h,uLlu!t·, Ihl' ,,' " f,l, 'IIUn.n,,", III Ih:11 11" fnnlc­
", , .. � JII, '" , t, ". I ,',,, •.• ''' , "I .. " ,. ,11.11 " t  I ' ''� _n,11 .t, � ... '" 'I t 1(, ,un 1t,·1t .... ,1 \ \ .Inl".ttlt ,.,./1 1('71. 
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Bourdieu uses his field concept effectively to show how boundary 
(Iucstions can function as instruments of stntggle, particularly in his analy­
sis of inrellecruals (see below, 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 thar limit one's (Iegree of objec­
tivity. 

Yet, in refllsing to establish boundaries Bourdieu givcs his concept an 
excessively gencrous application. Like his types of capital, fields tcnd to 
prolifer.lte.11 Subficlds appear as well. And, as in the case of capital, concep­
tual inflation leads to its devaluation. Further, there is an unresolved ,111d 

uneasy tension between the priority Bourdieu gives to the intcrn:!1 :lIl:1!ysis 
of fields and his emph:lsis on boumlaries as contested terrain. Finally, the 
boundary 'illestion points to a deeper unresolved problem in Hourdieu's 
sociolo!,,),, namely, sociological explanation. If boundaries arc themselves 
the objects of struggle, what hope is there for the sociologist to be able 
to describe those conAicts in a nonpartisan way? In his effort to discredit 
positivism by raising social conflict and its ensuing relativism to the status 
of epistemological privilege, Bourdieu limits drastically chances for the ob­
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 Hour­
dieu's approach, :md one he attempts to :address by calling for a reflexive 
practice of sociology. 

St1'llCT'fIml P"opt'1tics of Fields 
Bourdieu ( 1 993d:72) speaks of the "invariant laws" or "universal mecha­
nisms" rh:lt arc strucmral properties char.lcteristic of all fields. First, fields 
are arenas of struggle for control over v,llued resources. Recall from chapter 
4 that Bourdieu (1989C:375) conceptualizes resources as forms of capital 
when they beeome the object of struggle and function as a "social relation of 
power." Field struggle centers around particular forms of capital: economic, 
cultural, scientific, or religious. Cultural capit:ll, 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 capil'al in thc 

I I. Bourdicll admits that {here ue 35 many fielt!, as their Ilr.· in!"n. .... �. F.:Il·1! "Ill' h", 
a specific ill,/riG (Bourdicu �nd \Vae'I""nI 10.1')'1" 7). In h" ",,,II "I' Iit ...... I)k,. 1L."ml'l·" 
(1984:i::�6) "rill'S ,hI Ih"r" ar" �lS "':In)' ti,·I,I, .,( I',...('·re,,,·,· �' ,h"n' .• r.· t;,·I,I, " t  '1)1"1,, 

Ilu ... ,ihlC!i. -
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field of science. There arc, therefore, :as many fields a s  there arc fonns 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, fir/tis lire 

IIrnlllS of struggle fm' /cgir;1IJlu;01l: in Bourdieu's language, for the right [Q 
monopolize the exercise of "symbolic violence." 

Bourdieu's most strilcing field analyses arc his studies of artists, writers. 
and teachers, where differences in artistic styles and ideas are viewed as 
stral'egies in the struggle for intellectual recognition. These strategies are 
in turn strongly dependent 011 the instruments and rules of conflict available 
in the various cultural fields.'! 

Second, fieltls lire slru(1/1red spllres of tlomil1llllr (lilt! SIIII()I'(/illllfl' posiriolls 

/I(/sl'd 011 types (///({ (/II/Ol/Ilts ofmpirtl/. Hourdicu stresses time and again that 
positions in fields are determined by the unequal (Iistrilmtion of relevant 
capit'lis rathcr than by the personal :attributes of their occupantsY Fields 
are to be viewed as systems in which eaeh particular element (institution, 
organization, group, or individual) derives its distinctive properties from 
its rebtionship to ,III other elcmenL", l� For example, Bourdicu (1971 c: 161)  
writes that the intellectual field, which 

cannot be reduced to a simple aggreg:ltt: of isobted agents or to the sum of clements 
merely juxtaposed is, like a m:lgnctic field, made up of a system of power lines. In 
other words, the t'OllstilUting :Igellts or system of agents may be descrihed as so 
many forces which, by their existence, OIJI)(lsition or combination, detcnnine its 
specific SO'\lcturc at a gi\'Cfl moment in rime. In reUlm, each ofthese is defined by 
its particular position within this field frt)m whieh it derivcs poritiolllii proprrti(J 
which e:mnot be assimilatell to intrinsic l)I'operticsY 

n. ,\lurph)' (1 988) dr:lws e .. vhtitly from Ilourtlieu'� conccl" to �nal)'7.e Parkin's (19i9) 
V';lrious formulations of closurc theory. Call1ic (1986), ..... ho does rdy (m Bourdieu's conecpt, 

carries OUI in man)' ""�ys a field analysis in his �lnin31 disc"ssioll of wh)' Iht: dassiCllI notion of 

"habit� ..... ';lS e."llunged tluring the I"cl\lie\h century from Ihe act;"" list of conCCllt:S in American 
sociology. Frill. Rinb",r ('9'"):) dl'llws on B.,lIrdicu·s t'(lncept for a l'OlI1l,anlti,'c �nalysis of G"r­
man and French intelieClual history. 

13. Thisstrong slructur:llisl postubtc is rcb.�cd sOlllewllat when Ilourdieu argut'S thaI posi­
linns in fields C'JII to som" extenl Ix: shaped by the h�hitU$ that actors bring with them (llour­
dieu mui lloit'llll,ki '(75), 

r +  Thi.; oIir",·.I) rdk'('l' lIu"r,lieu's met9lhroretiCilI principle of relationaliry. which hc 
:ll'l'r<>l'ri,,,,,� (r',,11 S.,,,,,,,,,,·,, ',r"l'Iurnl lingui,tics. 

r , .  IIIIunlll'u\ 111'101 1"'1'1'1' 1 1 111' " ,uni!:!r in W:I)'li tn Kurt Lewin's (1951) fidd th�'(II')� in­

,1 • ..,01. 11.",,',1,,· .. ,,·1 ...... 1< ,', 1 .'" ." '" I", .·.,rl) ".,rl.. Ficl,l llol�'ry l.""i,ler.< ;,,,li,'i.lll,,1 1",,1"1"II,r 

,,, I .. · 11"' 1,,..,,10,, 1 .. 1 ,1", 10"., "I I"",· ''''I"IIt'''): '''' .Il<· 111.1""1,,.,1 f .. �" ,,11,,·, ... '" ,h.' lid.l. 

." ... 1"1:"'" h '  II", " " t . ,  '''II .. I , 1"lh ". 1 1, .• 11 �, " ,'11',,.,11.·,, "II . .  1I,,·r 1t •• I1 .. 
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Fields are "tightly coupled"16 relational configurations where change in one 
position shifts the boundaries alllong all other positions. 

Field struggle pits those in dominant positions ahrainst those in subordi­
mile 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 atlempt to usurp the advantages. In 
general, Bourdieu sees this opposition occurring between the established 
.lgents and the new arrivals in fields. Est.lblished agents tend to pursue 
conservlnion strategics while challengers opt for subversive strategies. 
Drawing from H'eber's description of the opposition between priests and 
prophets, Bourdieu ( l 987d, 1991h) depict.� this conflict in terms of those 
who defend "orthodoxy" ago.linst those who advocate "heresy." For Bour­
dieu (1992: 289), this fundamemal structure of conflict is par:ldigmatic not 
only in the religious field but in all cultur,ll fields. The orthodox/heterodox 
opposition is a struggle for the 

mO!lopol}' of cultum! legitimacy :md the right to withhold and confer this l;onSCCI":l­
tion in thc name of fundamentnlly oppose{1 principles: the pcrson'l l  3uthoriry called 
fur hy thc crc�tor and the insrinnional authority favoure{1 hy the tcnchcr. (Bounlieu 
1 97IC:1 78) 

Hourdieu sees an analogous opposition in intellectual fields, partictl­
larly in aCidellli:l, between the "CUr.1tors of culture" and the "crC:1tors of 
culture," between those who reproduce and rransmil legitimate bodies of 
knowledge and those who invent new forms of knowledge. In his study 
of the Parisian university mCl1lry, Bourdieu (1 988b) finds this fundamental 
opposition belween tcachers and researchers, or between professors and 
independent intellectuals. 

Crucial for Bourdicu's field analysis is th,lt the two opposing strategies 
arc dialectically rclated; one generates the other. Orthodoxies call into exis­

tcncc Iheir heterodox reversals by the logic of distinction that operates in 
cultural fields.17 Challengers oblige the old guard to mOl1ll[ a defense of its 
privileges; that <Iefcnse, then, becomes grounds for subversion. 

16. ·111e expression comes from org:mi .... , tional S()Ciolo�'Y 3ml indiC;-Jtes dose linkages between 
v:anuus components of an org:. ni"l.3ti01lal system. In tightly coupled systems, sector:ll disrorl);l nCe 
rc,·erb,:r�(cs throughoot the syStem. Though BourdiclI docs nO! see himself 353 systems rncorisl. 
there arc nonc lhelcss certain systemic concepts in his sociology 3nd field is one of Ihem. 

17. This symbiOli{, relationship between orrhodox and hetcf(xlox "iews brin�'1I to mi"d 
Mannheim's (1955) 3n�lrsis of how ideologiCll! 3nd utopian visions "fthe sut.·i�l world, Ih",,):h 
radiClllly opJ"HlSed in their posmre IOw�rd the srntus '!"", nc'·crrhdl·�' I ... ·,·""'e 1,,,·ke,1 int" :1 
pattern of rolllplc.� cx�hange of criullues. each til an ;11'1�r�d;lhk nll·tll .letel·" lininj( Ihe " lhl"l". 

\Villiamsanll Delller:lth ( I <)<) 1 ) ident if)' a �ill1i I" .-.1)"";",, ". i" t h,·,,· ,., ,, h " j  rd'I:" 'n ",,01 1 M ,I It ,,,,I 
pr( ... -.:s.� in an I\",cri,.,,,, .. ·ily. They ,h,,,, h"w I< '1(,,·.,lh· "'" ''''I'.,,,hh- II"·",,·,, , I ,  0\  ,I .... ,,1(" ,,' :IIld 
sCI>;"",,,i, '" "j d,,'rl"h :n,,1 '1 •• 1<· '".111 ,., 'n'" .,,,01 ... " ,.0111 ·" '11 •• 1.10·" , .. " t o ,  ,,10,·, '" IH,I"" " I I" ," ' "  , .. 
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Bourdieu i n  fact speaks of dlree different types o f  field stratcgies: conse/"­

valioll, slIccession, and mbverrion. Conservation strategies tend to be pursued 
by those who hold dominant positions and enjoy seniority in the field. Strat­
egies of succession are attempts to gain access to dominant positions in a 
field nnd are generally pursued by the new entrants. Finally, strategies of 
subversion arc pursued by those who expect to gain little from the dominant 
groups. These strategies take the form of a more or less radical rupnlre with 
the dominant group by challenging its legitimacy to define the standards of 
the field.l� 

Third, fit'Us iIllPOSI' 011 (lctors specific Jon"s of m·lIgglc. 8mh the dominant 
establishment and the subordinate challengers, both orthodox and hetero­
do.� views, sh:lI·c :1 tacit ;Icceptance that the field of struggle is worth pursu­
ing in the first pbce. Bourdieu refers to this deep structure of fields as the 
dOom, for it rcpresents a tacit, fundamental agrcement on the stakes of strug­
gle b..::tween diose advocating heterodoxy and those holding to orthodoxy.'9 
Challengers and incumbents share a com1llon interest in preserving the 
field i[Self, even if they ,Ire sharply divided on how it is to be controlled. 
Evcry field presupposes and produces :'I particular type of ;IIIISio, which 
Bourdicu defines 11S a helief or acceptance of the worth of the game of a 
field.10 In the socioloh'Y of religion, for cxample, contemporary debates oc­
cur over trends and lypes of religious practices, but all assume-including 
proponents of seculariz.1tion-that religion is worth talking about in the 
first place. 

Entry into a field requires the t:lcit <lcceptance of the rules of [he game, 
meaning that specific forms of struggle are legitlmated whereas others arc 
excluded.!! Thus, cntry into professional fields limits struggle to the forms 
and t..::rms of what is considered legitimate professional procedure. Personal 
insults and physic11 violence, for example, are excluded 3S unprofessional 

,8. Bourdic" compares the structure of u field to that uf a !wkcr game where the Ilile of 
chips reAeelS rhe U!le'ltlal llistrihutions of C:lpit:>ls that l.och s"mmanz.c the results of !Irevious 
struggles ami orient st,..�te�,'it'$ for the fmure (Bourdieu and \-Vac<ju"m '99"98-99). 

19. The idea of the ,100m resonates with Durkhcim's concept of the �eolleeri'<e oon,;.cious­
ness. � A cn.cial differellce is that dOoI·" is field sp,!cific rather thun the rellrcscnr:uion of a racit 
system of undefSundifl/lS for the ennre society. 

10. Bourdieu's basic point, �s wc ha'·c seen in his economy of pr:1ctices, is thai behavior 
in fields is interest driven. Ilourdiell wantS to stress that nctol"S, regardless of their J"HlSitious, 
are eOllllllicit in 'H"("eplinll the rules of the game in which Ihey play. '''Ioreo'·er, he stresses 
th�t this al"("�IH:I"'·e Il'�' l!n" .. koH>wlc,IIlCd, or "misrcoo£11ized,H for the most pan (Bourdieu 
'<)1) ,,],z !, ·1<;)· 

l L Il"unl!.·u 11,,,,,111 '·!III,I..1\"'·' 11',11 ,·mr.lUh II! � lield, like "Pl'p:.illj( pL,)'�� in � e�rd 
1l;"m·. I '''I"",,· II,,· ,.",,,' " "  ",I. " ",I 10,11,,,, ,I,,· ,.",,<., "I.·, "I ,il,- .... ''''I ... ,i,,1l I" I,." , thdr " 1'1"'­
'''·111,. ,\, " , h,·, I" ",", I" ", ' "' • • 1 , , ,  � " .'" I, ,III' " I  .1,,· , ,, f . ·, '·'·1"·'·""111' .• 1<".'" " I  ,·" h" ,.,,] 
'·.'1'" .• 1 ,h." " ''''''1".,11, .1,.", ,I ''''''''J-1 . ",, ( . ".1'''11 1'·,,1'''' 
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forms of conilict.!! But challenging the degree of objectivity i n  an opposing 
viewpoint is fair play. 

Field analysis, therefore, directs the researcher's attention to a level of 
analysis capable of revealing the integrat"ing logic of competition I)clweeil 
opposing viewpoints. lt 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 p;lrties. 

For fields to operate there must be agent" with the appropriate hahims 
to make them capable and willing to invest in particular fieldsY New llrriv­
als to fields must pay the price of ;lll initial investment fa!· entry, which 
involves recognition of the value of the game ;llld the practical knowledge 
of how to play ir.N 

One important consequence of the competitive logic of fields and 
their {toxa is that they help crc.lte the conditions for the "misrecognit"ion" 
of power relations :llld thereby contribute to the maintenance of the social 
order. Actors misrecognize the arbitrary character of their social worlds 
when they rake for gramed the definition of rewards and of ways of 
obtaining them as given by fields'!> An uninrentional consequence of engag­
ing in ficld competition is that actors, though they may contest the legiti­
macy of rewards given by fields, nonetheless reproduce the structure of 
fields. 

Fourth, firlds (we s{1·/ICf"m·cd /I) II sigllijialllf eXfl'm Iry thei,· UWlI illfenwt 

medJIIlliJ"l1/S of deve/0pwI!IJI and thus hold some degree of autonomy from the 
external environment. Bourdieu speaks of lhe "rebtive autonomy" of fields 
to convey the dual character of their interconnectedness with and indepen­
dence from exrernal factors.16 Bourdieu uses the language of relative auton-

12. \Vriring ah(>ut the juridic;al jic1d, B()\!T(lieu ( 1987c:83 I) st,ncs that entry "iml)lics the 
t�cit accept::!ncc of rhe field's fundame11tal bwft and tha! �m join the It"''''e, to agree to 1'13)' 
the b",rnc, to aceel)t the law for the resolution of the conniCI, is T:.lcitly to adOI)! :I mode of 
e.�I)rc;,."inn and discussiull ilnplying the n:mmcinLion uf physi1.."al I'iolencc and of elementary 
forms of �1'l1lhulic violen.:c, sU1.:h ,IS insults.ft 

l3. An illlpOrr.I1l! research issue Ihat has nOl ),et received suAicienl treatment in Bourdieu's 
work is iti1.:ntif)'ing lhe types of hahitus dun UllmCI in,lividuals to particular fields. More 
broa,Hy, and outside of Bourdien's 1.:oneepmal bngll:.!!!e, the issue is one of trying to under­
st.md the connection hetwcen "character and SIIdal structure" (Gerth ami Mills '9<)4). 

14. Bourdicll argues th�t those in subordinate positions ne there because they ha"" nm 
fully mastered the rukos of the game. 

15. i\ corollary tu this is that actors situated outside of sp-ecific fields can h'T".l'p a clear 
j"/';'reelltion of Ihe interests or capitals struggled O\·er in thos" field,. 'Illis evokes 1\o"r.licu·, 
longstanding coneem regarding the St�tuS of $<1Ciul,,!-rj'":l1 ill,,)(ll1 a' .111 ""m,idcr- " j.., .... YCI 
one Ihal ln1l5t accOlnmodate insider IlCfCcjl!iuns in unler hI 'lI"tolll l'nMIIIl"inf\ :!II "ill<:'·lili'l 
account of the �()cial WllrI.!. 

10. IIhhusscr i< )(enerally ,·,·.·,Iiled lI"il1, ,hc· 1.1,·" "I lilt" ,,-1.,, 1\,' .1111""""'1· ,,1 ,1,,· , "h",.,1 
1'''1:'''''''' (,., "" ,.,., ,,,,,,,,,.. ,I,·, ,·re,,'".11 ,,>II. II, ,,,,..[ 11"" ,iI." ,., " " I, \1,1" ""., , 1  ... , '1'1. '''I'' '" I" ' "  
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omy, particularly in his early work o n  education, to argue that relations 
belween culUlre and society arc complex and mediated, and that the tradi­
tiollal categories of "culmre" and "society" are nor adequale for describing 
the increasingly central and complex role that symbolic goods and processes 
play in the exercise of power in modern societies. The .Icculllulation of 
educational credentials, and sym bolic goods more generally, cannot be full}' 
explained, he argues, in terms of underlying material interests. \Vhile the 
different forms of capital are under certain conditions interchangeable, they 
arc not reducible one 1O the other. 

Culture is a distinct form of power that functions like capital, but with 
its own specific hlws of exercise. Yet, its autonomy is relative, since it is 
often exchanged for economic capital or positional power in organizations. 
Historically, Hourdieu sees cultural fields progressively developing .mel 
gaining autonomy from the political and economic fieldsY The driving 
force of this autonomous development, which he draws from '·Veber's soci­
ology of religion, is the rise of corps of specialists who arc progressively 
able to develop, transmit, and control their own particular statuS culture. 
Thus, fields develop their own organizational and professional interests, 
which ma}' deviate significantly from external interests. \.vim growing au­
tonomy COIllCS 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 culmral arena is polarized by two opposing principles of organiz.'ltion. 
On the one hand, there is the tendency toward autonomy where peer refer­
ence and re\·iew assumes priority. At the extreme, this results in "art for 
art's sake." On the mher hand is the tendency away from :lUtonomy, where 
legitimacy and reference are sought outside lhe field in forms such as book 
sales, public appearances, honors, ClC. (Bourdieu 1991(1:11). 

Bourdieu associates the autonomy offlelds with his concept of symbolic 
power. As cultural fields grow in autonomy fl-om political and economic 
power they gain in symbolic power, that is, in their capacity to legitimate 
existing social arrangements (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977: I 2). Conse­
quently, fields elicit assent t"O existing social arrangements ,Ind thereby con­
tribute to their reproduction to the extent that they engage actors in field 

Ih'MI,,� ,\1:<r�i,. ,.j,,", ,,f ,·"I,,,rc· :n,,1 i!< i'hlil u';,ms :,� mere reRceliotls of underlying eCOtlomic 
II1f,..,.�'r"'·I"r". I,,,. H,'''nlH"lI\ ,," " ",,,I..,·,!�,,']i" 1! ,,f ,h" ,.,,]�,i,.c �'HI>Il(tIll}' nf <·"hural fields 
pmhal,J)' "" n !II"rI· '" \\'\"1" .• ,h.'l1 '" \hhll"I·r. 

17. I t,· " " 1(., ,1,.11 "II,,' I."" '''''' "I .1". ." ,,,, ,,' " ",·11.·, 111.01 ""I"" 11,,· ,·ult",.." l li.-]o1 ,1.·,·,·1 
" 1,,·,1 Ii! "/'/""1/"''' ,, ' "'." � ' I  �,,,I , " " "  I.,,,,,,,,,,,,.,, " , ,,, ,,,1 ", ... 10."""", 11111,", ,I,,· ,·"h",-.,I 
11<"1,]'· 111"",01"·,, " 1'1,,1 1\ )  
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autonomy.'8 The educational system is one example of a cultural field ob­
taining considerable autonomy as a result of its capacity to control the re­
cruitment, socialization, and careers of actors, and to impose its own spe­
cific ideology, 

A fundamental mcthodological principle flows from the posited relative 
amonomy of fields, namely, the priority given to the il/ferl/(Ii (fII(liyris of 
fields, Bourdicu argues that extern<ll influences <lre :1lways retransbted into 
the intctn<ll iogie of fields, Extern;'!1 sources of intluence arc always medi­
ated through the structure .md dynamic of fields (Bourdieu and Waequ:1nc 
[992: [05),!9 The class background of the artist, for example, does not in­
fluence the work of art directly, Rather, the effects of class interscct with the 
patterns of tlcld hierarchy and conflict where the artist is situated (Bourdieu 
[984c:6), 

In his analyses of changes in French education, BourdiClI repeatedly 
argues for beginning with .111 internal analysis of [he educ;ltional system 
(Bourdieu and Passeron 1 977h; Bourdieu 1 988a), External f;l(;tors, such as 

demographic expansion, are always retr;mslated into the terms of the inter­
nal logic of the educational fiekl.10 Contradictions are examined brgely 
from the stall(lpoint of the internal logic of the field, His work thus far has 
acknowledged but not stressed the importance of imf."ljieid contradictions, 

The priority [hal BOlirdiCli accords to thc internal analysis of cultural 
fields reflects three central influences on his thinking: structuralism, his 
early struggle with Althusscrian Marxism, and the substantive areas of his 
work, The stfl.1cturalist method Stresses internal patterns of systems rather 
than their origins or connections to extern<ll factors. Internal ,malysis stands 
as a methodological corrective to Althusscr's focus on the logical stants of 
culture within the superstructurc/infrastruculre dichotomy rather than as 
an inducement to rese.lrch into the specific pr;)crices of cultural institutions, 

z8. In other words, oolllpctith'c �rcnas of Ilr,u;li<.:cs t ... mtrihutc to Ihe rellroducrion of the 
socbl order as they become: morc diffcrcnti�tt'd 3nd autonomous from external influence and 
t-,lIl3h1e of C\lp\nring �gentS within Iheir own oompctitive hierarchies of distinclion. In 3 rough 
analogy to Durkhcirn's vicw of Ihe paradox in (lrg'Juil; soli,bnty where increased specialil.lltion 
and individualism from Ihe gruwing division of labor 3C1ua!l)' generate a new basis for social 
solidarity, BourdiclI sees in the differentiation :111d devciollnlelll of rcbtil-cly autonomous so­
cial :md culrurol fields new mechanisms for socbl reproduction of society. 

Z9, Though Bourdieu argues thaI field analysis requires analyzing change bl' giving priority 
to intern�l Sfructures and dynamics of fields, he docs nonetheless consider Ihal �Ihe SII'lI!:",�k� 
th�t roke Ilbce within fields, such as thc Jilel<lry field, �lwa}'s depend, in Iheir ouu:oI11c, h:!ppy 
or unhappy, on the oorrcslXlndence they can Iminmin with extent.tl �tru):):lcs� (UIlllnli,'u 

199,d:n), 
30, One merhodol{)�.';c\ll impli,,,u;on lh'l1 n,,,,r"k,, ,Ir�,"" fr" ,,, ,I,,, I',,,il" 'I' " I" I""W", Ihe 

tl'Cltl1i'lliC " f  re):rcs.�i, '11 :111" Ip,is, ",ll<:re :! ,1:11 " lw,,1 ,t", IUU!O 'I' " ," I", "'," I" I "'t II ,','" ,h " " ,  t 
:l1ul in"i .. "" dl'<'h, F,,,' n" "",li,'" ( ,  'I!/'I" ), tl",,.,, ,II,' '", ,h'I" I ,'II" I' I" '" \ II"nll " ''''',1." ,.·,1 
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And this methodological principle seems to be an appropriate response for 
the French system of secondary ,md higher education which historically 
hllS obtained considerable autonomy from outside factors, Nevertheless, at 
times Bourdieu's work bccomes concentrated on the infernal analysis of 
fields, le;lding one to lose sight of how fields are connected into broader 
structural pnnerns, Bourdicu's analysis of the French intellectual field in­
sightflllly demonstrates how intellectual positions arc shaped by the strug­
gle for intellectual recognition, But they are shaped by more than just 
professional compctition, which BOllrdieu acknowledges. but tends to 
downplay in order to score his methodological point. 

BOUl'dieu finds that the factor analytical technique of "correspondcnce 
analysis," described in chapter 3, fits well with the theoretical concerns he 
invests in the concept of field, Both thc concept of field and correspondence 
analysis permit Bourdietl to situate individuals, groups, organizations, and 
institutions in rerms of multiple axes of differentiation, This helps convcy 
the conflict character of the social world ;mel gu-ards against prcsenting so­
cial hierarchies abstracted from their relations of opposition and proximity. 
Compared to linear modeling, field analysis shifts attention away from thc 
particularistic chnracteristics of individuals and groups and toward the 
struggles and dynamics of arenas of social life that shapc their behavior, 
Bourclicu (1988b:17) rejectS single-dimensional scales and cUlllulative in­
dices th:\t locate individuals and groups by position in social Structure in 
favor of multidimensional analysis, as a way of calling attention to the con­
flict dimension of social life and guarding against objectivism. 

Field Homologies 

Bourdieu conceptualizes the relations among relatively autonomous fields 
in terms of "structural and functional homologies," which he defines as "a 
resemblance within a difference" (Bourdieu and H'acquant 1992: 105-6), 
Fields are homologous to the extent that they develop isomorphic proper­
ties, such as positions of dominance and subordination, strategies of exclu­
sion and usurpation, and mechanisms of reproduction :H1d change, And, 
Bourdieu stresses, "every onc of these characteristics takes a specific, irre­
ducible form in each field," In his early work on French education (Bour­
<lieu and Passeron 1977:63-64, 194-200), Bourdieu emphasized the 
"struct'ul';\1 :lnd functional" homology between French education and the 
Illcdicv:l1 ClIltnlil' Ch"I'('h: like the Church, schools not only transmit 
knowlctl).:t.: ;mel ,kill, hili :tI'll rcprotlut.:c I hcll\!Oclvcs hy 1llotlopolii'.ing- the 
:.cit.:cl i,ut : 1 1 1 1 1  Ir,IIIII'I� , . l llll'll " \1'11 Ic;u l<.:rship, A1" rc(>vcr, :.{'lul" I� Ilcrl;,nll 
:1111 II Itcr 1:11 e l l l  h " l< I I' I I I  • ,I I " I I I '  ,dl lt'illf.\' "Ici:t I d:l" rd:1l i' ll" II}' lq:il i l l l : 1 l  ill).: 
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the unequal distribution o f  cultural capital. In Distillction (1 984a), Bourdieu 
describes a stmctural and functional homology relating the Parisian theater 
scene and fractions of the dominant elass, writing that "the social character­
istics of the audiences of the different Paris theaters . . . [are] pcrfectly 
congruent [with the] characteristics of the authors performed , the 
works, and the theatrical businesses themselves." 

I lomology is also depicted in tcrms of "structures of opposition" in 
lifestyles that correspond to structures of opposition in the class structure. 
The opposition between "rarc" practices and "vulg<lr" practices in culture 
corresponds to the main opposition in soci,11 space between those classes 
with considerable "overall capital \'aluc" and those with little (Bollrdieu 
1984:l:175-76). In La Noblesse d'ElfIf (1989C:373) Bourdiell findS :l "struc­
tural homology" hetween the field of power and elite higher education in­
stitutions in Fr:lnce. Thcre, 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 amounLS of eco­
nomic capital and cultural capital. In his analysis of the juridical field, Bour­
dieu (1987<::822) arbl"lJes that a "strucnlr:ll correspondence" benl'cclI the 
field of law llnd the tield of social classes finds expression in the rebtions 
between lawyers and their clients. The position of lawyers in their profes­
sional hierarchy corresponds to the position their diems occupy in the so­
cial hierarchy.!! Thus, homolo&"}' of position among individuals and groups 
in (hfferent fields me�ns that those who find themselves in dominated posi­
tions in the struggle for legitimation in one field tcnd also 1O find thcm­
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 strucnlral homolo&'Y obtains 
benvecn the various categories of cultural producers and consumers ac­
cording to their respective positions in the separ:lte fields of struggle (Bour­
dieu 1 984c). 

for Bourdieu, field analysis differs from a Ullfrker IfPPI'OIIC/J to consumer 
practices. Though Bourdieu superficially resembles a growing number of 
social scientists who usc economic imagery in their analytical language 
(Warner !993: 105 I), he docs not work within a rational choice framework. 
Field analysis does not analyze cultural consumption in tcrms of a supply­
demand fUlletion. Cultural tastes are not simply imposed by cultural pro-

31.  Bourdieu ( 191<7C:I<:;0) wrires Ih:!1 -Ih<>sc Ilh" '''-�'ul'}' iul"ri"r I",�nl"'" ;11 111<' tid<i (;I� 
for eX:Hnl,le ill SI)(';:ll wdf:.rc 1:\",1 1""d 10, "",l ,,"t. .1 "1,,·,,,,·1,· ''''''1�,,,,d »1 "�·I.fl "lin"' .... 
who !he ... :!>)' iU<"re:",' Iht: i,l(nl"1'II1' "I 111<''1' 1�""I""'" 
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ducers on unwitting consumers; neither do cultural tastes stem from cul­
nlral 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 field of cultural pro(h.c­
tion and the field of social classes, is 1IIrdillfni by field structures and pro­
cesses. Pnxlucers struggle within the field of cullliral production and their 
cultur;ll products reRecl' more their respective positions of dominance or 
subordination in that struggle rh,Hl they do the demands of conslllllers.)l 
Consulllers, in turn, select from these cultural products according to their 
own positions of dominance or subordination within the struggle for dis­
tinction among the social cbsses. Thus a relation of "structural homology" 
r:lther than one of conscious adjustment is established between the various 
categories of cultur:ll producers and the v:Hious categories of consumers 
;lcconling to their respective positions in the sep;lrate fields of struggle. 
Bourdicll writes that 

The logic of olljective t.:mnpetition a. lhe core of the field of eulrur.ll production 
lead� each of the c][egories of producers to offer, widmut �ny conscious scarch for 
3djustlnent, pr()dUCL� dlat arc ,Idjusted to Ihe preferenu:s of the consumcrs who 
occupy hnmolngnus positions within the ficld of power. (I 984c: 14) 

Bourdieu holds that a symbolic isomorphism p;lf;llleis the structural 
isomorphism among fields,!) and that the cardinal semantic oppositions, 
such as high/low, lighl/heavy, and refined/crudc, in cultural fields function 
to reinforce analogous sodal distinctions. He contends that 

the categories of perception and appreciation (e.g. ohscurc/dcar or C3X)', dcep/light, 
origin�l/b;m�I, etc.) which funclion in the world of art arc oppositions lhal are 
almost univers:dly applicable ;Ind arc h:lscd, in the lasr an31ysis, through lhe opposi­
tion he[ween rarity and divulb":ltion or vulgarization, uniqueness and multiplicity, 
qU:llity and quantity, on the soci�1 opposition hcrwccll the "dite" ,md the �11lasses," 
between "elite" (or "quality") products :Hld "mass" pn)(lucl's. (Bounlicu 1 980b: t 57) 

An example from his research is the light/heavy opposition mat he observes 
functioning in tile education field to simultaneously produce :l "social dis­
crimination" in terllls of the field of social classes (Bourdieu 1989C:385). 

p. All �·.�;11"1'1c »f rl·,c:m·h ill ,hc Unired Sr;nes thaI illuslrates this point ;s Pelcrsoll's 
(1<)!lS) �n"l)' ,I"", "',.: 1 10:" li'"nlr)' I,n ,,1'll·, i"l1 is shaped mllre hy Ihe ('onSlr.Jin ls of the puhlish­
ill!! ill1ll1'lI")' 111.111 II) 1'1'11']111'1'1' ,''''NlIll<'1' IHarkel rcl:ll;olls. 

\ 1. TIl<' M"!>I'" III,' h.",," I" , .11<' """I"" l'ln,,,\ in '),!I1IMllk "1'1�"i(i'''l' i, Ih� i'«""" rl,hi,,,, 
111 " t""',,,..11 "I'IM""" " " In II" ,,,I,,,,,,· .",,1 ", '" I"n' "f ,(lIkn'nl I} 1)(" "f ,..ll'i1.l1 .Il.,.,'" ,110",­
,'111 1".1,(, ( 11"""1",,, ",H" . \H I I 
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Teacher evaluations o f  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 hOlllOlob'Y . . .  between the space of posi­
tions within the field of production and the space of works defined in terms 
of lIleir strictly symholic content, notably their !rJ,.,II" (Bourdieu 1988a:544). 
The conceptual tcrminolob'Y of jield and SrJcirtl SP(({f often interweave in 
Bourdieu's aCCOlllH without cle:lr distinction. At other times fields suddenly 
become diffcrenti:Hcd into sub fields (Bourdieu 199Ic:230). In general, he 
think..� of the space of field positions in teflllS of the distributions of different 
types of capitals. The space of works includes all the �tylistic features that 
differentiates works. 

TIlliS, Bourclieu uses the I:lnb'llagc of homolob'Y to explain the effects 
of class relations on v;lrious cultural dom .. ins (Buurdieu and \,V .. C(lUant 
1992: 106). Struggles in one field h;lVe homologous dfects (never direct 
ones) in other fields.H Bourdieu (198ob: 147) writes th:lt "through the logic 
of homologies. the I)ractices and works of the agents in a specialized, rela­
tively nutonollious field of production arc neccss,lrily rJver,/ctrrlllillc,/; the 
functions they fulfill in the internal struggles nre inevitably accomp;Hlied 
by external fum:tiolls, which arc conferred on {hem in the symbolic strug­
gles among the f"lctions of the dominant class and, in the long run at least, 
among the chlsses. n Struggles in cultural fields produce cultural distinctions 
that arc simultaneously social distinctions. They create social ingroups and 
outgrOllps as well 3S 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 "maimenancc or subversion of the symbolic order" 
in the field of sochli classes. Struggle in the cull1lr.ll field produces "eupbe­
miz," / forms of ideological struggles between the social classes" (Bourdicu 
;lIld "" acquant 1992:106). Field homologies reinforce patterns of conflict 
across different fields. Tht: general overall effect is the reprOf/flctio1l of com­
Illon patterns of hierarchy and conflict from one field to another. 

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

3+ The emphasis Ikmrdieu places on the d),llamics of stnlggles wilhin fields tClld� 10 ,)\'cr-
5h�dowother import3nl l'TOCeSSeS Ihal call occur. For exanll'le, in their c�a"llII�tion " r,w"rani­
zational fields, Dil\\aggio and Powell ([99[ :67) lind I'mL .... '�L'S " f  imiltlli,ul :md prutcs,i,,,,,,li 
z:ltion as "·ell as Luercioll and competition. B,,"rtlicu, h"wClcr. '1""lh l irl ll:lll) :.Iwar_ "f 
competitke struggle. Ycr, ismnnrl'his'" \,111 cnlcr!:,· d,r",,!:1i "11I"r """I"II"".,I I"·'K·'·"'·' a, 
well as eOlllpetili"n. 
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isomorphic patterns of hierarchy in positions and strategies of agents.lS As 
a concepruaJ strategy, Bourdieu's idea of homologous relations between 
fields is directed ag;linst an illstrmm'lltrd view of i Ilterfield reiations.J6 I t re­
states the key theme found in his theory ot'action .. nd the concept ofhabinls 
that social structures are not the aggregJ te result of conscious, rational cal­
culation. Nor do they refer to patterns of imera.ction or murual awareness. 
There can be, according to Bourdieu, an "ohjective orchestra.tionn of the 
fields of cultur,ll production and social classes without thinking of thcir 
connection in terms of some "conscious ,ldjust11lent" to consumer demand. 
Rather, the "quasi-miraculous correspondence prev;liling at every moment 
between the products offered by a field of production and the field of so­
cially produced tastesn stems from the "functional and structur .. 1 homol­
ob'Y" hetween fields r.lther th;m from some expression of instrumental de­
sign. Bourdieu (1984a:133�34) writes of this relationship in discussing the 
social-class hasis of t:lstes in the following way: 

The logic of [he functioning of the fields of cultur:ll-goods production, together 
with the distinttion Str:ltcgies which determine their dyn:Ullics. cause the pro­
dllcts of Iheir functioning, he they Elshion dcsiplS Of novels, to he predisposed to 
nJll(;tion differcntially, as means of distinction, first between the cbss fr;Ktions and 
rhen hetween the classes. The producers l�Hl be totally involved nnd absorbed in 
their srrugglcs with Olher producers, ennvinecd that only specific artistic imereMs 
:Ire at st:lke and that rhey arc orherwise 1Ot:lliy disinterested, while remaining un­

aware of the roth! functions they fulfill, in the long run, for a partieubr audience, 
and without ever ceasing [0 rc-�pond to lhe cxpect:Jtions of a p:lrticubr class or class 
fr:lctioll. 

35. There is a cen:lin ,,(fini[y hetween BOII",lieu's scarch for functional and strueturnl ho­
mologies amI Mcrton's concept "f"(unClion�1 e'luil':llel11s,� Neithcr auvOc:ttcs a fOTm of func­
tional an�l)'Sis that pOSil� � scries of S}'SICIll needs that arc indisp.cnsahlc for systelll survival. 
Rad,er, both ("CIIS anelltion 011 the "nwf(( of prmiNr t'nrilllioll in the items wllich L':In . 
suhst'r\'e a hmctiontll re'llliremCnl" (Merton 'g08:.06). Like Merion, Bounlieu is intcrL'l;t<:d 
in the ide� of C{luivalclll IH>sirinns in di ffcring SCttinb�. But for Bourdieu the question or posi­
tionality in differelll senin !,.,; IC:I(I� In a more hlll!bmem-.II issue, n,uuciy, whetht;:r the structllTe 
of class relations is rqlroduccd. Fonns of class diffcrenti�li"n may chanb�. hut the idea or 
structural and functional homnlogy is cnml',niblc with Ihe cbi'll 11131 chang�'S in form arc not 
incompaliblc with underlying structural conlin"i!), in class rebtiOlls. 

36. In his an�lrsis of lields of cultur:ll production and their relationship to Ihe closs stn'c­
tllre. BOlmliell ([ 98011: [47) explains the elllpiriCllI ohser"':lIioll of a close L'(mnection helween 
Ihe M�rtist's 1)(",ili"l1 in  Ihl' lidd of pnxiuL"tion and Ihe position of his audience in the field 
"f Ihe eI�s."" ",,,I d.,,,, f'�l<'li""," "," M>lr\ll'IIIr:l1 :llId functional ho",ology� rJther th�n lhe 
"pr,,,h"'1 ,.f:l ,.,,,,,,',,,,,, ( " I I ,  "1.,1",,,." 'l 'l,e '''". c,,"eillioll BOllnlicu (1'}'}.d:31) mentions is the 
.'c,-l .. r "I' II,,· lid.! " I  , ,,11111.,1 111."1,,, II"" th.11 I' ","'I d,,,ely :,,�od'H�'tl wilh the ficld of power 
,,,,.I i, """I "",·n .. ·,1 1"\\,,,,1 1 1 0 , · ,  ""'''".,, 1.,1",,,,,,,, "I ulh"rc. l ien' B""rtiicil 'ceHls I'rCl>:lrcti 
1<, ""'."':"''''., !:,,·.'I, ' ,.,1, I." , .. " " " .,,, ,,, ,11' 11"'''11 
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Thus, the connections between fields, like the oppositions within fields, 
stem from structural fuctors, not the intentions of actors. 

Bourdieu's field an:!lytic perspective, thcn, is intimately connected to 
his conccption of class lcgitilll:!tion. The idc:! offield autonomy, mediation, 
and homology tics in with his theory of symbolic power ;md violence. It 
builds on the idea that legitimation of social cbss inequality is not the prod­
uct of conscious intention hilt stems from a StnJ(;tur:l1 correspondence be­
tween different fields. Class ([istinctions h<"'Co111e transl:ned into cuphe­
mi7..ed forms specific to other fields. Actors unwittingly reproduce or 
change those class distinctions simply by pursuing their own strategies 
within the sets of constraints :md opportunities aV':lilablc to them. vVhcn 
cultural producers pursue their own specific inrerc.'its in fields, the)' unwit­
tingl), produce homologous effects in the social class srrlu.:ture.J7 Most im­
portantly, intellectuals of various kinds pby ;1 key role in th'lt process. By 
competing in cultuml fields, intellectuals help to lcgitim.nc the dominant 
cultural order and reproduce the class structure. In serving the interests 
of their panicubr fields, intellectlmls "Iso serve the intercsts of the class 
Structure. 

Though Bourdieu's homologics between fields arc �tructural and func­
tion:!l, they are nOt illlendcd to suggest objective prol>Crties imlependent 
of the practices of agents. Indeed, in the final anal)'sis IJourdieu fulls back 
on the concept of habitus to explain homolot.'y among fields. It is because 
of h3bitus that actors display simibr dispositions across a broad range of 
domains. Habitus is "the unifying principle of pf1lctiees in different do­
mains" (Bourdieu ' 977C;83).'� Fid(1 an;llysis, then, docs not' imply a kind 
of objectivism thar would sep:lI';1te the function of a panicular domain from 
the practice of individuals and groups. It is the practical logic of habitus 
that makes the underlying connection across fields. Hence, habitus is "the 
real principle of the structu ... .al homologies or relations of tr.msfonnation 
objectively established between (fieldsJ" (Bourdieu 1977c:83-84). 

Bourdieu claims he docs nor think of the ensemble of fields and their 
functional and structural homologies as constituting a unified social sys-

37. Il1d..:..:d, he suggests ,his process is most successful when il is no, a dil'�"::I, consd .. us 
objective. I n  � study of French C�.holic bishops, Bourdieu Qttriburcs ,he <':(fCCli"cncss of n""­
munication and interaction 5tylc� bcl'Wt:en clergy and laity 10 their �3mnily ofhahilus� rmh\'r 
than 10 conscious design (BOllrdiclI 3nd de S3illl Manill lylI::.U). 

}8. I bbirus �nd the related composition nf capirol hdl' B,mr,licu l" I,bi" .hc 'l',,'>C ,.f ,.ric" 
otions Uutl!;tOrs lSSlllllC \llthin fields. >111\1' hdl' �ll'''lT '.k lt qlfl" lu�I' .• , M,lu a.·w,," .UWlll[1I 
risky bold vellUm;:) "r '>Culc ro ... ...... fl· . .... 't�'rc '.r.".·!:It ... ,� "r M,I" ... .. ,,.. ' .. �mk'i 1ll,"I"'I) .. , 
tu(bcil), in thcir 11r�"in ... ?� 1I,",,·,lit· .. ("I'!' tl .t,) '"!:II''''' tll.t. '''' h,,,  "·"lU'lt IMllt·"" "I luI.. 
111< .�." hell' ,u,,: ... · ."1,,,., '" ." ... 1",.:'"'' 1�"I1""" ." ,,'" ,hll,·.,· .. ! 1,, 1,1, �, ",·11 
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tem." Though he Stresses the JOIa dimension of field participation, he re­
sists positing the existence of a kind of Parson ian shand 110'711ativt order at 
the societal level. Since fields vary historically in their degree of autonomy 
from the economy, tile polity, and class structure, Bourdieu claims thal 
one cannot establish a universal classification syStem connecting the various 
fields. While recognizing thcm as arenas of struggle, Hourdieu does not, 
for ex.lmple, root thcm in :1 deeper transhistorical process, such as capitalist 
development. 

But in his zeal to distinguish his work from gf1lnd social theory in the 
tradition of P:!rsons and AJthusser, Hourdieu downplays the systemic char· 
acter of his own thought and work. As fields gain in autonomy they develop 
the systemic properties that I identified in the last section. Moreover, Bour· 
dieu docs make two gcnt!ral claims Ihat represent bro3d historical trends: 
the increasing autonomy of cultur.11 fields from the economy and polity 
and the ultimate dominance of the economic lield. III :!ddition, he applies 
field analysis only to di ffercnti.ncd socicties. l ie (lid nOt use i[ in his studies 
of Algerian or French peasants nor docs he appear to advocafe its use for 
thc sntdy of such societies. 

This underscores a tension in the complex relationship between habitus 
and field. While he wants to identify the "inv;lriant laws" of fields and their 
interrelations, he resists conceptual claims that represent the ki nd of objec­
tivist theorizing he denounces. Ultimately, his cOllceptu<l1 srrategy falls bad: 
on habitus :!s lhe 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 reprcsents:m important methodologi­
cal and at times explanatory principle in Bourdicu's field analysis. Bourdieu 
employs the idea with great vers.,ltility and imagination. Yet the conccptual 
power of this principle may be less than would first appear. l lomology in 
terms of just what? Though Bourdieu rejects function:!list theory but re­
tains the idea of social functions in his work, the functionalist implications 
for fields of structural homology nced clarificntion. Furthermore, if one 
were to grant th;1{ structural homology exists between individU:lls or groups 
across different fields, we still need to know the sor;al pnxl's.f through which 
this "objective" alliance or opposition obtains. ) will examine in chapter 9 

how Bour(liell (BOUfllicll 199IC:245) uses the idca to explain the capacity 
for politic:ll 'llli:IIIl·C Iletwecn intdlecul:1ls and workers. Both intellectuals 

1'1. In ... ,,,w.l,,,n/l lth h�'''n''''� ... ''''I''·WI'�It,. \ 1  .... ,,,, ,·"m·crtl' al� .. ,\ Ihc �ni�l.bll.)n 
" I  tltl' 'Jf"�" ,",1,''', n 'n '. ". 'dl to .. "'.""'''. 1\,,,,, ,1"'11 ,I," I."n �I 1�·I ... ,c ,n,le.." l ,11:11 .hert· 
.• rt· 1/$ /,.11/,1,/""" , I.,.,.. ,,/ 110,. "(>III,,", NI"" " /"/'/'. Ih.II ", II"", ttl"·,,,,.:.,,,· "�,h 1,,'1'1 ..... ,,1 
. �". "-·I'· .. ·'h·h � tU""" h" ,,,,,I \\ " 'I"'"'' " I'/l " '11 
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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. \,yhat are the processes as well as re­
sources that help us ullderstand wh}, some groups but not others form stra­
tegic linkages?-IO Bourdieu's notion of struclUral 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." \Vhile structural location may indeed help cxplain the recip­
rocal relationship between group:,;, <I fuller underst.lIlding of such connec­
tions must be sought in factors such as StatuS group co-mcmbership, net­
work ties, and common world \'iews. Mat is needed in addition is .\ politics 
of collective mobilization. 

Tile Field of Powel': Economic Cllpitld versus Cu/tllm/ Crfpiflll 

The principal field in Bourdieu's work is the fielt! of pm/!!'1·. He puts this 
concept to twO distinct but overlapping uses. On the one haml, it functions 
as sort of "meta-field" that oper,l[es as an organizing principle of differenti­
ation and struggle throughout (Iii fields. This is the most important usage. 
On the other hand) thc field of power c;m designate for 130urdictl the domi­
nant social dass.�1 

Botlrdicu considers conflict to be the fundamental d}'n:llnic 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 stmggle is C:lrried Ollt over symbolic 
as well as material resources. Moreovcr, it is Bourdieu's fundamental claim 
th:H cultuf:ll resources, such as educltion credentials, have eome to function 
as a kind or capital, and thereby have become <I new and distinct sourcc of 
differentiation in modern societies. Indeed, according to Bourdieu (I989c: 
373-85), l7l'O major competing principles of social hierarchy-what Bour­
(lieu c:llls a "chi:lsmatic structurcn-shape the struggle for power in modern 
industrial societies: the distribution of (tOl/omic mpitfl/ (wealth, income, and 

40. This 'I"cslinn is impormrll since [)ourdit:1I (19'}1I1:I8) remarks that rnt: SITlIclurul h,,­
mology of fields is wmcthing quite differem from networks that channel Hows of inform:1tion 
among sp(:dfic actors. 

4" Bourdicu I)refers " field of power" to "domim!ll class," �nlling class" or �clile" If> 'i):l1al 
thai the tenn is a relational construct ruther than a dcsib'llalOr fnr � spel"ifil' I"'lml:lli" n (11',,,r­
dku and \ Vacquam t9'}l=76: \Vacquant 1993h::Q-l , ). l ie wc, Ihi, Icrr"i""lu):ic,1 ,·h"i,·c ", 
a means of guarding �!rinst � "r�9Iisl t"Orl<:CI'I ,Icsig,,:uirlf::on 'R·t",,1 1� 'l'"I:"i"" .,1' h"loIcr. "I' 
this I':.lI1giblc rt:alit), th:n wc c:tll l .. ,"<:r" (1I"lIl"<li<:" :",,1 \\" "" 1',.",1 " N' 11'/). Fur ,1"..0'''''''' 

of this s�""()nrl IIS�):C "f thl' (·"nrq'l in 11" ",·,1"'1'\ .,,1.11) ," " I  ".·,.,1 ",.u ,tre .,' '''',. ,,',. 1 .. ·1,,,,. 
1"I"' I " " r  7. 
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property), which Bourdieu calls the "dominant principle of hierarchy," and 
the distribution of Clfltllm/ Cllpiffl/ (knowledge, culture, and educational cre­
dentials), which Bourdieu calls the "second principle of hierarchy." This 
fll1lclament<ll opposition between cultural capital and economic capital de­
lineates Bourdieu's field of power.�1 

lndividu:lls, filmilies, groups, and organizations, in Bourdieu's analysis, 
tcnd to draw disproportionately from either culntral or economic resources 
in their struggle to maintain and enhance their positions in lhe social order. 
In thc casc of France, Bourdieu sees the fidd of power cmerging in the 
late nineteenth century as the opposition between "<lrtisr.,," and "bourgeois" 
(13ourdicu 1989c; Wacquant 1993b:22-23). Yet, for BOlll'dieu ( 1 984a: 1 I) ,  
123)  this is  the fum!:lmenral opposition that structures most culmral, politi­
cal, and social conflict in all the advanced societies.�J 

Much of Bourdicu's work is devoted to examining the various fonns 
the opposition between economic and culnlral c-.. pital can assume. The dis­
tinctive lifestyles and political preferences of individuals and groups-in­
deed almost :111 of their pr.lctices-c:Hl be understood largely in terlllS of 
their distribution according to these two opposing types of C<lpital.+I As a 
general rule, Bourdieu finds 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. Bourdieu (1989C:381) argues that the chiasmatic 
structure of economic capital and cultural capital distributes and ranks (11/ 

-Il. A recenl definilion hy Bourdicu (19'}!:::<)-30) defines the field of puwer 3S " the rela­
(ions of force that obt:tin belwecn the social positions which KI'3ra[lt�"C thcir occup�nts a qum­
tum of social force, or of c:tpital, such �hat the)' arc ahle 10 cnter in�() thc sln'brgl.:s ewer the 
monopoly of power, of whidl struggles ul'cr thc definitiun of thc Icgitim",e form of power 
UTe a crucial dimension.� 

43. He in bet 5�es the field of power �5 a " transhiSToncal" strUCTure whose existence 
predaTcs the fist: of modt:fIl illll"strial sode�ic.�. t\t itS mOSI gcncT"Jl b'd, Ihis chiasmatic 
StruCIIITC represents tht: "'fundamental opposition of the division of hbour of domination� 
across all societies that occurs �lx:lween temporal and spiritual !)O"'�rs (\Vacqu�nt I 993b: 
:4)· 

44. Ilourdie" ( 1 98401: Il-l) rlucs note that factors like gcogrnllhieal region C3n also play a 
I"<!lc in ,!cterminin): ]IU,," indi<'id""ls alUl �m"ps arc distributed in terms of economic and 
C'IIC";:llIy n,h"",1 '�ll'il:11. Tlu"c ,iW:ltcd "c:]r <:"h"ral ccnlcn;, such as Paris or Nc,,' York, 
11:11'" <'"h!!",1 r""'''l"n'' 1I1" n' r<::I,IrI)· .11 .'ILoI,k f" 1" :Wl"Irll'Lll:ili'lrI. In Ihc <::I�e of Fmrll"C. Bour­
,11<"" 11,,1'" ,h," 'l'IM'''1 re'I' 1"·lu,·,·,, " "1-1""" '''' .",,1 1"·",'''' ,,�·t',r n''''uli,'c, :Ill.! hclll"<:cn ilUlu�­
Iri,,1 :m,1 '"''''''''''" ,.,1 ,·",\,Ie" " "  ," 11",,,,, " \  ,I,IIt·" ·,,, ,·, '" ,',', ,,,,,,,,,,' :mel n,h".:11 (":ll'i",l lh:>I 
'I,·,,, 1l1 1,.,n tn'''I II,,' 1."1 11,.,t I)" Ie "'I"" " ,,,I ' "  I�· .1''' '' ' ''''',1 " "h I."'!:,, l,n'''!11 I h.· I'"ri, 
'q.II"" "I"." ·.,, ,1"· I.,,,n '''rI� '" "".,11" h,,,,� II< tl" I " , r e ) ,  1"'''''1<,·, 
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other fields of struggle (e.g., economic, adminjstrative, university, artistic, 
scientific, religious, inrellectual). Figure I illustrates how Bourdieu (1983a: 
3 [ 9, [984a: 1 2 8-29) maps the field of power relative to class struCture 
and to the literary and artistic fields. At the mosl general level, Bourdicu 
depictS the field of social classes (rectangle I) as a two-dimensional space 
structured :Iround the axes of volume and type of c:lpicii. The vertical 
axis measures the total volume of capiul :lnd the horizontal axis mcasures 
relative alllountS of economic ;md culrur:ll Clpital. The field of power 
(rectangle 2) is situated aoove the X-axis, in that portion of thc soci::al space 
with the greatest volumc of capital, :lnd is itself internally differenti:lted 
according to the poles of economic and cultural capital. \-Virhin the field 
of power the literary and artistic fidel (rectangle 3) is situ:lted rel:ltivdy 
nearer the pole of cultural power in the upper left l[uadrant of figure I 
(positions with considerable total capital but a negative ratio of economic 
to cultural capiell). It thus occupies :1 "dominated position" within the field 
of power but :1 "domin:l1lt position" within the hroader field of d:1SS rela­
tions. Finally, the litel':.lr)' and artistic field is itself internally diffcrentilled 
by the econolllic/culrur:ll capital opposition pitting the more commercial­
ized art forms against those destined for peer consumption (Uourdicu 
1983a:3 2o). 

Fields vary, [henl in terms of their respective prQ.\:imity to the compet­
ing poles in rhe field of power. At one end stands the economic field, where 
economic capital predominates. At the oPIx>sitc end lies the artiStic field 
centered around cultural C:lpicii. The :ldministrativc and university fields 
occupy intermediary positions, with the administrative being situ:lted closer 
to the economic :Inc! the university closer to the artistic.�' The juridiClI 
fidd, Bourdieu (1987C:851) observes, obtains less autonomy than the artis­
tic and scientific fields, since it is more closely tied to the political field. 

45. Until "cry Tt'Ccndy Buurdicu has S:lid linle :lhom h is roncclltion of the St:.ltc. In recent 
work (Bourdicu 1�'371-559, I99P; Bounlieu md \Vat'quant '99Z:II I-15) he sug­
J!:"'1l> lh�\ with lht rbe uf tht hurc3ucr:uic St:ltc ,hcre emerges a new form of c:lpitlll, �S tliUSt 
C'Jpiral.� which is the ub,ect of struggle wilhin Ihe ficl<1 uf power. \\'here�s CIIrlier conceptual ­
ilM1tions o f  the lield o f  power tOI."llscd on L'C(lnomk c:lpit:ll and culrur:al capital. Hourdie\!"­
mOTe reccnt \hinkiLlS' 3pPt�rs now to include this other power resource. St:lti�t t:lllital i" 
a fnrm of I)()II'U o,'er the different fields and different types of C'�llitJI thgl circuhlle wi[liin 
them. It function� as � kind of "mem-c:lpirul:' in Utat it exercises I)()"'cr o,'cr other fOTm, "r 

ClIllilal �nd paTriclII�Tly over their exchange Illte. This new ClIpirol ,lcri\'es (rUIn the ):r'''''in): 
l .... ,H,:entrmion of \'3riOU� fields in the smte. He "'ritCS, �it foll"ws tim lhc ��HlSlfl't:li"n "I Ih,' 
stile goes h�nd in halld ,,·;th ,he constitution of the field "f I'''Wl'r Hl101cr..I<��1 ", th.: '1>.1"': 
of pby in which holders o f \"Jriou5 f"rms "f l':ll'ilal 'tru)l"t:I� III /,<'flllil/'''' fur I"'"'''' ""." tilt' 
SllIle, Ihal is. O''1:r the statl.,t <':II,il;ll th:1I ):"'dtll� I"'''''r " .... 1' III\' ,hll.· .... on 'I .. �·'''' ,,1 "" 1'".,1 ",,01 
o'''cr their repr,,,I,,,,,,,,, ( .. i� Ih,' ",lu.,1 'P"'II' III IW'lIu,1.u-l� 111"",,1,,·,. .",,1 \\." '1".1111 ""II 
".. , �). 
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This means that art and science arc 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 :1 struggle for noneconomic legitimation. The journalistic field, in 
contrast, is the most dependent upon the administrative :llld political cir­
dcs . .j6 Thus, cultural lidtls v:lry in their (lcgrce of autonomy from economic 

",Ii. St·,· I!,,,,rdll'u " 1,)1, 1·1"·r,·,, '''''''',h''I,'''' ,.",,,. " ""rhl l' in lI"urdic,,'s cunreptual lurni­
I1HI,,�y. ,,1111'11 ILl"1 rdlr., '''''I!'' ,II , l oIklt'lII ,',,,UI'''' \\',' li,ul, ["I' ":1�ILII)k. �, "11": point h..: 
'I"�','ic, ,1..11 H·I�,ht" ." ,,,,lot' , 1 ' 1 " ",  , , '  'I"·' ,[" .• Ih 1'"1",, .,1 ''''l11''''''Ll� ,m,1 " '·1 ...... (,\'I,"Ul!, 
1".ln"I"'··) ,,,,.! III", '" ,I,,· "1,,,1, tod,1 "I I"'" ' '  " I ,.,,,,,, '" I�" II'" .... ,1 "�""Iy ('d,.L1LlI' d" 
I�."",,, 'IH (11" ... ·.1"." H,Hlh \ 1 \'. , '''I'h''" .. 1 " , . 1  
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and political :lUthorityY A central objective ofBourdieu's sociology consists 
of sinmting fields of cultural activity relative to the field of power.-18 

Each field is intcrnally differentiated hy a "homologous structure" of 
an economically dominant and culturally dominated pole and a culturall), 
dominant and economically dominated pole (Bourdieu 1989<::383)' Bour­
dieu's field analytic approach to the srucly of the social world consists of 
identifying the various forms that this oppositional Structure tlkcs in spe­
cific arenas of struggle. 1- 1  is is a strueruraJist an,]lysis that searches for tr..lns­
formations of this deep Structure of all social and political conAicr. For 
example, even within the economic field Bourdieu (1989C:383j Bourdicu 
and de Saint Martin 1978) finds that one can identify a fund.llllcntal opposi­
tion between two groups: (I) tcchnocratic big busincss lc,l(lers, whose train­
ing, careers ;lnd firms are closely connected to public sector institutions, 
:md (1) owners of large filmily finns that oper,lte prim:lrily in the private 
sphere. The former are inheritors of cultur,ll capital and acclllllulators of 
scholastic capital whereas the latter are inheritors primarily of economic 
capital.4� This same opposition occurs at the level of the large corporation 
where it in flct is the basis of the classic struggle over nWl,lger or owner 
comrol (Bourdiell and de Saint M:lrtin 1978:58). And in the university field, 
Bourdicll finds the economic capital/cultural capital opposition taking on 
the form or the familiar tension between teaching and rese:lrch. 

The chi:lslllatic stnlcture of economic capital and eliltur,ll capital func­
tions, therefore, both as the bedrock of Bourdicll's field analysis and his 
approach to the topic of social stratification. It is an organizing principle 
both "tnOWI and wirbill fields. As we will see in chapter 7, it also functions 
liS an organizing principle of the SOCi,11 class structure. 

Towmn (/ CC'IIC1't1/ Sciem'c of Pmcticcs: A ReSefll'cb Progrnm 

I-laving presented Bourdieu's key concepts of habitus, capit'll, and field, I 
will now summarize the overall conccptu:ll framework of his general science 
of practices and its methodological agenda. If the dispositions of habitus 

47. lIuunJicu scC5 lhis wI1;arion as hOlh hiSlOr;<."dl �nd socictal. Cultural ficlds V:lry in thcir 
autonomy frolll economic and politk-dl powcr in diffcrc11l historical periods and utTOSs diffcr­
ent socicties. I Ie suggestS thai the variation can dellend on two faclOrs: (I) on thc valuc :t<·­
lurdcd 10 works of �rt by the '"Jrious fractions of thc dominant class, and (z) on thc �pT<"l\l\'­
tion and reproduction of cconomic Glpit:ll� (Jlourdicu T98p:3U). 

48. For examllle. I..I1 NtJblus( rI'Etm gi"cs Bourdicu's an�lysis "flhc rclnri,,"s ht'TII"ecn lh� 
field of 1)()lI"cr ond the g,m,rI�s lrolfI. His 19R1 smd}· wilh ,\I""i'lu<' d� S:lim ,\!:trlin "f 11t� 
French Catholic bishops situatcs thel1l rcbtivc \0 illl' ridd "f I""H·" .  

49. Bourdieu indk�lcs Ih:n SilKC Ihc hll,i"c', I. " ,,'!:'" 'I'''' " ' '''',-,·.",nl:h :onl''''''''1: ruh,,, .,1 
G1pit:tl. Ihis Ir:>,lili""'ll "ppO�ili"" i, "1I�1I":lIi,,!! I"" 'lit" .l,W ,',' (II, ,to , I,,· .. . lIt,' .1,' ..... nIH \ l.tt'l lit 
"nil). 
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are the product of  class-specific conditions of primalY socializ.1tion, the 
action they generate is not, however, a direct expression of this prior class 
socialization and the accumulation of specific forms of capital it' provides. 
Rather, action is me product of class dispositions illfrrsectillg with the dy­
namics and struCl1JrCS of particular fields. Practices occur when habitus en­
counters those competitive arenas ca lied fields, a nd action reAects the struc­
ture of that encounter. The relationship is dialectical, and includes an 
important temporal dimension. Bourdieu's sociological analysis therefore 
calls for constructing bOfb the structure of the relevant field and the class 
habitus of the agents involved. tn Distillaioll ( 1 984a:lol), Bourdieu offcrs 
the following equation as a summary formula of his model: 

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

Bourdicu's complcte model of practices concepnlalizes action as the 
outcome of a rebtiollship between h:lbitus, c:lpital, and field.sO I-Ie warns 
that practices cannOt bc "deduced cither from the present conditions which 
Illay seem to have provoked them or from the past conditions which have 
produced the habitus . . .  [but from their] interrelationship" (Bourdieu 
1990h:56).)1 Practices ,Ire nOt to be reduced to either habims or field but 

50. The f4)rttlub tt1�kcs il dear that Jlotll"(lieu rcsislS rcducing practice to the independcnt 
effects of eithcr h�hitus. c:tllital, or field. [t is their (f)1J1l>imlfioJJ that produces pr:.tcticcs. Unfor­
lun�tcly, the formula confuses more than clarifies the exact relationship among the tcnns. 
Are habitus 3nd L-.lpiml imcr:.tctivc terms whcrc<ls field is additive? Or docs Ihc formula simply 
recommend th�t cvery empirical inquiry r:lkc into account all of these factors? 

[n Bourdieu's carly work, his thcory of practice focuscs essentially Oil hahitus. It is made 
to do praclically all of the c.l1lCe!"U,ll work. As he (Jc.dollS Ihe conccpl of fidd, however, his 
theoT)' of Jlractice increasingly heL'OlIIcs Olle corrcsl)()lHling to the fonnub. From the outsct. 
it was clear that habitus 'Ilonc "':1S not thc solc sourcc of j>r.lcticcs hut rather a sort oflriggering 
and mediating force. Practices emcrged not simply from )mbiros but front the illur;rrttiofl ile­
twccn habitus and thc objective structures of situ�tions. Still, it was hahitus Ihal secmcd to 
be the driving forcc as Bounlicu (T977C:78) SllggesTl; when he writcs �in I)r.lcticc, it i.s the 
habitus, . . .  which accomplishes pr:lctiL0111y lhe relating of these twO S}'StClllS of rebtions, in 
and through the production of l)r:t�ticc.� Just whal hahitus imers<.'<:ts with to producc l,mctict;:S 
docs not recci,'c extcnsivc thcoril�ltion until Uourdicu dc,'clops thc conccI)t of field. \Vc arc 
IUld, for cxample, that practiccs cmerge Ollt of a �di;11co.:lil1l1 rdMionshil)" between habitus 
mui an "objt..::tivc evcmn (82-83). He also wrilcs of Thc "conjunclure" 10 SI>ecify Ihe conditions 
in which habitus is ol>erating to producc pmcticcs. \Vc kllOw that ..... hat habitus cncounters 
arc "ohjccli,'c StrUCltlrCS, � �systclllS of relations." �e\'cnts." "conjunctures," but wc arc givcn 
lilllc lheorelical insigln illTO The e�'lcl eharncler of Ihcse macro realitics umil fhc ide� of field 
i, ,lcvd" pcd. \ Vilh 111� {" "' .... '!'1 " f  liel,l, wc 'cc inl'Tcasing evidence ofBourdicu's fundamcntal 
.. 1:oi", th;ll the ...... ·",1 \\" ,,.[,1 "'t Tlll'l"re,' hy I",laril ic,. Yct, il ;� h�hitlls that crcatcs thc homolo­
,:ic' " I' Im"'lin" "' .... '" , 1 , lk1'<·HI Iwl,1-, S,' II'h,k I hl· ,1"'Th'l"ne,n ,,( thc <" Hll'C!'t nf field ".;,,�'S 
"'." i",i):111 Illt" 1" III I\"",,lll''' d",,�, .,1"'''1 "'.",' " "n ... tu '�·" 111I' "<'1111'.11 " "'Kepl "r h.t!>i"I' 
,""'IU'U,', II ,,,,,"·,,It.<I 1,'" , ,,d,h t o ,  I" I I  ... " ,,,0,,. 1',11." .,1 1\"", 01,,·,,\ """rq'ltl;l1 "dilirc. 
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grow out of the "interrc!ationship" established at each point i n  tilile by the 
sets of relations represented by both. In chapter 8, I will critically assess 
that relationship in discllssing how Bourdieu deals with the problelll of 
social change. 

Bourdicu (1984C:5-6, 1987b:176; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:104-
5) indicates that his approach to the study of intellectual and artistic works 
consists of three necessary step. (I) Research must relate the particular field 
of practices to the broader field of power. This first step iIlustr.ltes the 
commanding place that stratification 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, ill contrast, is  sinlated much closer to the dominant 
1>oIe of power. (2) Reseal·ch should identify the structure of objective rela­
tions between the opposing positions occupied by individU:lls or groups as 
they compete for intcllcctu:l1 or :lrtistic legitim:ltion. \Vh,lt arc the forms 
of economic :lnd cull"ur:ll c:lpit:ll rh:l[ aTe specific to the field under investi· 
brrltion? I-low arc they distributed relative to other forms of capital? This 
me,IIIS identifying the dominant :lnd subordinate positions for all the partic· 
ipants in the field. And (3) research mUSt analY-l:c 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 constitu!"e the general 
research method in Bourdieu's sociology. The analysis of practices involves 
the CQnstruction of the fields where they occur and the habirus of the :!gents 
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. 

mechanic-Jlly no", from Ihc v:lrious forms of opit:ll held by agtnts. Such a ,.jew is I'reciscl)' 
what he critici:tCS as ehar.tCteri7.ing the Sl:Ilus-att:linmcnt research tradition. NC\'ertheless, 
Bourdieu (199ld: 16-1 7) himself relies hc.vily on his conct.l'tli of CIIpif:ll and habiN5 in tJI­

I,billing tht style of i,wesrl1lent s trategies thn agents employ in ''lIrious fields. 

7 
S O C I A L  C l A S S E S  A N D  T H E  

S T R U G G L E  F O R  P O W E R  

Perhaps Bourdieu's grcatest inspiration for the practice of sociology 
is his uncanny eye for the subtle but powerful fonllS of soci:ll distinction. 
We find this talent rovillg widely across detailed ethnographic observations, 
s�tistical tables, literary texts, photographs, interviews, questionnaire sur­
veys, and census reports. By profession:!l social scientific standards, Bour­
dieu's research style is unorthodox, combining as it does methods and types 
of data mat arc usually objects of specializt.:d :lIlalysis with little cross-over. 
It is quintessential Bourdieu to find in a single paragraph literary and philo· 
sophical references interspcrsed with percentages from a surve}'. 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 COUI"SC, would agree. In this 
chapter I attempt to flesh out the central features of Bourdieu's theory and 
method in stratification research. 

A central objective ofBourdieu's work is to show how culture and social 
class correlate. Cullllral practices, he argues, are markers of underlying class 
distinctions. This vicw sets him apart from Illany contemporary postlllod­
ern voices (e.g., Je:m Baudrillard [ 1988a, 1988b!) who stress the uncertain, 
contingent and socially divcrse character of cliitur-.ll life.' Yet, he proposcs 
to dCllIllllstr,lIe thi� cllllllcction betwecn eiliture and social class without 

'. 1I,,,, ... lil"l' t l ,}I'I I.,·�I" I I"\I" I�""·' I", fl.·,w,"I ."II"""" " '" /J""".WI/I "):";"" th.· c:orl'l·r 
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treating the formcr ::'IS a mere epiphenomenon of the latter. In order to 
demonstrate that thesis, Bourdieu reformulates the concept of social class. 
Class, like capital, habitus, :md field, is a master concept in Bourdieu's soci· 
ology. tn his own words, class is a "universal principle of explanation" 
(Bourdieu 19841: 1 14)J 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 Uourdicu conceptualizes social 
cbss is nOt well undersu)(}(\, in pan bC('':luse of the r:lIlge, tensions, :lIld 
ambiguities to be found in his use of the term. 

This chapter is illlcn<ie(l t:o clarify how Hourdieu thinks of SOCi,11 class. 
I will begin by reviewing the mcta·sociological issues th:1t Hourdicu sees 
as crucial in approaching rhe topic of stratification. These center prim:lrily 
on ohjectivist and unidimensional images of stratification th:11 HOllrdieu 
rejeet. ... They also concern esscntialiH conceptions of social cl:ISS that Bour· 
dieu rejects in favor of a rebtional appro:H:h. Since M:m.:islll h:IS lJcen a 
ccntral thcoretical reference for Bourdieu, I cxplore how Bourdicll differ· 
enti:Hes his concept of cbss from Nhlrxist versions. Bounlieu :llso draws 
suhstanti:llly from vVcher, and I descrilJt: Hourdieu's IllOdific:l,'ion of \'Vch­
er's understanding of lhe rclnions hetween cbss and status before sumlll�­
rizing Bourdicu's own conception of soci:ll class :ls a Illultidimensional :lml 
relational theoretical construct tllat he sharply distinguishes from rC:llist 
conceptions of social classes. Next, I examine Hounlieu's portraY:11 in Oi$­
til1ct;ol1 (198.p) of the three-class structurt: in contcmporary France, and 
devore particular attention to his :lnalysis of various intra-class fractions, 
Since Bourdieu argues that e:lch soci:ll cI:lsS and class fraction has a charac­
teristic habitus th:lt generates specific sets of practices, I present the most 
saliel\[ of these class habitus and illustrate the types of distinctive lifestyles 
th:lt Bourdieu d:lims they produce. Finally, I turn LO Bourdieu's under­
smnding of the dynamics of eonAict amI reproduction that ch:lracterize class 
rehllions, 

BOllnliclI's lv1Cftl1/)C01Y of Soci,,1 CI/lss 

Bourdieu's research enterprise is guided by two central meta-sociologic:tl 
concerns: lransccmiing the fundalllent31 antinomy between subjectivist and 
objectivist :lppro:lches to the study of social life and substituting relation,ll 
for substalltialist concepts of social re3Iit}'. I-Ie considers tll:lt the deh:lle 

I. The existenee of soei�1 d�� and their itnl'"rt.'n.·� ti,r ,.r,I,·,·,n,.; .,.,n..1 I,,," II, :,,11 ." .... ·\1 
societies �n:: St;lrtin!r I'r�'SIII)II<",ili",,, fur Bn"rd;"". ",,' hll"'II"."" ,,, ,,·,.11 1 1.-1 •. 11111,.; 11,.. 
I!."(is("nt"<: 311<1 imll<.rt�'lt't: """,.;",·,1 1" """ al d:h' ,I" " ''''''. II,,,,, ,1'n' '''1-1'''''. '' 1'.111 .md 1'." .... ·1 
"r d: .... , 'lno,.;!:I". 
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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 

lhe problem of soci:ll classes is onl! of the sites fHlr fxed/met of the opposition he­
tween objel."tIvisl11 and subjl.'Cti\'ism, which locks research in a series of fictitious 
alternatives. (Bourdieu 1990h:z89) 

I lis appro:lch to stratification research therefore needs to be understood 
:lS :In effort to transcend the forms t!l:l[ he sees this :lntinomy t:lking in 
varioliS approaches to the problem of social class. I-Ie also considers the 
concept of soci:ll class to be one p:lr excellence where one sees substantialist 
thinking :lnd essentialist ideology. l ie therefore offers ,1Il alternative rela­
tional umlerstanding of class relations. 

Bourdicu holds a highly stratified view of the social world in which 
individuals and groups struggle to Ill:lint:lin or enh:lncc their rcl:ltive st:lnd­
ing within a hierarchically structured social space. For him, social inequality 
is rooted in obje(tive structures of UllC(IU:l1 distributions of rypes of capital. 
He thus rejects wh:lt he calls subjectivist :lpproaches to the topic of stnltifi· 
cation. Under the he:lding subjcctivism, Bourdicu groups three different 
views. The first includes micro-level an:llyses, such as symbolic interJc­
[ionislll, ethnomethodology, :lnd phenomenology, which view social differ­
entiation as emerging directly out of micro-interaction processes. These 
harbor the "subjectivist illusion" in lh:lt they fili i to recognize that agents 
bring the properties of lheir location in a hierarchicall), structured social 
order into e3ch and every situ:luon and interaction (Bourdieu 1984a:244).J 
Second, under subjectivism, Bourdieu includes approaches th3t reduce 
soci31-dass existence :1I1d identity to individual or collective consciousness. 
And third, he 31so includes the view of class as a cognitive construct without 
objective roots in social re:llity.� 

Though Bourdicu grounds soci:ll distinctions in objective structures, 
he also rejects strictly objectivist :lppro:lches to soci:ll inequality, Under 

3. Bol.lrdi"u (1984�:578-79) writes that �the notion of sinmion, which is ct:ntral to the 
inler:lctionist falbcy, enables the objecti,'c, durnble Slnlcture of relationship between o fficially 
constituted �nd gt'�r:l'ltccd positions which org:l"i'�S e'·cry re�l il1l�I1ICTion 10 be reduced to 
n momcnt"ry. 1. ... .,,1. 11"i<l nnkr ('I' ;n nl"C;dcnt�l encounters between sll1lngers), �nd often an 
'Irlifid:,l "IlC ('I' ill ""';""ps)"dlHl"!:,,,d C�I'.:riI11C"I.,). Intemcrinir individuals bring all their 
I.r" pcrl;"', lUI" IIIl" " ""' ("Ir,·"" I'''''II, .• 1 III1.:r.I,·,,,.m, :",<1 ,he,r rdativc IMlSirions in Ihe soci�1 
"rl,,"I,,"" (.,r i" ., '1"·, ,.,10"',1 1,,·1,1) 1-I" " ·'·" lh'·"· I""'I"'I1' In lh.: il1l"rJ(·li" I1.� St:c I�,,"nl icu 
1'177;1. 1\ h\"f�:nl hi' d.ll .. " ,II .. ' 1 h.· " 1'1"" " "'" t�'I\\ ("I'" M'IIU.ll!1I1IH .111.1 Ih.: hrol;l,kr l.l"nC�1 !If 
'1'·",·II1r:,I IJ'\'''·' 

.t. 1I",,,',ho-,, .11" ,)",ln 11", I""""'" , , ,  1",1"" II , ,,''', " .• " ... , II I", " 1'1""" ."'\ I, >f"1 "I d.,,, 

�" . , I I",  Ih.n , 1  •.• II,·n)ol'·' II" 1,)\"""'" " I  ,I" " ."". 'I"" 
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objectivism in stratification research, he groups Marxism, mainstream 
status-attainnlent resc:arch, network :analysis, and all other structuralist 
theories of social inequality. These vastly different approaches all share 
one key feature: they focus on macro-level structures, often in the fonn 
of statistical regulariti(:s, that are rarcly visible to the engaged actors and 
which must be consu'lIcted by the social sciemist! But, Bourdiell argues, 
aclOrs act on their pmctical knowledge of the social worlel, whereas objec­
tivist approaches tend to reduce actors [0 simple reAecrions of overarch­
ing strucrures. In stratification analysis as clst:where, Bourdieu presents 
his "structur.llist constructionist" approach as one that includes borb actor 
perceptions (If objective reality and objective measures of aggreg;ne I>c­
h.wior. 

One expression of objectivism in str.uificarion rese:lrch that Bourdieu 
singles out fOl' criticism is M:lrxist soci:ll-cbss theory. Hourdietl criticizes 
Marxists fOl' offering economistie interpretations of social cI:ISS.� I [e is 
sharply critical of all attempts to conceptu:lli"..c ebss primarily in terms of 
position in the social rclations of production (Bollrdieu 1 9R5e:723). 
Though an affirmed materialist, BOllrdieu believes th:l[ position in \he so­
cial rcl:ltions of production is only one of several sources of ]lower that 
shape the social order in capitalist societies. Following the thinking of 
Weber, Bourdieu ( 1985C) argues that social space is multidimensional and 
docs not reduce to a single causal mechanisln such as the economy. l ie ar­
gues that 

social class is nnt defined solely h)' a position in [he relations of production, hut by 
the class habitus which is �n"rmally" (i.e., with a high st:J[i�tiCl[ probahility) associ­
au."t! wilh Ih:1I 1)O�ition." (Boun[icu 198,,.a:37z) 

Nloreovcr, 

:t class is defined as much by i{.� Mjllg-pnTtivtd as hy its �il/g, h)' its consumption­
which need nul hc c()n�picu()lIs in order to he s),mIKllic-as milch as by its position 
in rhe rc1ntioliS of Ilrnduction (c\'cn if it is tfUC th:1I the buer governs the former). 

(lI,id., 4H j) 

5. Bourdicu sugll'��ts that I)()Htical leftists who f:!\"or social mmsform�tinl1 Ihmn):h d:,�S 
politics tend to adopt one of these approaches. They see their role as solei:ll St:ic>1li�h a� ""e 
of Ilrovilling the ncces5\lry empirical documentatinn of thc d3'<S 'ilnl('lliTC in " nil'r I" IIH'I" '�'C 
dus consciOllsness �nd lIIobili1.1rion fur IMllitictl rh�ll):l·. 

6. Bourdieu indud/!.� the Althll'""ri�n� in Illl� ,'rn"lu,' '· ... ·n III, 'IIJ.(II Ih,'} .... ,. ,1",,,,,,,1,,.., ." 
reIC('IIIl):: earlier ""lh'KI,,� "eNi, "" "f 'I.,r�,,", 111.11 11" '.11 , uh",,· J' � II,..,,· n·lh·'·'I'ltl "t I"uk. 
Iyin): '''�''''''<1i,' r,·I�,I,,,,, 
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Forms of symbolic and social accumulation and differentiation also con­
stitute an important dimension of social-class relations. Property ownershjp 
or the lack of 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 l)Ower. Bourdieu critici7.es Marxist 
class theorizing for neglecting the IJ",bolic dimension of class relations. 
There needs to bc a politica[ economy of symbolic goods.1 Bourdieu in­
clude..s in his class analysis lifestyle indicators, tastes, educational creden­
ti:I[S, gender, :and age, as well as occupation 3nd income. Bourdieu's classes 
3re constellations of stratifYing factors; just as the whole is greater than the 
sum of its pan.", so for Bourdieu it is the enscmble of pertinent stratification 
factors that cOTlsriturc socbl classes I ... \ther than any single determining 
factor.� 

BOlirdiclI (1 9R7f:3) further argues that botb objectivist and subjectivist 
approaches h:lrbor ftllHlamental "substanti:llist" assumptions about soei:ll 
classes. They assul11e that if social classes exist they nre simply out there 
waiting for the social scientist to idemify and describe them. Moreover, 
both approaches offer an "essentialist" view of class by attributing to classes 
intrinsic and univcrsal attributes-whethcr they be subjective or objective 
in characrer. Yet, Bourdicu ;Irgues that social classes are not simply given 
in reality but arc comcsted idcnti(ics lhac arc constructed through struggle 
over wh;1t is the "legitimate vision of the social world and of its divisions." 
In sharp reproach of l)Ositivism, BOlJrclieu declares that "in the rca[ity of 
the social world, [herc are no more clear-cut I)oUllclaries, no morc absolute 
breaks, than there arc in rhe physkal world ...... There is only an Immense 

7. Bourdieu's criticisms of ,\bnllst cuncclll,,�lmlU()ns of d�ss h�rbor two limir:ltions. 
First. they do not admowlt'dge the consitlerJhle divenoity :lmong Marxists themsch·es on the 
class question. Like Rourdieu, .nany eOlltcm)lurJry M�r�ists Stress the $}111bolic as well as 
objecth'e component of dasSl . .'s. el11llhasw: their relation dimension, �nd 3cknowledge their 
histOrically contin�cnt charJclcr ("IcC911 I 99!)' Secund, his criticisms do not 3ekno" ilxlgc 
the growing overbp in Mmrbn and \Veherbn 3PPI'();!chcs of which Sourdieu himsclf is 9 
prime CX<Imple. 

8. Bourdicu's multidnncn�ion:ll 3Pllro�ch 10 furms uf power also sr:lI1ds in ol'position to 
those non-Marxist studic.� of strJtilicllliun that tend to reducc soda! differentbtion to � single 
dimension. This would include mobility smdics that consider only OCCIII�uional changes. Such 
is also the case of sU'atifiC:lIion a1lalyses thut dailor.lle an "bSfrJ(;t hicmrchy of social Slr:.lI:1 
has,-",I on a COtnllOSite imlu of different forms of C1pil'al. such as the \Varner studies (\V�rner 
�Ild I.um t'Nt). gounliclJ (t9B43:t I5) wallts to move away from this kind of demonstration 
hy ellll,h:>,i>.i,,!:" II,,· "iJ}ffrllrrt in l',mfi)l:llmliun of sc\'el'1ll different c:tpital holdings and how 
"lie "f,he �"l f" l·I"r. 111 ..1.1" " rIlJ.(llle is Ihe �en'h3ngc I':It,,- hetwcen the different types of 
<"'pil;'!. 

'I. I I� '''):11<'''' 111,1' tI,., IUI.I)('· HI � Ib",.. ,.1,,1'1, he l;�l'I)' IK)rm",� fmll> I!a.d""brtl 
""II" .... ",Ill'" "". 1 1 1 ,  """ .1>1 ''''''''111''111'' 1"·,. ' ''111''\'' til<' ,.IN ,h,,' III Ih� "K'i,,1 "Hrl,I ,I1l're 
�". "" -, 1.-." 'III t"" "IIIJIII " �  "" �.,I""hll'· 1"" .ll," 111",,,.,11<'11 1.)H7h \) 
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plurality of possibilities. Collective identity emerges through the mobiliza­
tion of both materi:!l and symbolic resources. Class identities arc con­
structed "relationally" as they reAect the oppositional character alllong ex­
isting classes. Indeed, it is this political reality of symbolic struggle over 
the vcry identities of classes as social groups that Bourdieu defines as the 
proper object for S[ratification research. 

This leads Bourdieu to insist on a sharp distinction between social 
classes as scil:lJtijir constructs and social cbsscs as J"tIII lIIQ/lilizl'll nxi(lf groups. 
Constructing a model of the social-class structure ),ields a theoretical repre­
sentation of"pmbable classes" rather than real social groups. The objectiv­
ist moment of research must then he supplemented with rhe subjcctivist 
momcnt of inquiry to sec if the thcoretic;}lIy constnlcted cI:ISSes of the 
soci;}l-scientific model aew:llly correspolHl to real mohilized social groups. 
Bomdieu's str.llification framework includes measures of hoth ohjective re­
sources and of symholic represent:ltions of soci:ll classes. 

If economislll representS one important objectivist" n:1W in J\!Llrxist 
theory of social cbsses, its preoccupation with the issue of class houndaries 
represents an umlerlying substantia list assumption. Structur,11 Marxism 
focuses on delineating clear-cut logical and empirical boundaries between 
classes and classifying individuals according to their IC)(.'fltion in the social 
relations of production. The work of Pouhmtzas (1975) ,mel Baudelot, 
Estllblct, and Nblemort (1973) in France, and Erik Olin Wright (198,) 
in the United States are prime expressions of this type of class analysis. 
Bourelieu is sharply critical of all attempts to delineate the boundaries be­
tween classes and class fractions. Since for Bourdicu (I 987b:64-6S) class 
definition is itself an object of social conAict, class boundaries are objects 
of struggle that cannot be mapped definitively by social scientists. Class 
boundaries take shape only through the Tl1obili1�"ltion of individuals into 
groups. 

Bourdieu also argues lh:1t the degree of institutionalization of social 
boundaries varies according to the st:ne of conflict between classes. Class­
boundary institutionalization depends on the rdative symbolic power of 
particular groups to impose as legitimate their vision of the socbl divisions 
in society. This points to the nee(l to study the symbolic dimension of class 
struggle, since class identity is itself a matter of perception and conception 
as well as being materially constituted. 

Bourdieu believes that Mar.'(ist class theory is parricubrly prone 10 con­
flate theoretical constructs of classes with real soci,\1 gnlllll:-'. M:\rxi�I\1 CIIIII­
mits the "theoreticisf Elilacy," he :lrj!lICS, "when it �r.1l11� felli,}' to :lh�tI�H'­
tions." Bet.:allse of i,s plllilk�11 lin lin" , 1\1:l1"\1�111  1" 1111, I" .1"lllllt· ·', llt· 

IIIOVel\Ielll frnlll prot.:lloili,}' 10 r'::llil)', h01i 1  1111'1 '1 1'1 1 1 .1 1 , I.." I" pl . I I I II·.11 
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class" and thereby conAate "classes on paper" or "logical classes" with real, 
mobilized classes (Bourdieu 1987F:7). IO 

For Bourdieu, however, if the shared conditions of existence associated 
with property ownership or the lack thereof eonstinne necessary conditions 
for class formation, they b)' no means represent sufficient conditions for 
cl3ss identity. Here UOllrdieu addresses the classical debate within Marxism 
over what conditions would most likely provoke 3 shift from a "class-in­
itself" to a "class-for-itself" to generate class politics." Bourdieu argues 
that both those who cmphasi1.c the class-in-itself conditions for class forma­
tion 3nd those who stress the \'011lI1t3riSI11 of the class-for-itself are simply 
trapped in another form of the objectivism/subjectivism dichotomy. "More 
often than not," Bourdieu claims, M,lrxist theory coneeplUalizC5 this shift 
"in terms of a logic thai is either totally deter1llin istic or total1), volunt3rist" 
( 1 98se:726)"� The determinist view depicts class action as flowing directly 
f!"Om the underlying contr:ldictions in the objective rebtions 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. I n contrast, HOllnliell tries to offer a conceptualization of social 
class that relates class consciuusness and action to underlying conditions of 
existence without falling into either a determinist or voluntarist aceount.IJ 

According to BourdiclI, neither \'olUlllarist or determinist views rakes 
infO account the relationship between life chances and their symbolic repre­
sentations, and in particular the symf,Q/i( /"hqr of leadership that is required 

10. Bourdieu ,,·rit<!S (ibid.) thai -by t.."'Iu�llng COIbtructed cbsses, which only exisl :15 such 
on J>3llt:r, "'ith rnl cbsses COrlStitUl�,<1 1Il the fonn of lOob,li7.ed groups IlOSSt'SSing �bsolute 
300 relational self-<;onsouusnl,.'S$. the ,\"bnrist lT1dilion confuses the thingo; of logic ",ith the 
logic of thingo;." 

1 I .  The dispule Bounlieu carries un wllh ,\Ianrism n:gan.1ing Ihls aspI.'<:t of dass dw!ory is 
one of elllph�sis rather Ihan "f furuiamental thfTcreno:. for iI  h3s long iM:en recogniu:d dut 
only under ccrtllin condillons docs � class-in-itsclf hecome � dass-fOt"-itsclf. See Giddens 
(1973:19-30) for a prl"SCllt:llion of Mar�'s 1WO modcls of !loebl cl3SS. 

Bourdieu's repeated cI�11l1 Ih�t re�1 das.'lC5 are not "cbsscs on paper" docs not appear to 
make ' conceptual break ",ith '''Inf!!. ,\hr�'s own thinking CIII clu.'lC5 is l'".Iriable. Sometimcs 
he dlinL.:s of class gS any grouping uf illd,"idu�ls that shue the same rebrionship 10 the mC311S 
of production, reg:udlcss of their consciousness. At othtr timc.�. he ell1ph3si1L'S m3l groupings 
of individuals can be c311ed classes only when their share(1 interests IC311 10 collective 3warcness 
and action. BOllrdieu wishcs to eml)hasi� (his dimcilsioll of social class. 

! I. To rmke {his point BOllrdieu docs not acknowledge the oonsidcr;able ..... riery of pasi­
linns in this deh:lle. 1 lis c.�treUl�� would seem to pit the "cr1tiC"J.I Maf.<istSH against the "scien­
litie l\hrsi'ls� (Sl·'" ( ;,,,,I,llIl'r 1,)110. 11)RS). BUI a number of Mauists, including some cbssic;al 
rh",,,ri'I' I,k", ( ;r.ullwi ( 1 ')7')' h.ne l"kell "I' posillnlls hetween these two Cl<trelllcs. 

I \. III h" d(" rr I" " !II, qllll"h,,· ",,·i,,1 I"I:I\.' III tcrlll\ Ilf III1Ih acmr reprCSl:Ilt�lions ;md 
hf.· .-lUll ... · ""h� Jl"" .,n.1 t" '·'''1'10.1''''· Ih:1I d.", .m.,renl"'� .U"l llluhili/ .. l(j"n r<·'luirl'" sY"'-
1.,1" .m.] urt:""".'I1"",11 ,, , ., L, 1\, .""( ... ,, ( ,  " �71 r •• �) lII,h'·.II<·' ... "",. �ni"'11 h' Ih,· ""rh "f 
( .,.,,1<.,., C '1/ 1',1. t I"n,"�, It, ( 1 '1\'/1. ""I 1 1" " "1'"" '" C I,ji, tl  
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to generate class identity and action,I4 "Classes-on-paper" can become 
"classes-in-reality" ollly if there is symbolic and political work to gi\'c them 
identity and mobilil..uioll. It is in fact the symbolic labor of intellectuals 
that represents the import.11lf factor in developing class identity and gcncr­
:lting class action. Trade union and political party leaders, who arc directly 
reslxmsible for class org:miz:nions, and social scientists :lIld stlte officials, 
who produce scientific and bureaucratic classilications that become offici:l! 
c.lfcgorizations, all phly key roles in generating the social identity of classes 
(Bourdieu 1985c:727). For Bourdicu, [hen, intcllcctu;lis play a ccnlr:tl role 
in his understanding of class relations. 

Clt/ss fllld SttltliS 

Another way in which Bourdieu attempt.<; to tr.ulS<:cnd the suhjectivist/ 
objectivist alllinol1lY in class analysis can be seen in how he ;Ippropriates 
and modifies Weber's cOllcepts of class nnd status. Bourdieu (1 984a:xiii) 
indicates that he wants to "rethink \-\feber's opposition between class :md 
St(IJII/. " For Weber, the concept of class is a stat istieal construct describing 
one's market situation in the distribution of life chances. Status groups, by 
COntraSt, denote real social groups based on common lifestyles. Hieber sees 
considerable overlap between one's life chances and StatuS group member­
ship bm nOI a necessary one. SCHUS groups could r.:oincide with classes. 
"But," Vieber (1978:931) points out, "starns honor need nOt necessarily be 
linked with a class situation. On the contrary, it nonnally stands in sharp 
opposition to the pretensions of sheer pro]>crry." From this idea Bourdieu 
develops a general aq,'mllenr that St.ltus functions ro disguise underlying 
class interests. 

I n an early article, "Condition de c1assc et position de c1asse," Bourdieu 
(1 966) makes an :lIlalYl'ical distinction between "class condition" and "class 
position." l ie associates class condition with the fundamental conditions 
of existence ('\oVeber's "class") but asnibcs the properties of class position 
(I,.Vcber's "Status") to symbolic distinctions that emerge from the opposi­
tions :md affinities among classes. "Situational properties" arc lifc chances 

t*. The idea stressed by Bourdieu thou c!�ss behavior docs not �utomatic:llly follow from 
ebss sltuJtiOIi ccrtllinly I)�nllds \\feber's lJOSition on the rcbtionship beTween da."" Sil1lali"l1 
and dass actiol1. \Veber (1978'919) writes th�t �the emergence of an aSS(lci�linl1 "r e,'",11 "f 
a mcre social action from 'Ol common class situat.ion is by no I""'�ns � uni""'TS:II Ilh"'I1'lIll"'11011. 
. . . For however different life chances may be, this fact in n""lf. : ... n,ol;"I-I I" :,]] t·'l' • .'rie,,,�·. 
b)' no means gives birth 10 �das..� actiun� (sudal al1i"n II)' Ih\' 1111'111111,'1'0 "I J d .• ,,): 

'Inc social clusure thL�or"l Ra),lIIuml ,\\uTJ,h), ( , 'JIll!) JI ... , '1',', tl"" "'" q""JI III!'·II! .. ,n h) 
\Vcher. nut! ,,111, fur rL�'''!(lu1t"n "f !Ill' 'l'IT.·,'l·n ... · 1 .. ·1" .... " " """," 1 ... 1 ,  I.", J"t! "",1,,]'''',1 
ria". 
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for basic living SL11l(\:l.rds, whcreas "positional properties" emerge Out of 
dle d}'namic of stams com]>ctition. Cbss I>osition (i.e., status distinction) 
represents that fonn of class stmggle emerging from ostensibly nonmaterial 
distinctions. Class situation (i.e., economic power) represents the material 
conditions that set the broad paramcters for class position. 

Bourdieu pointS Out thar for I,.Veber the possession or lack of possession 
of properry is the fundamcntal detcrminant of class situation. Starus groups, 
however, are defined by the f/iStfmCt the}' arc able to establish from the 
undcrlying class situation-that is, by a search for distinction from underly­
ing economic necessity." Hourdieu ( 1 966:2 13)  argues that instead of think­
ing of IvVeber's distinction as opposing "two types of n!fd unities" that vary 
in relative importance from society to socicty, one should think of them 
as "lI(1l11il/lIl unities" th:u 

result from [he cb(JiCl' 10 IIfrt'lItlilllr Ibr Uti/Willie IJr SYlllha/if IIS/II'rt, since these two as­
jl"'Cts �l lways coe.xisL in !'c:llity (in different proportions thnt vary by society and hy 
cbss) bccnusc the symholic diqjnetions arc :tlw�IYS second to thc economic differ­
cm.'cs thcy cxprcss nnd rrnmfigure. 

Bourdieu (1 980a: 2 1 4) thus :lppropri:ncs Weber's conceptualization of St:l­
tus groups as based on "lifestyles," but argues they are 1101 "a different kind 
of group from classes, bUl arc rather dominant classes ,Imitll as such, or, 
so to speak, sublimated and thereby legitimatcd." Thus, classes take on the 
appearance of staniS groups in everyday Iife.16 

This rcformulation of the relationship between social class and starus 
permits Bourdieu to integratc culture, tastes, and lifesryle indicators inro 
a social-class framework. It marks his dist,mcc from Marxist class analysis 
by conceptu:llizing culture as a r.:onstituent fe:lture of social class and by 
identifying stants as a source of false consciousness. Bourdieu offers a class­
symbolization model of status where cultural d ifferences serve as markers 
of class differences. Class differences find expression in statltS distinctions 
that rank individuals and groups on scales of soci:ll honorabiliry rather than 
in terms of economic interest alone. They go misrecognized, however, 

! s. \Veber (t978:917) writes th�t" 'property' atld 'lack of ProllCrty' ar", . . . the basic c':Ucgo­
des of all cl�ss sinl�tions.� Bourdiell ('966) notes that Wdx,r (1978'937) spedfies the follow­
ing contr:lSI betwl'Cn class and statu5 groups: M\Vith some o,·er-simillification. one mighl thus 
��Iy that classes arc StT'Jtitil-d 3l'CQr(]ing to !heir relations to the production and �cquisition of 
1l"'''''I.�: whcl1::ls '1tUU� 1l"""" IW :Irc �1r:)r;til'(l according to Ihe principles of their fflMlllllptiq" of 
1l",,,,,I< :IS r"'l'rt·"·'1I,·.1 h)· 'I""'ial ,1)1 ..... ,,( life . 

,(,. I kn: "0: "IT 1111' " ""1,1",(1) , .( n" unli",u\ Ihuughl un ,h", relatiunship l><.·twccn eco-
1"""11' '�IIH1Jl .",,1 w"II�,I" " '1,".,1 1'1,.. ""1.",, ",,1"1' " 1",1 h I� ";" " . ..,]y :"ltl n"'Il"�lil'l'l)' "'rn'­
];",.,1. J"" ." II,,· ,1.,1,,, .1"1'11' I " "" .• "," ,.11<',] ,,"h , 1.1" 1�""I'''1 1"'11, ,kll) :111.1 Y"'I '1':,,:11 
. 1.", , ,,1,,111'''" . .... ' '11111.,1" , '1'" 1 1  " ' , """",,, " 'I'II�' .1.-".,.01 
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since they arc legitimated through the powerful ideology of individual qual­
ities of talent, merit, and giftedness.17 

Bourdicu's reformulation of the relationship bctwecn class and status 
is complex, and nOt without ambiguity and tension. He acknowledges that 
the relationship itself varies by social class. III For some classes, such as the 
underclass (som-pro/twins), positional properties may directly reAect the 
sociali7H1tion incurred by extremely limited material resources. I lere cbss 
position and class situation are practically identical. For the middle classes, 
in contrast, positional properties arc less directly detennined by class situa­
tion, as they derive morc from the dynamics of interclass distinction .. more 
available to economically privileged groups (Bourdicu 1966:!oS)' l ie there­
fore sees the limited material conditions of existence :IS ha\'ing a more direct 
bearing upon attitudes and behavior of very e(.unornicaliy disadvanraged 
classes whereas positionality assulIlcs relatively morc importance for the 
materially advantaged groups. The ulHlerlying explanatory principle seems 
to be that symbolic distinctions grow as dist:lIlce from necessity incrcascs. 

Finally, lhe class/status distinction corrcl:ltes with another distinction 
BOllrdicu somctimes llIakes between "intrinsic" and "rclational" fe:ltures of 
class.19 Intrinsic fcalUres signal "material conditions of existence, of prime­
val experiences of the social world" whereas class-position characteristics 

'7. See Gartman's (199') nL'O-Mar�isl, Fr:ml..fun sehool cnIH1UC of Bour,lieu's das.s­
distiocrion nlodel o( cuItUr:ol l'r:lc'ices. Gartman 3CCUse:s Buunlieu of cst::Jblbhing u ·umologi-
01 rebuon� berwecn cl:ass and cullilre by intcgr.uinS' culture Into his definilion ,,( das.s. For 
MarXISts. cl:a:;s is funtbmclII::JlIy lktennincd by loc:l\ion in production rclalions, which. In 
turn, del(:mlllics li(cslylcs :Il1d c"hurt: (supcr..tructure). Guunan further c"nlentls that with 
the elllergenl'i! o( mass C""SUUler societycultor:ol differences no longer sib'llal ,mderl)�ng class 
differences. ])iffcr�Il(:CS in consumcr chokes rl'wal, nOI Status distinctions of indi�idll.11 or 
Stlcial hnnor, hut mcome differences. These pert't:pritlns deflect 3\fcntion away from class 
inCiluahUei at the flOint of production anti (rom the sl)hae of social honor into :l rc;tlm of 
COm]IClIlIon for 1Il1'Om� "here effort and perh311S luck OpCrJle. 

Two SCIll o( empiric:ll llu�tions scparJtc Bnurdlcu from Gunlllan's ]ICI"S]>eCth'c. First, there 
IS disagreelllent ,WeT the magnitude of 3etoal em]lirit'ul differences in Cf)nSumer ])references 
IIClween $OCi�1 classes. G�I1Jll�n minimizes these differences whercas Hourdieu emllhasi7.es 
Ihem. Seeond. there is disagreement over how consumers really perce"'e lifestyle differences. 
Gartman argucs Ihal these arc IlCrceivl..'(l in shecr <]lIantil;u"·c IcrlllS o( income differences 
Slclllming (rom Ihe cmnlICfili\'e market whereas Bourdieo Sl�� thclll as IlCfl'eived in noneco­
nomic SllltllS diSlinctiOIiS. 

Ill. In the 19<i6 �rticlc Bouniieu (�o5) ��knowledge5 that the explanatory strength of his 
slrucnlr�1 3])proach will ·vary considerJhly according to me position of the social classes to 
which il is nllplied 3ud according to the degrcc to which the properlics of Iw.sitiun 3rc irrcdu�­
ible 10 situational ]lropcrties.� 

19. This distinction apl)Cus in the 1?66 article, �Cmulili"l1 ,I<- d .• " a",! 1�"'lIi"n ,I.- d:l�_�.w 
but also reallllCatS in his more rC(;Cnl MllI�ll1em 1111 thc f"lin'p' ,,1 "�IJI . 1.1\', w\\h.1I .\I.ll,", 
a Social Cbss?� (u)1I7f). I n  I�"'rtlicll ,,)II�c (714 l�l  Jrh", " II'  ,ktn" 01 hI Ilwll M,d."".· 

lwlj;;,i"ns" " uhin "It·i •• l 'l>.1n\ ],111 lha� .1<1"" ha ... · I"'I], -,"11''''', I" "I" " ""' Id .. " , ,,,,,111,"111 
.1I11I ,h.·,r .. da" ' .... ,I ]' .. " I ... ·,. , •• ·, (111t',r IM""""'I M 
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are rebtional (Bourdieu 1987f:6). Hcre hc associates class situation with the 
intrinsic features of class that convey a fi.lIldamenrally "materialistic" image 
of class. BUI he also tal ks about the " relationa I" fea rures of class pasi tion whose 
effects stem from comparative a<lvanrages or disadvantages relative to other 
classes "as being above or below them, or between them" (ibid.).!O 

This "intrinsic/relational" distinction stands in tension with his recur­
ring demands for the cr:Jdication of all "substantialise' assumptions from 
sociological anal�'Sis. Arc thc inrrinsic material conditions to be explained 
relationally as well as all the positional Prol>crties? Arc wc to conccptualize 
relationally class situation as well as class position? Doesn't the distinction 
between situation and position imply that thc rclational logic applies to the 
latter rather than the former? If relational logic applies to class situation, 
so that cvcn the material conditions of existence of a class are to be seen 
in comparison with othcr classc.<;, then how much more relational and com­
parativc could one be in thinking about class position? 

BOlwtJieu'S ComtTlfcfed Sod,1i C/uss 

If social class is the fi.lIldamcntal sociological grouping for Bourdicu, his 
use of the tcrlll creates somc confusion. At times his usagc is clearly Marxist, 
as when it points to position in productive relations. More frequently, 
Bourdieu's usage approaches ",,reber's "market situation." At other times, 
"social class" is used as a broad claSSificatory category. "Class" sometimes 
refers to a specific group, such as laborers, the elderly, or women, At other 
times it is an instnllllent of cognitive and social distinction. 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 altcrna­
tive conception of social class does he offer? How does Bourdieu constntct 
his "theoretical" classcs? Like both Marx and \-Veber, Bourdieu thinks of 
social class in terms of power and privilcge. But as Brubaker (1985:761-
62) perceptively point. .. out, Bourdicu's concept of class differs from that 
of both M:Jrx and \Vebcr. Though an affirmed materialist, Bourdieu does 
not define social class primarily in terms of location in the social relations 
of production. Nor docs his social class represent Weber's "market sima­
tion." His constructed classes are defined in terms of "similar positions in 
social sp�lce" dl;\t providc "simibr conditions of existence and condition­
ing" all.1 thcrc!i l1'l: cre:tte "simibr dispositions" which in turn generate 

:u, I n  1111' ,,,1,, 1.,, I" ,t,�", ,,,,I '1,,·, ,1\ ,,1"'II"'r II." -n-LII" ... "I� k�I" "" " r"",];"",·,"�II) 
'1",1",1" ,,' "I" II". II "" 1"01,,, II" "'.," 1 I.,I ,I",u·",,,�,.,, "" 1 1  

l 
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"similar practices" (Bourdieu 1987f:6). Classes arc sets of "biological indi­
viduals having lhe same habitus" (Bourdieu I 990h:59). In other words, he 
defines social cl3sses as an}' grouping of individuals sharing similar condi­
tions of existcnce and lhcir corresponding sets of dispositions. He also as­
similates the ide3 of social cl3sses with the symbolic and social classification 
struggle for the "monopoly of the legitimate representation of the social 
world" (Bourdieu 1!)9OC: 180).11 

Thus, Bourdieu's conceptualiz;Jtlon of class is nOt tied to the specific 
historil.'31 developmcnt of capitollism, as it is for Marx. And though similar 
to I,.Vcber's lifc chanccs, it includes dispositions as well as market power. 
Social chlss becomes a generic term for all social groups sh:lring simii;IT life 
chances and dispositions. in this respect, classes, for Bourdieu, resemble a 
Durkheimian c:ltegory of groups sh:lring experiem:e.s and collective repre­
sentations (Durkhcilll 1965; Durkheim and Mauss 1 963:81 -8R).1! 

I,.Vh:lt, then, for Bourdieu, arc the import,ll)t constituent factors of so­
cial classes? He defines SOCi:ll-cl:1SS position in terms of the volulI1e and 
structure of various forms of capital and how they :Ire changing over time. 
The IIlOst basic capitals arc economic, cultural, social, and symbolic. While 
lheir interrelationships call vary from society to society, the important fac­
tors always appear to be those mOSt directly related to the fundamental 
"m:uerial conditions of existence" (Bourdieu 1984:1:106). \Vith rCbra.rd to 
France and the United Sl<ltCS, he c'iplicidy ranks ecollomic capital as the 
most important, followed by cultural capital. But this need nOI be rhe case 
in evcry socicf)t (Bourdicu 1987f:3-4). 

Bourdieu's concept of class also t:lkcs into account other stratifying 
mctors, such as gendcr, !':.ICC or ethnicity, place of residcncc, and age. These 
:Ire "inseparablc" features of class, along with cconomic metors. At times 
they appear constitutive of social classes. Yet they do not appear to be pri­
mary forms of Clpital. In D;st;lIct;on ( 1984a: 102-9) Bourdieu treats them 
:IS "secondary" to those capitals dircctly affccting the fundamental material 
conditions of existence. Bourclicu's thinking on this m:ltter is complex, and 
is open to both misunderstanding and legitimate criticism. 

Consider how he deals wirh the relationship between social classcs and 
gender. Hourdiel1 ( 1 984a:107-8) holds that 

sexu.ll llfopcrrics arc as inscparablt! from class properties as !..he yellowness or ICIllOll 
is from its acidity: � class is defined in an essential respect by the pbcc 31111 value 
it gi\·cs 10 the twO sexes and to their socially collstinJlcd \li�posili()n�. Thi� i� why 

� I .  lie seQ the stnlgglc O\·cr symbulic das:.ifi(";ltj" Il' 11' ,I n·lllml rl·�!tIn: "" r po.:ry �ind " f  
struggle hetwcen duscs, .. hcthcr "r ).'el1'·"':lIi""" "f J.:,·,,,h·r. ,"- lIt ... " •. , ) 1";1111- ,,1'111 ). 

u. In a scmon:I' n:,-i"", (If 11""nl,,,,,. 1)1I\1.,��", ( 1 117'1 ' 17") , .,11, �I"·,,",," I,, ,I", 1 )",1 
hcill1i�n ,1i1l"·II""" lIt tI"" ... II,·,,·, th""J.:ht 
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there arc as many ways of realizing femininity as there arc classes and class fractions, 
and thc division of labour between the sexcs takes quite different forms, both in 
jlr:lctices and in reprcsenrntions, in the different soc;:!1 ebsses. So the true nature of 
a class or class fr:lction is cxprcssc(i in its distribulion by sex or age, and perhaps even 
more, since its futurc is then :1I smke, by the trcnd or this distribution oller timc. 

Here he affinns the importance of gender as a constituent feature of social 
class. Gender chamcteristics arc "inscpar.tble" from class :lnd define it in 
an "essential respcet.n To illustr:.lte, Bourdieu (105, 108) notes that certain 
occupations, such 3S medie:11 :lIld suchli services, :Ire highly feminized, or, 
though from thc S:llllC soci:li class, males 3re more likely to study science 
and females more likely to study literature in French schools. 

Nevertheless, gender creates social di\'isions th:lt occur u;;tlJi" classes 
rather than cross-cut them. Indeed, Bourdicu (1°7) specifics that "the vol­
ullle and composition of capital give specific form and value to the determi­
n:nions which the other factors (age, sex, place of residence, etc.) impose 
on practices." 

In :1 lalCr article 011 social cbss, Bourdieu (1987[;7) echoes the same line 
of thought when he refers to other principles of "ethnic, racial or national" 
st!':.ltification that colllpete with class principles in the struggle ro define 
and understand the social world. Certain formulations by Bourdieu suggest 
that gender could be considered a form of capital and itSelf constitute a 
social class. Occasionally he refers to gender classes on par with social 
classes (Bourdieu 19843:468, 1 987f: 1 5). More frequently he suggests that 
gender can function .IS a stratifying mechanism capable of creating gender 
classes. Indeed, it is the secondary social divisions based on gcnder, race, 
region, or nationality th:1t COlllpete with thc "real underlying principles" 
(Bourdieu 1987h) of class formation and prohibit the transition from 
"probable" classes that are founded in objective detenninants of social space 
into real classes. There C:lIl be real mobilizcd social groups that Bourdicu 
is willing to call classes, even though they are rooted in what he labels 
"secondary" sources of social division. Yet they seem to become cl:lsses 
only when thcy mobilize economic and cullural capital as well. Gender as 
a secondary factor constitmes one of the "potential lines of division" that 
if mobilized can "split [social classes), more or less deeply and permanently" 
(Bourdicu 1984:1 : 107). But though II "poleno31" source of mobilization, 
gender is less likely ru he .In enduring 3nd forceful social division like social 
d:ISS.!i TIIlI";, the .. enlllllary r:ll"WrS or sex, nice, :lge, or region, while to he 

l l. It"unlu·" " , 11.-, (,1.,,1 , ,1,,11 -11""'1" 111,,1,,11,.·01 "11 tl1<" 1'.1,1, "r., "�"'1tI;II) ..,-'1<"'·'''11 
(,," I, �, .... ' ,,' .'I«"\ �" I,�, It I . ,  I" 1�'''II.1 i"I�," hi·" Ii·" 1" ·1'I".""·'lIh .",1 I,·" ,kq,h ,Iw, 
,I", ... · 1I".t " I",·.1 . ", it" t . ,·." ,,' , I"  1,,,,,I ,,,u-,n�I .I'·" -" ""'.II'I' .,1 lion, " " "1"",,, -

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

Bourdieu's ( 1984a:468) tTeatlllcnt of g�nd�r as a "secondary'" constit­
uent of class seems to contradict claims elsewhere in his work that gendcr 
is a major sa<:ial division; indeed, that gender is the paradigmatic foml of 
symbolic violence. This claim, which we find in his early anthropological 
work and reafi'inned more r�cently in an article on sexual domination 
(Bourdicu 1 99OC), and which presents the lllalelfem�lle dicholOmy as repre­
senting a fundamental ;111([ universal ordering principle, is not imcgr..lted 
into his class analysis. There in fact seems to be two diffcrent roles for 
gender at work in different portions ofBourdieu's work, and their interrela­
tions remain unclear, On the one hand, when Bourdieu writes ill f)isrhlCliQI/ 
aholll" thc "fundamenml conditions of existencc,n he evoke..:; :1 materialist 
image of "distance from necessityn and defines gender :IS a secondary vari­
able in this stratification framework. Yct, in other parts of his work, hc 
refers to the gender symbolism of the bimlly Imlle/female opposition as :1 
form of domination in all social hierarchies. Ilow the two views inter;lct is 
not clear. 

This complex line of argument suggests that Bourdieu is trying to ch.wt 
;) position somewhere be11l't'e1I the importance accorded by tVlarxists to class 
and the iml>Ortance accorded by feminists to gender,H Against Marxism, 
Bouruieu argues for a multidimensional understanding of cI:'LSS by holding 
that key feanrres of cbss include stratifying features like gender, race, re­
brion, and nationality. But are there objective gender classes on par with 
objective social ebsscs as certain formulations suggest? I lcre 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 cOntcmporary fcminists.21 

The complexity and amhiguity in Uourdieu's position is exacerbated by 
his methodolob'Y' I�ollrdietl reasons more in terms of ensembles of variables 

Z+ Thollgh fCl1li!1i�11l h�s never hecn as signific:ml an inld1cl'tu�1 rcferencc for 1!ourdieu 
�s h�s Marxism, 

z 5, See 1\1cC�1I (t99z) for �n insightn,l fcminist criti(l"c of 1!ourdicu's lise of gender. ArleT 
criticizing 1!ourtliclI for relegating gender [0 a Msecondary� social divisioll relativc 10 social 
class, she i(lcmHit'S :, possihle "St'£und readingH of l30urdiell thn would t'Onsider gender as a 
furm of cll,bodied c:lpital. Moreover, she finds a powerful "cross-class gcndcr �}'l11h(lI;';:mH in 
BOllrdicu's clann Ih�t the 'n�lclfemalc dichotomy is a fUll(b111cnl,,1 hinar,. "I'I""i.i"n in an)' 
5OCi�1 order. Yet she also criticius Bourdicu for ddinin):" .hi. ):"",.ukr '},ml",I"m "11M' ri):"idl)' 
�nd detcrminisliC:lllf (ihid., II.U). NIC<:�II ()l5 ') <;t'L"" 11,,"nlil'lI :1' ,tlTt'II1II1): Itfn,lt'T .1,\ 1""11 
U a �un!\'ers:al and nalllr;]l� l-:lIC):"IIry .hm �Ir"'·hlrt·, .,11 "r "H 'JI hII', " ,IIH'I Ih,HI ," 1""" 1" .1):111): 
,h:n m�"''\,1imlll'" �Iul (",",il;Ii," :In' ,'"'''' nl"" '') :",,1 " ""It',,\,.1 " I, "'" 11" . ,n" 1 ,IlJI "I. h, "1,,,,1, 
'';Ill <" I',:ri"I1I'\' ;"" 1"1:,,,,1<"' ,,,,,,,,,,1 11,·,,,1.,,. ,,1"11111' 1 .. ,,,,,,1.,,,, 
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r:ather than separ:ating out individual variables for precise measurement. He 
thinks of classes as structured ensembles or constellations of facrors, and 
resists abstracting out individual traits as key indicators, Bourdieu's strut­
rurJlist and antipositivist dat:l-analytic method ('''3l1s for focus on the "com­
plete system of relationships which oonS[irutcs the tnle principle of the 
specific strenbrth and form of the effects registered in any particular correla­
tion" (19843:102-3, 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. l ie :Iffinns the relative 
importance of the different fOl'lllS of capital, but only in structured combi­
nations-never as individu:11 variables, Furthermore, he offers no demon­
stration of how much better his preferred statistical model fits the dat:1 th;1n 
;lIly others. 

I f classes arc sets of individuals who sh:lre similar objenive oppol'tuni­
tics and subjective dispositions, how arc they to be represented empirically? 
Is not one recurrent research finding that individuals equal in education nnd 
occllp,ltion often di ffer considerably in .ntitudes and bell,lVior? Bourdieu 
(1984a: 106) acknowledges this difficulty, bur I)laccs much of the blame for 
it on prevailing methods employed in sociolob'Y: 

Social elass is nOl {Ienned hy a property . . .  nor by a collection of properties (of 
scx, age, social origins, ethnic orib>in . . .  income, educational lc\'eI etc.), nor t.'Ven 
by � chain of properties strung out from a fundament�l prollCrty (posicion in the 
relations of pro<luctiun) in ;) relation of t.'lIIlSC and efft."t'1 . . .  but by the structure 
of relations bcl\\t.'CIl ;ll1 lhe l'lCrtinem proJlCrtics which gh·cs its specific value to 
each of dIem ;lnd to the efft'Ct .. they exert un pl'3ctit'CS. 

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

the work of eon�trtlction and nhserv3tion , , , to isolate (relatively) homogeneous 
sets of i ndi\'idU:lls ch:1r:1ctcrizetl lIY sets of properties thal arc sbuiSlkally and "socio­
logic�l1y" interrelated. (BolirtliClI 1 984a::59) 

Class analysis involves the "work of construction" in an effort to assemble 
twO total systems of factors: the conditions of external existence and their 
correspondil1f,( displJsitions. Hourdieu generally relies on data about the rc­
SO\l['(;es, 'Il't ivil ic" :IIItI :1 I1 it mles of memhers of <lifferent occupations, But 
he ;11,1 1 Clllpll."I/I" "'l'l'Illhi:U,}' propcrlic�" im'luditl� I)I:I(-'e of rc.:;idcll{'e, 

g:clltler, ,\1111  ,Iltt'. 
Fur H""ldlnl, 1 I,t' ld"It" ",,'I,ll d,,,, I' ,11\\.11' ,I '\'''I\,tflll,tl'd 1'1,,,,," 
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forged from imaginative combinations of statistical evidence and cthno­
graphic description-frequently supplemented with interviews, photo­
graphs, and extracts from advertisements and the popular press. Bour­
dieu's "work of construction" rescmbles what Brubaker (1985:768) calls a 
"Vlebcro-Proustian mcthod": it n..'Scmbles an ideal-type of capital configu­
rations that is gamered with observed subtleties in manner and style that 
individuals employ to mark social rank. Distinction illustrates best how 
Bourdieu employs this method. There he offers a portrait of the class struc­
ture of contctlllx>rary France that distinguishes classes in terms of differ­
ences in economic and cululral capital, habitus, and lifestyle. It is to th:1t 
description thai we now turn. 

Tbe F1'CIIcb Social-Class Strllrtm'c 

Uourdieu thinks of social cl:tsscs :IS struculred configllr,ltions of the various 
forms of capit,11 that define a field. 'rhe field of social elasses, as described 
in ch;lpter 6, fif,>"1.1re " is structured by amounts and types of c;\pital, "under­
stood as the set of aetll3lly usahle resources and power" (Bounlicu 1984a: 
1 14). The must illllX>rt:lI][ are economic C!1pital and culrural capita1.M In 
order to construct the most homogeneous groupings of individuals in 
terms of their fundamcnr.li t:Onditions of e,'(istencc, he conStructs a three­
dimensional social space, The three fundamcntal dimensions of this space 
are: total volume of capital, composition of capital, and social trajectory.21 

Using this framework, Bourdieu outlines in Disti"ction his "iew of the class 
structure in COIllCI11I)O .... .lry France. 

Differences in the va/mill' of total capital demarcate interclass divisions. 
l.1l lhe case of France, differences in total volume of capital define an overall 
thrce-lier stratifiotion structure that includes a dOlllinant class, a middle 
class, and a working elass,l� The substantial lx>ssession of almost every kind 
of c;lpital sets apart the dominant dass-the focus of most of Bourdieu's 
work-from all other groups in the stratification order. I t1 terms of occupa-

16. SOliletimes lIourdicu (1 !/86a) joins �s<><;ial l-:lp;I:lI� 10 <:collumic and cuhur:al capilal as 
une of 'he tbru main rorms of capilul. Social t."":Ipit:l1 is a �l"":ll)it.ll of soci�1 conneclions, honour­
ability �"d rcsl'l"<:tJhility� Ihal l"1ln be convtrltd into l"<:oooll1ic, politiC;lI, lind social advantages 
(Bourdieu 19843: 111), Ne\'enhc1ess, it is economic capital and cultur:al ("":Illit:ll thaI form Ihe 
basis .)f Bourdicu's model of the class structure in modern Francc. 

17. The most concise Sllltements of (his oonceptuali7�lti"n nrc t" I ... · (',,111,1 III 1I""l"<liell 
1?843" 14-31 alld 1985e'713-14-

28, BourJicl! (1g84a:HS-46) USt'S illlerchall!-'I;,lhl} IIIl" ,'1.lnl�' IHIlUllt,I"I[) III �I"!\II')!�I!I 
sie� !o dC5ign�!e Ihe \lumin'UlI \"b ... � alld -l":lil� 1"""'1[('''",1<'- I" ,I, " fI'M"· 11,,· ,,,,,I,ll,, ..1.1" 
I lc �Is<' "'ill <l'e�k .,r the ,)"111111.1111. 111,,1.11,', .",,1 "",l."" , I,,,w\ n, tl" 1'1 ... ,I ,", ",·11 .1' III 
11ll" ""gtll.1r ,1" 1"'11,111111 tll""1 " I  ... ,h\·r hI' " "h,·, I" "" 'I'h.,,," "'" , ,,' "n,", I.,,, " t"" ,,", 
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tiona l  categories, Bourdieu's (1984a; 11.8, 1989C:379-83) dominant class in­
cludes the liberal professions, university tcachers. senior state officials, big­
business owners and executives, and artists and writers, At the opposite end 
of the interclass spectrum stands the working class, which holds very little 
capital . Bourdicu includes within the working class the sevcral types and 
skill-levels of manual laborers, whether in modern industry or agriculrure. 

Between mese two extremes lie the broad middle class, with modest 
amounts of capit'JI acculllul:Jtion,2'I 

Differences in the compositioll of capital holdings delimit several ;/1-
n'lIclass fractions, The dominant class is internally differentiated by unequal 
distributions of economic l.'3piml and cui rural capita1.)O At one extremc 
stand those occupations, such as writers, artists, and university professors, 
rich in cultural capital hut less wel1 endowed in economic capit:ll. At the 
opposite extreme, stand big-business owners and financiers whose eco­
nomic wealth is not tHatched by their cultural capital. I n  betwcen one finds 
the liberal professions and senior managers in the private and public sectors 
who tend to have :l morc bal:lIIccd composition of cl."Ollomic and cu ltural 
c:lpital .!I These three dominant class fractions struggle for access to valued 
resources and positions of power, and over definitions of cultural legitimacy 
in the adv.lnced industrialized sociedes,Jl They are the principal contenders 
in the field of power. 

19. Though llourd,eu docs not try 10 delimit class ],oun(bries in his own work, i l  is de�r 
from his lise of OC("UIl:lliollal o!egorics Ih�1 he d0C5 nOl st!C, as docs. for CJ:all1ple, AI1in TOII­
r:aine (1973). the emergence of 1 new and ClII)31l<1t.'d ,,·orking d:lSS that would include � brOlld 
.. mge orlo"·er-le\"cl while-collar 1>05il;IIII$. 1I0tlTllicu's �n:llyses �how thaI the Ir:adil;onal divi­
sion hClween blue- nnd Wlllle-(:olbr workers remains 11\ force XTO!iS a b .. G:ld I1lnge of lifCSl)Ie 
i1l<J�lors, 

.30, Sourdieu's mOSI l ...... nprehens"·e stalement of Ihis conccIXmli7..:1tion of Ihe dominant 
class is 10 be found in f),stinrtion (1 14-15), hUI all early ualcmen! identifying Ihc unell1l11 
distribu"ons of l'(:onol1\ic Clp;{"al and cuhur:al ClIllltIIl as the principal source of SIr:alifiClition 
within the dominant class is 1<) he found III �Culturnl Reproduction and Social Reproduction" 
(Bourdicu 1973a). 

31. Bourdieu's COnCel)tuali1.3tion or inlrJdass gmupmb'S in lenllS of the composition of 
their differem t)'l)eS of l":lllltal has a cel"fllm �ffimty wilh Lcnski's (195:, '954) anal�"Sis of status 
discrq)mcics. Ikllh C"JII allenl;on to Ihe multidimensional dml"1lt""lcr of sTT3!ifiClilion and Ihe 
discrc!)ancics in :1IIio,dl"S and hchavior Ihal C"Jn be c�\Iscd hy Ihe different lyp.!S of l":lpital. 
llourdieu and Lenski differ, howe"cr, ill their <:hoicl'S of melhodology employed 10 demon­
strate discrepancies in V:llued resources. Rcfk"<:ling his 3ntiposilivist position and his desire 

to highlight subtle inlrac1ass social dh'isions, Bourdieu (1984a'571) refuses 10 use a composite 
index as 3 I,mX)' fur social class. 

31. TIl<" i,k. " r  Ihe d,,,,,in:"'1 class divided 2pillSl it5clf did not of oou� originate ",ilh 
lIourdieu. ,\, ,\ I.",,,h.·,,,, ("1,6: 1 0;6) put il Jlrl":ldy in '9.36, "Ihe modem oouTg<!Oisie h�d from 
'he hq::1I1I1t11}t II 1\.,,1,,1.1 "" ,.11 roWlI Oil ,he UII\' h:lllll lhe uWllers of t":.lllll";ll, nil the other 
,I""" "'.]''I.]u.,I, "I,,, ... ""h " '1",.11 """"'1.·,1 111 Iheir <'''ucl\i,�'. 11 "�,, nnnnum therefOr<' 
.. ' 'I", .• l "�I ,I,.. 1" " 1" " "  ,I .,,,1 ,·,It .. Jh',1 , 1.'''' Ih,' ,·,It" .I,,"" " 1 ,''''''111 hem}!. I,,"'<"',·r, h)' "" 
""'J"� ,01,·"1"11,,.,11\ 111 'I"" "" ", \\111. th" I" "I" " H  " " ""'): " 1.·,,,,'m � 
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Bourdieu (1984a:12z-13,  339-41) finds the same "chiastic StrUCture" 
III cultural and economic capital distribution within the middle class. It 
opposes, for example, primary school teachers to small-business employers 
(e.g., shopkeepers and craftsmen) since the former arc relatively richer in 
cuhural capital whereas the bner hold relatively more economic eapital.H 
Junior executives, technicians, deritll personnel, and parall1edicals, media 
personnel, and health and social service occupations hold intermediate po­
sitions between these tWO exrremes. Bourdieu (1 984a:354-71) devotes par­
ticular attention ro these intermediate, or "semi-bourgeois," positions, 
which he labels the "new l>erite bourgeoisie. ,,)� Bourdieu characterizes these 
new positions ;IS being ellitural-tlpi�ll-intensive yet relatively unreguhned 
or staml:irdized, and speciali;r..cd in the production of symbolic goods and 
services. They permit the maximum of "cultural pretension" since they do 
not represent types of knowledge with well-established standanls through 
professionaiiz:llion and formal education. They h:lVe become Ihe "new 
taste-makers" of the "art of consuming, spen(ting .mel enjoying." 'fhey in­
elude 

all the occupations involving IlrCSentalion :lnd rcpresent:ltion (�alcs, m:lrketing, :Id­

vertising, puhlic rclations, fa.shion, uc(.ur.ltion . . .  in :111 the institutions providing 
symoolic goods and �crvic(.;S. These include the various johs in mcdiC"JI :lnd sucial 
assist"Jllce (marriage gtli{bncc, �ex ther:.lpy, dietetics, \"(x."':Ition�1 guid:tIK'C!, pacdiatric 
advice) . . .  :md in cultural production and org:ltli1.ation (ynuth leaders, play leaders, 
tutors 3ml monitors, rndio and TV producers and presenters, mab�7.inc journalislS), 
which ha\·c cxp�ndC(1 consillcrnbly in rCCCflt years. (Bourdicu 19!1p:359) 

Thcy have cmcrged in recent years with the growth of the service and 
communication SCCl'Ors in the IcchnologiC311y advanced societies. They arc 
symptomatic of the new mode of domination through symbolic violence, 
the imposition of dominant-class culture 011 subordinatc groups. 

[n France, Bourdicu (357) finds thanhe new petite bourgeoisie recruits 
from two different social origins: ( I )  educated individuals from working­
class origins who do not accumulate the most prestigious educational cre­
demhils and who arc unable to convert their credential capital into well­
establisIH:d, prestigious positions; and (2) individuals of dominant-class 
ol"igins who also (10 not obtain prestigious educational credentials but who 
arc able to avoid downward mobility by converting their inherirc([ culnlral 

H. At �n I:\"en 1II0re diSlggrcgated b·d of analpi.�. thc '.1I1Ie ,hff,·n·uII.uIIlJ-l I'J"Ulllpl,· d., 
l
inb'llishcs art �"d crJ(IS rCll,lcr; rmm h'''hl� ,,( "Iha lu!!l, "I 'llIJll l" "lI"·"'·' 

14- H""nli�" (1 �o. I � \) ,,�, the bl .. ·I, ,,( -m'" I�'''''J-I'·' '''''·" "",] " ", " I" "I!. 1�'I" ,W""II"" 
1I\1,<n·h:"'�I·"I,ly '" ,I'''''�''.'h· ",..I, -.... ,," IM'lIIW·""- I.'''''''''o 
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capital as well as social and economic capital into the symbolic goods and 
services that arc easily marketable. 

These new occupations offer dominant-class individuals without much 
education "an honourable refuge to avoid social (ledine" (3)8). Since these 
semi-bourgeois positions become a common ground for different class re­
cruits (1 50), cl:1SS conflict clkes 011 the forlll of a coml)Ctitive struggle for 
distinction and emulation that is based on perceptions of the social worth 
of different kinds of lifestyles." 

The lowest volume of total capital assers describes the working class. 
Bourdieu defines the working class by its relative lack of economic and 
cullUral capital, compared to the dominant and mitldle classes. In particular, 
he suggests that the Significantly greater economic constrainrs facing the 
working class limit its range of cultural capital accumulation. Relative 
differences in economic and cultural C:lpiml can be found :lIllong such 
working-class occupations as skillc(l, selni-skilled, or unskilled manual 
workers and 6nn labors ( 1 14). But IJourdieu has devOlcd littlc ancntion 
to an;llyzing imraclass differences within the working class. The focus of 
his work is on the dominant classes. 

Bourdicu's focus on configurations of various forms of capital stimu­

lates reconsideration of the significance of occupational categories, which 

arc frequently used in social science as measures of social class. Bourdieu 
is sharply critical of using occupational categories in this way, arguing that 
they are "bureaucratic" rather than "scientific" categories, and therefore 
tend in fact to represent <Illite soci:llIy heterogeneous groupings. But since 
they arc readily available measures, Bourdicu himself employs occupational 
titles as the principal indicalOr of positionality within his three-dimensional 
space. I-Ie conceptually deconstrucrs thcm, however, in terms of the under­
lying volume and L"Ompositioll of capital they represenl. This provides a 
more disaggreg:ned and multidimensional view of actors siruated in multi­
ple social hierarchies than is found in mainstream staltls-at"tlinmellf re­
search. 

Unfortunately, the interpretative power of his approach is not matched 
by the degree of empirical precision that Illany sociologisrs would desire. 
Social capital in p:trtieular is seldom measured . Thus Hourdieu's work 
poillrs to the urgent need to collect data on the v:lricty of valued resources 
that constinlte class position, to interpret existing data categories such as 
occupation in :1 structural rather than empiricist manner, and to present 

I�. 11"" ... 1,,·,,\ I� " I"I\.,I .. I II ... I"'" I"'"Y hClur)("'''';� .1,(1"., .... ';)::lIil;"",1I)" ("'''' n ... ·ctll 
lin·nd, .\ 1.'1""" ,II. ,,''''''111 ""1"],, •. I ".,101.· •• . " .. 1 \1.,1,·"".,·, 1'171. 1'",,1.""1.1' " 177) ill Ih.1I 1,,· 
'II.·' ... ·' Ih.· ... .  , . .1. , "h", d. ",,1 ,,1. "I.�r" .,1 .1" ... ·,1], "t tI,,, "",1.11,· u,,'�.· '" ,1 ... d.,,, " nil "".,' 
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data in a format that will more adcqu:uely communicatc the complex, oppo­
sitional, and tentative character of cI�ISS relations. 

The third dimension in Bourdieu's model refers to how the volume 
and composition of capital for groups and individuals change over time.l� 
Changes in capital volume and composition determinc the collective future 
of the group. Bourdieu argues thin the social trajectory of a class dccisively 
shapes the attitudes and pr:lctices of its members. The social mobility 
ch:mces for a group are another il111}()rtant kiml of objective Structurc that 
is internalizcd in h:lbitus.11 

BourdiCLI ( 1984�1 : 123) speaks of three possible social trujecmrics: up­
ward mobility, downward mobility, or stab'1lation. Movement upw:m1 or 
downward will tend to give respectively optimistic or pessimistic views re­
brarding one's future chances. lNhelher a class is rising or declining numeri­
cally will shape its outlook tow:lrd the future. Bourdicli finds that the pessi­
mism of French shopkeepers and f;lnners reflects thcir decline :1s a class, 
whereas the rising numbers of Lechnici:ms account. .. for their relatively 
greater degree of optimism. 1-l:1bi1US reflects fuirly distinctly the three dif­
ferent kinds of 1Il0vel1lenr: growth, declinc, or St:atus quo. 

Compared with mainstream st:atus-atrainmcnt research in sociolob,)" 
Bourdieu's multidimensional class an;llysis provide. .. a morc comprehensive 
structural reading of social position in the srJ""atific;ltion order. Location in 
social space, he argucs, cannot be atle{l uatc1y c:1prured by slich uni{limcn­
sional measures as fmher's occupational prestige or family income. Hc calls 
for looking al a broader range of SOCi:ll b�lckground fuctors that likely shape 
individu:al attitudes and behavior. The concept of cultural capiral, in panic­
ular, tailS dimensions of unequal ad\'anrage not fully appreci:ated by mca­
sures of parentill income, occupation, and education. Vie :1re :already begin­
ning ro sec a growing body of swdics inspired hy BOllrdieu's concept thin 
provide new insights into the cui rural COIIII}()t1CntS of SOCi:ll inequality (c.g., 
DiM:aggio and Mohr 1984, Lareau 1989). 

The threc dimensions of stratification-volume and COm1}()sition of 
the fonns of C:lpit;ll and soci:al trajectory-provide the general framework 
for Bourdicu's :analysis of class StruCtures in contemporary societies. I-Ie 
arb,'lIes that individu:als who share simihlr positions on all three dimensions 
also share similar conditions of existence or class condition. VVhere they 

36. This dimension is first identifioo in Bourdieu·s cI)M �rlCdr -CucHlnc .. n .1.: t"la'<.'oC ct 
position de dasse," but does not rl"U'i,'1: cbb()r.n;un nne;[ h" "'N JrUI f.· - ',,·,ur ,I,· .·Ia�"".­
The MnNpt is US('d thmu¢Wut his �1I1�lllIcnt wnrl, [urllml.n II III 111\ ,uuh "\, III f'lIIlI/fIIUlI. 

of cbss-hase.l lifl""l}"k. �,,,l l�" hlllll['I! .. n [,,,uern, 

17. For H"nnlit-n. ;n,hi.lu"I Ir;,i.:rl"n.·, "r,· " llt,'r' ,I,·,,, ,11", II .. ,,, II" ,,,II ... It,,· ",'1.·,·1', 
,.".� " I  1"1.,,, (11,,,,r,,,,",, " }II.,,,·. , I). 
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do, one can anticipale observing corrcsponding similarities in all forms of 
cultural :and social pr:lctices. Whcre they do not, incongruities in practiccs 
will occur. We will sce in the next section how BOllrdieu identifies impor­
rant intraclass differences where similarity in volume but differences in 
composition of capital occur or where similari!), in both volume and com­
position arc clouded by differences in social trajectory. 

Class, Habitlls, (Illd T(lstc.f 

Of particular interest to sociologists is how Bourdicu imegrates his concep-
111;11ization of social spacc with his L"Oncepts of habitus :and field to explain 
aesthetic preferences, L"OnSUIner behavior, and lifestyles. 1 1e argues th:n the 
cl:ass structure of society, as defined by the three dimcnsions of social spacc, 
becomes imern:alized in distinct class habitus. E."lch habitus embodies both 
the lII:aterial conditions of existcncc of thc class and thc symbolic differcnti­
:nions (c.g., high/low, rich/poor) that categorizc and rank its relation to 
other classes. 1 ndi\'idu� Is thcn cntcr the variolls fields of taste with disposi­
tions that predispose them to make lifestyle choices char:tcteristie of their 
cla!t"S habitus. Lifcstyles arc practical expressions of the symbolic dimension 
of class relations. 

H;l\'ing constnlC{ed rhc thrce-dimcnsional soci:11 space in which he 
conceptualizes soeial-cl;lss relations, Bourdieu (1984a:208) fhen argues th:n 
the patterns of cultural consumption and lifestyle distribute along similar 
sets of axes dcmonstr:tting that there is :a "structural homology" benvecn 
the field of social classes and thc space of lifestyles. By "Hrucrural homol-
01,,)," Bourdieu thinks of this relationship between class :and lifestyles less 
in tenus of "correspondencc" betwecn specific classes and particul�r con� 
sume .. traits th:lIl in terms of "structures of oppositlOIl." Rather than posit 
that partieu!:l!" consumer products or practices correspond to intrinsic 
ch:ar.lctcrisrics of specific classes, Bourdicll offers his structural and rcla­
tional approach to the class/culture nexus. It matters littlc whethcr pro­
fessionals prefcr tennis, hockcy, rugby, boxing, or cricket. \%:at matters is 
that their prcferences express systematic opposition to those of other 
classes. Thus, whether in sporl. .. , interior decorating, clothing, food, or Ici­
sure, one should be :able LO find systcmatic oppositions diffcrenti:ating lhe 
various classes. His dcmonstration is designed to :lrgue against three alter­
native views: postmodern cultural Ruidity, income explanation, and con­
scious sr'llll�-"l.'l.'kill!!. 

By "" 'I.'"illj.-t 111\' l'"nIlCl'l il)tl hctwcen lifc.,;tylc distincrions ancl soci:11 
.. trlll·tll!"l.'. 1111I11.I'l·11 "',11111 .. . 11 '.11"1 rnUll 1111'�1 114'�I" I'lIlIlc!"Il I." )IISII!llCr-l.'lllllIre 
I lll·I ,ri .. , .. d\lIlllll1/\ 111\11 " 1 1 ,"111' 1"I1:1I1).:illf.:" ]11"1"lll("lilll), I 1l;1l"kl"lin).:. :lllIl t·l,u 

I, 
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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 
Baudrilbrd (1988a, 1988b) to argue that the current i nAation o f  lifestyle 
tastes stems from ,I structured social space where particular classes and class 
fractions compete to impose their own particular tastes as legitimate, Bour­
diell emphasiz.es that socinl classes di ffcrenti:ltC themselves across a broa(1 
and ch:mging array of consumer pnlctices, 

[I' BourdiCll sees a de;lr connection between class and Ill;lny consumer 
practices, he also sees his :lpproach as distinct from :111 il1l;ome cxpbnation, 
"Vhile he :lcknowlcdges th:lt much consumer beh;lvior is ;lssocifltcd with 
level of income, Bourdicu insists thnt this ;]s5ociation is 11m/iI/fed by the 
dispositions of hahitus, 'w lie argues that "income tends to be credited with 
.1 c;lusal cflicacy which it in (;IC[ only exert. .. in association with the hahitus 
it h:ls produced" ([984a:375), The primacy of habitus rathel' than sheer 
number of dollars in shaping consulller choice "is clearly seen when the 
same income is associated with very different p,ltterns of conslIlllption,"W 
Or, it can bc seell 

whenel'er a cll�nge in sot:ial position pUIS the hahitus into new e(>[Hlirions, so that 

ilS spct:ifit: efliC:lcy can he isolated, il is t�lsle-lhc taste of nect:ssity or the r:lstc 1)( 
luxury-and not high or loll' inco!11e II'hieh collllllands the pr:lcliet.'S objectively 
adjustc(1 m these resources, ([ 75) 

He thus sharply criticizes supply-dem;]nd models of conSUlller beh:lVior 
that limit exptmation of consumer choice to one of purchasing power, 
Bourdieu contends that actors choose products for reasons of taste rather 
than becausc of c;]rcful cost-benefit analysis, "The re;]l principle of prefer­
ences is taste, a virtue made of necessi�" ( ' 77), And t:lste stems from the 
deeply rooted cxpectations th:lt individu'lls imcrnalize frolll their experi­
ences of ahundance or scarcity in the soci:11 world, 

Bourdieu ;1150 rcjecL'> the i(le:1 that consumer pr:lCtices stem from a con­
scious strategy of stanis-seeking it b Veblen ( ]  979)' I f consumer practices 
:Ire socially differenti:lted in w,lys that arc homologous to social-class dis­
tinctions, this nexus emerges through habitus rather th;]n through con­
scious calculation, Bourdieu (1984a: I 72-73) stresses th;]t 

38, Here we sec the recurring theme in lIounlieu\ "",r� ,of, I", mlilmil mr.t"'III"' lJfi,mrl/"''S, 
Though a materialist, Bour�ieu is sharpl}' lTilil�ll ,l lTlI,k ":\" '11' '1111'11' ,I< ," 'UIII, " I  I,ra\'[ in'" 
including conSUl1lcr hehaviur, 

J,)' U'lf<>rl<IIl:lIdy, h" d",', 1" ,1 a.l"'I",,"'I)' 1>." k "I' ,I", , I."", " " I ,  , . .  ,,, "" "'It " "'I'<lw,,1 
�"I'I�,n h',,,,, ,,,,I,,,r 10" 'III" rl',,'aro'" " ,' ,1.,01 " I  ,,,I,, , ,  
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:Ill [hc practices :lnd products of a given agent :Ire objectively h:lTlnonized :lnlong 
thcmselves, without' any deliberate pursuit o( coherence, :llld objectively orches­
tr:ltcd, without any conscious ooncert:ltion, with those of all memhers of the same 
el:I�S, 

Thus, Bourdicu rejects class-based r.ltional-aetor modes of individual be­
havior. 

We next turn to exnmples of how he sees class habitus intersecting 
with p.lrticulnr lifestyle fields to generate class-based consumer practices 
in France, 

Bourdieu ( 1 76) theorize..<; differences in volume ;lnd composition of 
c:lpital :IS the two fund:lInental organizing principles thnt link cultural con­
sumption :lIld lifestyle to social-class conditions,oIO These differences in class 
condition generate distinct :Ind Illutually differenti�ting class habitus that 
in turn produce lifestyle distinctions,�[ They diffcrentinte a dominant-class 
hahitus of distinction from a working-class h;lbitus of necessity, Differences 
in tot;]l volul1lc of Glpit:11 distinguish as rare ;]nd therefore morc desirable 
those pr.lcriccs that presuppose considerable economic .111£1 cultural c;]pital 
from those common vulgar practices that 3re read ily .1V.lilnble to individuals 
with little capital. Actors with abutl(lnnt Glpital enjoy considerable freedom 
from the practical constraints ;lIld temporal urgencies imposed by material 
se,lrcities and the consequent necessities of carning :1 livelihood, Those with 
meager capital find little respite from the practical demands of making ;] 
living, This relative "dismnce from necessity" produces different class hahi­
tus, which in turn generate distinct sets of t:lstes,�� Since h;lbihls produces 

40, Though in /)i5tillff;oll (, (4) Bounliell dcfines the thrl'C St"" titk�1{iun dimensions of \�}I­
UnlC of •. :3 I,irnl, CtJmpu�itj()n of ��,pital, and sud:l1 (n,jcctory. he dr:Jws unevenly ul>on them 
in his anal)'sis of hen..:h cbss stTucn<re ami ":ol\�u,,,cr jlr:lctices, If  differences in I<Hal \'olume 
of capiml delineate the three prindjlal classes (dominant, middle, and working), differences 
in COnlposiTion and their changes over time arc found only in the dmninant and middle cbsscs, 
Indeed, at ollC I>oint in his .malysis Bm'f<lieu (171)  negk ... ·TS the third dimension allOgether 
and reduces in summary fornl his own an:ll}'liis to [he first t\\'o dime",;ion�, Ilis (339-65) 
e�p]oT:ltioo of the dimension of dlange in G1 I'ital llU\ding'S o\'cr time is mOST developed ill 
the C.lSC of thc subtle differelll'cs in lifestyle :unong the various ff:letions ('()nstitlilillg the mid­
dle class, 

41.  Bourdieu (17�) writes that "life-styles arc thus the �1'stcmatic prodUCTS of hahiws, 
which, percei"ed in their mutual rdations through the schenK'S of the h:lt.iIUS, oc'Co111e sign 
sySlems ,hat are socially qualified (as 'distinguished', '\'ulg:Jr' etc).� 

.p . Here Ilolirdicil (5-+) dr:.lw$ a closc connection between cu]tur:J1 jlr:Jctices and economic 
ne('essities, l ie presul'lKoscs lh:lI economic necessities must first be met before culturnl acUl'i­
,ie� l"111 "l'l'ur, 3' 1e:"1 :I' 'hey "re delined hy legitimate domin31l1 culture. His argument here 
i� l'ill1,i,!('IU \\ nh 1,, 1\\ lit' d" IMII�'[C' � m'l\eri:tlist Ulltkn.t3IH[ing of '!':lnIS �nd subjective disl)()­
,it i" " "  I', "n,\ 1'1\ ,,,I, 'l'I" �l',I )th'"I" :'1',' n" ,rr likd}, 1" j!Cllel:.le �':nus distilll'li'>Il�, ,\11<1 disl'O­
,,' ",'" "" , '\'1<)1" ,,,1,,,, ,I '" II ... 1,,,( ,,,uk,;,, I'r ,1<1' ," "  "",,,,il' I"I,'" " f  IIIl' "M""] r" rn',ll" '" 

'" 'I''''''''''''' 1110""01,, <I " I ' "  lid 
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pranices adjusted to the regularities of the conditions of existence, taste 
becomes 

a pnctil.:al m:lslcry of distributions which makes it possible to sense or intuit what 
is likely (or unlikely) to hefall-:md therefore to befit-an individu,11 occupying a 
given position in social sp3ce. It functions as 3 sort of social orientation, a " sense 
of onc's place," �Iiding the OCt:Up:Ults of a given pbcc in socbl space tow:mls the 
social positions adjusted to their properties, :lnd towards the pnctices or goods 
which befit the OCCUI):utts of thal position. It implies:1 pr:.1C[iL�11 :mticip:ltion of what 
the so(;i:11 me;Jning and value of the chosen pr:lctire or thing will prohahly be, given 
their distrihution in social SJlace and the pr.lctiL�11 knowledge the other :Igents h:lvc 
of the wrrespondence between goods :Inti groups. (Bnllrdiell J9K4a:4oo-(7) 

Through the working of h:lhiws, taste 

U".lJlst<:IfIIIS necessitic.'i into str:.llegics, t"()nStrainL� into pn;(erences, :lnd, widlOut any 

mechanical determination, it gener.J(c." die set of �ehoiccs" constituting life-styles. 
I t  is a vinue made of necc.�sity which continuously tr.lIlsforms necc.<;sity inro 

virtue hy inducing "choices" which (;orrcspond to the condition of which it is the 
product. (BcllJrdiell 198401: 1 7,) 

As the distance from economic nccessitit:s grows, 

life-style increasingly beC()lllc.� the produet of whar \Veher tails � "stylization of 
life," a sYSfcmatic cOJllminnent which orients :lllcl org:mi�.es me most diverse prac­
rices-the choit"t.: of a vint:I!,'C or a ch(:{!se or the dcc!lr:nion of:l holiday home in 
the country. (55-56) 

Differences in basic conditions of existence produce, therefore, a "basic 
opposition betwecn the l'J.stes of luxury and the tastes of necessity," between 
actors whose economic circulllstances permit the pursuit of status distinc­

tions and those who C:1I1 afford no such luxury ( 1 83). This opposition pits 
members of the dominant classes 'lg:linst those of the working class (indus­
trial laborers and peasants). It generntes 1:\','0 corresponding and opposing 
types of class habitus: the taste for freedom and taste for necessity. 

TASTE FOR FREEDO;\! 
Since the dominant class possesses a high volume "I' {,:l l' iLl !. it de\'dop.� 
a "t.aste of freedom" from the lllUIHhHle l1l:l1cr"i:t! Ht'l'l'�"d('� .lIId 1 '1':1l'l icll 
urgcncies of cveryd:l), life. This ".�cme uf di,tilll'U"II" I� ' 1.,1t.li h·I I/.I·d hy 
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an "aesthetic disposition" in its "distant, detached o r  casual disposition to­
wards the world of other people" (Bourdieu I 984a:376)Y It 

proposes thc ("OlIlbination of case and asceticism, i.e., self-imposed austerity, rc­
str;Jint, r{!scrve, which arc :lffirmed in thn absolute manifestation of  excellence, re­
!:lxntioll in tension. ( I  76)� 

Though this aesthetic disposition finds its fullest expression in thc field of 
;lrt, 

therc is no �re:J of practice ill which the aim of purifying, refinillg �1l(1 suhlilll:lting 
primary nec{ls :J1Il1 impuls� cannot �ssert itsclf, no afca in which the styli��ltion of 
life, that is, the primac)' of forms over function, of lIl:mnef over mattcr, (iocs not 
produce the S:IIllC cffecL�. (Bourdicu 19ij4a:,) 

Thus, the dominant cbss's freedom from material constraints permits it to 
stylize :lI1d formalize natur:ll functions in order to invest them with a sense 
of distinction. In art, the aesthetic disposition elevates form over the COI1-
rent of a work. Abstract or6r:1niz:ltion, which must be decoded intellectually, 
l";lther th:111 the representative image, which call be appreciated by the un­
initialed eye, becomes the mark of artistic sensibil ity. Similarly, dominant­

class t:lste in clothing stresses form and style rather than simply covering the 
bod)' to make it comrortable. In eating, the mundane function or satisfying 
hunger is formalized into :1 ceremon ial ritual governed by rules of etiquette 
and sociability. Even care orthe body becomes stylized in elaborated forms 
of :lttention gwen to its strength, health :11Id bC:Hlty. 

CIIOICE OF NECESSITY 
The dominant-class taste for freedom is defined in opposition to rhe 
working-class taSte for necessity. Holding little capital, industrial laborers 
and rural peasantS must confront directly :1I1d 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-

�l For Bourdieu (54), the structural precondition for the de"dopmcnt of the acslhetic 
disposition i� a da�-.; condilion "characterized by the suspension and remo\-al of e('OlImnic 

nC('essily and lor "hk<'li,'c :md �uhjl'Clive distance from practical urgcncics.� 
�+ (;"tTm,,,, ( " I�I>· � , )  II<,illl� h' Ihe (lU:,lily of "rcstraint� as � fonn of cultiv-.ilion used 

'0 �)'mlH,lil.c d.,,, ,1.11"'. S",,·,· .• ,l" l'os;li"n .. f di�(';I'I;nc rC'I�';rcs Time fur dcveiul>mcnt, it 
f"m·I;."" .J' :l '"('nIt" 1'111-\ " ,,', 1 " ! !!"fI''" t;,r Ih,,-,,, " I", " i,h ", "SUfi' iltis f"fIIl "f ""-'ial distinc­
t"", Ihr""tlh 'I"" � ... 'I'''''II''U 
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mal over the formal, the sensual over the intellecmal. Thus, workers eat 
beans not because they cannOt afford anything else but "because they have 
a t:1ste for what they are anyway condemncd to" (Bourdieu 1984a: 1 78). 
"rheir choice of less expensive foods is explained by the reasoning that these 
foods are more substantial and filling, 

It is noteworthy that Bourdicu vicws his argument here as (Iuile differ­
ent from that of economic determinism, I-Ie argues that the experience of 
material constraints is transformed into a distinct hahitus,�5 \·Vorking-cl:lss 
consumer behavior is 1I0r directly determined by sheer m:lterial scarciry, 
If income directly deterrnined consumer choice, then onc woul(1 cxpect 
significant increases in income, such as winning the lottclY or career mobil­
iry into small business, to transform radically the consulller practices of 
workers, Th,lt it docs not, Bourelieu argues, justifies his argument, He sug­
gcsts that 

having a million does not in itself m:lke one ahle to li\'e like a lllillinnain::; :lI1d 
parvenus generally take a long lime to learn that what they sce as culpahle prodi­
g:llity is, in their new condition, cxpenditure of h,lSic necessity. (Bourdicu 19!tP: 

374) 

Moreover, 

the spccifie effect of the taste for necessity, which never ceases to ael', ' , , is most 
dearly scen when it is, in a sense, operating out of phase, h�ving survived the disap­
pear,mec of the cOl\{litions �'hieh produced it. 

The COntrast between the dominant-class taste of frcedom and the 
working-class taste of necessiry is conccpt'llalizcd relatiollally by Bourdieu. 
These lastes are not simply renections of two distinct sets of conditions of 
existence, R;lther, 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), Hourdicll (56) contends that 

the [,Istes of frecdom can only assert themselves as such in relation to the tastes or 
necessity, which arc thereby hrought to the level of the aesthetic and so definc,1 as 
vulgar. 

45, Bourdieu's habitus explanation disting\li'hcs hi", fro", ,, .oori<:,y "f '":II<:r;"li" l'"r,p"('· 
tives Oil culture and tJstcs, In �Il jntcn • .-,<;\jl1� ,".lri:lli"l1 I>n dll' m:,!,·n.Ii" t 1 1"',i" 1 ),1I'id 1 1�lk 
(1991) finds l1lateriali�l IIIukq,innin!l' ill ",,,rk"'g 1'1" " 1''''''''''''\<'", I." 1.",d"�'I'" 1',1111111'1:' 
th:lt rcbtc, ",11 I" Il""nhl'"'' �""h"re " f  lIe,"'''"\','' I'Ll, I " �  ,I ... ""',11'-'-""" , ,""'" " l lh,' h,,,,,,· 
�n.1 "l'il=lLl�,d,,",d," 
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Working-class lifestyles thus serve as a negative reference for the dominant 
class, 

Perh�ps their sole function in the system of aesthetic positions is to serve as a foil, 
:1 ncg�tivc refcrence point, in relation to which all jlcsthetics define mClllsell'es, by 
sut'Cessive ncgations. (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 lifestylc as one of ignorance, conformiry, 
or bad choices rather than as one that is adjusted to underlying material 
nccessities,-IIi Here Bourdieu returns to his recurrent criticism of substan­
tialism, In the area of lifestyles, he sees substantialist views as those that 
depict group preferences as natural inclinations, inherent in groups rather 
than stemming from the logic of mutual distinction, 

In contrast, dominant-class lifestyles serve as a "positive" reference for 
the working class; indeed, they exercise symbolic power. The stylization of 
life affirms "power over a dominated necessiry" and hence 

always implics a claim to a legitilllatc superiority over those who, because they can­
not assert the salllC contempt (or contingencies in gratuitous luxuIY and conspicuous 
consumption, rem:lin dominated by ordinary interest and urgencies. (56) 

The relationship between the two class habirus is one of domination, 
Dominant-class tastes are legitimated in that they ;lppear to originate from 
qualities of charisl1l:"l, knowledge, and aptitudc rathcr than from distance 
from necessity, Though working-class individuals h:"lve internalized from 
their limited means of existence ,I taste for necessity, they acknowledge the 
superioriry of dominant-class mstcs for freedom. When asked [Q express 
their opinions about high-brow art forms, working-class individuals re­
spond with "That's not for the likt:s of us" or "I wish I were bctter informcd 
about that" (Bourdieu, Boltanski et al. 1965). Schooling, Bourdieu strcsses, 
plays a ccntral role in inculcating this acknowlc(lgcment of the superioriry 
of dominant-class standards of tastc, 

Class identiry is thus oppositional. The rwo habitus of distinction and 
nccessity arc dialecticllly related, as one finds its identity in contrast to 
thc other, I\Ollt',licll Ihinks of hahitus as renecring not only [he underlying 

01". 11"''''0 1 " , , ,  ( ' 711) , 11.I'W" ,h,L1 ill<' 01"",.11:1111 ria" ,;�\\ "1' ,.,,,,, " ... ",,,,·,,,.,,1) HI" m1<'oll 
"'"",,1)" 1I,L1'",II,/I" II", I""" .,t 'It', """\ ' .. "" II'rn'lI).: II IILI" ,' 11, .. ,,,',,1 ""-Ii, ... ,,,,,. "",pi), 
h\' ,\""" " " "'11 " 1 " ,," .. , " ','"" .," ,11.,1 "" " ,I , .",,"" ,I'"'L',,.H 
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conditions of existence bur also the relative position of an individual and 
group in thc class hierarchy. Dispositions reflect both class conditions and 
the relational r:lnk or position in the class hicrarchy (Bourdicll 1984:1:246). 
Bourdieu's study of culruml practices and lifestyles identifies numerous in­
stances wherc hc finds evidence of this double oPI>osition. For examplc, as 
regards rhe use of language he finds it 

between popular outspokenness and dIe highly censored language of the bourgeois, 
hetween the e:<prcs�ionist pursuit of the piclUrcsllue or the rhetorical effect and the 
choice of rC5traint and Elise simplicity (litotes). ( 1 7() 

The $..1111C opposition 

is found in hody langU:lge: here tHO, agitation and haste, grin',Il"CS ,11Id gl'Sticul.nioll 
,Ire oPllOscll to sll)wncss-�the slow gesturcs, the slow gl ... nee� nf nohility, ,l(;cording' 
to Nie'/.5che-Tf) the restraint ,lIld illlpa�sivity which signify clev;Jlion. ( 1 77) 

Bourdieu treatS thc popul:lr classes as homogeneous in their habitus, 
driven by material necessity, lacking in cultural capital, and hence domi­
natcd by domin:mt culture. Because thcy have no disr:mce from nccc. .. sity 
and no cultural capital, French workers arc exempted from the invidious 
strugglc for distinction. This im:lb'"C of the French working class raises three 
sets of issues that point to difficulties in Bourdicu's work. C:m there be a 
genuine form of working-dass culture OUtSide the pun'iew of dominant 
class culture? Are there iml>ortanr sources of differenti:ltion in conscious­
ness and practices that Bourdieu's working-class habitus docs not reveal? 
And, is the "forced necessity" of working-cbss taste a fully "relational" COIl­
ceptualization, or does it suggest " deeper csscnCe of I he working-class ex­
perience? I will address briefl}' each of these concerns. 

Bourdieu arb'1ICS that all domin;lted groups :lrc insepar.lhly tied to dom­
inant culture. Subordinate groups arc "always subject to the domination of 
the dominant cultural arbitrary" (Bourdieu :lnd Passeron 1977:23). Bour­
dieu claims that there arc no authentic popular class cult11res freed from 
the imprint of dominant culture. Rather, argumcnts for the existence of 
"popular cultlJrcs" :Ire but intellectualized productions that look :IS if thcy 
were genuinc representations of autonomous cultuml forllls. 

Populism is never anrlhing other than an in\·crtc,l l·,h.,,,q·lI! l I,m . . .,,,1 Ii . 1'·" "'11'· 
tions of the industr;:'l w')rkin� ch,,� anti the pe"�.lllll) .,1111" \' ,.1,1 1 1 '  I .U 111..,,· lot.· 
tween miser.lhili�m :HlII l11illcl1:,ri,III n:,it.lli"lI. 1111, 1\ 1>, . ,.,,,, I I ! ! ,  1, .11,· • •  .,t th,· 

rd:1I i, 'II I" ,·Ia" ,., ""Ii, i, III II" hi,·1I 1� p.,n .. I .1 , . '",ph·h ,I. hili' I. '" ,.1 ,11011 " ' II . ) ! ! "  III, 
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:and because it is less easy to state the a(."tual relation to the condition one is describ­
ing (without ne(."C�-arily being able to feel it) than to put one's own relation to it 
into the description. (Bourdieu 1984a:374) 

The problcm occurs because intellecruals confound their own relationship 
of idenrification with or suppOrt for the working class-a relationship es­
tablished by the habitus of choice rather than by the h:lbiUls of necessity­
with thc working-class condition itscJfY Imellectuals who celebrate popu· 
hlr culnlre do not t:lke inm :lCCOlint the diffcrences in hahiUlS between 
thcmscll'CS and the working class. For Bourdieu, the problem of popular 
culture is a problcm of intellectuals. 

Bourdieu sees working-class domination by dominanr culUlrc in the 
following ways: by substiruting cheap goods for lu;(Ury consumer items :md 
by thc lack of cultural capital. l ie obscn'cs that the working-class lifcstyle 
is charactcrized by hoth "the absence of luxury goods, whisky or paintings, 
champagnc or concertS, cruises or art exhibitions, c,l\'iar or antiques" and 
by 

the pn .. "SCnce of numerous cheal' suhstitutes for these r.lre goods, �srarl:ling white 
wine" for ch�ml):lgne, imitation leather for real leather, reproductions for paintings, 
incli!;l"S of 3 di�posscssion :It the seconti 1)()wcr. (386) 

Because they lack the forms of cultural capital that drivc the new modes 
of automation and cOllllllunication in the advanced societies, 

ordinary workers are dominated by the lIl:K:hincs and instruments which they scrve 
rather th:m usc, and by those who l)('sses.. .. the legitimate, i.e., theorecical, means of 
dominating them. (387) 

in cultural practices in particular, Bourdieu (394) sees French working-cbss 
families 3S completely dominated.q He concludes pessimistically that 

there is no re31istic chance of any collective rcsiSl3nce to the cff(.'Ct of imposition 
that would le3d either to the v3lori7.ation of properties stigTIl�ti7.cd by the domin3nt 

47. Bourdicu (HZ) writes that "the lll1rod'liki of 311 time$ and all bnds. by identifying with 
their ohj ..... ·! t" Ihe p"ml (If (·,mfusing their n:brion to the wOf"l.:ing-cbss condition with the 
.. ()rkin!!-,."bs� rdJIl"" '" 'h:lI l�IIHlition . . . present �n �ttOunt "fthe "·orking-dll$ condition 
,ho, is " JII'"'�III) "ul,r .. I..ohko, ,j" • .., it .. nut the I'mtl"..,: "f the rcb,inll to th�t condition 
II hidl " " r.lin.,nl) �"," ,.'lnl ll nh ,hI· nm,lni,..,.� 

.11'1. n"",01I1"" "I",·,,,·, ,1..11 n,·" "' '11t· 1�,I",,·.,1 arc·,u. "I,.. .. ,· " '·Uflfll�� m lhc· lr.Hle-""j"., 
'''''"."".,,' """Ill" I" "' ,.I,. II" . .  ",. I:'·'"'''''' l'run·'I,I,· . .  I ., , ,,,,,,H·,· ... <It,, ... ·," tin· ,,,,rk"'l1 d.,,, 
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taxonomy (the "black is be;\Utiful" str:1.tegy) or to the creation of new, r�osilive1y 
evaluated properties. Thus the dominated have onl}' two options: loy:thy w self and 
the group (always liable to rel:lpsc into shame), or the individual effort to assimibt.c 
the (\ominant ideal which is the :lntitht.'Sis of lhe VCI]' ambition of collectively rc­

g'Jining connol ovcr soci31 identity (of thc type pursued by the collective revolt of 
the American feminists when it advocatcs the "natur:1.l look"). (3Rl-) 

Nevertheless, the French working d;ISS docs find :l limited measure of 
autonomy from dominant-cbss standards in a few sclecte(l practices, 
n:lIucly, attimdes toward the body, food, ;Uld language. Bourdieu (ibid.) 
sugges£.<; that the "popular valori7_"ltion of physical strength," which is a 
"fundamental aspect of virility," is "perhaps one of the bst refuges of the 
:lutonomy of the dominated dlSSCS." it" is this "c..""3pacity to produce their 
own representntion of the accomplished Illnn and the socinl world" which 
represents "one of the most :1ulon01ll0US forms of their sclf-:1ffinuation as 
a class." 

Rather chan view expressions of physical prowess from the st.mdpoint 
of dominalll"-cbss norms and therefore judge them as fundnmentall}' retro­
grade or sexist, Bourdieu here asks th:1t we view them as an expression of 
the working-class condition, one that depends on n "labour power which 
rhe laws of culturnl reproduction and of the labour market reduce, more 
than for any Q[hcr class, to sheer muscle powcr." The working class is "only 
rich in irs labour power" and thercforc as a class "can only oppose to the 
other classes-apart from the withdrawal of its labour-irs fighting 
strength, which depends on the physic:11 strength and courage of irs mCIll­
bers, and also their number, i.c., their consciousness and solidarity or, to 
put it another way, their consciousness of their of their solidarity." Physicnl 
strength is the one form of c..""3pit:11 over which the working class is able to 
exercise some monopoly power. Indeed, it is the social foundation for work­
ing cl'1SS political power. 

In the C:1se of food, Bourdieu (179) writes that "the art of eating and 
drinking remains one of the few :1rcas in which the working classes explicitly 
challenge the 1cgitim:1le art of living." In contrast to the dominant-class 
style of sobriety and rcstraint, the French working class maint.1ins an "ethic 
of convivial indulgence," perh:1ps best captured by the popular expression, 
"bon vivant" (ibid.). This style associ:1tes indulgence and conviviality. Simi­
larly, in speech one finds an "cfficacit}, :1nd viv:1city" in a h ighly contcxl"ll:ll­
ized lise of "ellipses, short cuts and lllet:1phors" tll:1t is "(reell from [he 
censorship and constraims of {IU,lSi-wrillcn" 1:1I1�1I;lgC lI.;e fOllnd in lhe IIp­
per cbsscs (WS). 
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Bourdieu (376) sees in the working-class taste of necessity nO[ only an 
:1daptation to necessity but also a kind of defensive str:1tegy against it, one 
that resisrs middle-claSS pretension :1nd dominant-cl:1ss distinction: 

The submission to necessity which inclines working-cl;lss people to a pr:lb'lllatic, 
li.mctionalist "�t:Sthetic," refusing the gr.lwity ami futility of formal exercises and 
()f every fornl of art for art's sakc, is "Is() the principle of all the choices of (bil)' 
existence :lnd of an art of living which rejects specifically aesthetic intentions as 

aherrations. 

In :1nother place (394-9S), he writes of working-class .mtonol1ly as .1 

rcalistic (but not resigned) hedonism :lnd skeptical (hm not cynical) materialism 
which constitute botll :I form of :Hbpt:nioll to the conditions of existence �nd :I 
defence :lgninst them. 

Bounlieu (380) thus finds a measure of working-cbss autonomy in the 
"principle of conformity," which is the "only explicit norm of popular 
tnste." It cxpre..<;scs itself in "ealls to order" such as "who does she think she 
is?" or "that's not for the likes of liS." The aim of this norm is 

to ellcoufnge the "rensonable" <:hoices that are in any (":lse im])()scd by die ohjective 
conditions [which] :\Iso contain a warning 3g-.linst the ambition to distinguish one­
self by identifying with other groups, th3t i�, they :lre :I reminder of the need (or 
cbss solifbrity. (380-81)" 

But these spheres of parti:!l :!utonomy of working-cl:1ss practices from 
dominnnt-cl:1ss st:1nd'lrds hardly constilUle for Bourdieu rcsources for an 
offensive straleb'Y that might forge a distinct, collective soci:11 and culnlrnl 
identity. N1.oreover, because of the cultur:11 social ization effects of mass edu­
cation, 

the most politically conscious fmetion of the working class remains profoundly sub­
ject, in culture and language, to the dOl11in�nt nonns and values, �nd therefore 
deeply sensitive to the effects of aUlhority illll)()sition which every holder of cutruml 

;lUthority c�n exert, e\'en in politics. (396) 

Bourdieu emphasizcs how subordin:1te groups unwittingly follow the 
lerms set forth by the dominant cbss. This certainly tapS one important 

.1'). Thi� le:"ls HOlmlieu \0 atlmit Ih�1 Ihe �l()w interest which working-class people show 
III Ihe w" rk.- ,,f le!:,ililU:ue ..uhllrc '0 whidl they h:we :In:c-,s�c.�pl:ci,,l1)' thruugh tclc\,;siOll­
" 11"1 ",ld}' 110,' ..I)"," " of" 1:1<"� "f '·""'I><."I<:',,",e "",I (:"nilinrity" (i],i,I.). It i� :lls";11\ expression 
, ,[ th,· ",,.,,,1 ,,,,,.,,, " I  " " ,,10 ,,..,,n),  " f  ""'i,,1 d" ",rl' I 1I.lt r",i" , ,lie " I""'le,,,i,,,, '" ,li,'in)(II;,h 
,,,,,",,,11. -
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dimension of relations between workers :md domin:lnt-ciass standards. Yet, 
it hardly exhausts our understanding of the historical experiences of subor­
dinate groups in the "Vestern democracies. Even the most powerless groups 
;Ire able on occasion to disrupt the system of domination. The vote, for 
example, can permit subordinate groups to hclp determine which fraction 
of the dominant class will have the greatest influence on policy. Moreover, 
subordinate groups h,1\'e the greatest opportunity for resisting dominant­
class control when there is disagreement and sharp conflict within the dom­
inant class itself (Domhoff 1983:2). BOUl'dieu docs not devore much :ltten­
tion to situations where subor(linate groups are ;lhle 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 th:.lt exist". In their survey of dietary 
pr:lctices among French workers, Grignon and Grignon (1 980:550) con­
clude th:lt if one takes into :lccount residence, job, family structure, and 
origins, it is "unthinbble" to speak of a unitary popular taste and lifestyle 
among the popular classes in France. BOUl'dieu's trc;1tmem in DistinctiOIl 

of French working-class lifestyles :md taStes docs not give sufficient atten­
tion to fundament;11 differences betwcen 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
sufficicncy (Grignon and Grignon 1980:538). This is made possible to ;1 
considerable degree by the domestic labor in food prepamtion provided by 
rural women (537). By contrast, urban worker dietary practices are much 
more closely constrained by income (545) Nloreover, the manual nature 
and physic:llit)' of life for the peasantry-which is p:lradoxically reinforced 
in many instances with modernization-is reflected in peasant tastes and 
tends to shock dominant lifestyle sensibilities (543). Furthermore, differ­
ences occur nlllong urban workers, not:lbly betwecn those from peasant 
origins who tend to retain import:lnt element" of the peasant lifestyle, and 
those whose origins are urb:lIl (552) Hourdieu'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 
fa the v:ll'ious fractions of the petty bourgeoisie, Bourdiell gives scant :men­
tion to this fragmented existence and its impact upon consciOllsness within 
the French working class.so The stress on habitus suggests just rhe opposite 
analytical thrust, namely, the tendency to look for :1l1 underlying unity 

50. M:IIl" ( 1 ')70: \\) :lrl(lI<'" Ih:lI " " rk,"'" ,k·,..·I,,!' .1 ",//I" iI'//I " ''''''''''''''I('''� 11,.11 ,'.,,',',. 
sIH",d� I" Iheir ....,1(1I1�1\,,·d \'\'1" 'r;,''''"'' In "h,d, ",., "'Ii', ,1 "".1 "" ''''') , "' "  k ,,,,,1 """ " ,  ,,.� lw 
,',,, n,' "'1 ,,,,,II ,., 1." 
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acrOSS :l wide diversity o f  practices. But more stress on Bourdieu's idea that 
practices emerge from the imencctiol1 of habitus and field could potentially 
take into account the diversity of practices within the working class. 

The key concept of culmral capital appe:lrs limited for generalized use. 
It does not really npply 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 dOlllin:l1lt-clllSS view of working-class pr;lcticcs (Grignon and Pas­
seron 1985). Bourdieu (1984a:387) sees working-c1;lss domination in terlllS 
of the hick of inrt'l'IlIIlized fIIltllrtJl cllpitlll which mC:lns that "ordinary workers 
arc dominated by the machines and instruments which they serve r:lther 
than usc, :md by those who possess the legitimate, i.e., theoretical, means 
of domin:lting them." This "dispossession" seems to be for Bourdieu the 
underlying social rcl;ltion connecting the working class to the social world.ll 

Grignon and Grignon (1980:551) argue that a more refined analysis 
of the different fractions of the working cbss reveals different types of re­
sources that can be employed strategically :Inc! hence thought of as forms 
of capital. For e:umplc, the craft tr;}dition and skill tr.lining thaI helps con­
stitute what is oftcn referred to as thc "labor aristocracy" clearly differenti­
ates internally the French working class. \Vh ile in certain respects this " pro­
fessional culture" can give legitimacy to dominant cultural hierarchies, it 
can be-and often is-employed as a collective c.1pital in struggle with 
employers. In this respect, it does not simply reflect the relations of domi­
nation (Bourdiell 1 984:1:55 I). While Bourdieu docs not deny that subordi­
nate groups can mobilize some resources in struggle ag;linst dominant 
groups, the overwhelming thrust of his all:llysis is directed to showing how 
limited that capacity indeed is. 

Most of these criticisms focus on Distil/erioll, which is not first and fore­
most a study of working-class culture. R:lther, Distinaioll is directed against 
the dominant-class aesthetic, particularly the intellectuals who specialize in 
it. The thrust of Bourdieu's criticism in D istill(fioll is to expose the "str.lte­
gies of distinction" that shape tastes and life-styles, notably in the dominant 
and middle classes. It is an effort to "expose" symbolic power of domina­
tinn. But 130urdieu stresses that classes arc constiuHcd rclationally and that 
Ihc "cult un: of ncccssity" functions :ls ;1 negative reference to the dominant 
:Icsthetic. Nevertheless. the clnllh:lsis Ilflunlicu pl;1<.:es 011 the idea that 

\ '  1 1", H·I1,·,,, Ih,' 10,,,,1.,,,,,,,,, .,1 ,],, "'''" I!t.U 11"",<1"·,, ( 1 '11-(·1.' \1I7l "'''' 1,,·I,"·'·" I''' ... ,tt�tI 
LII""I" ,ln" "",] II,,'"'' '" .,1 L",,,,I ... IU'· 111.11 11 •• ",1.11,·, """ "" , . .1 , 1.", '(,Ih-" ·,,, ,·, 
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working·class lifestyles are driven by the force of necessity evokes a kind 
of I l :tlbwachsian persl>cctive on popular taste as one "without taste"-for 
this lifestylc is highly constrained by primary necessities (Grignon and 
Grignon 1980:551). Though Bourdieu rejects all univcrsals, whether bio· 
logical, physical, or spiritual in his definition of domin:mt·class cull1Jre,'! his 
:mal}'sis nonetheless suggests an implicit assumption that cultural practices 
bttomc possible only 'ifte'r primary needs are 5.1tisficd . 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 opposition of nature and culture, 
and it is hence surprising that Bourdieu, who wishes to tr:U1scend all re· 
ceived intellect'llal dichotomies, would consciously or uncunsciously rely 
on this one. Judging from his frequent denunciations of :111 form� of sub· 
stantialisl1l, including those forms attributing intrinsic ch:lr:.lcteristics to so· 
cial groups, it is doubtful that Bourdieu would want to embrace the image 
of the French worker as a SOrt of "noble savage," freed from the invidiolls 
entrapments imposed by form:llized culture. Yet it is stmnge th:II' his zeal· 
ous attention to all conceiv;lble forms of coneepl'U:l 1 dichotomies that can 
carry ullwalllcd social and ideological baggage f�lils to guard against this 
one. 

PRETENS[ON .... ND GOOD WII.1. 

Bourdieu ( 1 984a:339) writes of opposition hetween the hourgeois h:1bims 
and the petit bourgeois habinls :1S "a bourgeois ethos of e:1se, a confident 
relation to the world and the self . . .  with a petit·bourgeois ethos of restric· 
tion through pretension." More gencrally, he summarizes the petite OOur· 
geoisie habitus as one of "'asccticism, rigor, leg.llism, the propensity aceu· 
lllubtion in all its fonns" (331). These arc disposirions of "tension" and 
"pretension" which convey the fundamental ambiguity of a class that wishes 
to escape idemifiC�Hion with the ..... orking class yet lacks the requisite re· 
sources to cultivate rhe lifestyle of the dominant class it emul:nes.n Re· 
flecting the dynamics of upward mobility aspirations, the petit bourgeois 
dispbys "thrift, acquisition, accumulation, [and} an appetite for possession 

insepar:1ble from pCrlllanent anxiety about property" whereas the bourgeois 
exhibits "ostentation, big spending and generosity" (330). 

Unlike the working class, the petite bourgeoisie enters rhe game of 

51. This is the meanillg intended when he speaks of the IIrl1itmry character "f dominant· 
cbss culmre (see Boord,el,l �nd I'�sseron 1977:8). 

53. The most roml)lete embodiment of the l>Clil-IMII,rl!cHj, ":1hiIUS i� ("1111,1 ill wh.n lIuur 
dieu (35 1, 154) call� the �C��"clIf.lI" [leTilc [MlIlr)!c"i'IC.M " 11 ... 11 IlIl'h"I,,� [lIn;"r nn'um l"', "fli,'" 
work"l"<, �IHI l,riI1l31)' .... h,.,1 II.,; ... II�". 
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distinction but has neither the capital nor the corresponding habitus to 
appropriate fully dominant·dass lifestyles. It attempts to emulate the stan· 
dards set by the dominant class, but its "striving towards distinction" be· 
trays an awhvard pretension where the dominant aesthetic displays ease 
and familiarity in the world of culture (58). It is caught in the opposition 
benveen its upward mobility ambitions and actual l}OSsibilities and there· 
fore produces practices "which are percei,·ed as pretentious, because of the 
manifcst discrepancy between ambition and possibi lities" (176). 

Bourdicu writes of the petit bourgeois habitus in its relationship to 
high culture as one of "cultural goodwill" that signals an "undifferentiated 
reverence" toward high culture, one that leads to a 

t"Uncern for t"(lIlforllliry which illdut't!s an anxious <llIcst for authorities and models 

of conduct and Icad� lO a choice of sure :md certified products (such as classics and 

prize winners). (33T) 

Moreover, the petit bourgeois delight.� 

in all the cheap substiwtt!s for chic ohjects 3nd pr:.1cuces-drifrwood :lIld paintcd 
pebbles, cane and r.lffia, "art" handiCI'Jfts and art photogl1lphy. (58) 

Ln this way, it reveals a set of dispositions that "berra.y the gap between 
acknowledgement and knowledge" (p 3). uThe petit bourgeois," Bourdieu 
writes, 

do not know how to pby the game of wl(Ure 3S a b"3me. They take culture tOO 
seriously to go in for bluff or imposture or c,"en for the distance and casualness 
which show true familiarity. (330) 

The same habitus betrays its identity in bngu;lge lIsage by the tendency to hyper· 

correction, 11 vigilance which overshoots the mark for fear of fal ling short :l11d 
pounces on linguistic int"UITct1:ncss, on oncsdf and others. (331) 

In the arca of ethics one findS :1n almost insatiable thirst for rules of conduct 
that subjects the whole of lifc to rigorous disci pline. And in politics one 
finds "respectful conformism 01· prudent reformism." 

Some critics (e.g., I loffman 1 986) charge that Bourdieu gives a de· 
mC:lIling :lCcount nf I·he French middle class. Is Bourdicu simply reporting 
1he lIli,ldle-d:1�� lire�I}'1c nr"pretcnsion" or is he. also condemning it? eer· 
t;linly, �l1Iljc ,,( hi� 1�,rl1ltll;l1 iol1� :)j·C h:mll)1 cnde:lrill�. But these need h) 
Ilc illt":l'pn·t�·d \� 1 1hlll tilt· It.tIIll·I\ ,u·l Il hcr..: B'IIlI',liclI ,illl;lIC\ I hclI1. Thc 
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pretension of the middle class is seen from the standpoint of dominam­
class culture. It reflects the ambiguous condition of bcing caught behveen 
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 
arc middle-class cultllral forms that cscape to a greater extem than Bour­
dieu believes the iml)l"int of dominant-class tastes? Mouriaux (!980), for 
example, suggests that the French petite bourgeoisie has its own proper 
culnlre and distinctive lifestyle which may acnll111y exert somc influence 
over that of the working class and the dominant class, rathcr than reducing 
the middle class to a relationship of dependency on the dominanr class. 

ARISTOCRATIC ASCF.TlCISM VERSUS BOURGEOIS HEOONISM 
\Nithin the dominant and middle classes, Bourdicu identifies subtypes of 
habims that correspond to different class fractions. Differences in capital 
composition gener,lte distinct patterns of consumeI' behaviot and lifestyles 
for class fractions that are relatively richer in economic capital from those 
who are relatively richer in culmral capital. Within the dominant class, 
those relatively richer in economic C;lpil�11 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 domin:lted fnlctions of intellectuals and anists, who afe relatively richer 

in cultuml cllpit:l1 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, not,lbly benl'cen teachers and employers, 

where they arc "clear-cut, total rand] comparable to the gap between nvo 
'cultures' in the anthropological sense" (283). Teachers, who have the 
greatest asymmetry between their culmral capital :md economic wealth, are 
particularly "inclined to ascetic consumption in all areas" (18S). In the area 
of leisute, for example, Bourdieu (2 19) makes the colorful observ;ltion that 

me aristocratic asceticism of the teachers finds an excmpbry expressioll ill moun­
taineering, which, even more than rambling, with its reserl'c.l l':llh, ("IIC thinks of 
Heideggcr) or cycle-touring, with its R"tllaIlCSII IIC dmrl'l1l·'. ,,111'1', t"r minimll11l 
economic COSts [hc m�Xi1l1U111 diSlinctioll, tli,Ii1111'1', 11I'IHIII, '11 1 1' 1 111.11 dl·.,,:ui"ll. 
dHolIgh thc Sl'nse or simui1:1nl" ,"sly 11I;I'lcrinll ' '1l1" � '  ,I, II I� "II ,111,1 .! 11.11111"1' IIl.ll"l"e'­
,ilole (" 11ll' (11:111.1'. 
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This kind of habitus stands in sharp contrast to 

the he:llth-orientcd hedonism of doctors and modern executivcs who have [he m3-
terial and cultuml me�ns of access to the most prestigious activities, faT from I'ul­
bP,lf crowds, is e.�rressed in yachting, open-sea swimming, cross-country skiing or 
under-water tishing. 

It also contr:1Sts with employers who 

expL"<:t the same b'llins in llistinction from golf, with its aristocratic etiquette, its 
English vocabubry and its great exclusive spaces, together with extrinsic protiLS, 
slich as the :i(.'Culilubtiol\ of social C�pit:l1 .S< 

In the area of culture, die ascetic aristocratism of teachers leads them 
[Q adopt "serious and even somewhat severe cultural practices," such as 
museum visirs. By contrast, tlie hedonistic aesthetic of professionals leads 
them to the most expensive and prestigiolts activities, such as "visiting an­
ti(lue (lc.llers, g.llleries and concert-halls" (286). 

Thus, within the domin.lIlt cl�ss one finds two opposing [}'PCs of habi­
tus that correspond ro their respective configurations of economic and cul­
tural capital: an aristocratic asccticism or disposition for austerity and purity 
and :1 hedonistic t:lste for luxury, ornament', and oSlent,ltion. 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 
arc experienced and represented disposition.llly <IS eultura.l distinctions. It 
is this practic:l! tnmsbtiotl of material conditions into symbolic distinctions 
that for Bourdieu represents the social functions of culture. 

THE EFFECTS OF MOBII.IT�· 
Variations in both capital composition and social trajcctory 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 [akes on as many modalities 3S there are W3}'S of atmining, 
staying in or passing through a middle position in the soci�] structUrt:, and th:1t this 
]>osition itself may be steady, rising or declining. 

5+ Some national culturol differences are ub"ious if one cmnp3rt'S many of the lifesryle 
indiC".ullrs B"llnlicll uses (j'r France m other national settings. "English V0C'3.bubry"' is fairly 
rcm,"'c'! frum II,.. :lfl"rn."", "" If 1ll31ch �l1long t\1llcric;>n e�ec\lti'·es. Jn lhe i\lncric;>n COntext, 
,1 ... d"';"l' l",l\\I" 'n ,,:,.11. "1":1'11. and I .. ", lin!, ,,,,,In\llm·tll). I"" int "I' importallt :",dal ,Iistinc­
li"I1" AI1,1 ,h.III).(1" III.,) \\1'11 h,II\' '�" '\I!Tn! in Franrr �inl"\: (hcw .131;1 wnc �llhned. Ilottr­
d;'�I1\ J-t" II" n,1 .11 11111""'U, h, II, I·' .... , 1\ n",dT,·,·" ,,1 hy 11;11 ;<>1>.11 ,litT" "'nn" a,,,I .-It:HI).:c' " "T ,illlO'. 
\ \ 'h.n 1\ 1 (" 11 "I ,·0 1 " ,Ii,n 'I 'to ,II n "  ,h 11" 1 ,'11<'''' ... ,.. ,,, d.I'''·' I .. · I"unol .,·J-t.m 11,'" of II h.n t h, ,,, . 
• Idl<-... ·II, ... "")11" I"  
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Bourdieu (346, 351)  gives particular attention to two variants from the 
modal petit bourgeois habitus: an "optimistic progressivismn 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 eduC'.ltion 
credentials, of lower social origins, and moving up into the rapidly growing 
sector of new culhlrally intensive occupations.�The I:mer tend to be found 
among the cr:.lftsmen and small shopkeepers, whose numbers :md general 
standard of living in Fr:mce arc declining, and who lack the economic capi­
tal and cultur:ll capital they need for conversion into Illorc valued capital, 
such as higher education credentials. 

The new petty bourgeois [cnd to be carriers of Jlostmodern consumer 
culturc th:lt C:ltcrs to ;md prol11otes a particular interest in style iL'ielf. This 
vari:ltioll of the middle-class h:lbitus consists of el1culating hedonism in a 
sc:lrch of stylistic cffecL'i in all aspects of life. It is in this particular class 
fr;lction that one tinds the greatest effort to customize lifestyle :lnd m:lke 
it a Ii fc project thl'Ough :l zealous quest for all the new ;1nd latest in relation­
ships, experiences, :1Ilt! consumer goods. 

CIIISS COl1flict lind Socilll ReprodllL'fio71 

\oVe next examine how l30urdieu understands the dynamics of stnltification 
processes in advanced societies. l ie sees competitive struggle as represent­
ing the rundamental dynamic of all soci:ll life. Individuals, f.lmilies, and 
groups struggle to 11l:tinrain or improve their relative market l)Qsitions 
within the srr:uified SOCi:ll order. Competition occurs ( I )  over valued forms 
of capit:ll, and (1.) over definitions of what is le!,ritilll3[c elpital. I will first 
explorc Bourdieu's understanding of connict over rypes of C:lpital and then 
examine his view of class struggle as a classification struggle.11 

CAJ'11'A!.. IIEPIIO[)UCTJON STRA'n:GIES 

Hourdieu thinks of cI:lsS struggle in terms of actors pursuing, consciously 
and unconsciously, social reproduction strategies that maintain or improve 
their positions in the str:ltification order. These strategics involve ways of 

55. In Bourdicu's �11�I}'sis, SC\'cral different factors contributc to Ih.., diffcrtluialion of thC!'c 
t ..... o subt)'llCS of lleti! bourgeois habitus. But the}' tend 10 clu,lcr im<> ,ji" in(" en'oCl1Ilolc�. 

56. Bourdieu ohsen·tJ thaI there tends to b.., 3 si!tnifil�"'l I'rul�,,·It"n "I """'en Itl ,h" 
t'Ondition in France. 

S7. Add,,"11131 consuler.lI io", re�;mlin� Ill' Ill'"'' " "  ",,,,11,, I. ,q" ,�t", I'.,,, . .  ",,1 , 10.11'11" 
�rc I"l..,,, Ill' in dl;ll'lo:r H. 
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investing various types of C'dpital lO maintain o r  enhance positions in fields 
(Bourdieu 1984a:125-68). To illustrate, cI:lSS 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 education:ll and cultural investments 
for rheir children in fuvor of direct transfers of economic wealth!1I And the 
economically and culturJlly well-endowed liberal professions, such as law 
and medicine, invest heavily in (:ducation and espcci:llly in those cultur:.ll 
activities that provide a social capit:ll of connections, reput:ltion, and respect 
that arc useful for profession:ll C:lrcers ( 1 20-21.). Thus, reproduction strate­
gies depend largely on the total voluII1e and composition or capital to bc 
1ll:lintained. 

They also depend 011 the "stare or the instnllllents of reproduction 
(inheritance law and custom, thc labor market, the educational system etc.r 
( I  25)' Bourdieu devotes particular attentioll to "rCCOllversion strategicsn 
where groups restructure their capital holdings by exchanging one currency 
for another in order to mainmin or improve their relative positions in the 
class structure.I'1 l ie argues [hat study of how individuals and groups con­
vert one rype of capital into another :lnd at what rate of exchange provide 
important insight into the character of chlss relations (Bourdieu 198oc:57). 
Reconversion strategies arc necessitated by changes in the economy, the 
growth of bureaucracy, :lnd, most Si!,ttlificantiy for Bourdieu, the growth 
of cultural markets. Educ:ltional credential markets, in particular, he argues, 
have becomc a new important source of stratification in industrial society 
by providing vital resources for status distinctions among segments within 
uppcr- and middle-class groups (Bollrdietl and Boltanski 1 977).1Al Bourdieu 
contends that economic, political, and legal changes have precipitated :I 

shift in upper-class inherit:lnce practices frolll one of direCt transfer of 
property to reliance upon the cultural fransmission of economic privilege: 
investment in education gives upper-class offspring the chance to :lppro­
priate f.lmily privilege and wC:llth through access to the more l)Qwerful 
and remunerative institution:ll positions. The growing value of eduC:ltional 
credentials as currency for giving access to and legitimation in most labor 
markets makes higher education an attl'active investment for middle-class 

SM. B"un!i..,u (l lO) "I""rv� ..... huw..,l·er. thaI ulliler-level Illanagers in the priv:lte business 
'n'" ,r EII·" r illl'C'lill� III Ih,' l'llhIlT,,1 :I� "ell ;IS Cl" "U>lIIic fUlures nf their children. 

'i'l. Sec III 1'.11 1""1 ",. 1,,, .1'"'11''''''' ,n /)I$IIIII",all ( , ! �  (,1"1). 
flO. I kn' n"m.l't"li 1'''"' ,I ... ", ,,,,1" 1111.11 "'''''''1) � Ih,·" m'" dUI ,1" I'clolle,1 ill Ihe " 170:. ( :,,1-

hOI' HI7'1. ,"diu "I -I,) 
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groups as  well.61 Bourdieu describes these changes as a shift from a "family" 
mode of reproduction to a "school" mode of reproduction where the educa­
tional systcm incrcasingly replaces families in mediating the cl:lss reproduc­
tion process (\-Vacquant 1993b:Z7. 32). 

Bourdieu (1 984a: 1 3 I) adopts the analytical language of class reproduc­
tion and reconversion strategies to distinguish his ;,pproach from main­
stream social mobility research. Conceptualizing social classes in terms of 
their volumc and coml)()sition of capital and social trajcc:.'1:ory through fields 
permits Bourdicu to shift attention to multidimensional componellts of 
class hierarchies [hat cannO[ be captured in additive linear models or one­
dimcnsional mobility scales. I-lis (198oc:57. 1984a:125) model emphasizes 
the dij)'en'l1w ill tOlljigfl1'llfiofi of different types of capital and how one of 
the kcy factors in d,lSS struggle is the "exchange rate" between the difFerclll 
typcs of capital. 

Bourdieu's perspective of social mobility as capital investment and con­
version strategies distinguishes "vertical" from "tr.l1lsversc" movements. 
The former designates upward or downw;lrd movemcnt within the same 
fid(1 whereas the hiller indicate movement across fields (Bourdieu 1 984a: 
( 3 1). Intraficld vertical mobility (e.g., from primary school teacher to col­
lebTC professor) involves capital :lCCUInulation strategies with one type of 
capital. Imcrfield movements rcq(lirc capiral reconversion, as when shop­
keepers invest in the higher education of their children rather than simply 
passing on lhe famil), business. 

One recurring theme in Bourdieu's work on stratification is the conti­
nuity of class position within thc hierachy amid ch;mge in class condition. 
Occup:ltional mobility, he argues, docs not necessarily imply class mobility. 
Class groups can improve their condition by increasing their standard of 
living yet remain in t.he S:lIl1e relative position within the social hierarchy. 
Bourdieu sees this happening where stratcgies of c:lpital accumulation oc­
cur in fields that :Irc declining in importance or where reconversion strate­
gies traverse ficlds of similar rank order. Occup:nion:ll mobility in France 
from small hlild owners to low-level civil servants or from small artisans ro 
office workers illustrate that occupational change is not incompatible with 
the reproduction of social class strucmre (Bourdieu 1984a: I 31). 

Bourdiell makes a forceful argument that the shift from earlier forms of 
capitalist to contemporary industrial or postindustrial societies has brollg'ht 
reproduClion rather than transfonnation of the so(,:i,.1 elass structure. 
Though Bourdieu ( 1 973a) admits lhat:l limited ;lI1d "C<lIl11'ollnl mohili1Y" 

(i , .  t\ s •. '(.·nnd l1I�i"r dun�e nl Frend, d"",in" ,,' d.", n'I" ,"h" ",," "" "'T"" " ,h,' '" "..I, 
(rum t.·" .. h"i.·:.1 '''Ji"i,,�, "",h ," '·"J.(i",·'·"IIIj.(. 10, ,1" )1''''1'' III ",.III_Y' "" ", .",,1 1" ,1.1" ." h '"""" ., 
Ii,,,, (1I,,"r,h,'" " ,11';0 \lIt,). 
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can occur to provide meritocratic legitimation to an inegalitarian social 
strucmre, the general findings from occupation:ll mobility research in sev­
eral Western countries, including France, indic:lte that Bourdieu underesti­
mates the amount of mobility that actually occurs (see Beneton '975, Bou­
don 1974, Goldthorpe 1980, 1 10m and Garnier '979)'6.! Mobility studies 
indeed show rigidities at the extremes of the social str:ltific:ltion structure 
as Bourdieu's theory predicts. But a hlrgc number of mobility studies also 
show considerable movemellt, particularly short-range movement, across 
the broad middle range of the class structure. Moreover, some of Bour­
dieu's own daC! show th:1t there is more occupational mobility in France 
th;lI\ his analysis sliggeslS.6I 

Bourdieu challenges the thesis of considerable mobility in the advanced 
societies he studies by dehunking empirical measurcs of occupational status 
categories. lie points to instilnces where changcs in occupational titles sig· 
nify no fe:ll shift in relative cbss position and to cases where intergenera­
tional transfer of occupation from father to SOil ;Ictu:llly represent a decline 
in cI:lsS position, :IS in <led ining emllomie sectors like farming. He is gener­
ally quite dismissive of mobility d:lt:I, and does not rC:llly draw from them to 
make his reproduction ,lrgulllenl.M Moreover, whate\'er inrergcnerational 
improvement there has been can be understood in terms of the key distinc­
tion we observed earlier in the chapter that Bou .. dieu makes between the 
sitU:ltion (or condition) of the individual lllemhcrs of:l dass and the position 
of the class in lhe soci:ll hier:trchy. He has mnsistentiy 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 position in 
the stratification order (class position). Evcry group has moved up in tenns 
of living standards (class situation), but lhe pecking order (class position) 
remains unchanged. For Bourdieu ( 1 984a:185, Bourdieu and Passeron 

6z. Bbll.!ton ('975) sho"-s ,hat by using �tatiSlkal inJepemlenct: �s the norm3t;n: refcn:nc:e 
the r:lte of ime�ner:ltl .. nal lK.'Cupational reproductiun fJlls �l'pl'Oxim�lely hetween 40 a,ld 
So percent. Bourdieu's daim (or the reproJl"'tinn of the d<lsS stmClure implies thaI this nile 
should be milch higher. 

63. T3ble 9 on page t l '  uf f)isr;lIaioli shows ,hal e�d, of the I.rineipll fr:leliolls of Ihe 
dominant d3ss recruil no lIIore than two-fiflhs of ,heir nlembcrshil' from nmong individuals 
sharing dominant·dass origins. 

(i+ BOllrdiell'S early cbililS of the rc:production of socbl structure in Fr.ollct: were based 
in I.art uiJOn c(luClltiOllal OI'IIOTtllnity d�t:l, not f)CCllpa,ional mobility dat:l. He argued that 
loy Ihe mid-H)t'io:s educ:llional 0PllOrtunitiC5 wen: still strongly class-based and only slowly 
dl�,,!-';nJ.( ,1....0001'ile years of hij:"hcr Clh'l'IIion expansion. Early key statements of his reprodue­
li,m I�",ili, ,,' (1I,,,mlie,, " n  \:0: B,,"r,lie" nlHI P.lsscr,," '977. '979) su!-'!:(csted that .-el'rnduc­
Ii" " :,,"1 "".I"lu) "h,·,,· ,,,,,,'):'''''''''' l'nOl.'c,,-,<:, III .... "j,,1 ,'rm1I1re. In hb lIIurc r�'('Cnt "" rk, 
B" "r,I"·,, t ,.jIlVI ... ·'·"" ",.".'" ,1111'1: I, • •  "1",,, th ... I h<'n' ,�". I .. · ".,,,,,Ic ... �IoI,· i"'.·r).. ... ·"el":l1i,MI.ll 
II!t,\','''1I'11I III tIll' 111, •.• ,1 ,,,,,1,11 • • • 11'1'" " I II,,· d�" "r". ,,, ..... 1 1�"'J.th ht· "" .. "'''' .... I" '''''''''.111' 
'h ... ,I,,· I" " '"  h , I  .• " ",'" ,,", " 'II'.",,, "",'" 
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1979:79-80), therefore, change in class siUlation 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 "strucUiral homologies" among fields, Bourdieu (I 98!}C: 19 1 -96) 
wlInts to expand the range of empiricil dat,l beyond the standard occupa· 
tiona I ,mel educational indicators most frequently found in mobility analy· 
sis. It permits him to focus on rehltions between the dominant class and 
elite sectors of French higher education to stress their disproportionate 
impact in shaping the intergener:ltion;1l transmission of power in French 
society. 

It is one thing to dismiss the uncritical use of occupational categories 
in mobility tables :lnd to counsel caution ill determining the proper socio· 
logical significance in changing occupational titles, but quite another to 
offer a pbusible empiric:!1 test of just what ch:!nge in SOCi:ll structure might 
look like. This, Bourdieu has not sufficiently done. (I will considcr his lim­
ited tre:!tment of social change in ch:!pter 8.) "If the mode of class reproduc­
tion has switched from th:!t of the family to the school, ,IS Bourdit:u cl:!ims, 
then it would secm that the ,lrgument should find suppOrt across a range of 
data on educational :!nd occupational opportunity and rewards in income. 
Bourdieu's reproduction afbTUmcllt finds p.lrtial support in many such data 
currently available but nOt to the degree th<lr his claims suggest. 

CI,ASS CONHICT AS CULTURAL CON�·LICT 
Bourdicu analyscs rhe namre of class conflicr in postindustrial societies as 
onc that increasingly takes the form of investments in cultural and symbolic 
distinctions. rf parents invest in good education for their children it is to 
incrcase their "scarcity value" on thc job market. Bourdieu sccs evidence 
of considerable class conflict in French educ:ltion, and we will examine this 
conflict in chapter 8. 

More generally, Bourdieu argues that soci;1 1 classes tend to invest in 
symbolic distinctions that give thcm the appearance of st:!HiS groups. As 
we have seen, status groups for Bourdicu 'Irc social classcs in disguise. I-Ie 
connects this phenomenon to the growth of the Ilew consumer-oriented 
econOlllles 

whose functioning depends as much on the production of needs and consensus :\s 
on the production of goods land has generated] a social world which judges people 
by their capacity for consumption, lheir "stm{brd oflivin):"," I heir life-qyle, 'IS tIllu:h 
as by their capacity for producdon. (B" urdiell I,)K�:I: \ I O) 

In Illore recellt writill!,s liolll"diell �iw' ill\"l·\,.,,\,11 l'I I II ,II.I'I� I I I  hi, 'lII:ily­
sis of socia l-d:lss !"el:lI inl1' 10 1 he dYIl.11 1I 1!" "I '1 I IIfll-\ll' " I  " I  1 1 1 1 '  I ("[lI"\·'l·1 1 1"  
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lions and definitions of the social world as well as over access to valued 
material resources.65 Class struggle, according to Bourdieu, occurs not only 
over vlllued 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 strugglc. "Clllssification struggle," Bourdieu 
(1987b:164) contends, "is a fundament:!l dimension of class struggle." 

Bourdieu's most insightful demonstration of social classification pat­
terns is to be found in Distillctioll. There he explores how the practices of 
syml>olic distinctions ranging from lIIundane everyday preferences in food 
and clothing to displays of the 1I10re refined aesthetic tastes embody an 
underlying logic of inclusion and exclusion. Bourdieu (1984a:56) sees life­
style differences as �perhaps the strongest barriers between the classes." 
Taste implies distaste. Symbolic distinctions arc simult:lneously conceptual 
and social. Our practical everyday preferences :Ire organized around pri­
mary forms of conceptual cl:!ssifications such as high/low, brilli:lIlt/dull, 
unique/ordinary, a n d  important/trivial. These prim'lI"y eoncepnlal classi­
fic:!tions arc simultaneously social cI:!ssifications that serve to rank individ­
uals and groups in the stratification order. Class strugglc ;1S classification 
struggle, then, involves the I':!rious practical uses we make or 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 logicll and sociological, fum.:tion within and for 
the PUfI:OOSCS of lhe struggle hetween social groups; in prodm.:ing conceplS, they 
prodUl"C groups, the very groups which produce the principles and the groups 
against which the}' arc produced. What is at stake in the struggles about the meaning 
of the social worid is power over the classific:nory schemes and systellls whicb arc 
the basis of the representations of the groups 'lilt! therefore of their mobiliz3tion 
and dt!lllobilization. (479) 

Bourdieu c;1l1s attention to the struggle over occupational titles as ;1 
particularly s.llient expression of this classifi<.--ation 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 (killesitb!"mpmtrs) who count on this new title to separate them from 
mere 111,lsscurs ,11111 bring- thcrn closer to doctors" (481). 

('i· ·11", '"'"]''''.''.'''' .' ,I"fl '" '·"'I'h",i, in B""rtiic"'.\ ""rk, ''''I ,1 dl:\lIlo:l: in lIirl:\"liol1, 1':l"cn 
10" c,,,·I) .,n" I." .'( ",,,I,,,,,,, ,I,· , I.",," '" 1�"itl"l1 ,,," .-1.1''1"- (ll,,,mlil:u (()M;), "hid, 'Ir�'<;<" 
l i  ... .. ".,1) 1 " ,11 ,1,,,,,,, ", ," 1�·I\" " '11 , I.,,, ... ""1",,,,\ :",,1 .-1.1" I�"'I""' . . ,1", ",..1".1,., ,, '1"'·'1"" 
,1,·" ,It·,I " , ,I ... ""I" " " "'" ,,1 ,1 ... '1",1.,1" ,I,,,,,·,,,,,,,, " I ,  I.", " .1." " "" 
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This emphasis on the cl:'lssific:'Ition dimension of class relations finds 
expression in Bourdieu's (1987b:9z) claim that a central concern through­
out his work is to develop a "genetic theory of gl·oups." How do gfOups 
come into cxistence and how do they reproduce? (Bourdieu 1985e:741). 
For Bourdicu, the possibility of collective existence depcnds 011 both shared 
life chances and their symbolic representations. J I e strcsses, however, that 
it is the struggle over representations that shapes whcther or not groups 
develop a significant social identity (Bourdieu 1987b:9z-93). Group power 
depends hlrgel), on the capacity of individuals to oq,ranize around a n:1I11e 
for which they are able to obtain some official recognition (l3ourdieu 1 984a: 
480-8 1).M Bourdieu emphasi7.cs that groups emerge in reality only if there 
is symbolic work to form group identity. 

Class power is nomination [)Ower. The classification struggle among 
groups centers around the capacity to appropriate and impose as offidal 
and legitimate group nallIes �lIld categorizations.67 The ultimate sourcc of 
public and legal power of nomination resides with the St�ltc, which holds 
the "monopoly of legitimate symbolic violcnce" (Bourdiell 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 rolcs. He calls attention to stnlggles between employers and unions 
over definitions of job titles (Bourdieu and Boltanski 1981). He also points 
to the symbolic effect of cducationn 1 credentinls. Like titles of nobility, edu­
cational credentials arc institlltionalized symbolic capital that confers enti­
tlement on the holders. 

Processcs of group formntion require the delegation of symbolic pow­
ers as well as the creation of group idenrity. There must be agents capable 
of imposing themselvcs as legitimate spokespersons and delegates for the 
class. In recent work BQunlieu ( 1 984b) has shown interest in classes as col­
lective, mobilized entities, and explores ill particui;)r thc processes of dele­
gation of authority by class members to spokespcrsons.611 His objective is 
to orient sociological analysis not just to the specific interests of authorized 
spokespersons but to the processes by which they :Issume the mandate for 

66. A scminal appliClltion of Ihis gcncrnI IIl:TSIM!cti,'c is to III: found in Boltanski"s (1987) 
stllt!y of the French �cadrcs. � 

67. A l):lrliclllarly iOtcn'Sting ilhl5tr:l1ion of cbssifiClltion power is 10 � fount! in David 
K:lren's (1'}90) srud)' of elite college admissions policies �nd I)rocesses in the Unill"<1 SI:UI$. 
Km:n notes thn IlOlilical mobiliution by blacks and .... omcn ,Jurin!: Ihe 1!)60s 9.)(1 '7OS 10:,1 
to special categories for these groups in elile collCl-'l: )Ihniss;"", :111<1 1,,:11<'<: ino:n:a"<:,1 dl:l11 ...... "' 
for acces§ 10 elitc schools. In COmr.lSl, UI'I,liC':1ll ts f"rm ",.rlInK d.,,, 1:."1I1i.·" "hidl .1;,1 110.1 
mobili7.t politK-ally durinl( Ihis �.Hllc po:r;,"I. d" ".,, r .... ·'·, •• · 'I"" ,.,1 " " ",,1"(;11""1. 

lill. l l� h.1S n,,'. h,,"�,·,,r. nl'!"ro:d "Ih�r .I'I�'·I' ,,! " ,,11.·, I",· " If!.""" U"'11 "r ,,, ... ,,1 111"'" 
m"'I1I�. 
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group representation. Group origins and existence, Bourdieu (I 985c:739) 
maintains, derive not only from the self-interests of group spokespersons 
or from the structural linkages between group leaders and followers, but 
also frOI11 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 institutiona1iz:ltion of autho­
ri7..cd leadership of social dasses.1>9 Of particular interest to Hourdieu is the 
d)'namics of charismatic leadership. 

Bourdicl1's interest in the powers of nomination and delegation shows 
thilt he links the possibility of class action to the accumubtiOIl of symbolic 
power. Ci;ISS mobilization docs not flow automatically from differences in 
life ch,lI1ccsj those differences also need to be s}'llIbolic:llly represented. It 
is through the S)'mbolic labor of specializcd 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.1° I will take up this crucial point of Bourdieu's analysis in chaptel' 9, 
which is devOlcd to his theory of intellectuals. 

Bourdieu stresses the importance of class conflict in modern social life. 
Yet class conflict in his work ap[)Cars largely in the form of individual and 
group investors (p:1rticularly families) in competitive markets. This per­
spective insightfully calls attention to the pervading influence or market 
competition in most areas of contemporary socinl life. But Bourdieu has 
little ro say about what collrttivf forms of class struggle look like. One g�lins 
little sense of social class as an organization at work. Most of Bourdieu's 
investigations look at forms of stat1lS distinctions attached to individuals 
and families. \Vhen he docs ronsider org:mized labor, for example, he em­
phasizes the importance of the symbolic delegation of group idcntity and 
interests to leadership as a necessaly condition for collective mobili7�1tion. 
This kind of analysis tends to reduce collective conflict to one of competi­
tion among the leaders of different org:miz..1tiolls. As Bourdieu insightfully 
shows how party and union leadership can become caught up in a relatively 
:ltItonomous world of jockeying for distinctive positions, the groups they 
:u:tually represent fade into the background. 

6<). �Th<, "Hrking Chl�5," Bourdieu "·rites. �exi5ls in �nd through Ihe corps of nl�"dnICd 
f..,I'r<.-.....,nt:llh·..,� wh" I(h.., it mal<'rbl �1M!ech and visible presencc, �nt! in Ihe belief in its exis· 
t"nn; lh:11 this ""ft'" ,,( J11..,niINfI",uliarie� man31(C:S 10 enforce, by its sheer cxistena: �nd by 
", rq.rl ...... ·u"u" ,n,. '''' Ilw I"" " ,,( ,h.., :lf1iUI1IL", "hil"t.,i,·d)' uniting Ihc mcmbers of the same 
·..1.1" "" 1'''I�r' ." J l,r"h.,I01,· ).:f""I'" (7.F). 

71)' 1t..1l11'oh�1I\ �1I.th 'I' "I 1111' m"·I"" .lr)' 1'''lIllul''I1' fur d.t�, �1·H"1l p:lr.tlld� '"IC uf 11111!o>c 
"1,·",,1 ... ,1 1,, I I ,  I .. " \ '  ') '1-1 ')1.)1. "Ii" " 1 1 \,', lli.l1 "II,,· ,I,·).: ... ·•· "' "  I,,, Ii ·",,·;.'I .... 'l>fll· .",,1 1""" 
hi) .,"'" 1.IIf"I" n'" '11" h"", II ... "'.'" 1 .. ·10,,,,,,,. "I tI,,· ,,,,·,,,1 .. · .. , ,,1 .1 d.,,, " l"I�..,cl l" I I,,' 
il" 1 >I" .,1 ,"/""." , ,.,,, I" " ., ". '·'1" , , .• 1 II I" ,I" ,,,. " I  .," ,",rl/r. ''','' "., , "  (,." '1.10."" ." I ,  I,·, Il 
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Further, h e  devotes linle attention to the :lchlal processes of conflict. 
His analyses are limited largely to the distributions of the various forms of 
capital that he asserts to be the outcomes of conflict :lmong individuals and 
groups. It would be helpful to have greater focus on the :lcmal processes of 
conniet, especially for organizations. Case studies of contl":lct negotiations 
octween employers and unions might, for example, rcve:11 sets of conditions 
that either lilllit or free leadership initiatives in their relatively autonomous 
worlds of interleadership posturing for distinctivc positions. 

The focus on individual competition as the predominant form of (:011-
flict in modern stratified societies certainly taps an important dimension of 
differentiation in the modern perioel. However, this focus m:ly also dispro­
ponionally renect Bourdieu's own professional milieu and his choice of 
are:ls of investigation. EduC:ltion and high-brow culrurc are suprellle in­
stances of individual competitiveness :lnd distinction. These preferred sub­
stantive arcas of investigation may have excessively shaped his view of class 
connict. \-\Ihile the in(lividual r:lce for academic crcdenti:lls has certainly 
bro:ldcne(1 its scope i n  the postwar period, it is not clear th:lt in(lividual 
mobility is the only b'Ume in town. If BourdiCli had concentratcd more on 
the workplace, or thc stale, or on social movemcnts, hc might h:lVe Stressed 
morc the collective and orb'1tniz.1tional dimension of class struggle. Rclat­
eoly, if his ellll)irical work h(ld induded case studies of situations where the 
struggle over definitions and classifications did indeed alter the stratifica­
tion hierarchy, then he might have developed his theory differently. Finally, 
seen from a bro:ld histori(.'·al perspective, Bourdicu's I>ortrayai of social (.'011-
Aict tiS almost e;(c1usively onc of market competition seems odd in a COUll[I)' 
that produced the French Re"olution." 

Thus, for Bourdicu, class struggle in the advanced countries tends to 
follow Lhe logic of market competition rather than one of collective mobili­
zation. Cl:ls. .. struggle is an "integrative struggle" and a "reproductive strug­
gle" (Bourdieu 1 984a: 1 65). Bourdieu's understanding of the dynamics of 
SOCi;11 life in advanced societies is one of structural permut:ltions rather 
than of strucrural transformationj one of market competition, not collective 
orb'1tnizatiollj and one of reproduction, not revolution. 

71.  In .�eJeCted Ila.sages Bourdicu implies 11m CQlleClive struggle and mooili"l31ion woultl 
be � desil"�blc ahcrn:1\i"e to endless reproduction through indj,'idual 001l1J>clilion. BUI th:1I 
alternative wouJd appear to be exceedingly elusive for subordinate !-'TOUps. 

8 
E D U C A T I O N ,  C U L T U R E ,  

A N D  S O C I A L  I N E Q U A L I T Y  

Education occupies :I central p1:.t:e 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 educational 
institutions. Pursuing his central theme of the importance of culture in 
social stl":ltificarion. Bourdieu sees the educational system as the principal 
institution controlling the allocation of statllS and privilege in contem­
porary societies. Schools offer the primary institutional setting for the pro­
duction, rransmission, and accumulation of the various fonns of cultural 
capital. Nlore importantly for Bourdieu, schools inculcate the dominant 
systems of classification through which symbolit: I>ower is expressed.' 
Moreover, schools arc the ke}' 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 
l':lt'egories of thought that shape the dominant modes of understanding the 
modern world. Thus, for Bourdicu, the sociolob'Y of education is not a 
stillspet:i:llilY of sociology hut rather the foundation for a sociology of sym-

, .  I�,,, ,,.,1 "'n ( , ';1"71.) "nl ,', 11..11 -, h.· ",1" M ,I 'r" "'"  ,� • ,n.., " r  1 h.., .11.." "her..,. in different i­
.,It, I ,. � .... , U·' . •  1 It· " " n'" " I  ,h, '''Illn. " h,d, ." t' • h.· " 1  '1' .... ,·,,11) ", .. n· " 'I,hi" iCl1ctl 1·'I"i,�tI,·", 
"" I ... '1" """'''· ,,,, ,,,, "I . 1 ."",,, .• " .. ,,': ."·'· 1" ,"1".·.·,1.-
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bolk power.1 Indeed, it is  no exaggeration to say that, with the exception 
of his anthropological work, virtually all of Bourdieu's investi�tions of 
French society connect with sOllie aspect of French education.! 

Bourdieu was one of the first sociologists to take a critical look at the 
popular I>ost-Worid \Var n public 1>oIicics of expanding educ;nional op­
portunity in order to reduce soci:J1 inequality. Though educational levels 
in all \Vestern democracies have seen tremendous imprm'ement (luring the 
hlst fony years, glaring inequities in wealth, income, :Jnd status persist. 
IJourdieu argues th:Jt education :JCtually contributes to lIll� maintell:Jncc of 
an inebralitarian social system by allowing inherited cultural differences to 
shape academic :lchicvetllent :md occupational attainment. One of Bour­
dieu's first works on French education, Tbe 11IberjfQrr (Bourdiell :Jnd Pas­
seron 1979), document." the persistent overreprcscntation of lllidd1c- and 
upper-cbss students in French universities despite years of e(lllcation 
expansion. In subsequent work, Bourdieu consistently emphasizes the so­
dally str,nified character of French edUC:Jtion. 

As J poim Ollt in tbe beginning of this book, a key (luestion animating 
Hourdicu's work is, how do inequalities of privilege :lIld I>ower persist inter­
gcneration:llIy without conscious recognition and public resistance? The 
answer, he contends, can be found by exploring how cultural rcsources­
cspeci:llly cduc.ltional credentials, selection mechanisms, and cognitive 
classifications-c.m be used by individuals and groups to perpetu:He their 
positions of privilege and l>ower. Bourdieu maint:Jins that the education:J1 
syst'em-morc th:Jn the f:llnily, church, or business finn-has become the 
institution most resllOnsiblc for the transmission of social inequality in 
modern societies. The task of the sociologist, therefore, is to "determine 
the contribution made by the educational s}'stem to the reproduction of the 
Structure of I>ower relationship and symbolic relationships between social 
classes" (Bourdieu 197P:71). 

The educ:uion system, Bourdieu argue." in Repnx/tI(tiQII (Bourdieu and 
Passeron 1977: [77-219), performs three central functions. It first of all 
performs the "function of conserving, inculcating and consecrating" a cul­
tural herit'agc. This is its "internal" and most "essential function." School­
ing provi(les not just the rransmission of technical knowledge and skills, 

J. lie ,,·rites. "the SQCiology of education is a chaptt'r, and not a less iUlpormm "ne ,11 lha1. 
in the SQCiology of knowledge and also in the sociology of pnwer-nm [n m�nlHm Ihc M ... ·i" I· 
ogy of the philosophies of power" (Bourdicu 19119<:: (3). 

}. Indeed, five of Bourdieu\ honks urc ,le\'''lL�1 1" Fre"..!' ,·,tu""u"" (n,,"rd'Cll ",><)1[" 
,g89C; Iinurdicu �'1<1 I'.,,,'er,,,, "n7. " nC); 11<,"rdil·.,. I',,,,,":r, ,no .111,1 ,I.· S."'II ," .m," " I'll), I" 
�d.liU\m. 'ilCI·crJI ,,,"' ..... .. f. klr$ ,Ir /,/ /'(" '(l1h rII .. ,m," " ••. d" h,I\,· I ..... " ,I.·" ,1,·,1 1" ,·,It" .",.", 
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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 
197IC:178). It performs a culrural reproduction function. 

When this first function combines with traditional pedagogy, the edu­
cation system l>erforms a second, "external" function of reproducing social­
class relations. It reinforces rather than redisrribut'es the unequal distribu­
tion of culrur.ll capital. It also performs a socia \ reproduction function. The 
education system l>erforms yet a third function, "legitimation." By conse­
crating the cultura.l heritage it transmits, the cduc.nion system deflects at­
tention from and contributes to the misrecognition of its social reproduc­
tion function. 

Uourdieu was an early :md key architect of the widely influential theory 
of social reproduction-a theory that' has led many to see that, in spite of 
formal meritocratic practices, educ,ltional institutions can act'llally enhance 
social inequalities r;Hher than ;lttenuate them. 130urdietl differs, however, 
from other reproduction theorist:." in that he does not see education as di­
rectly determined by the state, the economy, or social classes. In contnlst 
to both functional and Marxist theories, BOllrdicu argues that "relative au­
tonomy" r:llher than close correspondence characteri7--cs the relationship 
between the education system and the labor markct.� Bourdieu's particular 
contribution is to show that schools arc neither neutral nor merely reflec­
tive of broader sets of power relations, but play a complex, indirect, medi:lt­
ing role in maintaining and enhancing (helll. 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 HOlllo Auufemimr (1988b) and Ln No­
blesse d'Ernr (1989C). His early work on education focused on student cul­
ture, the transmission of cultural capital, pedagogy, and academic selection 
processes. I-I is more recent work charts the field of French education and its 
relation to the field of power. \¥hile the broad outlines of [his perspective of 

+ BUllrtliell d"e_� nm �cc IIHMlcrn IIniveNilics:\S subservient to pri,'lItI': economic or public 

Ik,lilll�.1 imcrc�l�. ;1< ,I" ..... Slllilh (I " N). l ie .Ines nOl IlI,sit a Moorrespondence� between cduCi' 
Ii"" .H"l lhc ��''''''''''}. ", ''':1r�'''' lih· 1I""lc, :111.1 ( ;iI111' ("no) ,I" for the Unitcd States 
"r lI.ll"lcI", :on,) h,.,IoI,·l C ,  '17 1) do ti.r I'r:llln·. 1I""rdic,, "b" rej""'I� 'Hill'" br�ian IL'('hnk�11 
("'1<'11"".,1 , ,,· .. , (,. t: .  ( I.nl , ,",,) ,h." 1M"" .' ",�ln li, '''''''�Cll blN,r "':lrkc[ ,lclll:II1,1 :l1ul 
nil .. . "" " ,  "'p),h 
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institutional stratification arc present in his early work (see Curren! Rereorr:h 
1 972), they receive lIlore development in later publications on the grolldes 
troles and the university professor-He. 

I will begin by examining how Bourdieu situates the French education 
system in relation to the field of power. (As was noted in chapler 6, this is 
consistcm with thc se(1uence of methodological steps Bourdieu outlines for 
research.) The flmdamcntal opposition of cultural capital and economic 
capital creates :I highly stratified system of higher education in France. Next 
I consider how he uses his conccpts of culturJI capital and habitus to explain 
how individuals distribute throughout that systcm. BOllrdiell also looks at 
school processes, and we will observe how he sees them as mediating the 
effects of cultural capital and h:lhitus to explain c(lucational attainment. 
The chapter continues with a look at Bourdiell's view of educational institu­
tions as powerful labcling systems th,lt subtly translatc social distinctions 
into academic evaluations, :llld then t,lkes up his analysis of I he socialization 
experience in Ihe high tracks of rrench education as fonn:ltive of an elite 
whose authority assumes quasi-sacred qualities. I will consider how Hour­
dieu sees the French education<ll system :IS relatively independent from the 
dass stmcture, the state, and the cconomy, and examine how Bourdieu 
sees educational expansion through his perspective of class-based capital 
ilwcsrmenc strategies. Since much of the criticism of Uourdieu's work for 
neglecting social change and tr:msfonnation stems from his analyses of edu­
cation, I conclude the chapter with an assessment of his thinking in this 
important area. 

EtJllf(J/ioll tlml tbe Fie'" of Powel' 

I observed in chapter 6 that for Bourdieu two major competing principles 
of social hierarchy shape:: the struggle for powet in modern industrial socie­
ties: the distribution of cconomic capital (wealth, income, and propcrty), 
which Bourdieu calls the "dominant principle of hierarchy," and the distri­
bution of cultural capital (knowlcdge, culture, and educational credentials), 
which Bourdieu calls the usecond principle of hierarchy." Substantial pos­
session of both types of capital distinguish the dominant class from all other 
groups. The dominant class, howcver, is internally differentiated by un­
equal distributions of economic capital and cultural capital. It is Bourdieu's 
thesis that these two competing claims to power internally differenti,1[e 
French higher education as well. French highcr edul�ltinrJ:J! il1,[ illl1iol1'­
disciplines, professors, and studentS-arc ,III ]Illbrizell ll}' tlint'rellt't" In ru/(/I 
volllmr (If capital ,mel by Ilifferew:e, in the rdfllll'f IIIIWIIIII, "I 1 1111 111.11 .lIul 

Cl'OIlOlllit' l·"pit:11. 1.11 I\'/N,ft"u',' d'/�/11I .111,1 111111111 1, ,,111'1111"11 "lit I .1 01,'1.1111''] 
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social map of how Bourdiell secs French higher education institutions inter­
nally stratified by these two competing principles of hierarchy. 

Bourdieu observes that type and prertige of educational instirution at­
tendcd are as inRuential for later careers as arc number of years spent in 
schooling. A major theme of his work is that French educational institutions 
arc soci<llly as well ;IS acadcmically trackceJ.l Of p;lrticular significllilce is 
the elite scctor of POSt-secondary professional schools (gmndes lroles) that 
parallel the French universitics.6 The [l'llI/des trolt'S stand :It the pinll<lcle of 
French higher education: thcy :lrc acadt:mically morc selective than the 
univt:rsitics; thcy prepare graduates for leadership roles in govcrnment and 
the emnomy; and they provide their graduates with valuc<1 alumni networks 
that help advance students' careers. A rough e(1uivalent in the United St<ltcs 
would be the most prcstigious business, law, and graduate schools. VVhcrcas 
entrance to a university in Fratl(:e requires no more than the successful 
completion of the iHfcmltlllrilft, entrance to thc academic:llly prestigious 
-,,[,Hllulcs e('oles requires intensivc :lnd specialized post-secondary preparation 
(usually two years) for passing the highly competitive entrance examina­
tions. Thus, the gmlldrs ico/i's represent the institutional embodiment ofthc 
French meritocr.ICY, Bourdieu's work, however, demonstrates that the 
sharp St!ltuS distinction between the univcrsitit!S and the gro1ldes troles is 
s()Cj(f1 as well as academic, for these profeSSional schools recruit in large 
measure frorn the dominant social class. 

Bourdieu's mOSt comprehensive dcmonstration of the socially seg­
mcntcd character of French higher education is to be found in La NoblcJse 
d'Efllf. In that work, Bourdicu (198ge: 185-264) assembles the results of :1 
vast and multifaccted <!.na collection project on thc gralldes Ecoles initiated 
in 1967 by Bourdiell ,md several collaborators, particularly Moniquc 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 2 1  of the [l'om/a teo/cs, exploring cultural prac­
tices, political attitudes, and religion at 1 5  ofthcm. The documented differ-

5. Research on The social conS�'Iluo;nces of tr:lcking is by now well e5l::lhlished in Amenan 
sociology of cdue\nioll (Oah"S 1985). l'ionC<!ring work b}· Kar.lbd (197:). Brint 3ntl Karnbd 
(1989), Cookson and Persell (1985), and Dougherty (1994) on commuuil)' �'OI1i:ges and prel' 
schools, dClllonStrJ te that tyfJ( of school anended ,md curriculum studied decisively sh�11t:S 
�':.Ircer oUlcomes. Bourdictl w:lS one of [he first sociologists to �mph1si7.e this point. His :l.rgu­
men! was perhal" WitTe r�ljk:tl in Frnnce than in the United SlateS, since. in Fr,lllce,:I. nnion-
911y l·cnlr.llilo;.1 mul \lmu!ar,lm:,1 �)'Stenl of eduCOIlion is SU1'posedly designed to reduce rt:­
l!iltl1,.l ,m,l "''''' •. 11 ,lotf,·n·" ... · .... 

(,. III ... l,lI1UII1 I" till' UIIII\'1\1II1-; Jlld ,'lTJJj,ln MIlt'S. F1'CIl('h hiJ.rllCT eduC"ltiflll indu<i�'l! � 
1."",,1 r�"t1t· •• j • •  � .,t" .It�l �".I , ... l"u.-..I ... ·I,,",' ... IhJ' fo'T 11ll' II"", I"on ,j,. "" I .... ·'Iu'n· Ih.· 
/,/" .11.11,,( •• , ( 1 " 11111,11 " I"" .,1,·". t •• I I ... 1111=h ... ..1,,",1 ,hl'l" I"�I .""1 n'HUlI 1>1'''''' " f  th" IT "'llI,l" Ill'" 
h,"" 11,,· I.,"" "".1.11, , I ,· " "I ,I" ",., L"'I� ' I.,...., 
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ences in total volume of economic and culmral capital re\'cal two broad 
institutional tracks,' At one extreme, stands such top-tier schools as the 
Ecole Nationale d'Administration, the Ecole des Hautcs Etudes Commer­
ci::lles, the Ecole Nonll::llc SlIpcrieure, and the Ecole Polytcchni<llIe, whose 
graduatcs can choose frolll a brO,ld r.lngc of career possibilities at the high­
est echelons of government, business, ,md edm:::ltiOIl, They recruit students 
largely fTom the dominant class. At the other extreme, one finds the univer­
sity faculties of science and leuers and ::l broad variety of other schools that 
offer specialized technical and vocational training, which recruir smdents 
from distinctly less elite social backgrounds.- There is therefore in France 
a bifurcated higher education system that is stratified in its relationship to 
the field of power. A(:cording to BOllrdiell (1972:17), 

the function of the dU:llist srnlClUre of higher education, in which thc !!Ttllllits iroles 
St:lllt! opposed to dlc Faculties, is to llistinguish thc mcmber.; of the ruling class 
from lIIelilbers of die othcr cbsses amI, in particular, from the Iniddle classes. 

Differences in composition of capital funher differentiate 2 1  of the 
top-tier schools between two opposing poles: schools such as the Ecole 
Nonmle Supcrieure (me d'Ulm), the Ecole Norm::llc Supcrieurc deJeunes 
Filles de Scvres, and [he Ecole Normale de $::lint-Cloud, represent the sci­
entific and intellectual pole, sim,'t: they recruit snldents from the same soci:ll 
milieu for which the prep�re their graduates, namely, the teaching, �rtistic, 
and scientific professions. In these schools, academic excellence, or the ::lC­
cumulation or scholastic capital, is the princip:ll hierarchy that ranks these 
institutions :md the slIIdents within them, 111 contrast, schools stich as the 
E.cole N�tion:lle d'Administr.ttioll, the Ecole Polytechniqtlc, and the Insti­
rut des Sciences Politiqucs de Paris and Ecole des I Jatltes Etudes Commer­
ciales, reprCSCnt the aciministrnti\'e :lml economic 1>ole, since they both re­
emit from and ch::lnnel thcir students into the higher echelons of business 
and state administration, Together, these instirutions arc ranked not only in 
terms of :u::'ademic excellence bur also according to the "dominant hiernrchy 
otltside of the aC:ldemic est:lblishment"; that is, "according to their position 
in the hierarchy of economic c:lpital and according to the power of the 

7, These results stem from �Il all�lysis of correspondence based 011 the social origins of 
the students (Bourdicu 1?8?C:t99), 

8, A SCCOIld axis of diiTercntinion \"e\'c3lcd in the COfTI!SIl .. lltlenel' �II:II)'" , ,.f th" 14 institu­
tions distinguishes �pri''1lteft from "Ilubhcft sch .... b. B"';I\�""'. �n. �II,I arl'llll",',ure "-·h,, .. I� 
connected to prh':l(c industrial 3lltl Clllllmeni�1 iruer...;,\ durl(\' '1U1I"U dll,1 .. llt·r I.Ilr1r flWIf­
ou:s mining- hili �n: oot �s ...:I.-,:IIW a..:ulcllu'-:lII}' a' 1111' 11111" '" I",. 1,,,1,1,, "'. ' .. I " ItI�"It'''''''!:, 
�� ... m"'n)'. I"a,'hillj:, .m,1 n,,,,;,rdl ",1,,",1, .h.>I l'n·I.�n· "".I. "" I • ., 1�,I,h, "" I .... ,.,,' ......... 
(11""nlt ... , " ,Il"c : ' "  
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positions to which they lead" (1972:18). Thus, these two elite educational 
tracks tend to serve twO distinct frnctions of the dominant class: the fraction 
rel:lti\'ely richer in cultur.tl capital and the opposing fraction relatively 
richer in economic (:apital.� 

Among the university facuities, Bourdieu also finds a similar socially 
segmented structure.'o l ie identifies an analogous bipolar structure with 
":It onc pole the scientifically dominant but soci:,lIy subordinate faculties, 
and, at the other, the scientifically subordinate but temporally dominant 
f::lcultics" (1988b:54). II I n examining the popu btian of tenured professors 
in Parisian university filculties during the larc 19605, Bourdieu finds that 
their social profile varies according to this bil>ol::lr strucntrc. Broadly speak­
ing, the faculties of natural sciences, arts and soci::ll sciences, law, and medi­
cine arc situated rc.<ipeetively on a continuum between the 1>oIes of cultural 
power and of economic and 1>Dlitic:l1 power. Dominant-class representation 
i n  terms of soci:,1 background and a number of indic:ltors showing the de­
gree of participation in instances of economic :md political power increases 
liS one moves from scicnce to medicine.'! Professors from the economically 
rich fr:lctions of thc dominant class tend to be located more frequently in 
the law and medical faculties than in the science and humanities facultiesY 
To iliustT:lte, professors in the bw and particularly the medical faculties 

9, Another diiTcrcn(bting f.l�1.or in th" corn:spondenc� �n)lysis of Ihc ! I schools distin­
guishes (host: olTerl!lg ) �gellel"Jlist� I'r"l'aration for admillinration from those oiTerillg "Icch· 
niCOJI" trailling for highly �1'.,:dalll,�..J p .. sitiortS (Ik"'r'heu 198?C:: 16). t\ third corr"spontlence 
2I1al)'Sis ,m 1 5  of the m"st elite J(11l11dts kole1 reveals a sjtnil�r 1J:1Item. Schools Icading to 
�':lr"crs in administr:.tion, such as Ecole N,lIiollale d'Adl1linistI"Jtiun mul lnnifUt de!l Scicllccs 
Poli(iqllcs de Paris, arc morc likcl)' to r�'Crujt s(udenD. from til" P�risi3n hOllrgcoisic who 
ha,'e a litcrary background in S<:t�mdary schools and who allcnll"d I>TCStigious pri'':1t" 5Chools, 
whcr"as schools Icadmg 10 Icchnic:11 positions, sudl �s E.cole Ccntr,lle. Ecole des Mines, and 
Jillaitut N3tional Agmn"mi1IuC. n:cruit morc studcnts from Ih" middle classes and who havc 
followed (he scienllfic U1ICl� III St.<Wndary schools (illld .• l! I). 

10, 11115 analy�is is found in Iftmlll llcndnlliau ( 19118b:38-40, l7' -75). which is b:.ise<l on 
3 r:lIloom $:Imrie of -lOS tenured faculty mcmbers frum thc 1Il�'(hC:lI. bw, am and social sci­
ences, 2nd natul"�1 scknoxs f.leuhies in the Paris area, �1ll1 in "hich he obsen'es that "the 
structure of Ihe ulliversity licld rell�-ru thcstrucrure of Ihe field of power. ,,'hile ilS own activity 
of selection and indoctrinatioll �'<>ntributes 10 (he rcprotiuClioll of thaI structure" (<JO-4 t), 

II. Bourdieo writes. �Ihe univcrsity field is orlr.mi1.ed �Cl:t>rdillg tn two amagonistic prillci. 
pies of hicrarchi1..uion: ,he soc,�1 hierarchy, corrcsponding to thc C:Jl'i(al inherited and the 
�'Conomic and politiCliI Cllpital actually held, is in OPllOSition 10 (he specific, properly cul­
rural hierarchy, c.:orrespondillg to the Cllilital of scientific 3uthority or intelieCtu31 rellown" 
(ihid., 48). 

'1, Il1Ili .. ,II., ..... ;"" 1.,,1,, r�tll"r's f>CCul,ation, IYJIC �lId presnge of secondary and highercduC':l­
,i,�) ill'lI\<lli"I1' .n,,·,ul.·,1. I;,tln!: ill 'he French Jl'bos JVbo or floum M�",laill, decol"�tiolls, 
all,1 P,U!I\II'A!I,.!t III \ " ru'It' ):" " 'rllll1\:111 IIr I1nilcr.>Jt) alllllnmtr�tl\'\: 1lIltlks. 

I I. 1\."",,],,,,, t I.,IIKI, IK) 'HII' .... 11t.1I �llw 1' .... ( ..... " ...... "fllw d,IT"ren, f;l<'ultk ... . Irt: ,li'lrilotfw,1 
1�'1" ,.,.11 ,I,,' IM,I, ,,1 , . . .  ", """ .,,,01 I" ,I"I<'JI 1M ",,'r .1<1.l llw IM.I.· "I n.hlll"JI I.n .... tlj:.· ,,,.,..,r.III,!! 
I •• Iii ... ',III It 1" " " '1,1 . . .. ,I" ,hit, '''''' 10." I""" .,1 11,,' ,I" 'IIIU.II,I . 1,,,,," -
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are more likely lO live in socially exclusive Parisian neighborhoods than are 
professors in the artS :Jntl 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 rnade.l� The French university world broadly divides 
into twO Clmps if one looks at it in terms of the key characteristics that 
distinguish the principal fractions of the dominant class. 

Bourdiell finds th.lt these structurcs have remained remarkably stable 
throughom tbe !9705 and '80S. If May 1968 brought reform and gre:lter 
access [Q the French lIniversities, it also brought dominant-class night from 
them. Competition for entry to the top-tiel' schools has increased consider­
ably lIS has the gap between the top- ;Illel lower-tier institutions. Today, 
top-tier schools tend to recruit even morc from the (Iomin;mt class than 
before (Uollrdieu 1 989<=:271). Further, the phenomenal development ;Int! 
expansion of speci;lli'Zed professional schools offering training in m:mage­
ment, ;Idvertising, journalism, :1Ilt! business tend to :Htract studenL" with 
considerable inherited economic c;lpital (278). Bourdieu considers these 
schools to be rcfuges for dominant-class youth who ;lre unable LO gain ac­
cess LO the academically most selective lfl'flllt/i's cco/t'S ami yet who refuse the 
alternative of going to less pn,:stigious university faculties 01' [Q one of the 
second-tier schools. 

Bourdieu mus points to a fundalllelltal par:ldox between two simultane­
ous dc\'ClopmeIlL<; in 'French higher education: the increase in options in 
higher education, offering a broader r;mge of educational opportunitics 
than before; and a reinforcement of cbss-based social stratifiC'Jtion within 
the higher education;ll system. 

Bourdieu also observes a shift in power away from the intellectual pole 
in French higher education toward the :l(llIlinistrative ;1tld economic pole. 
The Emle Nationale d'Administration has replaced the Ecole Nonnalc 
$uperieure in the struggle to define the most lcgilillllite and prestigious 
form of higher education in France today. Indeed, the Ecole Nationale 
d'i\lllI1inistration has come to impose itself as the standard for the entire 
field of the French gml/des ctoles (zl:h). This shift, Bourdieu suggests, paral­
lels a decline in the traditional prestige of the intellectual professions 
(teaching and research), which arc being more and more eclipsed by the 
incrC;lsed prestige associated with top positions in state administration, big 

14. Bourdieu ('989b: 376-77) locatt!S the discipline of SlIeinl,,!.,}, d"ser " , -bw and '" Ihl! 
temporally dominant disciplines� th�n to the sdemifi� di .• dpli nl·'. S''''j"I''1Ll i"" 1;,,1.1 "I' '),n1-
!>olic Ilroduction that is divided by "two radic�l!y diwrqwll Ipj.:u·,: ,Il\' l"tlW "I IiiI' 1'"llIil".,1 
field . . .  �nd Ihe I,,!.,,;'- "flh", sl'icllIitil' tid.!." '1'1,.. Wlellllh, 1" 11" '" ""  "." 'Ill ,1" ':I'n ,h,,1 
l'''1I1111'1I1i<�lIi''lI he I,."c.l ,'" ,,';"nl " '" .... i,,·n.'. \" " .  " " ,,,1"111 " ",ltil, ,", ,I ""I,  II,,· 1"1:'" "I 
'he IM,hci,�,1 t'dol. " I,,'n' ... '''''''''''W�II'''' I' ,h.II.·.I 1>1 t I"  "".101/ 1"",  .. I (I, ."1,,,, .n,·" M 
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business, political party leadership, :md the media-particularly television. 
This shift, Bourdieu sardonically suggests, gives risc to a technocr.1tic vision 
of intellectual practice, onc that also contributes to thc declinc of the fa­
mOllS French tradition of autonomous inrellecnJals, exemplified by Jean­
Paul Sartre, and elevates in standing thc "intellectual journalism" of Ray­
mond Amn, which Bourdieu deplorcs. 

Habitus, CU/fuml Capitlll, (//u/ Selectio71 Processes 

In order to show how individu;tls distribute throughout this str.1tifled field 
of French education, Bourdieu calls on his conceptS of habitus and cultural 
(:apital. As was pointed out in chapter 5, hahitus, which is akin to the idea 
of class subculture, refers to a set of relatively permanent and !:Irgc!y uncon­
sciolls ideas abollt one's chances of success and how society works that arc 
common to members of a social class or St:1tus group. These ideas or, more 
precisely, dispositions, Icad individu;lls to act in stich a way as to reproduce 
the prevailing structure of life chances ;111(1 statlts distinctions. The concept 
of habitus permit.'> Bourdieu to stress th;lt educ;ltional choices arc disposi­
tional rathcr th:m consciolls, rational calculations. 

An important theme in Bourdicu's work on education is his assertion 
that ac.Hlemic selection is shaped by class-based sdfse/ectioll. Whclher stu­
dents St;ly in school or drop Out, and the course of study they pursue, Bour­
(lieu argues, depends on their pr:lctical expectations of the likelihood that 
people of their social class will succeed :Icadcmically. Bourdieu believes 
thert is gener;.llly a high correlation between S\l bjcctivc hopes and objective 
chances. A child's ambitions and expect.ltions with regard to education 
:11ld career arc the structurally determined products of parental and other 
reference-group education;11 experience ami cultural life.11 \-Yorking-class 
youth do not :Ispire to high levels of educational :1ttainlllent because, ac­
cording to l3ourdieu, they have internalized and resigned themselves to the 
limited opportunities for school success thaI' exist for those without much 
cultural capitaLI(, In colltrJSt', upper-middle-class youth internalize their so­
cial advantages as e.�pectatiolls for academic success, and stay in school. 
Uourdicu, thus, insightfully demonstrates how much educational seleclion 
in fact occurs through self-selection. 

I 'j. This c·dl<<cs ill I�(]'I ,he widely �cecplcd "iew ;n American Slatus-au:linmcnr research 

11t:11 slrnsn II,,· ""l�,n;II"'" "f ,wdc·m exp<:t't:Ui()IIS "n ed"�';\li<>nnl n�hic"<:",cl1l (Sewell. 
1 1;11I�<:r, ;1I1,1 1'lllIn 1';1''')). \ ,'1111 Ilis CltlH'C!11 " fh"hiIIiS. H" llr<licll l:lllllhasi7.l"\ 111(\\' CXPCI'l:lIi" ns 
dert" · Ir''''1 , ..... " ,1,1" ,," 1.,11,.111',,, 

If, S,·,· ( '1-11", ( " I'N, " I'r') I •• , .' """I.,,' ,I" ... "",,,, " I  II,,· ",,,r,',', " I  II,,· 1,'1" '" ,·" lIl·j.:'· 
" \1>1·" ." " " " ,,1 \"", , , ,,, I t I, ,L, 
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l3ourdicu's :mal)'sis o f  studenr 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 eh:mees to be problematic. The 
high aspil'Jtions among American blacks after World \·Var n for a college 
education, despite overwhelming evidence of limited career opportunities 
in thc professions, represents just one striking example of :a disjuncnlre 
betwecn hOlleS and real chances (I lout and Morgan 1975; MacLco<l 1 987; 
Michelson 1990; Ogbu 1978, 1990).11 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. \oVhile Bourdieu's formula­
tion of the "causality of the probahle" m�ly 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 f�lInilies beg-an invcstment in 
the credential market, where traditionally their chances for success had not 
been great. Suddenly the tacit and pr.lctical implementation of the effects 
of early socialization, so well captured by the concept of habil11s, gives way 
LO a more consciously rational class reconversion strategy th;l\" conveys the 
sense of a highly fururc·orienrcd perspective of class behavior. 

In addition to cl:ass habirus, class differences in mltllml (ffpiwl :llso affect 
educational attainmenl. Cuinlr.ll knowledge and style operate as carriers 
of social inequality. As was pointed out in chapter 4, Bourclieu finds it useful 
to think of cull1lfc-csJlecially in the form of educational credentials-as 
a kind of capital ("scholastic capital") that can be purchase(1 with time, en­
ergy, and money and then exchanged for occuJlations with high Starus and 
incomes. His concept of culrural capital covers a wide variety of rt!.'IDurces, 
including verbal facility, gener.l\ cultural aW�lrencss, information about the 
school system, and educational crcdentials. BOllr<licli points to an II/ICfJlllf1 

dim-i!III/ioll of CIIltlmil rnpitnl. Social classes differ gready in levels of educa­
tional attainment and palterns of cultural consumplion. Bourdicu finds that 
students' academic I)crformance is strongly related to parents' cultural 
background. ParentS pass on their cull11ral heritage to their children. Most 
higher education degrees in France, for example, are held by children of 
professionals; very few :are held by children of fanners and fuctory work-

17, Sec Rosenbaum 1976 for e\'idcll(;(: of u simibr disj"I1t'" ,rc III II h" h '1,,,1,·,,,, "'''I"·n..:i,·c 
the consl'<lucnccs uf s�'<'''nd:lIy �d"�ll lr.ll'kil\):. :1Il" h::u�II�'I " 17' It" "'"I''''' q" """ "I "''''' 
",uuity o.:ullq:e lr:I,·kin!t. 
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ers. IS Thus, Bourdieu sees class distinctions as mediated by both aspir.ltions 
and expectations and cultural style and knowledge ilHo differential educa­
tional performance and attainment. 

Bourclieu 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 
evaluation for an explanation of how this occurs. l ie arh-rues that formal 
schooling contributes to the maintenance of an unequal social system by 
privileging certain culrur�ll heritllgcs and penalizing other. Even prolonged 
exposure to university instruction docs not fully compensate lower- and 
middle-cl:iss youth for their initial handicap in cultl.lr.11 capital. French 
schools, he finds, emphasize the forms of knowledge and cultural ideals and 
styles dominant social groups in particular cherish. l ie suggests that the 
traditional program of humanisl snldics, which until recently dominated 
the prep:lratory track for entrance to the university and elite profession;ll 
schools in France, docs nor provide the technical skills needed in the broad­
est sectors of the job market.IY The humanities appeal less to those students 
whose lack of economic security motivates them to seek out technical and 
voc,ltion:ll options. Moreover, this program of srudy :lcts as a selection de­
vice; academic success in the humanities requires general cultural awareness 
and a relined and elegant slyle of l:inguage. Curriculum content and style, 
then, offer advantages to those who possess the "educationally profitable 
linh'1Jistic capit:al" of "bourgeois language"; its tendency "to abstraction, for­
malism, intellectualism and euphemistic moderation" reflects a literary and 
cultured disposition lhat is found mOSt often among the dominant classes. 
This socially valued and a(:atlemically revered linguistic style contrasts 
sharply wilh the "expressiveness or e;"pressionism of working-class lan­
guage, which m:anifesL" itself in the tendency to move from particular case 
to particular case, from illustration to parable" (Bourdicu and Passeron 
'977: 1 16). I t  further differs from the distinctive features of lowcr-middle­
class l:inguage, with its "faulty hypercorrectivencss and proliferation of the 
signs of grammatical control," which betrays its "anxious reference to the 

18. BOlUxlieu's concepl of culwrJl tllpiu.1 has slilllulated an import-Jnl body of research 
into the cultll11l1 dimensions of unequal eduClition �ltJinmenl. Apple 1981, Apple and \Veis 
1985, Cooks()I\ and Persell 1985, DiMaggio 1981, DiMaggio and Mohr 1984, Lamont and 
1.:ITt:au 1988, L:lre�1I 1¢\9. and Robinson and Gamier t985 are jusl a few noteworthy e.UIll­
pies. 

I'). The l'I,m.." I.,r 0.:,,"11'111 ,,( Ihe l\1gh tnl·k 11\ French lYL"it:s has s"'ncheil ru mathematics 
.,nd ,,<:i"'I""· ,n",· U"",.,I ..... I,,·,.: .... I"" r�",,""Jrdl "" Frelld, CtlUL"'II"" in Ihe l�lrI)' 1 Ij'1OS. lIul 
lill' (',r",.ll 1';111,,·, .I.,II! 1" '" ,,,.01 """·llI.lIi"lI ,,( their i"'ln'l'li"lI hardl), "I'!"",I, 1" I, ,w,'r ,.1.." 
,li'I"""" "" 
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legitimate norm of  academic correctness" (1 34).10 Because of the emphasis 
phlced 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 cult11ral capital. Bourdieu makes the interesting edmographic obser. 
v:ltion dial even the I>hysical organization of the traditional French univer· 
sity-Iecture halls :md amphitheaters rnther than small scminar rooms or 
even libraries-testifies to the preeminence of the spoken word (Hourdieu 
and Passcron 1977: 1 10). The fonnal lecrure elevates the role of the profes· 
sor as the legitimate transmitter of cultural goods. 

The usc in France of a traditional pedago /,'Y that StTeSScs the refined 
mastery of :1 literary linguistic style dis('Timinates in f:lVor of those rich in 
inherited culnlral capital. By f.liling to provide COlllpcnS:HOry coursewark 
adapted LO meet the language deficiencies of those without cultural ('"";Ipital, 
traditional pedagob"Y ful fills the function of serving dominanH.:lass interests 
by delll:IIHling "uniformly of all its students that they shaul{1 have what it 
docs nOt give": namely, a pr:lcric:ll and inform:11 maste,)' uf lallguage and 

culLUre lh:lt c:tn be aC(llJired only in the domill:IIIH;lass f:llllily ( I  2H).11 Style 
as llIuch as contelll becomes the mechanism whereby cultural privilege is 
reinforced amI cull11ral <lisadva1ltagc is left ullattended.1! 

The cbssic oral :lIId essay cxaminations, like the traditional form of 
instruction, present advant:lges to those richest in cultuml C3pital. Such 
eX:llIlillatlons tend to me:lsure ability ill linguistic expression as much :IS 
mastery of subject llIatter. For example, Bourdieu's sewndary analysis of 
reports of flgrigllfiolln juries finds clear preferencc for candidates who dis· 
lillJ:,'uished themselves by spoken and written clocluence (Bourdieu I 989C: 
19-47; Bourdieu and de Saint Martin 1974). These national examinations 
represent the highest Ic\'eI of achie\'cmenr within the French edUCational 
system and symbolize the triumph of democmtic, secular, and state­
controlled education over the interests of church, region, and social class. 
While they promul brnre the ide:lls of democmtic equality :lIId n1eritocratic 

lO. BUllr,hcn'� �tll;"g""'I1(m \hal tlisIinCl linguistic �1)·IC5 'lemming from class-ba5l:tI social· 
lMI;"" �h"ll<: 9��.,lclllic l'erfortll"nec is echoed in B3sil lkrrNci,,'s work (197 1-75), which 
Il"unheu helped introduce illln Frum:c. 

l I .  CullUrul :U1t! lin/luistic styles blx:lcd �clllti''llted� or Udistinb'l.ljshed� by Ihe school sys­
lem in f.lct referencc � �fJI/l1I(11fllr moor of IIr'llli$ilioll" which is �only possible in families whose 
culture is scholarly culture" (Bourdil'u and dc Saint Martin 1974:354)· 

n. Bourdieu's sC:l\hlllg 91t.ick on ll1lditional pedagogy rctk'C\S Ihe I'�rlkubril)' uf Ihe 
French case in conrNst to other nnional educational srstelll� Ih�1 �rl· In,."" "I"''' I" h,,�onc�s 
and science inSlntction and compensatory profrr:nn�. 

l3. A hi�hl)' t1.rnl .... l1livc n,ninn:.l n�rnin�li"" Ic·,uhnll in "·.,, lu"II I""" "' 1·..,·"..11 Ir,,·,.· 

�ntl ull;'·C",ilic'. 
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achievement, Bourdieu forcefully :lrgues that, i n  practice, they fa\'or the 
culmrally privilcged. 

Another theme in Bourdieu's work is that education mediates the ef­
fects of class background in complex W:I}'S. I Ie systematically relates the 
selective process of education to social·class strucrure without reducing this 
relationship to Olle of simple class determinism. Social·class background is 
filtered through a complex set of fuctors that interact in different W3yS at 
different levels of schooling. For instance, Bourdieu explains that the reason 
a strong correlation between social·class background and school perfor· 
malice 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 intcrsect: differential performance according to class will appear less 
pronounced ar the higher levels of schooling because the surviving lower· 
class stu(lents represellt a highly select subgroup (l3ourdieu and Passeron 
1977)· 

l3ourdieu's analysis of results frOIll a langu:lge test administered to uni­
versity studcnts illustrates how the edueation:ll system translates the stu­
dent's initial degree of educational opportunity and alllount of cultural capi. 
tal into charJcteristically 'lcadcmic traits (Bourdieu, Passeron, and de Saint 
Martin [965; 130urdicu and Passeron 1977:74-89). Cultural capiral and 
"degree of selection" arc the fulcrulll concepts used to interpret the tcst 
results, Srudents of dominant·class origin obtain high test scores on all 
typcs of vocabulary <luestions, from the definition of scholastic concepts to 
those that presuppose a morc general cultural background. l3y inheriting 
the most socially valued forms of culnmll activity from parents who usually 
have some university education, these cultural heirs arc able to C3sh in cui· 
rural capital on good aCldcmic performallce. 

The mcdiation process is 1l.1tticularly \'isiblc for academiCllly successful 
lower·cla.ss students who rely more heavily 011 the school for their acquisi. 
tioll of cultural capital thal1 do upper-class studellts. The few lower·class 
students taking the cxam score just as well as upper·class smdellts on ques· 
tions invoh'ing academic concepts, since these lower·dass students them­
selves represent a highly select academic group. Lower·class survivors have 
compensated for their initial lack of capital by acquiring a scholastically 
based cultural capital through exceptional intellectual :lbility, individual ef­
fort, and unllsua I home or social circumst:lnces, However, these lower·class 
students dn !lnl scnre :IS well on questions requiring broad cultural knowl· 
eclg-c, hel":IIN· Ihc}' I:h·k lhc h:ll·kgrnund of thcir upper·class schoolm:ltes. 
' I  'hllllJ.!h :1(':11 tl'11I1l',llh' �1U,(" ,� .. flll. lo\\'cr-d:h� Sill/tent" he:II' t he 1II:lrk of their 
inil i:11 ,·ldlllr.11 dl',., h ,lnI .IW· hI lwing Ion "'I·hob,1 ito" ill I heir l"IIIHII�11 .. , yle. 

I 
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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 from a class milieu in which major invesnnent in higher 
education has only recently begun, Student pcrformance and achievement, 
therefore, can be seen as the outcome of a complex interplay of expecta­
tions, culmral capit'll, and the degree of sclection, 

Thus, Bourdieu's approach establishes strucmral linkages between ed­
ucation:ll processes and social str.'ltification. Macro-level patterns of social­
class inequality and unequal distribution of cultural capit;ll arc linked to 
micro-level processes of pedagob'Y, evaluation, :lIld curriculum, 

Amr/emic CltrssijiCllfiollS tiS Social Cl(lssijications 

Bourdicu (1989C: I 9-98) argues that the struggle for economic ;lnd culwr,ll 
capital not only differentiates soci:1lly French instil'tltions of higher le:1rn­
ing, it also structures and differentiates French mcntalitics, The cducational 
system instills a systcm of widely used cognitive chlssifications that rcinforce 
social distinctions, For Bourclieu, this is its most insi<lious function, He 
draws this basic thesis from Durkheim and Mauss (I 963) to argue that there 
is a fund:1mental though unrecognized connection between institutional 
structures ;md the cognitive dispositions they inculcatc within individuals. 
Rather than limit this demonstration to the social and mythical worlds of 
"primitive" peoples, Bourdieu :1pplies it as well ro his own milieu-modern 
F rcnch academe. 

In a stud}' of successful secondary school candidates on a highly com­
petitive national examination (llI/mitlfs till COllcollrr gel1im/), Bourdieu 
( I  989c: I 9-47) finds that the categories such candidates use to characterize 
the intellectual qU:1lities for success in various acadcmic disciplines corre­
spond to <[ualities the candid:ltes :lttribute to themselves and which arc at­
tributed to them by their examiners, Students and examiners alike were 
more likely to attribute success in literature, language, philosophy, and 
mathem:1tics to innate talent where:1s h:1rd work and study were more likely 
to be mentioned for geography and the natural sciences, Indeed, Bourdieu 
(31) finds a whole series of bipolar oppositions, such as brilliant/dull, 
gifted/motivated, distinh'uished/vulgar, cultivaled/academic, eloquent/ 
awkward, original/common, and refined/crude, that both students al1(1 
teachers employ to di fferentiate success in the various ;1Cadelllic disciplines. 
These dichotomies point to twO underlying ide:ll "ypes of aCHlelllic sllcce�s: 

the most highly v;llued type cv()ke.� :11\ im:lg'c of ch:lri,�m:Hic qlmli l ies of 
indivilhl;ll talclll, while Ihe olher �1I)r�e'h �1Il'('I'" Ih:11  l'll1lln I h roll)rh h:1I'(1 
work allli dclCrlllillalilJlL I lml'l'I'l'l', II' IIU'dII'U ( \  \) ,II", 1111,1" ( 1 i : 1 (  l i lt' dil'li.·., 
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ent representations of success observed for the diffcrent disciplines arc par­
alleled by differences in social origins and amounts of inherited cultural 
capital. SLUdents in litcramrc, language, philosophy, and mathematics are 
more likely to come from higher social-class origins; their representations 
of success in tenus of individual talent in fact rcRect greater advantages in 
inherited cultural capital. Thu�, the very rcprc�cntation� of succes� in 
French academc express euphemized social-class distinctions, These bipo­
br "scholastic forms of classification" function analogously to what Durk­
heim and Mauss called "primitive forms of classification," as they represent 
the incorpor�tion of institutional structures, such as discipline �nd tracks, 
that are in a homologolls relationship with the social-class strucnlre (49), 
The academic meritocracy is a form of aristocracy, It is rooted in the notion 
of "natural" rights and abilities of indi\'iduals, which masks inherited cul­
LUral advantages. 

Bourdieu extends this kind of �nalysis by arguing that cognitive polari­
ties parallel the hierarchy of institutional tracks in French education and 
thus rcRect the undcrlying inequalities established in the struggle for eco­
nomic and cultunll capiral. For exam pic, the division betwecn those schools 
recruiting smdenrs with considcr.'lble capital :1nc! those with less capital be­
comes the institutional basis for dle familiar distinctions between mcntal 
and manual bbor, or between conceptual and applied tasks, that distinguish 
senior managers frolll middle 1ll:1nagers and engineers from technicians. 
Moreover, the culnlral capital/economic c:lpital opposition becomes the 
instimtional basis for the conceptual distinction bet,veen pure and applied 
orientations toward knowledge, science, and cullUre, Bourdieu (1984a:387) 
writes that 

the educational system, an institutionalized classifier which is ilsclf an objectified 
�ystem of classification reproducing the hierarchies of the social world ill a trans­

formed form, with its cleavages hy "level" corresponding to social Strata and its 
dil·isions into specialities and disciplines which rencer social divisions ad infinitum, 

�lIch as the opposition between theory and pT'Jct1<:e, conception and execution, 
lr:lnsfonns social classifications into academic classifications, with every :lppe:1T:lnCe 

" f  1ll,;Ulnllity, and cst':lblishes hierarchies which arc not experienced as purely techni­

,'ai, '111d therefore partial a11d one-sided, but as toml hierarchics, groundcd in nature, 
'" • hal S'Kial v'lille comes to he idenrified with "personal" value, scholastic dignities 
"j. 1I  1111111:111 tli�llily, 

E.lIIl';H iOtl,l1 il"'l j l lli i, 111'., HI Illl'. licll I hl'I\:fl ll'c ;ll'J.!IIC.�, I1J\CI':l1i.' :IS :\ll "ill1-
1 1 11.:11�1.: I" 1�1111 1\ I' 1II,I\,IIIIIt''' I h,ll IIlltkr 1 1 11.:  :l 1'1 11.:;11�111I.:C ' II' tccilllil':l1 I1CIII 1':l l i l  y 
1 1 1 1 1 1> , .. �' ]11 1 1111 1  II ,' 1 1 1 1 " 11\,, 1 11,.1 d,I��l li\ ',lI I' 111� t h;1I ":I( Ii Y c.�i�t itlJ..: .. , It'i:.1 d"""i 
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fications (1 989<=:5 1_8 1).1� This process goes misrecogni"l'.ed a t  a tacit level. 
Indeed, it can only operate tacitly, since widespread awareness of this "b­
lent function" would makc the system inoperative. Social and IJersonal in­
sults, such as "you are only a worker's son" or "you arc crude," which would 
be judged unacceprable in academic culture, can nonetheless be expressed 
euphemistically as academic judgements in the "misrecognized form": "oor­
rel.:t but nothing more," "lacks style," or "unremarkable work" (Bourdicu 
1989c:6 1). The classification function of schooling is buttressed by its legit­
imation function. Schools "consecrate social distinctions by constituting 
them as a<'":ldclllic distinctions" (Bourdieu and Passeron ] 977). Because 
actors believe these classific:ltions to be academic, they employ thcm as 
legitimatc I:lbels without full awareness of their social conSC(luences. 
Through socialization, they have been incorpor:ned as praclic;1 1 instru­
ments th:lt :lctors employ pr:lctically wilhout conscious reflection. Yel, 
these academic judgments :Ire also social judgments that ratify and rcpro­
duce social class distinctions. 

Tee/mimI Trail/ing liS Elite F011Jl({fiol1 lIud COllsec1"IIIiol1 

Bourdieu argues thal the professional training provided by the academically 
sclcClivc gJ"(mdt:S icoh:s imparts not only technical knowledge and skills but 
even more iml>Ortantl}, a StaUlS cuIUlre.�! He sharply criticizes the tcchnical­
functional view of cducation, and draws notably from Durkheim's sociology 
of rciibrion to stress the ritual and symbolic aspects of elite schooling. In­
deed, Bourdieu (1 989<=: 164) draws an explicit analogy betwcen modern sec­
ular educational institutions and rciigion when he writes that "'the school 
is in fact a religious instance, in the Durkheimian sense." By this Bourdieu 
mcans that the Frcnch gmlldl's eroll's separ:He out a social elite and bestow 
on the elected "all thc properties ordinarily imparted to sacred beings." 
These schools create a kind of secular pric. .. thood-what he calls a "state 
nobility"-for positions of power in modcrn Fr:lllce. This status culture 
legitimati7.cs the intcr-institmional track system examined earlier by creat­
ing a kind of "s:"tered/prof;me" opposition between the elite gmllt/es ctolrs 
and all other post-secondary educational institutions in France. Through an 

�4. Bourdieu's argument heTe o\"er1�IJS sornewhn wilh Meyer's (1970, (977) diS\:u��inn "f 
Ihe �ch�rl.enng cffccts� of schools, which stress the institution31 i1l1p3('"[ or edu(.·:l1iun "n s .... ial 
structure by Itefining �nd ronf�rring rights, rcsponsihilities, 3nll mil"'! in Ihe brlter ,<"dely. 
Both Bourdieu �nd Meyer dr:l"· on Durl.:heim tn 11I�l.:c Ih�·ir "<·'1"" "[; ... · "q.,'l"'''''I1'<, ioU! H"ur· 
dieu Stresses the cognil11"C alld S0c1:11 s1r.lIif)'ill)! drn'l� "r .111' m,ulIllll1l1:1iu,Uljo: I'mn·�' 'If 
educatiun on br)!er s .. d.:ty 111"'"" .h�n ,I,,,," .\kp·r 

�5. I I" :,rltlmwnt I' "miLlr t" th.· '''''' ",."1.· 1,, 1�.,,,,I.,n ( " 11,,,, 1 Hr.)1 l, h", I,L., 11",,..,1,,·,,. 
,1,';1", "'.'''r " I I", "''')oll''� Ir,.", 1\,,1,,·,\ .h" ,,"I'''' .,1 II" '" h , •• • ',h" .11" '" '" ... � ..-1\ 

E D U ( A T I O N ,  (ULTURE ,  A N D  SOCIAl  I N E Q U A l I T Y  I 2115 

intensive and elaborate socialization process of ritual and ceremony, these 
secular and technical schools in fuct set apart and sacralize a power elite. 
They create a ki nd of new secular religious order, endowed with quasi­
sacred qualities, lhat characterize technocratic leadership in modern 
France.!' 

Bourdieu (101-81) documents this "consecration" aspect of French 
elite education by looking at thc socializ.1tion experience in the daSJ pripflrtl­
loires, which represents the vcry competitive high track in French second:"try 
schooling leading [() the .'S7"IIII(Jrs icoirr.!' Bourdieu considers the French 
dlISJ(S pripflrllloritS as "lOtal institutions" :lnalogolls to the boarding-school 
experience in the British public schools and American prep schools.}j The 
socialization in the cll/SSt! pn:plll"llto";(S :ltnounts to a "vast consccr:ltion rit­
ual." Physical as well :"tS menul exercises instill :"tn ascetic culture of sclf­
conrrol in prepar:ltion for control over others. All activities arc designed to 
nurture a ch:lrismntic quality of entitlement. StudclHs expcricnce a highly 
regimented social and intellectual lifc that fosters social homogeneity, a 
common culturc, a shared sense of entitlement and a (:Olllmon symbolic 
capital. 

But, for Bourdieu, even more important than the regimented organiza­
tion of everyd:1Y life is the pedngo&'Y that forms n regimented intellectual 
habitus. Thc constant prcp:lr.1tion for competitive exams, the lISC of text­
books rather than origin:"tl works (e\·cn in the humanities), the large number 
of problem sets and regular drills, the intensive pace, and the competitive 
amlOsphere create :"tn instrumental, pragmatic, and narrowly calculating 
orientation toward culture and intellecru:11 work. Rather than nourishing 
a critical spirit that might encourage research, this pragm:1tic 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 
:1ll interest in more probing intellectual exploliltion that is important for 
training teachers and researchers. Paradoxically, then, those students who 

�6. The [Xllemical import or Bourdieu'$ recourse to the bngu:lge ofl)url.:heimiJIl sociology 
.. I" religion can be better appreciated if one rec:alls that one of the crowning legacies of the 
Fr�,,�h l�e\'(,llI1ion was 10 cre��e free, publie, and Sl.."CUlar education institutions where religion 
" .. "hI no l""jo:er I,by a c.:mml role, 

!7· l Ie I,,,�cs hi.� ,.h�erv3tion' "11 cxt.:nsivc {b�a from lIocstionnaire surveys, inten;c"·s "'ith 
I. 'Ih ,tu,leut, �,,,I I:1<"uhy, ",,,I loy c�:lInin;nlt II I,.,ricry of written testimonials of e'�lH!riences 
In"" )(n"h':I1�'" .,] 1 1 0<· r/,mr" (lrrp.llmvirr" 

!1i. Th., "" '''-''1'1 "I ", ..... 1 """'''I'''U" ,'"",.:, (n.m ( ;"rf"""1 (ttl'l). U"urdieu's anal}"�is of 
Ih.· " .. ·,.,III.II",n " 'I"" "'''' ,. "h-", ,I ... , " ""') " f  ,1,.: ""'I\" "",:�·h�"i"I" Ih,,! (�,,,k�'l1 an,l l'cn.c1J 
( ,,)1i� ) .lt ... , ..,1,,· '" II,,·,,· '1",1, " I  \,,,,..It .m ,-III,· IN  •. ,,',I"'I: ,..I" .,), 1 1,,,,,·,,·r, J\"unlk" ,In. ... ,,,,, 

,I ... h"""'jo(" III1"'1' nl'" ".". t- ,,] I II., I'I" II( II ,/,"'" /",-/,",11">1('0 " I,,·n·�' ( :, .,� ... '"� .• ",[ 1',·, .... ·11 
,1 ... "It· .11"·".",,, II, ,I" ,_",,"" .,," '" ,,] ,In,.",.,· �,,,I .,I,, 'U'''''' '" 1.,.1101",1' .... h,.,I. 
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are most highly selected academically find themselves in an organized aca­
demic setting that is least likely to encourage an interest in research or 
intellectual development as an end in itself. The g1"fl1ldl's Ecoll's give students 
a competitive culture bur not one that encourages critical thought. 

Tbe Rellifive Autom:nllY of fbe EdutYItio1J Field 

Another central theme in Bourdieu's work is that educational institutions 
arc not simply an adjunct of morc decisive institutions in society. A.� I noted 
in chapler 6, Bourdieu speaks of the "relative autonomy" of cultural fields 
from outside interests. He uses the idea of relative autonomy to theorize 
<I complex relationship between the education system, the economy, antI 
the social class structure (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977: 1 77-78). It is 
through the logic of relative autonomy that Bourdieu secs the education 
syS[elll heing capable of carrying out its '"' c)."lr1'lml filllctioll of social conserva­
tion." 

The relative autonomy of the education system refers to its c:lpacity to 
develop a {Iistinct status cull"llre :111d its own organiz:nional a!lll professional 
interests, which may deviate signific:111tly from Jahor-market dcmands or 
dominant-class interesl"s. Bourdieu emph:lsizes that the educational sys­
tem obtains relative autonomy from outSide institutions through its self­
reproductive cap:lcity 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 Icadership from within its own r<lnks as the reason 
for its unusual historicli continuity and stability, an<llogous mon: to the 
church than to business or the state (Bourdieu and P:lsseron [977:[95-
98).19 Education's virtual monopoly over recruitment, training, and promo� 
tion of personnel allows the ecIuc:ltional system to ad:lpt its programs and 
:lctivities to its own specific needs for self-perpetlution. For example, the 
intergenerational transmission of a humanist cultura! tradition in the tradi­
tional French university has stood :1[ cross-purposes with the more contem­
porary concern for utilit,lri,m knowledge encouraged by industrialization. 
This has undoubtedly been one important source of :lnticapitalistsentiment 
alllong well�educated French men and women. It also helps explain why 
the French academic profession h:1S strongl), resisted repeated efforts by 
state planners to align the curriculum more closely with the practical needs 
ofhusiness. The combination of an interna!ly generated body ofknowlecige 

19. The reference 10 Dnrkheim concerns hl� linle-k""w". hUI perhallS 1""'\ ,i):,," i'�I"! 
work in the sociolof,'}' "f ",tlm·a!'''''. "f"br 1·::·"/lIli"" ,{I·,II,,.,,llfIllltI ·/ball}!.bl ( I OJ77). 
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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 relatively autonomous statuS of the educational 
system provides a desirable alternative to both technical-functional and in­
stnllllentalist class domination views of the education-society nexus/o By 
calling attention to the organizational proclivity for self-perpetuation, the 
internal bbor market, and the institutional basis of meritocratic ideolo!,'Y, 
Bourdieu correctly argues that the educational system mecliates external 
demands. 

The terlll relllllVI: (lI"OI/(I1I1Y L'lln be used, however, to emphasize two 
quite opposite tendencies, and this property reflects both its ingenuity and 
its ambiguity. The term can refer 1O :l deeper level of relationship :md func­
tion that goes ill-perceived. Bourdieu draws upon this aspect of dependency 
when hc discllsses the relationship of education to the class strucntrc. "Rela­
tive autonomy" captures the ill-perceived dimcnsion of the educational 
transmission of social inequality: formal equality of opportunity and rcward 
based on mcrit permit the subtle transfer of pri vilege through cultural capi­
tal. RCP'"OI./flftiIJII, for exanlple, emphasizes lhe idea of a close but ill­
perceived connection between social structure and the school. AWlinme!lt, 
performance, and tracking are :111 presented as being he,lvily class based, 
albeit in mediated form. And though every attempt is made to argue that 
social-cbss reproduction occurs by various forms of cultural and institu­
tional lllediation rather than through more conscious and instnnnenmi 
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 dOWIlW,lr{i mobility for upper-class indi\'iduals 
arc only mentioned, not explored. And the chances for upward mobility 
for lower-class youth arc suggested to be minim'li. 

But "relative autonomy" implies autonomy as well as dcpendcll<:y. The 
term can emphasize the systCnl'S capacity to resist external demands. Bour­
dieu in fact draws upon this aspect of the term when he discusses the W;lY 
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, Bolcanski, and 

30. Clark·s /';'/lIrlllillg Ihr 1{\·pn1 Sodrl) (196l) is a classic statcmcn, representing the 
!ed1l1i(�\I-f1l11<·!"'II.,1 1'�""l'�.·!i\'e :111,1 Smith's Who Riliu thr Ullivrl"1ilirs? (197-1-) I)resents an 
11l,'rulI,,·,,!,,1 , ,,.,, " I  , I.." .\' ''";''''''',,. 11,,,,10,0< :nul <:I"ds's .o.;..hoofillg in (""pi/ldiil 11mrl"i(1II1 
( " J7(,) " fl." ·' " " 1 " . 1,,,,.1 '"." .,1 . 1.", .",,1 ,d,,�,1 rel:ni" lIs lh:n "1 ... , ,,11,,,,·, lin Ie I""ilul" ,nal 
.11"""" "" I""" I I,"" "II, ".,,, 
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Maldidier 1971). I-I ere he correctly captures the idea (absent in human capi­
ml theory and most ..... dical theories) of org:l.Ilizational 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 del}Cnding 
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 bhor market varies ac­
cording to type of education and type of labor market in Bourdieu's analy­
ses. V(K.-ational education, for example, seems more closely attuned to job 
entry and l}Crfonnancc in the skilled Illanual labor market than liberal arts 
prograltls are lO white-collar jobs. Morcover, there appears to be a better 
"fit" in IJourdieu's analysis hetween the gmlldf!J CCO/f!J and elite job positions 
than there is for either voc:nional edlK-ation or the liheral arL" progr.IIIlS. 
This kind or \'ariation is not well captured by the langm1b'"C or relative au­
tonomy. 

\-Vhile the idea of relative autonomy captures an important historical 
development of the French educ:ltion:ll system, it docs less well :lccuunting 
for change it.'�clf. The notion works best for Bourdieu when he refers to the 
resistaIH . ."c of the traditional emphasis in French second:!!")' and university 
education on the classics to curricular reform more in line with knowledge 
and skill needs of industria\iz:llion. I'everthcless, the rise in imponance 
over the past thirty }'cars of malhclIl:ltics and modern foreign languages in 
me high track of French secondary education and the growth in vocational 
progralllS suggest a growing alignment of educational programs with mod­
ern technological needs. The notion of relative autonomy. howel"er. is un­
able to give an adequate description of such changes. 

Bourdieu's use of !.he tenn docs not permit him to specify the condi­
tions under which educa.tional instirutions can achieve autonomy, the de­
gree t"O which they do, the limits of that aUt"Onomy, and how it might 
change. Yet, these arc important considerations if one is to gain a richer 
understanding of the complex relationship between a stratified educational 
system :md a segmented labor market. The [crill gives Bourdieu conceptual 
mancuver-ability but at the considerable price of lack of empirical precision. 

Hourdieu speaks of the relative autonomy of the educational system to 
refer to its capacity to undermine government instituted reforms. The ide:L 
that the relationship between policy objectives and actual cOllse(lllence.� is 
mediated by divcrgent organizational and professional intercsb i� 1I0t 

novel, but is frequently unappreciated hy cri t ica l tlieu.-ic, of etiw.::ltion. 
Nevertheless, the il\tercsts of tC:lChcr�. �dl(u�1 :ldlllini�II·;lt' )I"�, :lnd [ I " N' . ,f 
state man:lgeN 1Il:1}' wdl l:oinl·i.te wukr nTt.1i l1 l·"I I. \ l t ;"I1' .11,,1 lin l·  .. .' ruin 
i:,slIe', 'lid, :1' expand ill/-{ "UtI· rt·"nllt·,· .... 1"1 III' "",1"111.: "I ud ... IIl .11.1, hilt 1, ll llt-: 
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additional science facilities, and increasing instruction i n  the humanities.ll 

Bourdieu does not explore such cases. A complete assessment of the rela­
tionship of educational institutions to stlte agencies would also require an 
assessment of such conditions. Moreover, it would call for a srudy of the 
politics of educational reform, one that would look at the actors, organiza­
tion, and objectives that arc subject to cOlllenrion. 

Thc cmphasis on relative autonomy leaves Uourdicu with very litde to 
5.'y about thc relationship of schooling l"O the Slate and organized interest 
groups. YCt, educational planning and policy making are carried om more 
by government officials than by relatively autonomous teachers and profes­
sors. Moreover, Ofj,r:lIli ... ..cd labor and teachers' unions can act as impor­
tant pressure groups. And business interests, even in France, arc not en­
tirely absent from universities, as the switch in curriculum to scientific and 
business-oriented studies over the laS[ thirty ye:lrs suggests (Isambcrg­
Jamari and Segrc 1 97 1 ). In stressing the autonomy of cultunl! institutions, 
Bourdieu's analysis tends to downplay the importance of these other fac­
tors. 

Since Bourdieu considers education:!l field :lutonomy ro 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 somc modific.,tlion or the model. American universities, for example, 
are very much constrained by economic interests, such as research funding, 
student enrollment.�. and alumni relations. Significant politic.-al influences 
often impinge 011 the allocation of research funding. grants, and at times 
on the expression of faculty views. In the case of the United St:ltcs, at least, 
there would seem to be much more interaction and less autonomy between 
the academic field :lnd the economic and political fields than Uourdieu's 
framework suggests to be the case in France. 

'::tIl/Clition, Reproduction 1111(1 Cbange 
I n  this concluding section, I take up Bourdieu's lreaUnellt of cducation and 
�1H.:i�11 change and the criticism his thinking on this important topic has 
received. 

I I l l)(;ATI(lN t:XI'ANSION; CI.ASS RIlPROOUCTION STRATEGIES 
In chapter 7, I pointcd out thar Hnurdicit analyzes the dynamics of the 
l·''''tclnl"II�Ir)' d:I"" "Irlll·tlll"\.' in terlll� Ilf c:lpir:ll in\'esnncnt strategies hy 

\ ' . 1 )"11111"'"1 ( "1'111, I .. , 1"1""'1'1,·. ,It,,,,, Ih.11 ,." """,,"11\ n,lIt·!! .. · k." I,· ,", li", l lh",r """ 
, "·).1.'''''.11'' ",.,1 1111" , .,1; I. .. ,," d ," '" .1" "., I h.II .'1'1',·.,1 '" I "'�'''''" .'''' I ,.:"".'.'"'''.''' 1111,·"-,, .. 
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individuals and families who compete to maintain or enhance their posi­
tions in the social order. 130urdieu (in Bourdieu and 130ltanski '977: (98) 
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 thcir position in thc structure of class relations hy safcbruarding 
or increasing their capita!." Individuals and groups protect or advance thcir 
positions within thc social hierarchy by prescrving, reinforcing, or trans­
forming their stock of c:lpita!. 

In order to maintain or improve their positions in the stratification 
order, different classes pursue different kinds of educational investment 
strategies. Middle-class groups (e.g., shopkeepers) st:lrted investing in 
higher education after \Vorld \,Var n in order to obtain economic security 
in a joh market that incre:lsingly required formal qualifications. Tradition­
ally low in cultural capital, these groups began invcsting in the expanding 
universities. Frustrated by the traditional emphasis upon the humanities 
and hy forms of instruction that do not aid studenlS with litde inherited 
eultllnll capital, midd Ie-class groups demanded that curriculum and instruc­
tion be oriented tOward the acquisition of uS:lble knowledge and skills for 
the illcreasingly professionalizc(1 job markct. 

t\ second kind o f  strategy is pursued by the intellectual elite who tradi­
tionally invest in e(lucation and thus already hold considcrable cultur,ll capi­
tal. This dominant-class fraction has assured the reproduction from gcnera­
tion to gencration of professors, writers, and artists in Francc. As thc main 
carriers of the hum.mist tradition in Fnlnce, this culturally elite group 
works to protect its culn!ral capital from devaluation; it resists bending 
academic requircments to thc changing skill needs of the labor market. 
Thcsc wealthy cultural capitalists strongly defend the merits of liberal arlS 
instruction, oppose reform measures th,1t would give a gre:Her vocational 
emphasis to the university curriculum, and argue for thc complete auton­
omy of the university. They also orient their own children toward the 
gnmdrs eroles, particularly the highly prestigious and selective Ecole Nor­
male Superieure, which prepares teachers for secondary schools and univer­
sities. 

Other dominant-class fractions pursue different stratcgies in ordcr to 
maintain their positions of power and privilege. In the face of dcmocratic 
ideals of equality and new administrative and legal restrinions, it has he­
come increasingly difficult simply to inherit econOllliL' we:lhh :lIld [lower. 
Big-busincss leaders, who arc wealthy in ecolI(\lIIie l·"pi,:d lU ll "Illy IIlodl.:r­
ately wC:Ilrhy in cultllr:11 c:l[li,;lI, h:lvc n:�J1\ Hub I I ( !  I lu' .I1·dull· • " 1 hc l:ul lily 
lir1ll lIy "COII\'Cr! illg-" 1 hcir en >111 ullil· ell!il.1 1 1 1 1 1 . ,  , I ilt I I I  ,11 , .11 111.11 1 1 1  Ilu· ".nt I 
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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 1 989C: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 intensified 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 middlc-class 
mrivistrs. Both of these privileged class fractions dominate the prestigious 
professional schools, such as the Ecole Poly technique and the Ecole Natio­
lIale d'Administration, whose graduates arc channeled directly into top 
leadership pOSIS in government administnltion and large corporations.)! 

Bourdieu's analysis of the varying and often conflicting educational 
investment strategies of different cl�ISS groups demonstrates that the 
stakes in education are nOt the saille for everyone. He perceptively suggests 
that the increased demand for academic credc.mials represents more than 
a response 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 :lIld [0 conflicts over access to positions 
of power and privilcgc.JJ His :malyses also suggest that the biggest bene­
ficiaries of the expanding educational meritocracy are not the capitalists, 
as Marxists arguc, but those ridlcst in cultural capital, namely, the pro­
fessions. 

BOURDIEU'S TI1EORY 01' CI'lANGE 
Numerous critics have argued that the strong social reproduction emphasis 
in BOllrdicll's early work on French education, IXlrticularly in Reproduction, 
docs not sufficiently anticipate situations of social crisis and change.H The 
difficulty Slems from the central role that Bomdieu assigns to his concept 
of habitus in explaining social action. Critics charge that despite Bourdieu's 
claim to insert agency into his Structuralist analysis, habitus harbors an in­
escapable strUCUIral determinism. Ln the last analysis, habitus is unable to 
account for innovation and change, for it reduces action to the interests of 
the types of capit:11 it intern:llizes in dispositions and generates only pnlC­
tices corresponding to thosc intcreslS. 

3�. As Bourdieu (1 988b) notes, the elite status of the Ecole Normale $ulwrieure has waned 
whcn:as th,n of the "��,le Nationale d·Administrution has waxed to become the current apex 
,,( Ihe Fre'Kh }..",,,,,lrJ it'llk< hicr:m;hy. 

\ I .  Then· i, : • ..I";,,. afli .. ilY tICme<: .. llourdiCll's pcr.>p,ecti,"c nn edumli'm cXl)'1nsinn �I\d 
( ;"l1ins\ ( 1 1 17 1 )  '111111' f(1"1I]! n'I1I1"·1 npbU:lfioli. 1I"lh dr.1w in�pir:llit!1I fTHIll \V�ltcr. 

H. Sn'. f. ' .. " " ""1,1 • ., II,·, II.· .. , .,K/,: ( :,,1)' .. , I 'IH I�: { :  .... ,,<:11 , ./H \: 11i,\b):"):"i" ' <'7'1< ( ;"ru""" 
" ,'/1: ( ;m ... " " JH \. I . . .  L"" " ,H I .  " I'" • .I" l'l'kt· " ,H(,: 1'1"'" " 170; S",n·1l 1'1'1:: S"I�" .. <·" 
"JI'/. -;,\. .... , 1'1','. ,"".iI " IH, 
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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 down plays 
the "inventive" side of h:lbitus, that it in fact amounts to "reactions ofhostil­
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 (Bounlieu :lI1d \,V:acCjllant 199! : 1 )l-37).11 Only 
recently has Bourdicu acknowledged that some of his formulations might 
lend themselves to the perccption that he is a "hyperdetenninist" (Bourdieu 
and Vlacquant 1991: 1 3Z).1(, \·Vhen he writes of habitus as "an acquired sys­
tem of generative schemes objectively adjustecl to the particular conditions 
in which it is constituted the habims engenders fill fbI: fbollgbfs, nil fbI' pcrrrp­
fiollS, nlltl nil fbI! octions consistent with those colUlitions 1111(1 1/0 otbL'1T' (Bour­
dicu 1 977c:95; cmphasis added), the concept docs seelll deterministic. Nu­
merous similar formulations th:lt reduce to "structures producing habitus, 
which generntes practices that in turn reproduce structures" lend credence 
lO critics' concern. 

My own view is that habitus rcpresents a mediating concept between 
pr.lctices and structures rather than a structurally determinative construct." 
Since its operation occurs through time and across situations th:lt can differ 
in structural conditions from those in which habitus W;IS rormed, there is 
room for lllodifi<'111ion ,md ch,mge, ;ls BOllrdieu cli\ims.JI YCl, as Bourdieu 
admits to his critics :and st"lltes forcefully in numerous places in his worL: 
(e.g., Hourdieu 1989C:9), the tendency to perpetuate structures is built into 
his sociali1A1lion model of action. Habitus tends to reproduce those actions 
consistent with the conditions under which it was produced (Bollrdieu 
1 977c:95). For example, Bourdieu ( l990h:60-61) speaks of "avoidance 
strategies" generated by habitus "to protect itself rrom 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 

j5. \V�C'IU�nl (1\191) SlrC!iliCS the OI>cnl1'-'SS of lJourdicu's frnmeworl.: 10 �ccomrnod3te � 
theory of ch�n!l'c. even t!,uugh lJ.ourdicu himself has not s�'$telll�ric:l.lIy fonnulated such a 
thcury. 

36. Unurdieu \I·ritcs (ihid., 136): "I ("".111 unders tand such misinterpret:.ltiolls: insof.1 r as dispo­
sitions tlu:msdvcs \lre socbl1y determined, one could say thaI lam ill � scnsc hyperdeteTillini�t. 
It is lrue thai an�l)'Sd Ihal 1;I1.:e in\o 3ccoum bolh cffecQ; of !)()Sition and effects IIf tI;'I .. ""i,,,, 
COIn he pert-ct.·cd �s formidably dClcrministic.� 

j7. I join hcre SI!\'cnl other critics (Harhr '984. 191)0; Miller �nd llr:m"lII 1<)117: Sdlllt, 
198/; Sulkunen 198:; Th�pan 1'}88; \V�cquam 1992) wh" lhin� uf hahilU' �� .1 I1Il·dbduj.l" 
concept. 

38. Se\'cnl other crilics (CllhuUIl 1'1'11: t',,,, \"II .III.! 1 JI'\\.'I!I!'" 1 'J<l I )  nl", w,' 11,.11 h.I],IIII' 
cunl"l1I� "Olb dIiIlCI"""''' '["len""","1 .,,,1 III<" I�'''I],I''I' t.,r 11,,""1< • .  111' "I .11,,1 1 11.11'1(" 
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reproduction built right into the concept is strong indeed.J9 Moreover, 
technically the critics arc right in that habitus ifself cannOt :account for 
chang!:!. In Bourdicu's full model, howevt:r, practices result from the il/Tn'­

uni01l between habinls and fields. As was noted in chapter 6, the scope of 
Bourdieu's theory of action is not complete withoUf the idea of fields, since 
fields arc able to illll>OSC their own particular logic upon the propensities 
of habitus. Structural reproduction occurs only if habitus operates in condi­
tions similar those that produced it in the first place (Bourdieu 1990h:63). 
Indeed, as Bourdieu (1974a:5) understands the dialectical relations between 
habinls and field, three different kinds of situations can occur. In simations 
where opportunities and constraints arc <Iuite similar to the situation in 
which the dispositions of habitus were first internalized, habitus will tend 
to produce practices that corrcspond to existing strUCt1Jres. This results in 
social reproduction. Ln situations where the opportunities and constraints 
of fields change gradu;11Iy, hallitus tends to a<hlpt, though there will be some 
degree of "miS111.11ch." These arc situations Bourdieu h.1s 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 u-:!ditional strategies are deployed in rela­
tion to nO\·el phenomena.-+O vVhen the discrep:1Ilcies between new situations 
and those in which habitus was fonned are slight, only a gradual modi fica­
tion of structures occurs. In Bourdieu's analyses, the rate of this adaptive 
process appears to vary according to location in fields and according to 
amount and structure of capitaL For example, French middle-class families 
were much quicker to take :adv:ant"llge of incrcasing higher educational op­
IlOrtunities during the 19505 :and '60s than were working-class families. But 
where discrepancies are considcrable, rapid transformation can ensue. 
\-\'here there is a sharp, rapid change in opportunity stnlCnJres, the expecta­
tions of habitus are frustr.lted, creating the potential for social crisis. Bour­
dieu writes that, in crisis situations 

Ihe dialectic of mutually .self-reproducing ohjecti\'e ch3nccs 3nd suhjective 3spir:l­
lions may break down. Everything suggests thai ;1[1 IIbrllpt slu1IIp 11/ objrrtivf relative 
III subjective aspiralions is likely to produce 3 hreak in the t:lcit acceptance which 
Ihe dominated classes . . .  previously gr:lntcd IO the dominant goals, and so IO make 

1'). !n fal'I, B"ur,hell (,,)I>I(;:o::,p) �cs � Icndcncy toward rCllroduction in his COllcept of 
'"'I,iu! :l� well 'I' on !", """"l'lll "( h"I.;",, when he wrile' Ih�1 (""" l'it�1 Mco"t"Ains a tcn(lcnl")' 
1" 1",r.i'l III 11, Io .. ·,,!�·' .,,,.1 MI" rq'rtKI"n·.M 

I'" Sn' S .. llhl" I .,111 I." .• 1" " ' "  " I.,r" 'Inllll� '·�'III'I'I,. ,If II", I) 1M' .,f d,�nl!" Ill " 11": .. lil"",,1I 
,,� ,,'1\ 
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i t  possible to invent or impose the gOllls of a gcnuinc collecli\'c action. (Bourdieu 
and Passeron 1979:97) 

1n this third kind of situation, reproduct-jon gives way to either resignation 
or revolt. 

Thus, Bourdieu's overall view of action permils considering situations 
where existing opportunities no longcr correspond to the expect<ltions from 
prim<lry soci<lliz<ltion. Such situations oblige habitus to generate nonadap­
tive forms of behavior. The source of change is rooted in the WCQlI11ter 
between habitus and structures when they lack perfect fit. This observ:ltion 
notwithstanding, the general use of the concept by Bourdieu has been to 
emphasize the adaptive nature of most ,lction and its social reproductive 
consequences. The disjuncture hetween habitus and field is treated more 
in terms of structural lag or imperfect synchl'Oniz:ltion than in terms of 
structural contradictions that would generate change (Bourdieu and Bol­
tanski 1981 :96). There is discontinuity :lIld adjustment in Bourdieu's work 
hut not contr;ldiction :lnd revolution. 

MAl' '68: A STRUCTUR,IL HISTORY 
Bourdieu t:lkes up the important issue of soci:ll change :lnd gives it his 
fullest development to date in HQmo AC(flklll;CIIS, where he proposes a "slruc­
tural history" of the May 1968 crisis in Fr:mce. Just as thc logic of social 
reproduction implies a close alignmcnt of expectations with opportunities, 
the possibilities for social crisis, it follows, arc most likely to occur where 
:l sharp disjuncture occurs between cxpectations and ,lctual rew:lrds. Bour­
dieu sees Nlay 1968 as the unfolding drama of frustrated expectations that 
stemmed from the centr:11 role that educational creclcntials h:lve come to 
play in French society. 

The rapid expansion of the educational credential system in French 
sociery had the effect of creating disjunctures berween expectations and 
rewards in threc ,lrcas: faculty careers, student plans, and lll:lnual labor. 
Bourdieu argues that prior to the 1 960s-the period of rapid educational 
expansion-the higher educ:ltion:ll s}'stem ill Fr:lllcc was characterized by 
a high degree of harmony between teachers :md students, because both held 
consider:lble cultuml capit:ll 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 cxpcct:ltions 
and rewards for both teachers and students. In the unil'ersi1ies, rhe tT:ldi­
tiona I faculty career system (a sponsorsh ip s}'stelll h:l�e, I '111  n I< '1'1:11 i, >11 :mt! 
long prepar.ltion) W:1S upset lIy the expanding 1':1n�� t 1 1  junit1r f:1l'uhy II'ht1 
hrnu).:'hl heigl11l.:nl.:<1 (.·.�pet·I:lli" I1� 1;.1' Iplkk .1,11'.111\,<'111,'111 1 " .1 wry l i l l lill.:l1 
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number of senior positions. Teachers found themselves facing increased 
numbers of less highly selected, middle-class students who did nOt pos­
sess the cultur<ll b,lckground that teachers traditionally took for granted. 
Middle-class students, in turn, found that the hUlIl:lllistic and schol:lstic 
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 gr:lduatcs de\'alued the university degrees they were 
counting on to secure high-st:ltus jobs. Arloreover, the Frcnch university 
was unable to impose selection, or "cooling off," mcchanisms to adjust SUl­
dent expcctations to the re:llity of the limited number of good job opportu­
nities. Finally, lIlanual workers wcre frustrated to find that the upgrading of 
their skills through vocation:ll training Coline precisely at a time of declining 
labor-11l:lrkct demand for Ill:lnu:ll skills. The conjunction of these different 
crises ill expect:ltiolls represents for Bourdicu the underlying structural fac­
tOrs that led to May 1968. 

Bourdieu's analysis of the Arb}' 1968 crisis in Fnlnce needs c:lreful com­
parative inspection with other nation:ll contexts. It may not, for example, 
generalize well to the United States. Unlike the French sUldent movement, 
the Americ:l!l student movement of the [9605 was not precipitated by all 
"abrupt slump" in professional opportunities. On the contrary, these were 
,lctually increasing during this period. 

It is also notcworthy that Bourdieu's university field analysis of May 
1968 says nothing about the social movement and organizational aspects 
of the May cvcnts.�1 Nor docs it offer insight on possible international con­
tagion factors, such as the potellti:ll mobilizing force of the Vietnam \¥ar 
and of student uprisings in other countries. Though Bourdieu acknowl­
edges th:lt broader ch:lnges in the pOSlw:lr economy helped shape the COIl­
ditions leading to the 1968 social crisis, those economic changcs do not 
figure directly into his :lnalysis. The focus of his .m:llysis-:lnd the medlOd­
ological point he wishes to score-is 011 how external factors nrc filtered 
through :lnd Illedinted by the intern:ll logic of cultuf:ll fields such as the 
French university. 

Since Bourdieu's field appro:lch holds that as fields gain in autonomy 
they retranslate external influences in terms of their own internal logic, 
analytical priority is therefore given to the internal Structures and dynamics 
of fields. For Bourdieu, the most important features of May 1968 are to 
he found withill the French university system. Moreover, Bourdieu locates 
I he sife of dH' lTi�i� in I he Frellch highcr-edul.:;Hion .�}'stelll within the facul-

,1 ' ,  .... ,.,. I .,,,, .,,'" " II,M [ ."  .' .I,,, ,"",," " I  II", Fr"1ll 10 ,\ \.') " IMI Ir, "" " "�·i .• 1 """ ,'''''."111 
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ties o f  :Irts and social sciences, precisely that part o f  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 sclec­
tivc, aJl(1 good job prospects following graduation wcrc assured, May l¢S 
brought liule dismplion. This was notably the case of the grolldtS (rolts, 
p.1rticularly the Ecole Poly technique and the Ecole Nationale d'Adminis­
tration. Yet this insightful contrast paradoxically suggests that the politics 
of education expansion and thc sheer increase in numbcrs of smdcnts and 
fuculty may have had more LO do with the crisis than 130urdicu's analysis 
acknowledges. I-Ie notes that the grnm/rs icolrs also had a sponsorship mobil­
ity system for fucult)I recruitmcnt and promotion. This system, however, 
was preserved frOIll 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 het\veell the different types of 
educational institutions and the politic.11 economy in Frallce arc celllr:ll fOf 
e.�pbining their different experienccs in M.1Y t96S. Bourdieu acknowledges 
the import:lllce of these linkages between external and internal factors, 
making his focus on the internal factors only partially successful. 

As a theoretic:ll fl'":lmework for understanding change, Bourdicu's idea 
of disjuncture betwecil habitus and field le:lVcs unanswered some important 
<!uestions. First, it is not cerCi in in Bourdieu's framework what c.�actly 
might bring about a sudden downward shift in opportunities, especially 
when they seem so solidly undergirded by [he procli'lity of habitus to repro­
duce them. Second, it is not clear under what conditions frustratcd expecta­
tions would lead to resignation or revolt-two radically different responses. 
Since one can probably find frustrated expcct:nions to somc extent in all 
historiC:lI periods, what constitutes a breaking point? Ilere Hourdieu's so­
cial action view of change seems vulnerable to criticism addressed to "rela­
tive depriv:ltion" theories of social crisis.�! Bourdieu (1979:77-97, 1 984a: 
143-47) :lttributes expressions of anti-institutional attitudes and behavior 
:lI11ong middle-level French white-collar workers in rhe 1970S to the frus­
trated eXI>cct:1tions of the overeducated. But under what conditions might 
frustrated expect:ltiolls lead to self-bhlme mther than revolt? Conditions 
under which one would occur but not the other need funher specification. 
Crucial types of conditions to consider would include the :tmount of rc­
sources :tlld capacities of a group to act as an organized IInil, and the relative 
strength and degree of organiz:ltion of it.� oppositioll" (Tilly I IJ7H). And 

-+!. ( ;"r.\ J I  'by ,\/m Rr/.,., ( , (170) " �I'n"",·n'�'",· ,.! ,d .• ,,, , . •  I,·!" "  .11, •• " .• ".,1\ ".� ,,! " � IJI 
lI,nnll,l. St·,· "�"q,,,1 " 17'1 ("r " ,', ""·,,,·, 1'1'''1,1<' .. , , ..1.11 '" ,10 1" "  �" "tt 110, .. , II·, .. t " " '.ti . " '" 

E D U ( A T l O N ,  ( U L T U R E ,  AltO S O { I A L  I H E Q U .l. l I I Y  I 2 1 7  

what role should be attributed to stare agencies, university administrations, 
and organized interest groups? Bourdieu has very little to say about organi­
zational capacities :tnd practices of groups; yet these would seem crucial to 
an}' analysis that explores the question of order alld disorder in society. 

Beyond the idea of disjuncture between e."pectations and objective 
chances, there are other elements ill Bourdieu's work that indicate potential 
sources of change: intrusion of external events into fields, increase in sheer 
numbers of lield participants, unevell development ;111£1 conjuncture of cri­
ses ;lmong different lields, growth in types of capital, and social stmgglcs 
that expose field dOom necessitating new fonns of symbolic domination and 
new reproduction strategies by :lgcnts (\·VacCluant 1 987V' They appear in 
different places in his work .lIld have yet to he assembled into a general 
theory of social ch:tnge. 

43· For eX�ml)lc. llnurdieu (198yc:-+!l:-fl6) disc\lSlSl'S rhe imp"ct of geller.,1 strucrur:ll !funs­
forrnati""s in Ihe fidd of power on c"ltu"'�1 production. ThC:St.: fr:lIlSf{lnIl3!;OnS, however. arc 
not thcori7.cd, but aurihuted In changes in economic <.'OnCCiltr:llion 3ml the hureallCr:lli7..aI;on 
of horge firms. 
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I N T E l L E C T U A L  F I E L D S  

The role of intcllccnmls in modern societies occupies a central pbce 
in BOUl"dieu's work, but one that goes largely unnoticed despite [he rapidly 
growing interest in Bourdicu. Bourdicu's understanding of intellectuals 
Stems from his general vicw of practices, of the dynamics of cultural Callit:ll 
and symbolic violence, of fields of cultural production, and of the Slr:.ltifiCl­
tion order in modern societies. Indeed, an implicit-and sometimes (Iuite 
explicit-theory of intellectual pr-.lcticcs interweaves with each of these thc­
orcti(..-al and empirical interests. Ln order to extrapolate a richer understand­
ing of Bourdicu's sociological project, I 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 Bourdicu approaches the problem of defining 
imellecnlals as an object of sociological investigation; how Bourdieu situ­
:ltes inrellecnl:lls relative to thc soci:ll cbss structurc; and, in the light of 
Bourdieu's key concept of intellectual field, how intellectu:lls arc stratified 
by their participation in fields of culWr.l1 production. I will eX:lInine 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 Uourtlicu's cri,il';ll analysis 
of existing inrel1ecru:l1 practices :lnd insrirllrinm. Ch:ll"t'l' 1 0  I:lkc<: lip hi<: 
normative vision for lhe killli of role he l,c!ic\'c, iUldl(·( 111.11, "lI'il,l, ,)..:i,l' .. 
ill p;lrlinl1:rr ,hurrld pl:ly in rUlull'rn "'I'll'II\" 

? I I  
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Tbe i11lp011flllCe of illttllectllnis 

There ar� 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 
national tradition, Bourdieu writes in a coumry where the ideal of the 
detached and critical imellectual who imen'enes actively in the 1)()litical 
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 Sanre perhaps best epito­
mizes this national tr.ldition where "men of leHers became the leading po­
litical figures since they Sl)()ke with authority, despite the fact that they did 
not hold the reins of government" (1 luszar 1960:8). As;l consequence, the 
role of intellectuals h:ls, perhaps in France marc than in ;lny other country, 
been the object of both clnubtion :Ind critiC;11 reRection. Indeed, it is diffi­
cult to imagine :l leading French thinker who is nOt concerned with intellec­
tuals. Pierre Bourdiell is certainly no exception. 

Second is substantive areas of research, A considerable portion of Bour­
dieu's work centers on fields of inrellectual production. I Bourdieu ( 1 993d: 
132)  indicates expliddy his intention to "make a contribution to the sociol­
ogy of inrcllectual production." And he acknowledges that the study of in­
tellectuals Fillls within his initial project of investigating the "whole set of 
dominant positions," though he has not },et completed their systematic 
stud}' (Wacquant 19931>:20). 

Third, and most important, 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, political conflict, and 
the perpetuation of inequ;llity in modern societies. Vic can sec this central 
concern at the very heart of his theory of symbolic power and \'iolcnce.1 
As 1 observed in earlier chapters, BOllrdieu's theory of symbolic power 
holds that class relations arc mediated through symbolic struggle. A key 
dimension of class relations is the struggle to legitimate particular defini­
tions and classifications of the social world. This struggle for symbolic 
I)()wer involves the capacity to name and to categorize, indeed the capacity 
to make social groups (Bourdieu 1985e:73 1-35, 1 988a:23). It calls for sym­
bolic labor, which is precisely the work of intellectuals who, as symbolic 

!. A .. dlTlnl II,! " l lu .. lld,I .lll,Il\· ....... " f  Ulldll'("lu;ll .. illdullc� lIounlil'u I Vi Il', 1'17511. 1,)Koh. 
(lJl(I�. H)"·I.I, ")"�'l. "I ...... , ""H.I, (1"",10, "1'1,01, .mol 1''''1''. 
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producers,! arc strategically situated for shaping the character o f  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 [Q the extent that the operation of power 
requires legitimation and misrccognition. Yct, as I noted in chapter 4, 
power can operate on many OCCisions more through compliance or brute 
force than through [aeit consent (Mann [973). Power relations can be 
clearly understood and still not contested where individuals do nOt sec via­
ble alternatives without" trcmcn<IOIlS ri!'iks. In order to highlight the sym­
bolic dimension of power relations, Bourdicu's Iheary of :.ymbolic power 
may undercstimate the capacity of nonspecialists to develop in cemin situa­
tions appropriate understandings of the true char:lctcr of power relations. I f  
such were the (."::Ise, then the centr:ll role th,lt Bourdieu assigns to spcdali7..cd 
symbolic pro<lUI.:crs would secm less persu'lsive. 

Whilc it is cen:lillly the C,lSC that political and economic clitcs ,·ely 
more today on the highly credentialed than they did earlier in the century, 
care must be taken not to assign :m unwarr:lnted import":1I1ce to intellectual 
roles. Indeed, too much importance may be attrihuted to intellectuals in 
gener:lJ. Ruling clites em choose to ibrtlOre their highly educated advisors 
and managers as often happens in the United Stales (Wood 1993). Bour­
dieu challenges efrectively the sci f-image of intcllectll,11s as outsiders to the 
established order. But he docs not go so rar as to challenge thcir assumed 
self-importance,! 

3· Bourdieu (1!)9OC: '46) wriu::s Ih31 Mculture Ilr(xlucer.. h"ld � SIII.:cifie power, the prollerly 
symholic !)Ower of showing ,hin),." 3n.1 lI1al.:ing PI."ol,le hclicn in IhclI1, of rc,·e3Iing, in nn 
cxplicil, ohjcctilied """"y Ihe more or less I.�mfuscd, '"J),'l'C, unfurmul:llcd, L ... ·en unfnrl1\ulablc 
CXIX:Tlenl·CS nf Ihe n,lIuml world alld the -,<>cia I "·orld, and of Iherelly bringing them imo 
cxist .... nee." 

4· Though Bour(ticu (19')OC:l7) ebil1lS only . TI.'een\ .L"ljuaintllnl .... with the "'orl.: of 
Gr::nnsci, tlx:re is � silllibrity in their ,ie\\'s rL'),':lnling the f,,'ll,ions they Sl:C inlclieclU�ls pby­
,ng;n dC\'CloJling group ldenciry. (:rauoo (1971 :314) .... ritcs: "/\ h"m�n m3SS docs not Ilisl;O_ 
gu;sh itself, docs no! hc:collle inde!l(:mlelll in ilS own righl ... ith"ul, In the "'idest sellSe, 01"­
pllllJng ilself; �lId Ihere ;5 no <>rg1i1ll7.:lt!on withou! ;nlclleelU�ls. Ihat is wilhout orpniurs 
and leader.., in OIhcr words. wilhoul the thcorctil'al .SIM.:l, of Ihe rheory-pT":Il'lice nexus being 
distinguishcd cuneretely hy a group of lx:oJlle 'spel'l3IizL'(t' in l"onccl"ual and I)hilosophical 
eJaboT":ltion of ideas." 

Intellectuals are :llso I.:eyactors for Tour:Jine's (1973) a.:cion apl)rO:lch 10 the study of sociely 
.s the cultur:JI domain is em!)hasite<l in his concept of�hisloril'lf)'.� The siruggle O\·er clilroral 
orient:lIions by those who Cfe:lle and m'"ipulue the symbols of $OCic,>, <X"\." pics a ccnlr:al 
place in his 3nal)'sis of the "sclf-production of soci"ry.� flm Ihc f"n'� "f T .. nr:.iu.,\ w .... L i .. 
on actors in soci31 movements, WhcR'ltS Huurdieu ;� 1�'m'l'rnl'll '"un' IUlh l,r","hujl II 111,11' 
of their slT\'l,uml 1"\.":lI;nn. 

s. ·11.i< ,'n.;\�" "t.s..·n·,ui"n ,,·n,'·I< l",rh.'I"; I ... ·un II", \"".," " n .  ""h'\1 !lUll II,,· I· .. ·n, "­
"h,·,·.· "",,,liI'jl '"1,·11,·,<1,,,,) .. 1,,,,,., ,r ... " 1,1.'1,·01 Itn·.H,·, " ,I,·, on "  "', ,,, .• 1 1" ,I" I ." ,l",,; .",01 II I, .... ,· 
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Tbe Problem of Definhiol1 

Bourdicu's (1987b: [ 7 I ,  t988b:z69, 199OC:(43) approach to thc study of 
intellectuals poses at the outset the problem of who is an intellectual-how 
the sample for a sociological study or intellectuals is to be defined. For 
Bourdicu (1988b:2 56-70), who is an intelleClllal ,md what arc spccifically 
intellcctu,11 traiLS arc themselves objects of struggle within cultur:ll fields. 
Defining who is an intellectual is inseparably linked to the question of who 
has the authority to do the (Icfining ;111d rallking,� The object of sociologic'll 
inveslig;ltion IIlliSt be this struggle itselF The t:lsk of the sociologist, Bour­
dieu stresses, is not "to set himself up as the judge of me judges, and of 
their right to judge, lie merely points out that this right is thc object of 
conf1ict.o; whose logic he analyses" (2�), The researchcr IIlUSt grasp the 
field :IS a whole r:lther than (rom thc st:.mdpoint of just one position within 
it. For Bourdicu, then, dIe definition of who really is an intellectual and 
how that definition has ch:mged is fundamentally a question of how the 
intelleCUJal field is constituted (Bourdieu and 'vV:lC{IUam 1992: (07). For 
Bourdicu, the sociology of intellectuals is in rt:ality a sociology of culumll 
fields. 

This distinguishes his approach rrom those that begin with II priori 
(Icfinitions of intellectuals in terms or some idealized cognitive qua Ii')' or 
particular soci:ll or political cOll1mitment. Shils (1972 :3), for example, char­
acterizes intellectu:lIs by their "unusual sensitivi,), to the sacred, an uncom­
mon reflectivcness about the nature or the universe and the rules which 
govern their society."i Thc idea that an "unusual sensitivity to thc sacred" 
or an "un(''Oll1mon ref1ectivcness" about the naturc of the social univcrse 
conveys fundamcntally what is distinctive about today's vast arr:ly or eul-

3 highly edul:ation senior dvil �c",,'ice enjoys grc:.Jter !1O\\"er ,him in the United S tlltcs. II inviles 
eross-naliOn31 001llparl'lOllS. 

6. Bourdieu (1 988b::6<;) ,,·rites thai �lhc ljucst;on of the ddiniuon of the inteileau31, or, 
r:Jther, of SIJeciflClllly intelicctu�1 worl.:. is inSCI)3rJhle from the (l"/::'iuon of delinmg the I'o[lub­
tion which L"lIII be 3iluwro iO p:.Irricip:ue III this definitiun. 'Il'e trlle "I�<."t."li,·e of Ihe )tTUggle 
which is enpgcJ 3t the he:art of the lid.! of cultur:ll [lroouction . , , is m f3ct Ih" 31tribution 
of the righl to judge in the mailer of culrur:ll produccion.'" 

7· BourJieu (:56-70) ilI"StmlCS Ihis point with a critical secondary �n3lysis of3 19111 sun'ey 
"fl�31Iing Frcn.:h intclk"Ctuals by Lil"r, 3 revicw of collllll"mary on Fn!neh eultur:Jl life. Claude 
1,c,'i-SIr:lUSS, Ra)'Ulnnd /\",n, Michel Fouc:Jull, �nd Simone de Be31.l\"oir head the lisl offorf)'-
1\\"" namc.�. 1I.,u,..hcu hu,,,clf is ranked at Ihe boilOm of !he lisi. l ie find5 that both Ihe respon­
,1l'1lI� <:Iml,I,�1 �,," !l1l·'T rt""IM" N_"" ","crrel'rcsclIl a specific grnup of cuINr:JI I)roducers .... h" 
h.,,·c IrJTti.·uIJri) . 1  ...... · ttl·, ,., ,hc '".," 1II�,I",. Thc "aml,l.: "":I, tlcl,·nnincd hy 1I1l,Ha ,·, .. il"llI) 
murr Ikm l<) 1111 .• ".\ "I uurll,·1."ju.ll llfI"h,\·lIou, 

1(, (�, .... " ( , 'I'� ,,, ,I  " 11>·,, .",.,.1. ... " " n" .I1" .· ,Idiu""", "h,·" he "1'·'"llil",, iUlcit.-uu.,I, ., .. 
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rural producers, ranging from artists, writers, and professors to lawyers, 
cnginccrs, managers, and state officials, reveals the danger of gencr..llizing 
on the basis of some hypOlhetical existential condition.9 Nor would 130ur­

dicu's intcllectual field perspective necessarily posit that political and social 
dissent constit1lte a universal characteristic of the intellecrual (Nettl 1969).10 

This tOO would prejudice the treatment of the topic, since it narrows the 
range of possibilities from the outset. 

Bourdicu is nOt alonc in suggesting that an initial definition of dlc 
object of research can prcjudice the investigation. \OVe can no longer assume 
that intellecmals share common social or political COllllllitlllent.� or display 
a characteristic cogniti\'e propensity (Brim 1984). Neither can we assume 
that intellectuals arc �l fairly cohesive and self-conscious "intelligentsia" that 
opposes the status quo (G:lgnon 1987:5). Bourdieu adds to this criricli 
:lwareness by showing that the label "intcllectu:ll" is itself a form of sym­
bolic capital whose valuc and possession arc objects of struggle.! !  

Bourdieu's own empirical work focuses primarily on :lnists, writers, 
and acadcmics-thc hUI1l:Hlistic intelligentsia-rather than on law, medi­
cine, or the technical intelligentsia (engineers, technicians, :md man:lgers). 
l ie in faCt confines most of his analyses to those who h;IVC considerable 
cultural capirnl and who arc therefore members of wh;ll he calls the domi­
nam class. Yet his conceptualizo:ltion aims to cover all l),Jlcs of cultural pro­
duccrs who invest primaril}' in cuhural markets. This pcnnilS the researcher 
a broader conceptual and empirical sweep than what is tr:Iditionally associ­
ated wim the word "intellectual." It resis[$ universalizing selected attributes 
of a collection of individuals and invite. .. examination of the specific fealllres 
of every historical context. 

Yet, despite the field perspective, Bourdieu also :Idvocates a particular 
type of critical intellectual role mat includes a strongly 1I(Jt71f1l1roe vision of 
what intellectualS should be. Intellectuals-particularly those armed with 
sciencc-are to be critics r:lther than servanlS 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 (1971:IH) is on firmer historical and SOCiological ground when he ohserves in 
�nOlher pass�ge Ih:1l "the imellectual classes differ from society to sociely in compositinn :tllli 
struCflln: . . .  land inl thcir beliefs uboU! intellccru�! actions and roles.� 

10. Indeed, lIlany highly eduCited individuals, including those in the tr:ldiliol1al h"1I1:mi'l 
occupalioll$, have supporlcd Ihe slatus quo. The reCent work by Brin! (u)R.J, '9')'1) 0" Ih" 
political �ttitudes of the highly educated in the United Stalcs eN.' !ii,ull! tin Ihe Jotener:ll d.lliH 
th�t intellectuals �s a whole tend 10 comcst the �ta!U, illl". 

I I ,  Jacoby's (t987) critit.":Il bmcm r"r Ihe ,I ... dnw ,,( l"oI,lu' lIl!dk,fll.oI, In \llIl'flLm ",I 
lure, fu .. cJr.lutl'l,\ rqm.:",n,. I' I''''''''''t "lIhm II,,· 'fnlIlJotI,' 1"1 "h.'f \U"'II. ,ur ... . ,,1"111,,'" " II 
,I,,· IM,hfi.,,1 I.·f, ,h""loI 1M' ,1"1,,': 
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tion. I will examine this normative component in more detail i n  the next 
chapter. 

[mel/eaunts and tbe Sh'atificntioll 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 culwrnl 
production, such as the litcrnry field (Bourdicu 198p) and the academic 
field (Bourdieu I 988b) 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 (Current Remwcb 1972:39). 

As I observed in chapIer 7, 130mdieu distinguishes the dominant class 
from all subordinate social classes by virtue of its advantages in tornl volume 
of valued resources. However, Bourdieu's ( 1973a) dominant class is inter­
nally differenti:ltcd by UnC(IUal distributions of economic capital and cul­
tural capit:ll. \,Ve:Jlthy cultuml 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 capiml. Since, 
for Bourdieu, intellectuals arc cultural capitalislS whose form of capit31 is 
subordin3te to economic capital, he assigns to them the staws of a "domi­
naled fraction" of rhe dominalll class.'1 For Bourdieu, therefore, intellectu­
als arc in the contradictory position ofbcing both dominant and dominated 
in tenns of their class location. They arc in the dominant class because 
they enjoy the power and privileges mat COTlle with the possession of con­
siderable cultural capital. That power comes from their capacity to provide 
or withdraw legitimation of the social order. Yet, they arc dominated in 
their relations with the holders of political and economic power. In tbe 
final analysis, the autonomy of cultural capital from economic capital is 
only rein/ivt, not absolute, as is the working assumption in mainstream in­
tellectual history (eaute 1964). 

The significance of Bourdieu's idea of intellectuals as being located 
within the dominant class, albeit in a dominatcd position, is to be measured 
against the common self-conception among intellectuals, particularly in 
France, as being in opposition to the dominant class. In France since the 

I�. Boun./ieu write5, Uthe produccr!i and tr:uwmitters of symbolic goods o"'e their most 
csst:ntial char:.lcteristics to the fact that they constitute 3 dominated section of the dominant 
dasscs� (OUT"'" Rt1(11rrb 197::13). Since the publication of Disrindilm in '979, Bourdicu in­
erc"sin�ly r"fcr< f" intelleelU�ls �s Ihe "domin�red pole of the field of po .... ·er� r:llher than as 
!11<: �t!nHlin:Uel! fr:ldl" 11 " rlhe il"ulln�1I1 cb",�.� 'Ilti� rhcUlrk:11 �hifl at'l�'!ll]l:Htics his increased 
",,' "f Ih.· 1" "Jot"")t" "j �,,� ... I 'I'''''''� r:ul,�'r tl",,, ""'i,,1 sm'l'lure, ,,,,,I l,r"I�,hl} rdk"':ls d'e 
,Iedll'" "I ," ," IIn.,It'i \1�n"", ." .1 l"r 1IIIt,lIcrlll.,1 r<'(,'n'un' ("r 1I""roh" ( .... e hi, " ,)01.1'1-
II •• /'7. / )01 ,  " \. I '  \ 'c,  " ,)01,/.,. " ,H, ... I� I )01,. IHI )01(,. " ...... � ' I" I" )  
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time of Zola and the Dreyfus affair, being an intellectual has generally 
meant being associatcd with the political left and working·dass partics and 
labor organizations. Bourdieu's f>osirion challenges that sclf·conception by 
suggesting that the intellectual posture derives more from a situation of 
privilege and its specific professional imeresrs than from a genuine solidar· 
ity with the working class. Indeed, it is the b;lSis for an ambiguous tlnd 
fmgilc alliance with subordinate groups. 

Though intclleetuals play an important role in the power struggle, they 
do not for HOllrdicu constitute a social class. \·"hile cert-.Iin cultural re­
sourccs can provide a power base for relatively amonolllous and competitivc 
fields of struggle against economic capital and political power, they do not 
create a social claSS. Morcover, Bourdieu sees intellectuals as highly di ffer­
entiated by their p:lrticipation across ditTerent' fields re(luiring diffcrellt 
configur:1tiolls of (.";.lpital and by their stmtific;lrion within particular fields. 
l ie proposes methodologically that we examine the beliefs and conduct of 
intdlecumls in terms of their strategies for distinction wi,b;1I intci lectu;11 
fields. Intcllectu;11 fields arc key mediating arenas between the social-class 
location of intellectuals and their ideas, profession:ll ideology, :11\(1 political 
conduct. This view demarcates his position on intellectuals from that of a 
number of New Class theorists-notably Goutdncr (1979)- who sec in the 
devcJopmcm of a highly educated segment of the work force rhe beginnings 
of a new social class.11 Bourdieu has nonetheless cOnlributed-particularly 
via his concept of cutfUral capital-m some of the more recent advances 
in New Class theorizing (Collins '979, '98,a; Cookson and Persell 1985; 
Eyerman, Svensson, and Soderqvist 1987; Featherstone 1987; Martin :Illd 
Szclenyi 1987; Szclcll)'i and Nlartin 1988/89).H 

Recent changes in the economy, Bourdieu notes, have h::ad an impor-

I J. GOllldner sees the possibility uf the ensemble ufhlllO�nisl intcllcctu31s and Ihe technical 
intdligentsHI funning a di .. tinct social class hy "inue uf a 0011111101\ identity and cuhure (MCul_ 
lure of CriliC'JI DiSl:oursc") as shapI:d hy their experience of higher eduauion iillld their COI11-
mon rcblion 10 the menns (If production. In contr.lSI, IkJuruieu emphasiU'S the illlcrnal differ­
cnl;al1011 1Il�"<:h�llIsms of CllltllT:lI fiehls thnt le3"e linle thm�"(: fur those in the intdlcct\l31 
professions to achieve somelhing like cl3!>S tinily. By rejecting the id�':I of imelk-ctuals u form­
ing 3 SCjl:lr.lle soebl cbss, Buurdicu juins Ihe Attnist lTlldition, which, for lhe most I)�n, has 
seen inlelieCIII!.ls as unable 10 gen(:mle � sel of oomlnon interests and furced 10 choose between 
the two main sucbl classes: C:1llital or labor. This WllS not�bly Gr.lmsci's (1971) Jlosition. 
Though SlT:lIellic actors in shaping class relations, intellecluals as a whole, Grnmsci thoughl, 
h3d neither 3 OOl1l1non il\�titutional b3sis nor a set of common interests Ihal WOIIIII pennil 
Ihem to conslitute a separate social class. 

1+ lIourdieu (t!]S,p: I 1-1 3) suggests Ihat the debate surrounJill1{ Ihe 1",lilil",1 ind;n:II;''''� 
ofinteliectu�ls musl itSelf be silUated 1I-11hlll lht' cOlllpelilivc liehl in whit-II 1\ rl(','lIl"o. illhi llul 
�tlriblllions of essentially left nr ri!{llI l",lilil�,1 indin'lti",,� I!> ""I·III·'·'''.II� fdlc.·!, tn,,,1 IIkd) 
Ih" IMO:>ltinn Hf the Ihe"r;�1 in lh�1 lid,1. n,,"r,h.·., h�, ""., h""" ·' H  . .  11 In.lllI, ,,,I,,,,,",,,J II ... 
N"" Cia,., ,1..1""" I" ,;,·1,1 ,,,"11, ... ,,. 
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(ant influence on intellect'llal 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. Bourdicu sees in 
this broad transformation of the occupational structure a decline in tradi­
tional independent cultural produccrs, like Sartre, and an increase in the 
power of technocratic-type imellcChlals (e.g., graduates of the Ecole Natio­
nalc d'Administration). 

Tbe Intellectufll Hflbitus 

I observed in chapter 7 th:\t, for Bourdieu, the economic capital/cultural 
capital opposition translates into fundamental differences in life chances 
that gcnCtale distinct types of habitus among the social classes. In parricu· 
lar, the rise of culture as c:lpital :lnd the development of relatively autono­
mous cultural markcts tend to generate a distinct intellectual habirus of 
"aristocratic asceticism" that is constructed against the "bourgeois" habitus 
of "tcmporate hedonism." The habitus of "aristocratic asceticism" is "ori­
ented towards the least expensive and lIlost austere leisure activities and 
rowards serious and even somewhat severe cultuml practices . and is 
opposed to the luxury t:lS(CS of {he members of the professions" (Bourdieu 
1984a:l86). Especially characteristic of teachers and public-sector execu­
tives, Bourdieu sees the h:abit'lls 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 particular, 

hardly evcr ha\'e the means to 1l11ICh their t�,tcs. and this disparity between cultural 
and economic capital condemns them to an ascetic at.'Sthcticislll (a more allSlere 
variant of the ;'artist" life-style which "makl'S the most" of what it has. Obi<l.) 

Aristocratic asceticism is nor an intrinsic but a relational characteristic of 
the more intellectually oriented professions, for it grows out of the connicr 
between economic capital and cultural cllpital, the two principles of classi· 
li('Oltion th:lt arc at I'he center or the struggle for power in contemporary 
:.c )cicties. 

IlItrll/'(fIwb' m I'nllllln'n ill (:lIflllrtll Fid,b' 

A n�lItl�11 ,Iwille I I I  11" 111.111'11\ \\ " rL 1' lh.11 illl(·II(·(·III:ll :llli\lIde' :lIltl heha\­
H.r, c lC I 11"1 ,,·duc (- I • •  , I,I�' 1" " " " '11 Nu. d" din '1.I1Id lIl.JqH.·IHll·lIl 01 
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social strucmre, Bourdieu ('972: 33) posits that "all intellectuals arc defined, 
primarily, by the faCt th:at they occupy determinant positions in the intellec· 
tual field, n As was noted in chapter 6, Bounlieu speaks o( die intellectual 
field to designate that matrix of institutions and m,lrkets in which artists, 
writers, researchers and academics compete o\'er valued resources to obtain 
legitimate recognition for their artistic, literary, academic, or scientific 
work, I! Intellecltml l1elds arc primarily arenas of slmggle over who has the 
authority to define what ,Ire the legitimate fonns of cultural production, 
Bourdieu focuses on positions within intellectual fields, not on individuals 
or particular occupational groups. lntellecnmls stake out positions that are 
l."onstiwted oppositionally and reRect thc UllC(IUal distribution of types of 
cultur,11 and symbolic capir:ll involved in the struggle (Bourdieu 1983a:2 13). 
In general, Hourdiell sees tbis opposition :IS occurring between established 
intellectuals and their challengers; the established intellectuals tend to pur· 
SlIe conservation strategies whereas the challengers Opt for subversive strat­
egics. Hourdicu dcpicu this conflict in terms of those who defend "onho· 
doxy" and those who advocate "heresy."16 

Bourdiell ( 1 987d) elaborates this orthodoxy/heresy opposition from 
\,Vebcr's ( 1 978:399-634) distinction between priests and prophets. Priests 

:md prophets struggle (or the 

monol>oly of culttlnll lcb';timacy and the right to withhold and confer this cons(."·cru­
tion in the naille of hllldament:llly oPl>osed principles: the l>CfSOnal authority called 
for by the creator and the institutional authority favoured hy the teacher. (Bourdieu 
197'C:' 7!:1) 

In contemporary French aCldemic life, Hourdieu ( 1988b) sec..o; [his opposi­
tion between the "curators of culrure" :md the "creators of culrure," be­
tween those who reproduce ,md transmit legitimate bodies of knowledge 
and rhose who invent new forms of knowledge, between teachers and re­
searchers, between professors and independent intellectuals. 

Ln Bourdieu's hands, field analysis offers a structural interpretation of 
the rise of cultural markets and the modern intelligentsiaY field analysis 

'5.  Ross ('987, '99') �na!yLCS the contemporary French intellecru�1 world in tcrrn5 of 
inves'mCIUS in .... riO\I$ illtcllecwal m�rkcts. Ross bases some of his an�lysis on the work "f 
Dcbr:lY ('98J) who has been influenced by Bourdieu, Ringer ('991:4-5) also adopls Buur­
dieu's concept of thc inlcllcctual field in his co,np;ar:lti.·c study of intellectual euI1"lIrcs :1I1",n): 
l-"rcnch and German academic historians and social scientiSIS hetwl'e" 111')0 �Ild .')!o. 

16. llofsl�dter (t963."430-31) identifies a sil1libr di�lin{"linn IIClwO:O:J\ Iho: �dcm( \m,l lh,· 
"3\"lInt "r:lrde,� het"L'Cn th,....: ... h" k}(ilirnall' ,1"1111";1111 •. ,1",·, ;m.! Ih"", wh" '1"''''11"" II ... ..,. 

'7. \.\Ihile 11<1I1T<lieu (""ll:7� 100) I"" I',iol 1'.'r" .... L.r J'It·"IU'" I" ,hI' I.u,· '1I1I",n'lIIl1 
"emu,)' "r'):II" ,,( ,I,.. n"NI.· .... IlIl'rn,) 11<"1.1 m h·.I1",·. h., I,." ,,,'I '�'·hlo ... 1 "". ,I ... ]" "  ... 1 
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posits that with the emergence of a speciali7.ed corps o f  cultural producers 
there also emerges a parallel cultural arena in which the production, circula­

tion, and consumption of s}'mbolic 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 sr:mces assumed by the agents increasingly become a function of 
the positiQ1IS occupied by the agents u,i,hil1 these fields." 

I f the intellectual field is Structured b�' hierarchically ordered positions, 
it is also governed by lhe 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. t"O 
occupy a distinct, distinctive position" (Bourdicu 1983:1: 338).19 This strug­
gle involves career interests that shape intel1ect"lI:ll interests. Book contracts, 
reviews, cit,ltions, honorary rewards, leadership positions in professional 
organizations, academic posts, and the :Irduous route t"O tenure all involve 
fundament;ll decisions regarding one's position in the intellectual world 
(Bourdieu 198oc:70). Moreover, intellectual interests ,Ire simultaneously 
"political" St:lIlC\!S in that they result from strategies by agents to maintain 
or enhance their positions in ficlds.ltI According to Bourdieu, 

the theories, mcthods, and concepts ,h;1I aPI)Car as simple contributions to the prog­
ress of science are also always "1)()liti('"lII" mancu,'crs that attempt to cst::Jblish, restore, 
reinforce, protect, or reverse a determin(.'(1 strunurc of relations of syml)()lic domi­
nation. (197IC: 12I) 

historinl dC\'elopmem in \.\Ieslem countries o f  rcbti\'cly autonomous intellectual fields lIlore 
�'Cner:llly. He h:as nonetheless notcd (in Ius t971C, 1971d) iIe\'er:l1 factors he sees impomnt 
'n that historical de\1:loplllent: the incrC3)mg division of lallOr correbted with the de.--elol}­
ment of C2pitalislIl, the Industrial Re\"oIulion and the Romantic raction ag'Jinst it, the exP:In­
,jon of mass Imblic eduntioll thlt hell)ed c�atc , mass consumer market (or symholic goods, 
the growth of a v:lriety of organiutions for dissemln3tion and consumption (salons, publishing 
h"uses, theaters, etc.) outside of religioll$ and political control, and alxlI"e all the devel0plllent 
,,( groups of specialists of symbolic production. See Ch�rle's (1987, (990) work eml)lo),jng 
I\ .. urdieu's fr:lmework on the historical development of the intellecroal li.cld in Frune;:. 

,Ii. Il.ourdieu ('97 ,d; (66) notes that the struclUr:l1 feuure!i of 3 eulh'f"J1 field are his!oril-Jlly 
.... "'ingent. lie wrilCS lh�t it is the �historic and $OCial conditions which make possibit: Ihe 
,·.�i,.en�e " f  ,m in'cllc�lI.al field" and �nr the SMne tinle define the limits of ..... Ii<lity of a study 
.. 1':< SI�le "f Ihi, fiel,I." 

"). ,\""Iher (,,,·t,,r ""'I"il,,"inll I" the imcnsivci)' COlllllCtiti\"c chancter of intellectual 
1t..l,ls i, Ih:u .Il<" ,'"n,mn,'r, tin' "I", .he '�""'lCliwrs. 

!(). II"uroh,'" " '17" 17'1 I(ul " nI ,  ... 111..1 �Ih,' "It'lIIa,,-, '":I"� "f ,hl' (�",l1itts, n":ll or in. 
"'1111',1, II h, .. h ,hI "I.· ,111' rnl( lin l l, .• 1 111"1.1 �lunl-t n� 11I1I"� "rrunT ;1iI.1 ""hii'll flln" ilUlo: hq'unt! 
.111\' 01""1,, ,1,,' "''''' .1 ... NI'· t., ,,,' ,,' , ,,h,,,..,I , "''''Il'', 1II"�1 10,: "'Ullh. 'II Ie;" , �, ,,,,,dl "' ,Il<" 
,.1 .... , ." " IJ, " ." .1, •• ' "  ""'"/-\ ,I" I" "III" " • ,I ,h. oW II I" , " 111:" 1:" II, ,1wIII ." III ,I ... 1",'..," "', • ht·) 
/'.1\ " ,  I" .. ,10 ... , �".I ... rI .. . ,,·,. h ,  •. I .. , ' ''1'''1'''''' ,,, ,I ... ,,, � 
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Theories, methods, and concepts arc therefore weapons of struggle for in­
telleclUal recognition. Their selection, whether fully conscious or nOt, arc 
governcd by die "se:l.rch for distinction.n!! Hence, intellectuals arc Slr.1te­
gists who aim to nlaximi7.e their influence within cultural ficlds.l� The rcla­
tionship l>Ctween intellccnmls and social classes, therefore, is mcdi:lted by 
intellectual field str:negies. 

I)IVIDEO WOKI.DS: TilE Il'oiTERNAI. DIFFERENTIATION OF INTEI.LECTUALS 
Far from constituting a unified social class, 130urdieu considers tholt intel­
lectuals arc highly stratifie(1 in their struggle for symholic legitimation. 
They arc stratificd by the rypc of cululral markets where they invest :lnd 
by the type :lnd amount of cultural colpitoll they h,lve hecn able to inherit 
or a<.'Cumulate. In an)' intellectual field, one can identify dOlnillallt :lnd dam­
in:lted positions, conserv,nives and avant garde, those who pursue strategies 
of reproduction and those who pursue strategies of subversion. Bourdiell 
( [ 983:1:333) identi fies two fund:l111ental oppositions among cultUr:ll produc­
ers: the first distinguishes two types or cultural m'lrket.� and the second 
identifies a legitimation struggle within one of those markets. 

l30urdieu ( 1 9 7 1 d:54- I OO, t98p:3 19-2O, 1985d) identi fies the most 
fundamental source of differenti,nion among intellectuals between two dif­
ferent fields of cultural production: (I) the field of restricted production 
and its dependence on the educ:nional syStcm for its reproduction, and 
(1) thc field of "mass-:lUdicnce" production. Fields of restricted symbolic 
production, whe[hel- in art or science, are highly specialized cultur..1 mar­
kCl.Ii . Participants struggle over the criteria for determining the most legiti­
mate cultural forms �Ill(l {lirect their efforts roward lleer approval (Bourdieu 
197 Id:55, 61). These spcciali7.ed culmr:ll markets tcnd to be stnlctured 
around Sllecifie forms of s)'mbolic clpital that arc relatively autonomous 
from economic and political capitoll. These are the markets ror "pure sci­
ence" or "art for :lrt's sake" tholt reject commerci:ll or political criteria 
(Bounlieu [992:202-20). 

In contf'ast, l30urdicll thinks of the less specialized fields of symbolic 
production :1S lleing more oriented toW:1HI external criteria of commercial 
succe.'.s and popular demand. They produce what can readily and rapidly 

l ' .  llourdiell writes lhal "intellectual, artisric or scienrific smnces 9re abo 1IIW;1)'$ unC'''I­
scious or semi-conscious itfllltg'lS in 11 !pme where lhe stakes are the conquC5t of cullurJI 
legi(imation or in other tenns for the monopoly of the legilimate prnduction, rCl'rndU(·li" n. 
and IllanipuJaiion of symbolic goods and Ihe correlative le¢IIIIl.'III1): 1�," ... rH (, 'Il). 

Z�. Bourdieu further argues that individuals in lhe tidd ',f ruhur�1 pn�lurliul1 m.r... mdme,l 
to tllke the Illost risky I"",ili"n< "f .111' �'':lt1' ):1I�r<1 .m· ,10".,.· "10,, 1M,,' "'lI,"):h '''''*'''11111 

(':11,il':lI ." 1.,'wc Ihelll ",ni,'ient K,I""",,'C fm'" ,w ... ·" ,,, M '" ,1t'''·I:.",1 ,,,.11" ,.,.,1 "" ......... , ("1'1,01 
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be transformed into economic c:tpiml. This pits those cultural producers 
more able to sell their work to dominant-class fractions against those less 
able to do so. In the stnlggle for intclleclUal Icgitimation, the field of re­
stricted production represcnts the dominant position ,lIld the field or mass­
audience production represents the dominated position.!l lntellecntal types 
roughly parallel the contours or this structural di\,ide. 

Another source of dirrerentiation between intclk-chlals occurs within 
the field of restricted production itself. There, Bourdieu finds conflicting 
interests between those who occupy institutional I>ositions for conserving 
and reproducing the existing order in symbolic fields :lnd those who Conte.<;t 
that order oy proposing new forms of symbolic GlpitaL fn his analysis of 
artists and writers, this I>olariry occurs betwcen the new and the old bTlJards, 
between those who :lccumularc positions or cultur,11 authority-those with 
significant position:11 property in the cldtural field-and challengers who 
are trying to hr::tin entry :lnd rise up in the ficld. Bourdieu suggests that 
this tension is orren intcrgenerational in th,l[ age rrequently separates the 
represcntatives of the cultur:ll cst:lblishmcnt from those who :lrc seeking 
to change its lcgitim:lting criteri:1. 

Though Bourdiell :lcknowledges the growing importance of mass­
audience fields of cultllr:ll pro<luction in contemporary societies, he main­
tains that it is the fields of restricted culrural production that establish the 
most iegitim:lte culnlr:ll rorms, and that it is above all the university that 
conservcs and consccrates these forms,H l ie argues that 

the Acadcmy claims the 11l01101)()ly of COI1<;ceration of ,-vmCll1l)()r:try cre:uoT'S. It 
mntributes to the organi7..arion of the intellcctual fieM in rc51)C<.1: of orthodoxy hy 
:1 type of jurisprudence which combinl'S tradition and lnno\'3tion. (179) 

Moreover, 

1 he university claims the nlOnol)()ly of tr:ll1smis..�ion of lhe consecrate<1 works of the 
past, which it s:mctifies :lS "cbssics� :IS well as Ihe monopoly of legitimation :lnd 
('Omsccration (by granting degrees :lmongst other things) of those cultural consu,"­
crs who 1110SI' closel}' conform. 

! \ .  In the lilemfy HI' :lrti,Ii" tield, B"urdicu (!983a:pt) sees this stfl'gglc manifested in 
.�rn,� of ,h,,,e "" ,r" ..I, "t·l\· '·''''''c'·'c,I ." Ihe l't:t>lmmic �nd poli.iC3l1y dominant groups and 
"h" 01" �11""r�c",, .'rI" '·';'"I'.,re,1 1<> II",,,,, wlm �tktl'::He ":Irt for art's s;[kc.ft 

'·1. [1,,,,,..1,, ... (1'17" '1'1) '".1111'.''''' ,h:" �"'n)' !lUcllc.·tll.,1 hrill!>'" illll> his rebtinns with 
'" 10('1' UI1 1·11"1 I ,1.11\ � , 1.,"" .," ,,1.111 .,1 ,·, '''\{', 'r:n" ," (.,r 1"llli llll:lt'yl II hil'h tk·locntl-. ",r the f'ITlIl 
" ,.,l.·, .lIltl .I,,· 1:'''1>,"1, II 'I"""" , "" I I  ... [""n,,,,, I,,· ,,,�·n[",·, III ,I ... "',..11.·.·,,,.<1 lidol. [n 

[,.,n'n,b. II ... , I.",,, .1. [" ,,,I, "n It" , ..1.11 '"'' '" ,,�. 11111;'0',,11, ;"""" . III d'f {,Il' "1'''''''. " ",,1>1('1 
"/ 1"" III/,,/I,M ,,�'" ,,/ """ " '�,,.'''� 1. ",1'1 ... ·." .,,1,1, ,II 

I 

I 



2 3 0  I { H A P T E R  N I N E  

The intellectual field depends, therefore, on the educational system for the 
functions of conservation, consecration, transmission, and reproduction of 
legitim;lte culture.2$ 

The relationship between intellectuals and the educational system is, 
however, wrought with tension. According to Bourdieu (197 Id:74-75), one 
source of tension within the intellectual field is the time lag bctween the 
consecration function and intellectu;ll production. The unending search for 
distinction th:lt drives the field continu:llly yields new competing forms 
of knowledge. Competitive struggle between cultural producers generatcs 
innovation. Yet efforts by producers to receive legitimation for their new 
cultural 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 systcm.l6 Quick to de­
nounce scholarly knowledge :lS toO "aC'ldcmic" they yet relish the idea of 
their own vicwpoints becoming recognized as legitimate within academic 
circles. Bourdicu claims th:l[ this testifies to the power of the educational 
system ro legitimize dominant cull1lre. It :llso testifies to the relation of 
domination the educational system establishes evcn with those cultural pro­
ducers who arc 011 the fringes of the intcllc(:[ual field. He observes that 

severnl of the au,lcks a/}linst academic orthodoxy cOl11e from intellet1:uals situated 
on lhe fringes of the university systCIll who an: prone to disllUte i£5 legitimacy, 
thereo), proving that they ;Jl:knowlcdge its jurisdiction sufficiently to reproach it 
for nor 3pproving rhem. (Bourdicu [97 [c: J 79) 

Such intellectuals seek recognition from the very institution they are con­
testing, and hence paradoxically reinforce its legitimacy. 

Bourdieu (1963) is sharply critiC1I of mass culture and mass-media the­
orists who emph'lsize the impact of advcrtising and tclc\'ision on social and 
cultural tastes. He charges th:l[ they UlHjercsrimate the continuing role of 
schooling and social-class influences in shaping both cultural production 
and consumption. Still, the issue rcmains open to debate. Somc critics (e.g., 

25. Bourdieu argues that a sociology of intellectuals needs to be connected to a sodoln!,')' 
of eduCition, notably ro an analysis of the strucrurcs and functions of the eduCitional system. 
Ringer (199:) l"OIlCUrs with this vicw, and his work on GeTman and )-'.-cuch :U:lIdcm;cs is cast 
,,�thin this perspecrive. 

16. He writes that "this type of 3mbiv:llenl attiru<ie is I,arlieularly wiclesl'reall :uno"g die 
lower strati of the imclligcllfsia. among j(Jllrn:l1isl�. 1)('IIUi:Jrizn'. tiisplllell :JrIiM�. radio :111<1 
tdcvis;ou producers, etc.: rn:my "pini,,"s ,Ill'! nl<"I�� " I ,·" ndlld h.I\·� Ih�[r ,.rigins ill ,I", I'd,,· 
tiollship whidl Ihe."" inlellc<'ln"l, 11,,,,.· widt "ady .·,lil<".,o"" "",I  d'�"" 11\ \\ "Ii 11 ... ... h"�l1,,,,,.,1 
e""IoI;,Io",,·,,[ H (II"",., Ii,'" " 17"'" ��). 
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Garnham 1993) charge that Bourdieu himself underestimates the degrec 
of shift in cultura! influence frolll schools to extrascholastic forms of mass 
culture-particularly television. It is no longer clear that the traditional 
importance Bourdieu assigns to the academy and ilS specialized cultural 
markets in shaping the agenda for symbolic struggle between classes contin­
ues today to play the role that it once did in France or in othcr countries. 
The growing importance of the electronic mediil Illay be more pronounced 
in Gre:1t' Britain and the United St,ltes than in France, though the work of 
Debray (1981) stresses the extent to which the Parisian intellectual milieu 
appears to have become more medi:l oriented since the 1 970s. In recent 
work, Bourdieu (1996) ,llso emphasizes the growing negative effects of 
mass-media markets in the intellectual fielcl. 

Another line of internal (Iifferentiation is based on relative proximity 
to the field of power. This opposition occurs between experts and techni­
cians who offer their services to the dominant fractions and the unattached, 
indepcn(ient intellectuals-more frequently found in the humanities-who 
take advantage of the autonomy given them by the intellectual field to inter­
vene :lS critics in the political field. Within the artistic field he sees this 
polarity occurring between those artists who do "bourgeois art" and the 
avant g.lnle. 

Finally, Bourdieu (1971 d: 1 19, 1972:35) suggests that conflict between 
intellectuals 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 cull1lral markets re· 
quires adopting a strategy of differentiating one's position from all others. 
Of all the stratifying mecha.nisms a.mong intcllectuals, it is this �scarch for 
distinction," the incessant jockeying for better and more distinctive posi­
tions, that Bourdieu emphasizes lllost.11 

THIC INTELLICCTUAL DOXII 

If the struggle for legitimation in cultural fields generates oppositions be­
tween orthodox and heterodox views, these oppositions :lre nonetheless 
tr:lmed by an underlying consensus on topics deemed worthy of discussion 
:lnd debate (Bourdicu 197Id:96). As was noted in chapter 6, Bourdieu refers 

'7' Il""rclie,,·.� idl'nlili'�'li"n "f key axes of differentiation of French intellecru�ls invites 
,�"np"riSl'ns wilh • 'lh�r n'>li" I1"\ ('>1ltexts. The l\llhl;c1priv�te �xis of internal stmtification, 
ti,r cX:II"l'l,·. ",.')' loe "'" .... ,.,1,,·,,[ cI,ewhere. \Vithin the pri""tc sphere. a further split may 
" I'llI,:nr 1 ... ·1"0:1'11 II""" " 1 11'11" ',1 1' ,,, " 1',1 (.,r·l,n ,1;[ .l<'livil;es :",,1 11"-..e " rienled tnwar.l ""1,,,,­
[\" 'rhll, ,,,,,I ,'''IU[IIU11111 "'" ,, ,' "","I."I},. \\111,," 11,\, 1,,,111;,' 'I'herc [hl'rc lIIay 11l, :t 'plit he· 
, " � •. " 11",,� w, [, ," "''I'" ' " , , ,"'�, [ ,," h "'" I '''1'1" ,1'1 ,'" "I III '" Il,"" :Hlol l II",," I"""" ,., ""'," '11".1 
\\1110 1"",,,1 '''11 " � I.I .. " \  •• , ,  
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to this common grounding of orthodox and heterodox views a s  the doxaJ8 
Similar to the Durkheirnian concept of a cultural unconsciolls,19 the do.\·/1 
refers to the fundamental assumptions and categories that shape intellectual 
thought in a particular time and place and which are genel';llly not available 
to conscious awareness of the participants. III Bourdiell (1971 (1:96) sees the 
educational system as playing a decisive role in establishing this do.'(a of 
topies for the different fl';lctions of the dominant cbss and for intellectuals 
in particular. He (1 971c:t8S) posits that 

i n  a sociery where the tT'Jllsmission of culture is the mnnopol y of a schuol, rhe underlr­
ing affinities uniling works of le�rned <.:ulwre (:11111 :11 thc samc time beh�vior and 
dwugln) :lre govcfIled hy the principle cm:mating frum the Cllucarional institutions.)1 

Bourdieu's idea of a far-reaching imcl1cctual ,10.\'11 may reflect a period 
of cultural and intellectual consensus in Fl';lnL'C after "'orld '·Var U that 
no longer exists. While it is proh:lbly the C:lSC that some hidden do).'" exist.<; 
in evcry intellectual period, the concept runs the risk of ohscuring the varia­
tions in degree of cultural unity that Imy also cxist in different periods :lnd 
in different national settings. The fragmentation of the \·Vc. .. tern intellec­
tual world-a postmodemist theme-suggesLS the emergence of a more 
diversilied intellectual field than Bourdieu's concept would anticipate. 

11'o'1'ELLECTUAL PI£I.OS AND Tl U :  IIEPRODUCTION Of CLASS RELATIONS 
Though intellectu:l1 attitudt!S and behavior do not reduce to social-class 
position, Bourdieu m�,'lJes th:lt their location within fields of symholic pro-

�8. Buurdi",l.1 (197IC: 1 81-83) ,,·riles that "the culti,,:lt<.'ll nll:ll of � �';VCIl �ge may have differ­
ern I>pinioll§ on the �l.Ihj",ctS about which they qu�rrd but they �rt: at any rJt'" agr<''l!d Oil 
Il"�rrdling aoout ccn;);n sl.Ihjccrs. \Vlnl a1iachcs a thlnL.er 10 his age. what SLluatcs and dates 
hlln, is 3\.1o.·e 311 the L.in,j of liroblcms alld themes in lenns of which he is ohliged 10 think." 

'9, While not to he etIU3t<.'lI ",ilh H .. >\lrdlcu's COIll":l>! (If dmrll. Gouldn",r's ( 1970) ooncel'l 
uf"il1fT:lSlrIlClUre� rcsc:n,hlcs rhe basic IlOint. 

lO. Ilollrdieu (1967h: I (6) sUgg""'ts th�t "the open mnnielS hetween tendencies �nd doc­
lrincs tend 10 mask fwm Ihe paTlicil).:lll1S .hCI1lSc!'·CS the underlying OOIllI,licily which they 
l'rcsul'llIJ5O.: �nd which �trikcs the ohser.er from omsi"c Ihe sys.em, .hu consensus .... ithin the 
dissc:nSll� which OOnS\1fU'l'S tht' oI�ecti"e unity (If the inu:lk"CtIl�1 field of 1 gi.'en period.� 

An iIlustrJtiO" of I�ollrdieu's IllIint on be found in Ringer's ( '9'P:7) stud)' of GenTl�n 
�c:ldel1li\.S, which shows that the �onhodox� m�jorit}' :md the �Im>dcrnbt" millOl'it)' aC1\IaUy 
shared 1l13ny aSStlmlllinlls regarding .heir 001111110n c"huml heriI31,'t:. l\ll1rphy's (1988) field 
�nalysis of Parkin's (1979) polcmiC'll! au:!c!.: ag;ainst strul'tIJT:l1 Marxism is ano.her tlample. 
-l1lOugh both Par!.:;n and structuT:l1 Marxists hold in common a number of objections 10 struc­
I1Jral functionalist .1ews of stT:ltihe:ttion, Iheir underlying similarities ue masked ;n ParL:in'� 
work because it is an inlcllecrual stT:llegy designed to all�clc Ihe prtm'inem p()si.iull held hy 
Muxism among aCidemies in the t9705. 

3 ' .  In discussing the case of philusophy. nourtlieu ( , ,}l< 1:1: t l 'I) 't.III·� th.1I ", .. ... 1,·", .. · 1"1'"1''''' 
and IlCrh:'llS ah,>"" �II . . . ""h'K,l m:I1II1.II, ('''' I1I1",el1l'''II.ll,I.· ,d,· ..... ",,], ,�-,I,.,I" ,I" " "  ,1',' 
1110111 all} ,hi,,)( elw 10. ,·.,"'lil1l1.· ,h .. · 'n'""""" ... '" .... ' lIt .on ,,,,, II,·, 101,1 ,,, "" 1,,11, ,,. " 

INTELLHlUHS A N D  INTEllECTUAL  F IHDS I 23] 

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 strucn.re (Bourdieu 1971d: 1 26). Yet, Bourdieu understands Ihis 
social-class reproduction function in stnlctural rather th:ln in instrumental 
terms. Simply by pursuing their specific interests as specialists in cultunll 
production inlellecnl:lls also legitimate lhe class struCture. Intellectu:l1 pr:lC­
tices arc org:lni7.cd almost exclusively according to the logic of status dis­
tinction, which Bourdieu ( 1 984-3) depicts as a social practice defined by its 
"distance from rnateri:ll necessity." To play the intcllecu1al g:lllle means 
th,1t one Ius to tl';lnscend rhe dern:lnds of basic economic necessity, This 
imposes two conditions: it requires an illlellectual disposition (habitus) that 
is able to br-Jcket off from immediate concern the needs of everyday exis­
tence in order to work with ideas; it also requires the requisite culturnl 
capital as a form of competence for ellg:lging in the intellectual field compe­
tition. Both conditions are facilitated by conditions of existence that offer 
freedom from material needs. Both scrve, thereforc, :IS mechanisms of so­
cial closure by excluding thosc unable to make the substantial investments 
oftimc, effon, and resources required to compete. In this way, intellectu:ll 
fields contribute to the reproduction of the social-class S[ructure. 

For Bourdicu, thc concept of intellectual fjeld links the symbolic work 
of intellectuals to those strucl1l!,;11 conditions it both constinttes and reflects, 
In this way, Bourdiell sees his concept as transcending both idealist (e.g., 
C:llItc 1964; Eiscnst:ldt 1973) and materialist (e.g., Brym 1987; \"'right 
1 985) concepmaliz:ltions of intellectuals, which stress either the power of 
ideas or the determining role of political and economic illlerests to the 
exclusion of the other.JI 

imelleCl1l11is fwd Politics 

Much of the sociolob'Y of intellectuals, inspired particularly by the M:lrxist 
tradition, is ultimately concerncd with the politiC-oil role of intellectuals in 
modern societies. Beginning with Marx himsclf, Marxists have tried to con­
nect the political attin.des and beh:lvior of intellectu:lls to their location 

jl. Bourdieu (n)-8p:337) "·rites. "without C\'Cr being a direct reflection ofthem, the imer­
nal stn'ggles clepo.:nd for their outcome on lhe corrcspondence Ihey nuy h�\'e with the CXlernal 
struggles hetwe�n the da�'oC� nr hetween the fnClions of the dominanl cbs,<; �nd on the ro:in­
f"r('Cmellt "1,,1'1, "",. !:"" "I' or �II"lher may !ler;"e fTll1l1 1he1l1.� 

1.1. II'I�\ (1I/K71 111�n ,I "IIIIll.n· 1'11'",. hy 'IUC.�li'lIlil1): llw IlCrtillclll'C nf Ihe m:lIcri:!li�11 
"Ieali,' ,h. h,," "11\ 11,,11 h." ,h"I�',I III""h lOr I he oId,.II� 1111 t ill' 1'1,1,· lOr ill1t'11'�'III:lk 1 1,' "" rb 
\\1111 till' ,,"'� ". ""11 , 1 1 , . 111.,1 ,,,.,,l,'h" "I,,·,,· IIl1t'11" " 1 II;,I, 1;IHI "r """;'1<' "I'IM"-I11'"I11'" .. ". 
"'"."",,.,," III , ,,hlll,,1 • " 1'" 01 
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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, intellecruals, 
Marxists have argued, tend to defend their advantages by siding with capi­
talists in the class struggle. Nevertheless, Ivlarx and Engels (1978:481) con­
sidered that "a portion of the bourgeoisie . . .  who have raised themselves 
to the level of comprehending theoretically the historical movemenl as a 
whole" would join the proletariat in it." struggle against the capitalist class. 
Mat might trigger such an act of enlightened class consciousness is far 
from de;lr, however, both in the writings of Nbrx and Engels and in subse­
quent Marxist work (see Karabcl 1994). 

The contemporary Marxist, Erik Olin \'Vright ( 1985), for eX;lI11ple, ar­
gues that intellectuals arc highly educated workers who occupy "contradic­
tory class loc:ltions"; at lhe economic level, they are 10cate(1 between the 
petite bourgeoisie :lIld the prolerari;lt, whereas, at the idcological levcl, they 
occupy a contradictory position bel'ween the bourgeoisie ;1Ilt! the proletar­
iat. This leads to contradiclOry political attitudes ;lnc! behavior as intellectuals 
vacillate be tween support for capitalists or workers depending on the issue. 

At the opposite extreme, among non-I"brxists, one finds the vicw that 
inrelleclUal attitudes and beh:lVior have little if anything to do with the 
socI;11 origins or current class position of intel1ectu:lls. Came (1964: 1 7, 19), 
for example, tlkes this view when he writes that 

the sociolof,';cal :Ippro�ch to communi,m, while of c:lnlin�l importance in �nalyzing 
proletarian or pe,\snnt behaviour, is of striclly limited usc when applied to intel lectu­
als . . . .  The act of lintclk"Ctuals'J politic:)1 affiliation rCI11:lin5 one of personal convic­
tion, personal ]lsycholob')" personal choice. 

M;l11nheim's (1955) dlssic view of inlellecttmls as "relatively classless" be­
e:lUse of their mobility is ;1 vari;1nt of this position. 

Bourdieu is sharply critic;ll of the idealized view of the intellectual as 
a "creator" who transcends the constraints of soeial locarion. But if much 
closer to the tVbrxist view than that ofC;1ute or Mannheim, Bourdieu none­
theless argues that the connection between position in the class strucnlre 
and politic;11 activity is mediated by participation within culUlr;11 fields. He 
criticizes anempts to dcri\'e 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.H 

H. In his an�I)'�i5 of (ulrural fidds B(�urtli<.:11 ( 1 <j1l1l;I:'jH) nitiri/<.:' I .lIriml (;Hldul;1l1l1·s 
Marxist-inspinO(I th�'Ory o( lit<':r';\\Urc (or t'",umil!ill): Ihl' �,h"t'1 ,.,r..,m <'n ... ·I� I,), r<·01I1<·ill;: 
liter:lry wnrk< "dir�<·tl)' 10 II,� w"rI,1 "I<iOIi "r I" II", IIlh·u·q, "I Ilu' "wl.d ):'''''1' wl" .. h :11'<. 
�UPI"",,·,II)' opn·<w,1 11, ... ",):h Ilu' ." ., hi ." 1'''1t I,L,' ""'''' " "  I .,1 ,,,,·,h,,,,, .. 
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A central issuc in the sociology of intellectuals is  onc of identifying 
what tilts some intellecUials 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 propose(l: ideas (Eisenstadt 1987) and ideology (Marx­
ism), resentment and discontent from the experience of blocked upward 
social mobility (Schumperer 1975:1 5z-53), membership in a critical sub­
culture (Hollander 1987), and political resources and communication net­
works (Brym 1987).)5 Bourdieu's explanation, as we shall see, does nOt fall 
nC;ltiy into any one of these fr:lIT1eworks. 

Bourdiell ( 1 985e) attributes the willingness of many intcllecmals to 
support dominated groups to their own domin;'lted st'anls within the field 
of power. His theory of the relationship between economic capital and cul­
tural I..":.lpit;ll suggests a predicting hypothesis: the greater the inveslment 
in cult'Ur;11 capital and the greater the incongruity between cllilllr:ll capital 
and economic capital, the more likely individuals are [Q contest the estab­
lished order.M This has certlinly been the case in France where since the 
turn of the century a particularly important political market h,lS developed 
with a fairly consistent left opposition coalition of organized labor, political 
parties, and affiliatcd intellectuals (Oebray 1 9 8 1 ,  Ory 1986, Ross 1991). 
Intellccruals in France, as is well known, tend to vote left (Bourdieu 1984a: 
438).J7 This line of reasoning perlllits BQurdieu to account for why French 
school teachers and university professors h;l\lC been particularly supportive 
of the French Lcft. Teachers, he ;lrgues, may be more inclined rowanl 
political radicalism til,1ll other highly educated professioll;1ls, especially if 
they come from working-cl;1ss or pctit-bourgeois origins. Their disparity 
between economic capital and culrural capital is perhaps greatest, since 
teachers rarely have lhe means to match their tastes, and because thcir 
llIeritocratic accomplishments are not sufficient for entry into bourgeois 

35. Gagnon (1987) provides a good review of the prL-v�iling th�'Ories of intellectuals and 
Iheir po1ilical involvementS in liber:ll democracies. 

)6. He also suggestS that Intellectuals with less C3pitJI 3r� mor� inclined to SUI)pon the 
,lalliS quo, when he writes that "intellectuals are. other thin/r-i heing equal, pruportion3tcly 
"",rc rcsponsi"t to tht stduction of the pow�rs that be. the less well-endowed they are with 
'p�<.:ific l-:ll'it:ll" (Bourdicu 1983a:3Z:). 

\ 7. This ):�n�r:ll Ilmcm llln be found in most \Vestern European (ounrries as well. Lipset 
( 1 ')<)1) ar!l'ues th'l\ Ihi� 111:1)' h� particularly th� case in the United States. where the degree 
,,{ alicn:lli,)I] " f  ;"ldl,·,'lu,ll, fnll" d",ui"ant instinnions ami their clites has historically been 
;:o'c;u�r ,h,lI1 III \\"." ,."" F",." I"·"" n"'''' riL .... Brinl ( ' 'J!l+ ")91). howe,·er, 1'r<)Vitics c\'illenec 
,1111\\ in).! th.u 'I h,II\" 1'1 1",1,111 .,1 kll lon'llI.:ll�ili ... , lhere ""'y he alUnnJ:' hi):hly cilU<';lI<.:,I I\l1lcri­
,'.11". I lw)' h"" lh .11'1" "'" h II,,' '11t,,,It<':mn' "( :I,, �:"IH'I'i:ory nlll\lI'<:" Ih.11 "'·'�·""'>Cr\':l\i,,<·, 
il'.,," N, '''''It.,·I,·". , I"  " . " , .  ""I"" 1.1111 ".111"" . .1 '.111.111' "'�. ,,,,.I B"unl,,'''', " '1,,1,,1 ,,,),,,,,,,<:11) 
1 I .lllln,, " L  ,".,. , 1., '''1'' ' ' ' .,1 " '1111)1 1"" ",,,1 tI,,· 1 ' 1 " 1 , , \ ,  , .,�,. 



2H I ( H A P I U  H I H E  

circles, where economic and social capital as well as culmral capiml are 
needed.J1 

With the exception orhis study on I-Ieidigger (Bourdieu 1991 f), 80ur· 
dieu has devoted little anemion lO those intellectuals who openly embrace 
righHving politics. Nevertheless, he has skctched out three types or politi. 
cally conscrv:ltive intcllectuals with distinct origins (Bourdieu 1992:385-
90). First, arc those who originate from "dominant positions in the field of 
powern but who cultivate strateglc positions between dominant institutions, 
their clites, and intellectual institutions. These intellectuals runction as crit· 
ics of both. Bourdicli ideillifies Raymond Aron and Joseph Schumpeter as 
representative of this type. Second, arc the high ranking civil scrvants­
wh:lt Bourdieu calls the "state nobilityn -who by virtue of their legitim:l­
tion through the elite seClOr of French higher education and the positions 
they occupy wifhin the state bureaucr:lcy sec rhcmsclVC." :ls neutral techno­
crats who stand :Ibovc the particularistic interests of both bhor ;lncl capital. 
Third, arc what Uourdieu ( 1987b:60; 1 992:4°, 1 10-1 I), :ldopting the terlll 

rrom \·Vebcr, c:llis "prolctaroide intellectu:lls." These arc first·generation, 
petty bourgeois intellectuals whose origins are rooted in suboniinate forms 
of economic and cultural capital and who find themselves in subordinate 
positions within the intellectual field. Put off by the lifestyle of the more 
privileged cultural heirs, these first·generation imcllcctuals 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 fOf wh), intellectuals contest the status quo, it over· 
laps with the blocked mobility framework but incorporates the idea of intel­
lectuals as investors in cultural market. .. rather than members in a critiCAl 
subculrurc. Ahhough as a general research proposition olle might find sig­
nifiemt cross-n:ltional differences, it mefits fun.her exploration. Nloreovcr, 
it needs ro be complemented with consideration orthe actual organi7..ational 
basc or communication nctworks dl:lt organize such political propensities 
(Brym 1987). 

Bow'diell enhances our understanding of this slrucllLral propcnsity for 

JR. Ilounlieu ( 1 984�:z87-91) writes. �the disparity between l'ConOI11IC capilal gnd cultural 
l-a]lit�l, or. more Ilrecisely, the edul-aoonal capi tal which in its certified form. is undoubtedly 
one uf Ihe founJations of their propensity to COntest a social order which doc'S nf)! fully rec"g­
niv: their merits because i t  recognizes other principles of classification th�1l those of the l'(lul'll­
tional system which hn cbssified them. This mcritocr:llic (mul ll"m:I;'r". 111 a ';enS<'. ari't"· 
cratic) Il:\'olt is imcnsi6td when il is (mnhin":ll wiTh rhe 11)'lh )1"'. rdll'=ll, mlII 1l111�" �il)ihlle'. 
or reh'S:JIs of the iml)(l'l�ihlc. whid, �n: link� .. 1 r" .• 111.'111 lM'"IIlt''''' ,,' ""I�'"11 d .• " '>1"'1=111 
,md Willdi. lU]:crhcr wnh l" .. dy �"'"tI''III''' ""'''''':'''''' . .......... 11 I"n ""-,,01�·,,I"I' '" IIii' I. ,ur 
II'" ,"It·. 
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lefru·ing pOlitics among French intellectuals by emphasizing its ambiguous 
character. Though he notcs that the basis for the al\i:lnce can be a "felt 
and sometimes real solidarity with the dominated classes" (1984a:316), hc 
sees imellecnrals' alliance with thc working class as a fragile one. The alii· 
ance is tenuous because it is based on a m'uett/rally bomologous posiriol1 or 
class domination rather than :1 WI/mOil e.\·per;I!II(f! of class suoordin:ltion, th:n 
is, an identity of habims (Bourdieu 198,c:737, 1987b:I74).l9 Intellectual 
professions of solidarity with discnfranchised groups, therefore, reflect a 
"sort of structural bad r"ith" (Bourdicu r 98-Je}.-lO 

Bourdieu finds this ambiguity 10 be particularly striking among those 
in the lowest positions of the intellectual field, and contends that intellectu­
als who speak in the name of the "people" or "popul:tr culture" arc generally 
those who are in the lowest posirions ( 19871,:1 79-80). One finds them 
:tlllong first-generation intellcctunl.� who have I'elativcly less cultural capital 
than their peers and who :tre pur off by some aspects or the intellectual 
lifestyle ( 1 8 1). They arc in :l sense lioubly dominated; they hold subordinate 
positions within the domin:lled fraction of the domin:lnt class. Bourdieu 
suggests that these "proletaroide illlcllecttl:lls" (60) tend to piny a very 
dangerolls anri-institutional and violent role in social movcments. His con· 
cern appe:trs to be less that they "turn towards rcfonnist or revolutionary 
movementS," than that they " frc(lucmly . . .  import into them a fonn of 
anti-imcllectu:llism" ( 1988b: 178)Y Examples em be found in the excellent 
snady by Jeannine Verdes· Leroux (1981) of the French Communist Party. 
She finds that first·generation Cillrants to the intellectual world from mod­
est origins made up most of the intellectuals of the party at the time of 
Ahurice ThorezY Intellectuals arfili�ted with the French Communist Party 

)9· Bourdicu (198of�:3F) is dismissive of efforts by Idi:-Ie:ming social scicntists "ho try 10 
,dentify lO'ith the working-class ro'l(liliOll IhrUllgh pllrtici)l�nt obselV:ltion. 

40· Bourdieu (1991d:31-n) eites 1'0111 Wolfe's oonlTu"Cnibl Radical Chit as iIIusrrati,·c of 
the ]lrec3riOUS �1I(1 IlisingenuoIIs 11U�lity of aliianl'C by intcllecluals with diS:ld'':In1'3ged gruups 
in Ihe American oomext. 

of I. Bourdicu is l>.lnicularlr st. ... ·crc in his critidsm of intellccruals who express anti-intellec­
tual sentiments. This rclk'CIS hi� criticism of attcml"S 10 pOl1r:l)' and (.'ClcbrJIC selectcd forms 
of popular culture �s autunOlllOUS from contamit13tion by Ilomin3'l1 intdlcetu�1 culrure. 

4Z. Morc rl'CCndy 1J00m.licu (199ld:33) has charJcterizcd the �illlellcctucis prolclaroides" 
as those who identify lO·ilh thc political cnusc or dominanted (!Toups and attempt to subvcrt 
the establishcd ordcr, not only in tcrms of their stntcmr,tlly homologous position of domina· 
tion, but alf6 in l"rrns of "an identil), or a least a similarity of oondition.H Here we: obsen'c 3 
shift and ten,iun in hi� lhinkinlt" 300llt the 1>oIitics of Ihis type of intcllectoal. 111CS<! intcllccru­
al.� 31111<::,r 1" ,h:" .· /o.,,{' :1 'imiLir ",,,,dition aml lKlSition with dnlllin�Icd grolillS. In "orli"r 
an01Iy:iC� h.· \1:\'111<·01 1, , 1,,· ,.ljlll): th.II I�,hlit-:ll �1Ii:lnn: \\-1I1t rhe uurkin]: rbss "," prcl�lritlll� 
1 ..... ·j"'l) IIlT.II'", lhl ' '''''''''''! hIll \\." IlInn"d " ' ;1" 1"",,,,1,,):)" ,,( I�",ih"n 10", "''' ., ,11. ... ·,1 
",11,,1,11,,". N,,,, 1"- ,, ,  "" I" 1" IM" "!"'II I" " ):"'''1' "I "n,·I1.�·",.d, h,' 1<-,·1, .I, ...... j'HI .. ,�1 ,h., ... · 
� " " 111""" ' , " H,ln" ,,, " II. II " I""'''''''' tI"l ,h" ,1..1 1 ,·,1 10.,1"" " "  " ,' �,,,,,-�,,,.' 1,,, B,,,,,,I,,·,, 
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have a long history of subordinating intellecmal production to party :Ip­
prO\·al. 

Bourdieu is also critical of the propensity of intellecmals to usurp 
broader collective interestS for the sake of their own veste<] interests in 
culmral and political markeL<;. I-Ie 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 interestS of groups they repre­
sentY For Bourdieu, the ElIse political consciousness of intellectuals lies in 
their tendency to conflate uncritically their own field interests with the 
broader collective interests of those they represcnt. 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 intellecmal le:1ders. 

One might question, however, whether :111  intcllectlJ;l1 heha\·ior that 
purpOrtS to entail some form of solidarity with outside groups reduces to 
one of posturing in competitive fields? Might it not be sh:1ped in distinct 
ways by the particular demands imposed by the types of groups intellectuals 
attempt to represent? Do capitalists :lJHl labor impose similar demands and 
constraints on the intellectuals they call upon to represent them? Bour­
dieu's emphasis on the determining innuencc of intellcctu:l1 fields tends to 
give short shrift to differences in incellectll:lls' behavior that may derivc 
from the character of the groups they represent. 

Another reason why Bourdicu considers that the homology of class 
positions that generates :llli:lnces between intellectuals mul the working 
eI:lSS proves fr:lgile is bec:luse the intellectual habitus of aristocratic asceti­
cism, which rejecrs bourgeois materialism, spurns "popular materi:llism" as 
well. The struggle :lbrainst economic capital in the name of cultural c:lpital 
renders politic:ll str:ltegies focused on brcad-and-bmtcr issues difficult for 
intcllccmals to embrace fully. It is the intellccrual's invcstment in idealism, 
spiritualism, intellecmalism, or culmral pursuits, th.lt makes It difficult for 
him or her to support :lI1y political strategy that is fundamentally concerned 
with making money.+! Thus cultllral capital and the fundamental mental 
dispositions that :Iccompany its accumulation appear to militate abrainst in-

of the kimls of IlOlitical engagemcnLs he wouM like 10 see inleliectu�Js undertake. Indeed, it 
provides funher �vidcnc:e of Bourdieu·s deep pessimism regarding the possibility ofintellectu· 
31s playing any genuine progressive political role OUTSide of their own intellectual fields. 

43. Bourdieu's idea that intellectuals pursue their own interests is I'''' 'If COUTSc lleW. 
Schulllpeter (1975:1 54) noted that intcllecnmls can de,·clul' ill1,·r",'" rcl"'iw I .. (."reer nml 
standing thar may clash with [hose of groups Ihe)' r�prt�tll1. 

44. Intellectuals, Bmmlieu (I  ')!l_p: , ,(1)  ,,"rile" -ar.· " hhl-(,·II I" I'·'·"H"'''· lh� '"If1·�I11'" af­
firlllali',n .. r lheir �l'iril":l1 1M,inl ,,fh,,,,,,,,r II1 tl,.. ,1<·11.,1 " " ,  " I I�'I",I." 11,.",·,·,.11,,,,, '"'1'1 ... .1 
in 110.., OIni>li .. "'·HOII.,'II ,,f 'b'''''·)l<·''I'· 1<'.'1<"" .11.", , · '  
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terclass alliance between high-sl:ltus cultural producers and economically 
subordin:lte groups. 

Bourdieu further argues that the propensity among culmral producers 
to conteSt the established order grows Ollt of their efforts to substitute cul­
tural markets for control of economic markets rather than out of a desire 
to seek gcnuine policies of equality of cultural opportunity. This helps 
Bourdieu ( 1 987b:6 1 ,  62) explain why some French intellectuals could have 
progressive politics in gener:ll bur be very conservative when it comes to 
university or cultural policies. They can both support nationaliz.1tion of 
large priv;lte firms yet resist efforts to modernize the traditional humanities 
curriculum. Thus, Bourdieu argues, the politics of intellectuals bear the 
lllark of the conflict between cultural capital and economic capital. The 
scope of their polilical 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, BOllrdieu points to changes in the conditions of intellectual 
production as a source of alJlbiguity in political attitudes and behaviors 
:llllOllg highly educaled workers. He notes a significant decline in the num­
bers of French intellectuals working as self-employed artisans or entrepre­
neurs and their increasing inlcgr:ltion as sahlried employees within largc 
bureaucratic organizations where they no longer claim full control O\'er the 
means of their intellectual production (Bourdieu 1984a). I-lis analyses echo 
the familiar theme of"intellectu:l1 proletari:lniz.ation." This shift in the con­
ditions of intellectual production, Bourdieu :lrgucs, tends to generate con­
tradictory attitudes among large numbers of cultural producers toward this 
new relationship LO the means of intellectual production. On the one hand, 
Bourdieu sees this change :lS increasing [he chances of prown ah�inst the 
status quo. These "new culmr,11 intermediaries" arc likely to support criti­
cism and challenges to established cultural and social hierarchies because 
[hc}, themselves occupy dominated positions as sahried employecs in their 
work settings. On the other hand, he feels that this transformation tends 
"to encourage [he 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 
intc))cClll:11 ;J){Cnd:l :lnd St yle :H·C increasingly set by market and bureaucratic 
prioritics. Thl-,t" Ilt"W W:l){C e:l 1"1lcrS of n:.'>e:ll"ch, he charges, hecome more 
:IIICllI ive I , .  1111" 11, ,, 111' , .t "I '!lrt";IlIt"I�ll it" rcli:l l,il il yll I h;l1 I  ;Jel ;IS ){ll:tnli;l1Is of 
I he --nil iI-.tl • kl:lI 1 1 1 1 1\·111 t 1 ' 1 1 1 1  .11111" .ril y" :lni,n Icd I.}' 1 ht" rd:1I i\'c ; 1 l I 1 1 ' 1l'  lilly 
., 1  I itt" 1 I 1 1 11·l· ' � ' I \  1\1" " , , 1 ' · 1 ,  1 1 1 t " l l  1 1I 1l"lkl·IH.d 11I·, ,,11H:1� 11�·,lr I ht" i l l lJ1t"illl l d  
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the "standardil.ed norms of mass production" rather than those of the book 
or scientific anicle or the charismatic quality traditionally attached to thc 
independent intellectual (Bourdieu 1988b: I 23-l5, 1989<=:484), It is rnis 
ambiguous location in the ficld of power that, according to Bourdieu (Bour­
dieu and Boltanski 1977), "underpins me ambi!,>'Uity of the consciousness 
and politi<:al practice, he.<;itating between 'particip:uion' and 'revolt'" that 
he finds among salaried inreilectualsY 

PROHSSOJlS, I'OLITICS, AND MA" 1968 
In order to illustrate Bourdieu's central thesis th:lI cultuml fields mediate 
the political alt:itlldes and behavior of intellectuals, we ttlrn to Humo 1/((/­
delll;CIIs (Bourdieu [988b), his most detailed research into the institutional 
basis of intellectuals' politics. This snldy orfers a field an:llysis of political 
divisions among Parisian university professors in M,ay 'y68,o\ti Homo ilm­
l/emicils dcmonstrates hOIll the structural differentiation BOUl·dicli finds 
within the field of power ;llso intcrn:llly differenti:Hcs thc French :lcaticmic 
imelligentsia. This work offers a multi-leveled an:llysis of how the funda­
melll�ll cultural capital/economic c:Jpit:J1 opposition is refr.]cted within 
Fn:nch academe, FLJi'lher, Bourdiell argues that the intcrests of thcse intcl­
Iccnmls al'e nOt simply class based; indeed their most immediate and de­
termining illlCrCSI.$ may nOt be dass interests at all-so he d;1il1ls-but 

those of the academic field irsclf. Indeed, he advances the fund:lmenr:11 
claim that 

45' Bourtlicu's analysis nf the sources of aml)Jguity in intc1k'CIu31 1'0lilia suggests a super­
ficial resemhlance tu \Vright's (1<)85) thl· .. ry uf confnJictmy cbss loel lions, lJ.oth l>;Iint a 
mnrc complex picturt of the rclnionship of inlelll'CIwls 10 social d� than em be found in 
In.>!>t l'1lrlier MarxiSI �n31}'M5. 'Iller" arc. how,,\'cr. fun,bmcmal diffen:nccs. \Vhcrcas \Vright 
Ihinl-! nf MIClal-cb�s 1000Ilon in terl11� of IJOSitiOf1 withi" Ihe social relations of llroduction. 
Buurtlieu think. of it in terms of 1I13rl:", 10(.-:111011. Further. \Voght's view of intellectuals IS 
nthcr Inl)>l<IC'Jusa1. Current cbS'S pusitiun, albeit 11 rontr:lllictol)' one, aCO:lIInts exclusively for 
p<JIitit'lll orientation. Non-cbS'S-;nnucnccs an: ib'lWred, Fur Bourt!icu, hO"'I:\'cr, positions in 
rcbl;l'Cly autonomolls CllhUr:ll fields can be Ihe sourl'C of politiol ur;ent,'tion, And Ihere can 
he � uro.:ld !'IInge of "ullu .... 1 lieltls diffcrin!; in t)'IJCS of <--Jpil:!l. si7.c, �nd impor\lInce where 
intclk�luals im'l,:Sl their t'Ulmr:ll resources, This permits lloun!icu to C.t1)lorc a greater range 
of culluml nnd struetur.11 wm1it;o!ls potent;"II)' able to Sh'lile the polilical l'Ollduct of intellec­
lu,,15, 

4(), The wOfk is 1>:lse<1 on tWO groups of tenured professors in Parisi�n institutions of higher 
lenning uuring Ihe latc 1l)6os, First, � str:1tificd r.tnuom sample of 405 tenured f�el1lty mem­
hers "':IS urawn from the schools of medicine, law, artS and soci�1 sciences, and n�tur.tl scienccs, 
Serond, the 1)()1)UI�tion of all 110 tenured facullY mcmlleTS comllrisin!: Ihe IlrInl'ipal in,li\u­
rions or hIgher leaming III the arts and social sclelKCS ... a� <;e1c,']e.1. 1\" ;"'I,.c,,;,'e IMMly ,,( 
information from the public record was jrJthered nn sodal al!!! \,.hll.lIll1l1 .• 1 h:l!'k':rI1un,l, (tr­
ully and admin,str.ui,'c p .... ilUms hcld. I",nidpali,," in '-JrI""� )l""'nlllI<'''' '''1111'''''1''11', h"" 
"rilie IIII� .. :lIl< I IM>s1t I' 'Ih. "III I Ii 'rill .. " f  I" ,hl"-,' I ",m "" I" n "  "'. "" I, �, "Il""'f I" ,In "  " I  1"'1111' 'II' 
{�e�' 11""nli,'u 1,,�)1I" l<I ·1". n7 11 . 1 7 1 ', 
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it is nOl, as is usually thought, politiClI st:lnces which determine people's stances 
on things academic, but their l)()5ilion in {he academic field which inform the 
st:lnccs that they adopt on politiCliI issues in general as well as on academic prob­
lems, (xvii-xviii) 

This claim might suggest that Bourdiell in fact substimtes a field reduc­
tionism for a class reductionism in explaining political attitudes and behav­
ior. Certainly the strong emphasis he givcs in Homo Acndf1l1;ms to the effects 
of field position on academic politics suggests this. Yet, in his (199Id:7) 
analysis of the literary field he seems to b>'Uard against this kind of field 
position reductionism. There he suggests that stances arc mediated morc 
by strategies than by positions :llol\e, since strategies of differentiation can 
take on their own autonomy. The exact relationship of strategies to posi­
tions and their constitutive c:lpil'al configurations, however, needs concep­
tual clarification. It appears t'O valy by type of field. 

Using correspondcnce analysis on a variety of measures of economic, 
soci,ll, :lTld culmral capital, and of political and economic power, Bourdicli 
( 1988b) shows that French higher education institutions, faculties, disci­
plines, and professors are all differenti:ncd along the axes of the economic 
capital/cultural capital oPl>osition that characterizes the field of power. The 
social profile of teachers and students varies by type of school. The law 
:Jnd medical faculties arc simatcd closer to the pole of economic :Jnd politi­
cal power whereas the natural and social science and :Jrts faCulties stand 
closer to the 1>oIe of culmral power, The analysis re\'e:Jls two different rela­
tionships 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 institutions, disciplines, and professors in terms of twO differcnt kinds 
of power. First, mere is I/cndemic p01l'er, which refers to the degree of control 
O\'er the organiz:Jtional mechanisms for teacher training, selection, promo­
tions, and careers in the French university.�1 In  addition, there :Jre sriemijic 

power and illtrllectlllli 1'el/01lm: the fonner indiC:ltes degree of control over 
research resources and prestige within the scicntific community; the latter 
refers to recognition by thc broadcr educ:ltcd public for published work. 
Professors, therefore, arc differentiated in terms of the cultural markets 
where they make their principal investments, Professors who accumulate 
:lc:Hlclllic )lowcr :lre found disproportionatcly at the SorbOllnc, They also 
rend to he IOl':H ell ill 1 he [r:ulit inn:,1 disciplines of philosophy, French litcra-

-11, rile """ "I" " ,,,,,01, .. ", ""',H"Il}! I" ( :"11,, ,,\ ( 1 <'1'1) ""''''''I'! "I Mlw"llI""al l'l'Ul"'I'!)·M 
"hwh ""1" ,,,1" .' .I, III" , ,[ , •• ,,,,,,1 ,,",' d,,' 11"" .. 1 " ,I,,�'" f.,.,.,,,,.,', ... '" ,ut ""I:J"",""'" h) 
" ' I"e. ' ! ., I�"nl'''' 1" 1,1 1,, , 1 , , ,  ' " � ''''','''.''' 
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ture, and the classics. vVithin this sector of the French academy, the stmg­
glc for institlluonal positions and symbolic capital pertlin largely to the 
consecration, consen'ation, and transmission of legitimatc culture and to 
the reproduction of the institution that perfonns these cultural functions. 
Professors struggle for academic power by accumulating capital in the form 
of administrative and honorific positions within the academy. They deliver 
lectures, publish textbook .. , :md compile dictionaries and encyclopedias, ac­
tivities which are valued primarily within the aca(lemic lIlarket (Bourdieu 
1 988b:98). I lere is where humQllcotlrmims resides-the teacher who speci:ll­
izes in the ci:assification of existing [)fpes of knowledge and who consecrates 
certain forms as legitimatc for transmission to future generations. The 
ide:al-typkal route to aCl(lemic power hegins with graduation from the 
Ecole Normale :lnd continues by an assistant professorship, completion of 
the state doctoral thesis, and promotion to a ch;lir at the Sorhonne (87). 

In contr;lst, professors who acculIlulate intellecl1lal or scientific capital 
tend to be found at the College de France, the Ecole des I lalLtes Etudes 
ell Sciences Sociales, and in newer social-scienrille (Iisciplinc.'i, such ;lS lin­
guistics and sociology.�� These individuals invc.'it in the intellectual ;lIld sci­
entific fields, where they attempt [Q accUlmliate symbolic c:lpital in the fonn 
of recognition by peers for their contribution to scientific knowledge, or 
in the fonn of prcs(igc and influence among rhe broader educated public. 
If the production of knowledge in the academic field is largely intended 
for classroom consumption, in the scientific field, knowledge production 
occurs in laboratory and research centers and is destined largely for peer 
review in specialized puhlications. In the intellectual field, knowledge pro­
duction is destined to influence the opinions of the broader educ:ated public 
opinion-and especially the media-as well as for peer review in special� 
ized publications. vVhile some French professors arc more oriemcd toward 
the intellectual field and others morc oriented to the sciemific field, both 
staml in opposition to bmllo IlCIuJl'1l1ims, who invests primarily in the repro­
duction of the educational institution. 

Bourdicu also finds that a power struggle wirbill each faCILity pits those 
professors more oriented tOlllard the accumulation of academic power 
against thosc more oriented tOlllard the accumulation of intellectual 
or sciemiflC capital. In short, Bourdieu's field analysis of the French 
academy locates the familiar tension between teaching and research within 
a brO;lder institutional framework of power relations between opposing' 

48. Tuda)' Il"unlieu i_ Ili1l1sdf �1 .hc (;"I"'IlC ,,( Fr-." .... ·, 1,," "II\''' .1 ... . 1. .. ;1 "cn' 1l.l1h'·I't'tl 
in .he btl' Ilfq. ",,01 l':1r1)' '71" Ill' ":" �I l"l' F.�,I,· 1'!'JI"t'''' ,I," I I,'m' .... 1'1",1,·, (rt·".",,,·,1 '" 
" n" II,,· I '1·: ... ,1,· ,' ..... 1 1.".1<" 1'",,1,·, ,'" '" ".", ,., ""K , .• 1"" 
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groups."'" It also can be viewed as Bourdieu's version of the familiar posi· 
tion/expertise opposition that constitutes [\110 distinct claims to authority in 
bureaucratic org:mil..1tions.JO According to Bourdieu, the struggle for power 
in the French academe pits those with positional power in terms of control 
over allocation of v:alued org:lIli7,.1rional resources :against those who base 
their c1aillls [Q power on new :and v:alued forms of knowledge. 51  

Another line of intern:al differentiation is age; it opposes younger 
:against older professors who have had more time to accumulate various 
forms of academic, scientific, and intcllcclUal power. At a third level, Bour­
dieu distinguishes those rese;lrch-oriented professors who are highly spe­
cialized within particular disciplines from those who have considerable aca­
demic power hut who also enjo)' considerable intellectual renown. This 
source of difTcrenti;llioll opposes a Sillall group of university "mandarins" 
who h;lve ;Icclllllulal'cd consider.lble intcllectu.ll and scientific capital as well 
as academic capital against those specialists in circulllscribed bodies of 
knowledge whose authority derives more from peel' review internal to the 
area of specialization than from eilher instinaiollal position or public noto­
rie[)f (Bourdieu 1988b:81). The alumni stalUS of a 1I00'11I11Jirn is decisive in 
the accumulation of ;Icadcmic power and particularly in :lchieving mandarin 
status. Bourdieu (87) writes that 

. . .  the soci�l capital represented by &oIt' Nun""I, connections when they are dul}' 
maint;!inc(1 h}' sustained exchange, is one of the sole bases of transdisciplinary soli­
darity; which explains \l'h}' it plays � d(.'Cisil·e role c\'cry time that somcone has I'D 
ol>uill and hold ]>osirions of uni\'ersity power which :Ire situated beyond the linlc 
local ficfs, limited to the SC\le of:l di.;ciple, and e\'cn I)()Sitions of prestige such a.� 
those olTered by the College dc Fran(.'C . . . .  thc fact of being a nommlim exercises 

a multiplier efft.'Ct on all the sodal ])Ollers held. 

This opposition pits the university establishment lllalHi:Jrins ;lgainst the 
specialists. Thus one finds a few professors at the Sorbonne who have con­
siderable intellectual renown and who also dominate an entire discipline 

.j.9. Bourdieu's analysis rC50n�ICS Wilh thc Gouldncr's (1957) classic ideal-types of�IQC:lls� 
",,,I "coson')polir:lI1s." But Ilourdieu (1988b:13) rej«:ts Gouldner's types 35 "semi-scientific" 
lOCl'aUSC he contends lhal Cnuldner's ideal-types focus on fmniliar professori3l types in tllC 
ull"'crsil)' r:lIher Ihan din',·ll1lj.:' :meminll \0 the underlying matrix of institutional nrr:mge­
",enl� \h:ll ",,,h, dle ..... 1.1 P'" I"",il,le. 

�o. ('rilil" (",:., ( ;"ul,hwf "1,.\ 11 I I, a,,,1 1':1"",,1< IY-t7:5R-(IO) h�I'e lung nm"ll Ihnr 
'11, .... · 1 \\ " r"nlh " I  11111 1',1111 1.1110 Jill h"rll) 1\ �rl' ('(!\Inalcil in Wcllcr". ;lIlalf'l� "r hllfC:IIl{'r:ll), 
I,m h.",' 'IOU,' I"·t·,, ,h"I"I1,,,,I,, ,1 .,,,,1 "'110 h ....... '·:lrd,,·,L 
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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)·1) 

In terms of their social origins and habitus, Bourdieu finds that Parisian 
university professors distribute unevenly across this segmcmed university 
map. Bourdieu writes that 

the profo.:ssors of the Ilifferent f.lcultics are distrihut ... :d l)Ctwecil [he 1)Olc of economic 
�n .. 1 politil";ll l)()wer :uul thc l)ole of cultural prestige according ttl the smuc principles 
.IS the differcnt fractions of the .. Iominant cbsscs. (38) 

Professors from the cconomicall), rich fractions of the dominant class tend 
to be 10l"3tcd more frequently in the law and medical f:lculties than in we 
science :llld humanities faculties. Those professors who have relatively 
llIOfe scientific capiml or intellectual renown ;llso tend to come from higher 
social origins, l1ot:lbly P;uisian bourgeois origins (79). The security of ill­
hel·ited privilege gives them the confidence and frecdom to choose more 
risky cultural invcstments in scientific research or in those least insritlllion­
alized cultural sectors (108-9). 

In contrast, Bourdicil finds that those professors with l)Ositional prop­
erty in academe but widl litde symbolic capital in cither the scientific or 
intellecwal fields tend to comc from the lower llliddle class. In particubr, 
they tcnd to recruit from familics of primary school tcachers. and to a lesser 
extent from secondary or higher education tcachers, particularly from the 
provinces (78-79. 83-84). I-Jere is the heart of the "cultural aristocracy," 
dlOse of modest social origins whose families ha\'e invested intergeneration­
:llly in education. ]t is to the educational system th:!t they owe their upward 
soci:ll mobility and their ideological allegianl..-e. These arc the secular "ob­
btes" who, like their religious coumerparts, are 

inclinc .. 1 to think that withuut the [schoull lhcre is nu sal\'uion-esJ>ecblly when 
they bcwlIle the high pricst!> of 1111 institution of cultural reproduction which, in 

51. Despite his 1)"Slriun 91 the College de Fr:lncc, Ilourdieu docs not �"(Insider himsdf � 
"I)'n!l,hlrin,� 9S he is somelimcs bbcl�"'!. In the Frcnch universities, his influence on �ppoil1l. 
II1cnts in roo..iology has ne"er been equal to thn of Raymond Boudon. At the Ecole des I h"l!c< 
Etudes en Sciences Sodales. his struggles-often ullsuccessful-wilh Abin TOllrninc �11<1 Ihe 
Armolt! block of historians over re:soun:es and appoillnllenlS are legendary. Eml)' to Ihe (;,,1. 
lege de Johnce brought hilll ronsidenble symbolic <":tpil"l, hilI "I", i�"I:llc .. l hill' rr"l11 ,III) 
signilialnt posilion�1 power within the IIn;'·cr;;lics ur llu: E.·" I,· ,k..; I I.oUl'·� Fllnk..;..,11 S"i<'IIl'<"' 
Soci�les. As W:lS di'<ClIs:'c<l HI ch"I'lcr I .  BUllniceu llulIl, "t 111111,,:11 ,I' .'11 �"III'I,laH I" 111<" 
wurld "f �<-a,lellli'· IM,"cr. I lc ...., .... hllll",lr .1' .1 ",WIlI,!n 't�·, ... h" 
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consecrJting them, consecrates their active and alxwc all passive ignorance o f  any 
other cultural world. 

Their "deserving, but miraculously lucky" election into the academic elite 
and their exclusion from the nonuniversity world of privilege creates a "cu­
rious mixture of arrobrance and inadequacy." As a consequence, it is among 
these "survivors" that one finds tlle st,1unchesr unwavcring supl'on for the 
academic meritocrncy and defense of the academic cstablishment against 
all outside illtrtlsion.SJ 

Bourdieu's field analysis reveals thar stances tJken by Paris university 
professors with regard to the N1:ty [968 student movemcnt correspond al­
most exactly to thcir positions along the axes of intellectual, symbolic, eco­
nomic, and political l)Owcr that differentiate the Frcnch university system 
(ll5-l7).H Professors investing allnost cntirely within the academic market 
by devoting thcir energies primarily to tcaching were most hostile to the 
student movcmCllt, since the call for fundamental refonns threatened to 
devalue their valued currencies. But those whose investments included 
broader markets of culnlral production, or who concentrated on scientific 
research, 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 
srudent movcment whereas many professors within the arts and science 
faculties openly embraced thc movement. Within rhe medical faculty. 
Bourdieu (61) finds that medical rescarchers tended to be situated ro the 
political left whereas clinicli practitioners, and especially surgeons, tended 
to be sinlated to the political right; these 1>oIitical dispositions were mani­
fested during the May events. More generally, Bourdieu finds that if one 
factors out those professors who were already political activists, professors 
in the natural science. .. tended to situate themselves more to the l)Oiitieal 
left than did UlOse 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 arc those 

53, Bourdicil writes th�t the sun·l-·ors �of(er to the UC-J(lemic instit"Otioll which the)' have 
dUlSCn hC/;1lusc it dHlSC .. hem, and "icc I'em, a �upl'ort which. being so tot3l1y conditioned, 
h:l� ""lIlethilll: 1011:11. :l1 ... "llIle, II1K1111<litionai about it" (100-101). 

5+ J Ie "lISen',·, (\In) Ih,n '·lherc is ,\Ii :Il1n�1 Jlerf�"i:t h()ln"I,,�.'y hClwcclI the �pa�"C <If Ihc 
,UII<,;CS . . .  �Inl 1 1 .. , '!!.I'" "t Ih'· I"'''1I1<>1I' hd,l lIy their :1<1111"" ill till' tjdd "f l'n�h,,·t;,," . . .  
l,u"l lh"l I . . . Ih,· ,1,," ,101<1"'11 III II,,· .1, .• ,J,'lIl1f lid,I . ,  . � .. n·c'lM'IIII, ",'r) d,,,dr ttl I he <l1,nihll 
11,011 III h'm" "' I�,htll �I '""'II"I" ' "  II ,III,· 11111"11 Jltih.Hi"II' JII,I ,·,·,'n ,1.111,', ... "d. '1' ... ,1 ,IUfllI,.: 
Ih,· "",,,1, "I ,\I�\ I,,.,,N ,. 
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who preserve and transmit tbe cultural heritage of a social order. As we 
shall see in the next chapter, this political orientation corresponds to BOllr� 
dieu's vision for the scientific intellectual in modern society. 

Bourdicll's criticism of both the intellectual and political attitudes and 
behavior of his fellow inrellectuals is sevcre. Still, his criticism is accompa� 
!lied by a vision for the intellectual vocation-ollc that suggests that social 
scientists can practice a self-critic:ll and progressive politic.'>. Vle turn in the 
next chapter to ::m examination of Bourdicu's vision for the :>oci:ll scientist in 
the modern social order. 

1 0  
T H E  S C I E N T I F I C  I N T E L L E C T U A L  

A N D  P O L I T I C S  

In France, the questions of who is an intellectual and what intellec­
tuals should do have evoked keen interest and intense debate (Ory and 
Sirinelli 1986). Hourdicu's field analytic pcrspective provcs useful in captur­
ing the dyn:lI11ics and Sc<lpC of that experience_ As was noted in chapter 9, 

Bourdieu is critical of universal definitions of intellectuals, since he sees 
the vel}' idea of modern intellecnmls as being historically contingent-that 
is, insep,lrably tied to the historical development of relatively autonomous 
cultural fields. His field analytical perspective Stresses that all definitions 
of intellectuals ,Ire at once histOrical and fundamentally political, emerging 
as they do from struggles ,llllong symbolic producers for legitimation. Yet, 
dcspitc his admonition that the task of thc sociologist is to analyze fields 
of struggle rather than take up positions within them-including the field 
of struggle over who is an intellectllal-Bourdieu also works with a 1I0IW!fl­
five definition of the intellectual vocation,l This points to a paradox and 

l .  In assessing the contribution of Ho'lllo /1rl1dnllims, Lo'ic J. D. \ Vacqu3nt says that Bour­
dicu's analysis "discloses the torality oJtbt g"'''t that engenders both the spoceific interests of 
intellectuals :111<1 Ihc .. ne-sided vision that each participant has of the intert'Sts to others� 
(Bour,licu 311.1 \\""" 1""'" ,,)H<):1i7,)). This stretch for indusi"it}' in analyzing actors within {he 
:m,dem;': lidd i� no "  i'1I"'''''I''II,l1lc wi,h my claim \h,,, a �Irong n0I1113live dimension underlies 
11,,"nlic,,·, W' " k. \, .• 10,,· ,,' "·"'.11', '" .1Iul "h,cI1i.'il}, �n: n"t IIH'llIa1l}, excillsive, csp<. ... ially whell 
a ,tUlly i, ,I,",,· r.-lln'I.-I\ I t " I" ",,1.1.. II' " IT�r a rC'l'>I>Ilal,)y t,I'i�I'livc lield al1alr�is or 1:.�j'lil1j.: 
"" dln·IIt,,1 I" "" " 'I" ,,,,.1 .,,11 1t,,1.I ., '" " "'.11 "·t· \"I """,illll'-"1 ,,, "  1""·,in,l.,,. "11<" I, j, ,·I.·"r "' 
1/"",,, . 1" " /,.,,,,.,,, ,h,,' 110 " ", 1 1 1 , ,  ,I'.n ,''" ." 1.'..1, ,Iu- '.""" ,.,1,,,·, ,, ' ,.," It ,./ , 1  ... 1"""" '''' Iu-
01,·" " , 1 ,,·, '"  ,I ... ,,, ,,,10 ",I, h,1o1  I I, "iI . I,.. " "" ,,',. 1.",,, ,,1011 1'"·.1"1"",,01 1,, ,I ... " ·,,·,, , , 10,·, 
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unresolved tension in Bourdicu's thought, one thai reRects his position as 
a politically commined social scientist in postwar France.1 

In this chapter I examine the normative dimension of Bourdieu's think­
ing about social scientists as intellectuals. \-Vhal key underlying \'3lucs in­
form Bourdieu's undcrst:mding of their intellectual VOCation? \¥hat values 
should intellectuals defend and how should they rdate to politics? I will 
address these questions by asking how BourdiCIl cOIll.:epl1Jalizcs sociology 
as a scicncc and with what consequences. I will thcn eX;lI11ine what Bourdiell 
bclic\'cs should be the role of the social sciences aml lhe social scientist in 
the modern world; how the intellectual vocation and the 1)OIiticai vo(:;\[ion 
combine. The chapter concludes with a brief look at Hourdieu's own politi­
cal engagements. 

Bel1lJcel1 Politics 11m/ fbe fvOIY TO'wer 
The classic dilemma faced hy all modern intellecumls is whether they 
should participatc "in political and social movements or whether they 
should refrain froll1 doing so and be responsible only for what the)' write" 
(l luszar 1960:214). One finds a variety of rt!Sponscs 10 this qm,.'slion ranging 
between twO OPI)OsiJ'g extremes: (I) the "classic" position anicul:Hed by 
Julien Benda ( 1 927) tim the "clerks" should not belra)' their ,"ocation to 
timeless and transcendent truths by taking up the cause of historically lim­
ited projects and 1)Olitic:llly contingent trmhs;l and (2) the $anrean image 
of the "total intcllecnlal" who takes a public stance on all the s..1lient issues 
of the day. Both extremc.<i. Bourdieu ( 1989a:102) argues, express a funda­
mental and invariable property of all intellectual life, namely, the will to 
(1I/101l01I1Y. Depending on hiSlOriC;ll circumstances, this thrust for intellec­
tual freedom finds expression in either retreat from outside involvements 
that threaten its aUlonomy or in other outside engagements to enlarge it. 
It is this desire for intellectual freedom, that Bourdieu wants above all to 
foster. 

Thus, Bourdiell is a staunch defender of intellectual freedom. Critical 
inquiry is a historically achieved value that can be preserved and enhanced 
only by struggling to free intellectual life from all economic and political 

",ho accumulates illteUeclual c:lpitlll through published reseHch th�n hc is to thc professor 
,,·ho accumulates and U"lmsmits 5Chol3sticCipitll simply by teaching. \\'hilc I would a�'l''''� ,,·ith 
\VacqulIlt dm the allal)'Sis of Homo AClldmti(lls is nOl fumlamcllmll)' diswrt ... 'tl hy l);1ni<:U1,hill. 
Bourdicu's ,,,Iuc orienlation ,s nonetheless visihle-. 

l. Pels(I995) C'l1)!urt!S well this nunn3ti\'C dilllcns,un ufliulInlll'lI\ Ihlllkll1j: 31MKI[ lIudkl'­
t\lals. 

\. lI�ntla r�"�"""d h;� IM"III1I11 I11 I.,,�r )'I'a" 1.\ " '1I1!lJ' "'11 � 1I'"n' ,�.l"".,II) ,·IIIt" ltc.1 r .. k 
r" r ,,,,..II,·t·I,I.I"-
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constraims. 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 frolll all l)Olitical COlltami nation that one can hope 10 
achieve a Jlolitically 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 ror 
Bourdiell: since he also stresses the interested and political character of 
scientific practices, how can hc hope to intervene in politlcs in a disinter­
ested way as a social scientist?� 

As was discussed in chapter 9. Bourdiell sees modern intellectuals as 
a distinct historical type of symbolic producers that emerged in the late 
ninetcenth and early twentieth centuries. Emile Zob represents the best 
historic'll embodiment of BOllrdieu's ideal illlcilecluais who enter politics 
"with authority rOOled ill the amonomy of their disciplines" (Bourelieu 
J 989a:lOl ,  1992: 185-89, 461-72). Inlclleculals arc to be "bi-dimensional" 
in character, as they must mcet two Ilccess:lI'Y conditions: (I) "they must 
belong to an intellcctually autonomous field, one indcpendel1t of religious, 
political, economic or othcr power, and they must respcct that ficld's partic­
ular laws"; and (2) "they must deploy their speeific expertise and authority 
in their particular intellectual domain in a political activity outside of it" 
(Bourdieu 1 989a:I)'), 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 /" Science 

Though the amonomy of science has come under sharp :lttack since Kuhn's 
widely influential work Tbe Smll111rC of Scil'utiji. Rrooilitiolls (1962) and the 
development of a strong critical tradition in the sociology of sciencc (Bloor 
1976; Latour and Woolgar 1979; Woolg'ar 1988), Bourdieu readily em­
braces science as the model for sociology. Indeed, he (."asts his strategy to 
transcend all forms of the subjectivism/objectivism antinomy in the lan­
guage of "true scientific theory and pr.lctice" (Bourdiell 1988g:782). l lis 
sharp criticism of prevailing SOCiological practices and his c:11l for a reflexive 
practice of sociology are all made in the name of a "genuine scientific field" 

... IklUnli�lI\ ",.,,,.1,- � I II\' ( :"''lMlr:ltism of Ih� Uni"crs:Il"' (l989a) pnwidcs his nJ()§1 COIIJ_ 
1·""h�II_,i\·� " "'CUIl'tII "I I"", ,I,,· ""-',�T o;o.;�ntiSI ,huultT relate to I�)h\ics. I dr:lw !.rinciI13I1y 
1�1t 11<'\ .. �\h"" 1'1\ " \1 11u- \ IlIlt,tl lh\·lIll .... in Ihis IJaller Ii,r the di\ol'll��um Ihll 1i,lIl)w�. ()Ihcr 
It') rcf"n'lIrn , ..... ,1,,,1< 11"",,1,,·,,', ,11I"lll1l! 'n' Ill<' r .. l<· .. f til\' ",,·,.d ... ·i�lI1isl 111 IM,I";,,, 
,"..J".I,· 11"",,1"-11 "/,,1._ " ,1'1 ' ,  ")Mr,, , ",1'17", "ptM]', II,MHo-. " ptM�, "ptM,:. 1,,1'1</:1, It/l'lt/I<. 
1."",,1, " ""'J(, 1./'/1, 11"",.1,, "_ I " "' .... ' . .  ",,1 """"II "'�� 
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(Bourdieu and Wacqu:mt 1992 : 1 76). Even his (197,b) piercing cntlClsm 
of science as an intellecmal field, with interests, conflicts, and hicrarchics 
analogous ro other culmral fields, distinguishes between a "false" or "of­
ficial" science and a "genuine" science! References to "objectivity" and 
"laws" abound in his work. 

This is 110t a new mrn for Bourdieu. I-lis early mcthodological work 
Thr Crllft of Sociology 11968] (Bourdieu, Chamboredon, and Passeron 1991) 
stresses thc need to Ia), a finn epistemological foundation for a sci(';1Ifijic 
practice of sociology. Yet, Bourdieu has less to say about the exact nature 
of science than he has about ils social effects. Just as he is less interested 
in proposing a theory of culture than a theory of the soci:11 uses of cullllrc, 
so also he seems less interested in proposing a theory of science th:m of 
the soci:11 effects of science. Nevertheless, therc is amhiguity in how he 
actually conccptu:llizes science. Moreover, how he conceptualizes science 
corresponds to the kind of political practice he envisages for critical social 
scientists. 

On thc one hand, he continues the Durkhcimian k:h"3cy of positing 
continuity between natural science and social science. Indeed Tbr emIr of 
Sociofo£r1 (20) strongly echoes the theme that "socioloh'Y is a science like 
Olhcrsn in order to differentiate it from commonsense reasoning :md specu­
lative social theory, On the other hand, Bourdieu is ;1 sharp critic of empiri­
cism and positivism. As 1 observed in chapter z ,  hI..' 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 W:lcquant 199Z:z3S). For 
Bourdieu, science progresses from new critical insights into the takcn-for­
granted world of power relations rather [han by an acculllulation of facts. 

Moreover, Hourclieu (1975b; Bourdieu and VlaC<lu:mt 1991. : 1 76) con­
tcnds 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 intercsts 

s. I lis ( 1990a:I99) critical gUlls thunder even louder, how\. ... ·er , �gaillst those critics of sci­
ence (e.g" llloor, 1..;1I"lIr. �nd \VooIg:Jr) who he believcs completely relati,·izc scientific knowl­
edge by Tt"(lucing it 10 politics, 

6. 1-1e posits that "scientific reason realizes itself when it l)el"(,I11 .. 00; in.;crihed not in the elhi­
cal norms of a ]lr:lctical rea5()1l or in the tcchniL":11 rul .. ", Hf'l "'i'·llIltic l"etlu�I"I"J-.'Y' 10,,1 111 
the �pp;Jrently an3rchic:J! soci�I IIICchanisllls uf mmlll:tillUIl ktlll"\'tI '1r.uq:le� �rll1ell lIilh 
instnllncnts of �('ti"l1 ,11111 uf dUlu).:ln �':IIt.lhlc " f  reglll.llluj.l llwn· ,"'11 '1"-'. ,11111 III Ihe ,IIII':II,I� 
,li'llI�iti"".� ,h:1I the flln�'li" lIllIg ,,( ,h" lidtl I'r,�lu .. ,", �,,,I I" '  "'1'1""" '" I 1I" " t',I"," .111<1 \\ ,I< 
'IIUIU " I',I:I Iot,,). 
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for scientific recognition turns self-interested pursuit into the development 
of new scientific knowledge. Bourdieu (1989b:384) is sharply critical of con­
sensual views of science, as he envisions a "sl)ace of regulated confronta­
tion" rathcr than conscnsus as the key condition for scientific innovation.! 
Prefcrring what he calls a "workillg dissel/slIS . . .  lof] critical acknowledgmcnt 
of compatibilities and incompatibilities" (1989b:384, 199,:10), hc writes 
thar "a genuine scientific field is a space where rcscarchers agrce on the 
grounds of disagreemcnt and on the instruments with which to resoh·c 
these disagreements and on nothing elscn (Bourdieu and \Vacquant 1992: 
1 76)·8 

Furthermore, thc emphasis Bourdieu gives to symbolic power and vio­
lence strongly suggests that the stud), of "social" facts is quite different 
from the study of "natural" facts. Sociological knowledgc is fundamentally 
historical and political rather than ll;ltl1ral. Theoretical propositions origi­
nate from the position of the researcher in Lhe intcllectual field as well 
as from the conceptual boundaries of the intellectual discipline. Bourdieu 
(1975b) admits that soci"l scicm:e can never reach thc degree of autonomy 
from external forces that natur..,l sciencc oblains.9 Yet, the !lamral-science 
model remains present in his Lhinking. \lVc scc Bourdieu synthesizing and 
attempting to tr..lI1sccnd tWO quitc opposing views of sociology: thc 
empiricist/positivist and the constructionist. This reveals a tension in his 
thought, for it is nOI dear just how Bourdieu relates thesc twO quite differ­
ent concepts of social scicm:c. 

This tension rcflccts Ilourdieu's parJdoxieal posture towards the \oVcst­
em Enlightenment tradition of rationality more generally. Bourdicu main-

7. Though ,\Ienoll {197.d �Iso points ou, Ihe imjlOl"Dnce of compelition m the world of 
science. Bourdieu eriticizes "'lerton's elUl)h:asis on the non.,ati,·c structure that gO"crns scien­
tific pTaI."riee. According to Sourdlcu ('990:1::98), ,\!enon is insufficiently critical of Iheoffici�1 
norms t:S!)()usc:d by scientistS Ihelllsckcs. Ilourdieu ( I  97Sb) sees the sciemiflC field as a lIlarket 
r:tther th�n a mOr:ll community when: ,-;e.rious �11l-d nonnati,·e Sr.lIlCCS are viewed aSS'r:ltc­
gies for struggle within the scientific field. Fur BOllrdicu (U)90;l:300), it is the mal"rial and 
symbolic reward sm'cturo.-s, nut lhe nonmt;ve ideals. th�t more dceisi"eiy �h3pe ..aentific 
beh�\";or. 

Baurdie .. nonelheless speaks of Ihe �rcgubtcd camp.etitioll� ,hal is institlltiomlitcd in the 
�"tonomous 1)r:Jctice of science so that certain forllls of strugglc (physical violence, Ihe usc of 
nunscientific methods) arc not !ICrmined. Thus, in spite of his criticislll of ,\Ienon, Bourdiell's 
il11cllcctll�1 1II;lrkcl per-llel·,ivc rejoins Merton's allalysis �t another lel·eI. 

lot. A <·""I'le "f I"'IW' bier he l'Ifilcludcs his criticism of a oon�nsll'll view of science with 
the ("II"wil'l( ,k.-i.,r.III' '" '·If 1"'Ihilll( else, let us al least hal'e confli«s!� 

'J. I n  I", amtl,· ·· 1 1". 'I"" lte .. ,,) "I Ihe S� .. il,ntiti,· l-'icl,l: 1I"'lrtllell (1<)751» ar�'1ll00; lh:" Ihe 

II,,;i:.1 \l·u-nn·, , .111 IWI\ I ,I. lnrll· Ih,· dq.tTCt· of ,nn'IIIOIIII) Ih:" 11:11111':11 ';("icnc .. '" likc 1111 11,,).:)' 

."Hl l'hl·'''' nl,,,\ I " ,  "'" kllllrl ",,1 " 1 "'�I(I'· I"r ,,'u'III1I;.· .""h"nt)··· 11\ th.· " ... ;,,1 wi,·"".", i, 

'·"IIII,'Iw,I ." k. , h , ",,1 ,,, ulllIl,,k 1"·""·" 11 ,,,.·1.11 .-1.,, ... ·, on 11 ... 1�,IIIIl·.11 I..-I,! "t"r .1", t"'II.'r 

I" I" ,  .. h",·. h' "" I"'" '1"1 1,, """I, ,I.- 11". 1"11"""."'. "'1",·,,'111.11"'" .,t 1111" ".IJI ",.,I , lk 
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rains there are hotb historical and universal qualities in Enlightenment ra· 
tionality.lo On the one hand, he affirms a radically histnricized view of 
scientific reason by arguing against the idea that "reason lies in the structure 
of the mind or of Ian&'l1age [rather thanl in certain types ofhinoriC11 condi­
tions, in certain social structures of dialogue and nonviolent communica­
tion" (BouTelieu :md \.vacqu311l 1992:189). lie resists identifying [his tran­
scendent possibility as a universal property rooled in mind or language. I I  

Contrasting his vicw to that of I lahcrmas (1970, 1979), BouTelieu writes 
that "reason irsclfhas a history: it is not Godgivcn, already inscribed in our 
thinking or I:lIlgu:lge" (Bourdicu and \·Vacquanr 1992 : 1 89). Rather than 
positing certain transhistorical, universal communicative strucnlrcs, Bour­
dieu joins with deconstructionist" like Derricb in arfirming the historiC:llly 
contingent and relative Ch,lr,lcter of the most fund:ulIent,11 scientific c:llego­
ries. 

On the olher hand, he cmhr:lces the Enlightenment tradition by con­
tending that, even if reason is historical, it also has :l cap:lcity lO produce 
forms of knowledge th:lt tr:.mscend its own hislOric:ll limitat"ions. BOllrdicu 
spe;lk" of the "universal" v,llue of a mode of understanding, {Iiscovery, :lIld 

communication which he calls science. This mode of discourse follows cer­
tain rules of evidence and logic th:1t permit a <.."ollective body to discern Ihe 
bener dClTlollstr:.ltion without prejudicing the process by including power 
fuctors relative to ownership, 1>oIitics, and status. The practice of scientific 
reason, therefore, m:lkcs ]>ossible a valued mode of communication that 
Bourdieu helie"cs is less available in other types of cultural prncticesY I n  
this respect, it i s  1I0171f1U;Vt. But rather than being inrrinsie to mind or lan­
guage, reason is viewed as a "field property" th:lt emerges as the universe 
or cultural practices gradu:llIy g:lins somc auronomy from <'."ollll>cting ronus 
of economic, politic:ll, or religious I>ower. In short, Bourdicu's sense of the 
transcendcnt:!1 character of scientific reason is an emergent historical one. 

One can understand Bourdieu's thinking here :IS a positioning strategy 
dlal gives him critic;!1 leverage a!,rainst r ouc;!ult and (Ieconstructionists like 
Derrid:1 at one extreme :md I-Iabermas at the othcr. Vis-a-vis the post­
srructur:!lists, Hounlieu ;!ffirms the method and norms of the Enlight­
cnmenl tradition of rationality. I-Ie sees this tradition as ofrering a form 

10. Bourdiell �hlls differs sha'1,ly frOIll Fou(.':I.ult. who is a major critic of the Enlightennwnl 
Ir.ldition. 

I [. '11is �I$() 5ep;irntt's Bourdieu from Choms�, .. y·s (11)65) view ,of inn.' ll· 1.n1!-""llt"clkn,," I· 
edge al)3cities., 

' l .  In ;�S ideal fonn. �iell!ific Cln1Hnulll�':lIi"n diffcr; fro"n I�,I'I" .11 t·, " ""'''''''·''1''''' III 111.11 
[he iml)l,rt:llk"C Ih�, o«·'CI\.·C :1�'i!!n� '" :lr!!1Un'·nt •• I .... ,IoI,·II". ;I,,,I ... ,I"',,,m ,, 1,., ... ·,1 .... 1,·1\ ,''' 
o;,:·'cnlifi.· 'Til�ri:l. Ih.1I ". Mh, '" "dl l"" lM" "" "" .ou,I I"'� ... h",·" ,,,oj,.,,,, " . ,I,,· . ,,],-, " I I" Il" .• 1 
... ,h.·ft·,,,�· .",.1 '·""'1,,,"1,,1," ""It "l .... ·n�II"n�1 ,·, ,,1, "".w 01",,,.1,, ,, ",11,,1, 1·(,1 
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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) 
dUlt depict science as simpl}, some alternative form of knowledge on a par 
with religion, magic, etc. Vis-a-vis Habcrmas, however, Botlrdieu associates 
the claim for a transcendental reason with all interested I>osition within the 
intellccmal field. Hut il is also a type of interest that Bourdieu wants to 
institutionalize and develop. To distinguish his position from that of I-Ia­
hennas, Bourdieu (1989a:104) proposes, not a "'universal pragmatics," but 
a "poliria of the ImiVt1"SlIl, a Rrllipolitik of Reason [to promote) socially insti­
olted forms of communication favoring the prO<.luction of the universal."11 
Bourc!ieu wants to institutionalize this ideal mode of scientific communica­
tion where "competition . . .  is oq;'lIlized in such a manner that no one 
can succeed over ;myone cise, except by means of better fl1XIf111ents, rmsoll­
;lIgs :lnd t/cmoIlJ·trlltioIlS, thereby advancing reason and truth."H 

In sum, rather th;1II positing a universal reason or a rational subjecllike 
the C:lftesian togito, Hourdieu suggests lh:1t therc is developing a historical 
possibility of something like a universal reason or a rational subject, th:lt 
this would he a desirable event, and that every effort must be made ro en­
courage its development. In place of lhc 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 ill an 
unending struggle against the world of social determinations. Bourdieu's 
position, therefore, is paradoxical: he affirms I>oth a historicized view of 
reason and :! normative, universalizing one. is 

There also is a 1110mllerhiml dimension to Bourdieu's undcrstanding of 
sciencc and the role that social science is to play in the modern world. 
Bourdieu embraces rhe Enlightenment belief that increasing rational 

'3· The diffcrence on this III)iut hct ..... �'l:n ]j.uunlicu �nd 1 hbc:nn:lS is perhaps one of eml'h�­
sis. While I bbenn;.s presentS his id�31 in fOrlml tenns. lJ.ourdieu (I�) Stresses the sociolog­
lal conditions mO:lt likely to) fOSt�r this idcah�.ed type of hum3n communication. 

'4- There is strikmg silllihnr)" hetween Unllrdie,,'! ,iew of �ientilic Ct.mmuniC"Juon and 
Gouldner's (1985:3°) �cuhure of ('Ti�i�':I.1 dl">Coursc (CCD).� GouloJncr d�lincs CCO as �any 
assenion-abuut anything, hy �nrone-Ith:ltl is open to criticism and th�l, i f  challenged no 
assenion cm bc: oJcfcndcd lIy invoking somcone's aUlhurity. It forbids 3 reference to 3 SIICaker's 
position ill sociely (or rch.lIlc� UpOIi his pcrsonal chal'.Iclcr) in order 10 justify or refute his 
claims. The CeD is the special idl'Ology of intellec"lals �nd inlelligentsi�, and 

'
iT is ess�nli�lly 

an ioJeology al)l.1I\ how dis(;OUfSe should be col.duct�'tI.� 
Both (;""loInn :.",1 I\"uroli�u suggeSI 3 mode uf ratioml di�ourse that is critil-al, sclf­

rel1�l"li,·c. :1Iul in"II,·m"·� �" " ... ·ial di,tinctions �m"n!£ speakers. A I'Tnl(ipal difference i� Iha •. 
"herel' ( ;,,,,1,1,,,·, ,,·n ( ( I )  .1' f" r,n.u,,·c " f  � Ne" (:I:o�s an",n)! thc hij!hly nhtl,u�,I, l\'lUr­
,Ii�·u '<;\., ... ·.,·''''1'' " ",, ,,, .• 1""1 ." ,,,nlineol l,, .1 '''''f,.: IUlli1eol l,r"fc"i"lIJI .,ro,:n.l. 

I , .  1 10· J,lu"" 110." �Ih. ",,,,,·,,,.,1 ",1'11"" ".1 hi'I' "·1",1 ,Idm·'c",,·m d,," " "",,,·r '·"'''I'I,·to·oI 
,,,,,. •.. ",,1 1. 'f �II II " 11". "'1,1, 1, "I. ,'" .,1 ", "):1:11.., '" h"' . . n,·.01 'I •. "·' .... "I I .. , ,., ... 110 .• 1 "t· I'''' �:"." 
h>lI.".I ., 101.1, "',,', ,,,"', , .111, · 1 11 ""1, 1  .. ·" .,,,,1 \\"" 1"."" " "1' ." •• 



awareness of social life enhances possibi lities for human freedol11.16 Bour­
dieu belicvcs that by inercasing conscious awarencss ovcr the conditions 
that dctcnnine ones behavior, one is able to gain, not only satisf.tction from 
pushing back the boundaries of the unknown, but also a margin of maneu­
vcrability whereby one can more clearly discern what is possible and what 
is not possible lO change (Bourdieu :lIld \.vacquanr 1992: 198-99). By 
exposing the arbitrary character of the principles by which we unwittingly 
construct social life, we hrain some measure of possil>l)' shaping sociology, 
the university, society, and ultimately ourselves in ways that J:lermit a 
greater space for human freedom.17 In short, there is in Bourdieu a vision 
of person:ll emancipation from the grips of misrecognir.cd forms of soci:ll 
domin�ltion. 

Yet, the margin of freedom for alternative constructions secms vel)' 
s111all indeed. The bulk of his work point .. to the ongoing reproduction of 
relations of domination. Perhaps it is Bounlieu's sharp re:lction to the ideol­
o!,'Y of individualism and subjectivity of the imelleclUal world that IC:ids 
him to be exceeclingly cautious in talking about the liberating potential of 
sociology. 

Bourdieu's gener;,1 conception of science is sh:lpcd by the French his­
torical context wherein a broadly positivist philosophy of science and 
French republicanism found Iilutual reinforcement. Beginning in the hlle 
nineteenth century, to be scientific meant breaking with a purely literary 
approach to intelleculal work by cmploying systcmatic methods of empiri­
cal investigation. [t also meant believing in ;l general unity underlying the 
various sciences, and holding the conviction that the advance of delllocrncy 
dqlended on the prof,'Tess of science (Ringer 1992:207-25). The French 
scientific tr.ldition that emerged in the l:lte nineteenth cenrury, and of 
which Bourdicu is an imellcctu:11 heir, stood sharply opposed to the human­
istic and generalistic notion of l>clles lettres. It was also profoundly anti­
clerical in that it retleeted a profound suspicion of :1[1 forms of authority 
not rooted in positive knowledge. It exprcsscd the need to find a secular 
rephcement for the 1lI0r..11 authority oncc rcpresented hy the Catholic 
Church. This view of science certainly animatcd Durkhcilll, and it shapcs 
Ilourdieu's thinking as well. Thus, it is not surprising to find in BOllrdiell 
normative clements that associate scicnce with freedom, equality, �lIld the 

16. lie "·rites (19I)OC:I 83) that "knowledge by itself �erdscs an effl..:t-ullc which �pl'ear.. 
to me to be libenlting-c"cry time the mechanisms wh,....: bw, ,,( "I"'''''''''''' il L"iI" hli,IK"i 
owe p�n of their effeCtiVeness In misn:{·ogniti"n.M /\s W;lrtlll.ml (Hu"nlll'lI ,11111 \\':II'll"mn 
H)I)Z:I94) puinl� "UI, Il .. ur.licu cmh,.. .... L"i Ihe Mm,.ic·roml 1"·"1 .... ' "I II", ,,,,U.'''I11.� M 

'7. 'I'll" c.m I", "''':11 in 11""nheu\ n"U"el'lIJ'u "I .oK ",1,,).1" �I In'-.I" h ." ". 1".111.111''''. 
,,1I,'n' ".'",1, 'Il' n·'I·"I, I I  ... ,,0·,.11 ",�" 'II" iI'''' " I  ,"" I" ,ll I .. , . 
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belief that thc practice of science can enhance thc chances for human eman­
cipation. 

Fo,- Intel/emu" Autonomy: Mnnbn-s of tbe Scbo/arly Guild Unite! 

Bourdieu contends that intcl1ccrual freedom for rational inquiry is a histori­
cal and collective I'alue whosc defense should be the first concern of all 
intellectuals. lIe declares: "Yes, I am a resolute, srubborn, absolutist advo­
cate of scientific autonomy . . .  Jand] . . .  the sociologist has no mandate, 
no mission, other than that which he or she assigns herself by virrue of the 
logic of her research" (BourdiclI and \,VaC(I Uam 1992:187).1- Rather than 
justify the raison d'hre of sociology in terms of serving somc outside inter­
csts, Hourdieu (ibid.) eOlll'ends that "sociology must first assert its auton­
omy." Social scientists IIlUSt join in "efforts to guarantee the social cOl1di­
tiOl1$ of tbe possibility for mtiollfd tbollgbt" (Uourdicu I 989a: 103). 19 Bourdieu 
(1989b:374) wants to enh:lnce scientific progrcss by "controlling the purely 
social effects of domination" in the social org:lnization of scientific produc­
tion 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 mcans necessary for the protection of their auton­
omy" (Bourdicu 1989a:103).:0 

Bourdieu's call for defending the interesrs of imcllccrual autonomy 
from all fonns of political and economic influence dcmands collrctivr as well 
as individual action. He sees intellectual freedom as a field prOI>Crty mther 
than an individual moral attribute. Bourdieu calls for intellectuals to prac­
tice a "Realpolitik" of individual freedom by doing e\'cryrhing possible to 
establish the social and political conditions th:1t preserve and enlarge a so­
cial space for intellectual freedom (Hourdicu and Vlacquant 1992: 190). Onc 
of the first concerns should be g<lining control of the means of intellectual 
production. Ex:llllpies of this defense of intellectual guild interests would 
include making publication of scholarly work less dependellt on commercial 

18. Br ulield �utonolllr" Ilourdicu does nOt have iJl IIlind the kind of",'ahle-free" sociolo1.'Y 
extr.lpobted frolll \.veher hr AlI\eriC'�n profcssio1\91 sociology during Ihe '9;05 (Gonldner 
1973a). Souroieu is a sharp crilic of Ihe positivist fact.!VlI]ue distinction in sociology. 

'9. Similarly. (;""Idllcr (1973c:9<>, yS) "'rite� th�' "an emancipatory sociology's first illsk 
is 10 CSI:lh1i,h lhe ""'i:iI :m.l llIllnan conditions required to 1IIft(lill rlItion�1 discourse �boUl 
M ... ·i,,1 \\"rlll� . . .  :lIul I i  ... ,·""oI'lI"Il, .. f ils own cxlsten� as a 1)r3ctical r:ui01131 discourse." 

�O. ( ;, ,ul,I'lu f " 171' 'I') I '.,  " m  "',"" Ihe nccd 1U ('reate "Ilew ro'IIIIIIIII;I;a- of intellectuals 
:1' ,111(' '11' 11IU,U\ �1II1 Mill .. I ,111·,1 "" 1.11 '1':U'l'- Itl M'III'IM.n rmillll:11 ,!i>;t'nur;e in SlMinlnj..'y �1111 
"K·i.,1 lllt''''1 M 110" �, 1 '..1, I "I'" 1 " 1) 1�'ln'I'I"d} 1�'"I1'" "Ill. ( ;""I,I"er (',11",,·, I bherlll'" 
OIl "'I .. ,�lnlll .1I "I • .  ,1 • •  11" " .• 1 ' ... -u I. 1 " ""01"1111\ h·" ". "" ..... ·'1 "l1 .... e:" 1I" "r.I ... " " " """1'1' 
..nl"" .• III, ,,,,,I .,,, , , , ,, 



256 I CHAPTER TEN 

interests and resisting the use of political criteria-including identity poli­
tics-in hiring and promotion of university faculty (ibid.). Olhcr tech­
niques for enhancing the autonomy of scientific pr;'tctices 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 re(luirements for emry 
positions in the social sciences ( [ 78). 

Since firmly establishing his symbolic power in French sociolob'Y with 
his ascension to the College de France, 130urdieu has shown more interest 
in establishing his niche in internation,ll inrellecl1lal markcts. I-Ie has shown 
increasing interest in combatting 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 social space for rigorous scientific inquiry and dehate that 
Bourdieu (1989b:374) seeks to create would foster cross-disciplinary and 
cross-national confrontations of different theories, methods, and bodies of 
data. I-Ie sees the creation of Liln',., his European-oriented review of schol­
arly work, to be ,1Il expression of this kind of vision. 

Bourdicu considers thc quc.<;t for intellectual freedom [Q be a formida­
ble struggle against powerful obstacles: against administrative power and 
authority of the st;lte, against the commercial interest� of puhlishing, and 
especially ag;linst the conccntration of power in the media. Hc is particu­
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 powcr of peer review, which for Bourdieu is a funda­
mental condition for intellectual autonomy, by substituting "readability, 
topicality, 'novelty,' '' and good telegenic qualities for the proper criteria 
ofimellectual competence (Bourdieu 1989a: 106, 1996; Bourdieu and \"rac_ 
quant 1992:58).'[ He sees the greatest threat to intcllectual autonomy com­
ing from insidc impostors who play what he calls "intellectual journalist" 
or "journalist imclicctual" roles by creating an amalgam of journalistic and 
intellectual critcria in thcir work. The aU[Qnomy of peer review becomes 
compromised by criteria and interests external to the scientific field, and 
dependency on public, and particularly private, funding can reduce aumn­
omy if intellectuals shape their work accordingly'!' He suggests that those 

} I .  He wams that �th� most serious danger . . .  is in the tendency 10 strip imdlcl" m,b " f  
their prerog"Jri,·es to cvaluJte themselves and their prr"I""ti,,,, """,roli,,): t" ,I,dr ,'wn nilni:l" 
(Bourdieu [989a:106). 

ll. Most of lIourdieu's work ha, h,,�n SUPI"'rt,·oI thr",,):h ,I .. · 1',,1,1,,· '�"lor .Oh! I,,· ,"!"" h 
(B>Hmlico ",,,I I la''''l" " If}.!'7;) lh"l hc """,1,1 liuol u h.onl j" 'I" "n' ''' ...... ",I 'Hl'lw,n '''''1l1 
Ih" l,ri,.Hl· ,,·,'1'" (,or II ... 1,;" ,,1 " f \"" I'� I,,· ,I'M" 
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most likely to usc 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: [04-S).1J They arc mar­
ginal cultural producers who play fundamentally anti-intellectual roles and 
pose a threat to intellectual freedom by politicizing the scientific field 
(Bourdiell 199°<:: 185). Bourdieu's vision for enhancing the autonomy of 
the scientific field requires imposing barriers of entry that would oblige 
individuals, whalever their motives, to play by the rules of science.z4 

Bourdieu's call for pursuing sociological practice entirely in terms of 
its own standards, without any external political, economic, and soci.,1 dis­
tortions, reveals a striking commitment to professionalism, as well as a fun­
damental tension in his thought. This elll sits uneasily with the basic as­
sumption of sociology-olle that l30urdieu has applied with particular rigor 
to the illlellectual profession-that the beliefs and actions of all men and 
women (including social scientists) arc shaped by social inAut:nces.lS It is 
difficult to sec how this basic sociological insight can he replaced by an 
ide.,l that contradicts it. If, as l30urdieu 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 r.ltional inquiry. Bourdicu does nor 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:385)' That Bourdieu believes it can, that it is a vision 
worth striving fOf, 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 inteliec[Uai 
autonomy from outside inAucnces is whether in the final ,malysis scholars 

� 3- He writes, "there is a social law apillicabic to all the liclds of cultuml produttion . 
Ih�t heteronomy is introduced by those agents who are dominar..,d "Ct'Ording to the SIMX:ific 
('ritcrb of the field," and adds that " ,here :Ire alw3}'S ])eople who, heing scicntifial1ly domi­
,,:ned. are spontaneousl)· on ,ht! side of the prcconstructcd, who hal'e l'it�1 imercsts in de­
'·''''�tructing the constructed, in misunderstanding the understood, and thus in trying to hring 
�""ryh"dy back to the starting 1ine� (Bourdieu md \Vacquant [99l:184). 

l+ It i� nntcwonhy that Bourdieu'$ criticism of "dislo}'31 rompetitionH is not directed at 
,d(-intere" or mha in.!i,,;.!!>:!1 moth�lIions. He is not critical of self-interested hehal'ior per 
'l'. p .. »,i,bl Ih:ll il i, ,-h'lnndcd inl" -st'ielltifit"I1y l'mper hehavior" (Bourdieu and \Vacquant 
I 'I'}l: 177). I I.· 'I'·�"'·' , I ,.tl .ow" "n"t " rl':lW 1" >lIdili'm� such Ih:1I th" worst, the meanest, and 
I II" """I ",,·,h'M'!"'· 1" "  I I. '1""t I  I' "" "!IW"lkd I» heh,,,'" in :ll'c"nla""" with the uunus of sden­
llli">I)' >11 l'utl" '1\, )' .11 llTt 1l!tl,,� ( I  ,!oil 

I ,. I ;"ulol"n I "II" \ I I. I", , " ""1.1,., 1'' ''' I" oUl I h" , ... ,,' >:to I",t i"" ""l\\ """ II . .  · ""'j"l, 'I-\i" "­
,I,·", " I,,,·, ,1,,,,, I" 'I, "",I I,,, ," I " ,  [,,,,,j.,,,,,·,,,.,1 ."""" I,\",n 11,.>1 II,' .,n· ,1,·1 .... ,,101><·,1 'n ,·,.,,,n 
I,'" 11.1\' 
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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 
10 work only to the extent that the products of rational irHluiry find favor 
and support outside of the scientific community. The conditions for scien­
tific autonomy would seern to require broader legitimation of the value of 
scierl<.:e. 

More importantly, Bourdieu may underestimate the threat to intellec­
tual freedom that can come from wi/bin the autonomous intellectual world 
itself. The problem may not be compromises with the external powers of 
markets and States, as IlourdielL emphasizes, but from the irnernal capacity 
of intellectuals to impose symbolic violcnce and monopolies of method and 
resources th;\t stille rather th:1I1 liberate intellectual inquiry.l� Bourdieu of 
course believes that the cril"ical orientation of rational scientific thought 
within an institutionalized framework that fosters the competitive exchange 
of ideas will provide sufficient bruard abrainsr this. But the historical record 
thus far does not inspire complete confidence in this belief that intellectuals 
arc their own best guardians of free inquiry. 

Finally, it is not apparent how the kind of inrellectual autonomy Bour­
diell idealizes would be financed (sec, e.g., Ansart 1990:248-49). Bourdieu 
(199ClC:S1) observe. .. that those subordinate groups most inrerested in hav­
ing existing power rcLttions exposed tend not to read the sociological litera­
ture and cannOt arford it. Critical sociolof,'Y "is a social science without a 
social hase." He talks about the mode of condllct that should govern the 
scientific community, the kind of agenda it should rollow, but he says little 
abOllt financially supporting it. Most French sociologists arc civil servants, 
working either as university teachers or researchers at the Centre National 
de Recherche Scientifique. This secure Clrccr status gives them a ccrtain 
liberty from student demands, markct pressures, and intellectual fashions, 
as it has Bourdieu himself. Docs he assume this kind of civil-servant status 
as a basis for scicntific field autonomy even though it may not be available 
in all national contexts? Docs he assume extensive state support for the 
kind of inteliectu:!1 aUlOnomy he advocates? 

:6. Though h� hope(1 for the dC\·clopmcm of:l. New Cla�s, C;'mldllcr m�)' 11'" h�\e ,h"re,1 
Bourdieu·s flith ill the RtlJlptliJ/lI: of scientific auwnumy. Fur (;"\lldner ("l7o: .. HH )1'1) 
doubted the opacity for lnu:lItcrUlls to CSl";lJI<: IIIl" f.·n.·r. lOr l,ruf�"I<�IJh'lII. "rilll1X lh�1 
�profcssioll:ll courrcs)' �tiflcs Ulldk,,·'llll n,r;, ... ,,),: ,.:1It1,l lIl1t·n..,h Ir,," It 111M '" III<" ,,�,hll1": ,.1 
d;ny IlIIen in I",hli<": lhe welh " r  ItlCI) hm· !lit" l'lIt}tm· ,.1 II III It � 
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Scie71Cf! lind 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 intcrvenes in politics but in the name of sci­
ence :md free, critical inquiry. 

Bourdieu belicves that social scientists dill bring not only their exper­
tise but also a moral and ethical force to their engagements in public life. 
Growing out of thc autonomy brained in the literary, artistic, and particu­
larly scientific fields by the end of the nineteenth century, Bourdieu (1 989a: 
101) sees there developing in the most autonomous sectors of these cultural 
arenas core values of "ethical integrity and cOrlll>ctence" that become the 
basis for a politics of purity. These values fundamentally oppose the "objec­
tives and value.� such as motley, power and honors predominant" in the 
fields of economics and politicsY They are the "unwritten laws of ethic:!1 
and scientific universalism in order to pnlct"icc 11l0I"'Jl lcadership." The in­
terest in disinterestedness he exposed as a misrecognized feature of intellec­
tual practices now becomes a conscious value worth pursuing. The intellec­
tual values of freedom and amonomy become juxtaposed to commercial 
and political interests in the struggle for power in the advanced societics. 
For BourdiclI, these values arc rooted in the development of 3umnomous 
cultural fields like science. 

We recall that Bourdieu argues thal the proper task of social science 
is not [Q take sides in social conllict but to make the struggle itself the 
object of investigation. In the 1975 inaugural issue of Ac/rs de III recbc1"cbe 

en sciences sodldrs (vol. I ,  p. 6), he specifics that the proper objective of soci:!1 
scientific research 

tloes not oppose one ,'ulue judgment to another but t":lkes aCCO\Int of the fact that the 

reference [Q a \"�Iuc hicrnrehy is objectively inscribe(1 in IlrJcticcs alld ill particular 
inscribed in [he stnlggle o"cr this hiernrchy itself ami is cX)lrcSSI."(1 ill the ant::agonistic 
value judgmenrs. 

By revcaling the social wodd as one of canniet and struggle over valued 
t"esources and definitions that arc hierarchically ordered, sociology debunks 

!]. \V� ",IIiTn h,·n· 1<, II,,· (un,!:nl1em,,1 "PI'OSililtll Ilmmlieu dnt .... s bet .... een C\Ilrure and 
,1,,· �"'·'MU�U)'. I"<I"'·'·II ' IIl1un· .11111 1,,,1,,;,-.:. \VC ).I."c, I .. ,"e\..:r. A �hif, in auitudc mW-:lrd cuhure. 
1"1 ••• ('m't."".· .. I.,1 "1'1" "III"" "I , "II tlr.,1 ""1 �I�I .m.I , ... ·"""",,.· ''''I'II�I 110;11 lIullf,lieu "to""'" dlffcr­

.·nll�IUI": lh.· ,1"IIIUI�1I1 , I.", " In. I"",.: .... '·'''It"q,w .• It,,·,1 h,·n· lit .. ·fIt" ,,( r ..... turn:�. N,," 
' lIhllf .• I ' .'I'II.,I I � ' ' 't!ln ' '  d", ""uh ,ulI,.:,.:III''': 1",. 
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the taken-for-granted character of social worlds that "conceal power rela­
tions" (Bourdieu 1993d: J z). For Bourdieu, this disenchantment of the so­
cial order is profoundly political, for it strikes at the vel1' efficacy of power 
relations. Socio:malysis has polilk"":l.l effects. 

In a 1970 interview, Bourdieu outlines the kind of political impact he 
belie"cs science can have. Quoting Bachebrd, who wrote that "there is 
science only of the hidden," Uourdieu says thal by demasking raken-for­
granted power relations "genuine scientific research embodies a threat for 
the 'socbl order' " (Bounlieu :lnd l lahn 1 970: IS)'  Scientific resc:1!"(;h, Iherc­
fore, "incvit:lhly exerciseS :1 politicoll effect." This, he argues, is not somc 
political ideology one tm choose since "sciencc of society is inherently 
critical" ( 19)' Genuine scientific research, by ilS very nature, embrnJics a 
"threat" to the established Ix>wers. I t is this political cffect that (iislinguishes 
pure science from '"'art for :lrt'S sake" (Bourdieu 1 993d: 14)· Since the power 
relations th:lt sociology reveals owe p:lrt of their strength to the fact Ih:lt 
they do not olppear to be power rebtions, ".111 socioiogicil discourse h;ls :1 
political effect, even by default" (Bourdieu :1nd I I:lhn 1970: 19)' Thus, "so­
cial science necessarily t.1kes sides in political struggles" with the illlerests 
of subordinate groups (Bourdieu .md Wac(l uant 199z:51). And he points 
(in Bourdicli and Hahn 1 970:Z0) to the key role that the sociolobrist c;m 
play in modern socictic�: "The sociolol,rist unveils and therefore intervenes 
in the force rebtions between groups and cbss<:s \Hld he can even contribute 
to the modification of those rel:Jtions."!S 

This reasoning points to :11l cxtr:lordin:1I")' idealism i n  Bourdieu's think­
ing about the role of the social scientist in the modern world. That Bour­
dieu believes that a critical and professional sociolob'Y can Ix>tcntially mod­
ify relations between social classes amount. .. to :1 phcnomen:ll claim for the 
power of sociologic:1! knowledge in modern stratified soci�ties. It �Iso 
points to a reln:1rkable f;lith in the em,1I1cip:H011' effects of SCience, a view 
that is no longer widely shared in the post-Kuhnian era, Moreover, it does 
not expl:1in why many sociologists who also subscribe to a nOIlIx>sitivist 
understanding of sociology as science (ralcou P:1rsons is a notable exam­
ple) do not side with sulx>rdinate groups. Clearly, Bourdiell ill�'ests in �is 
understanding of science:l progressive political project that he tries to leglt­
imatc in the n,IIl1C of scientific authority. 

In the interview :llIuded to :1bove, Bourdieu admits that even though 
sociology can weaken power relations by unveiling them, sociolo�')' (:an be 

18. Ilmmlic,,'s ,'iew nr � 1",liri<-al ,li",en�i"l1 ".In·n·ur '" ""·,,,1 " ... ·""11,· I"�n'm'" r, ,,"r 

di,simibr rn"" Ahhu��",.\ ( , ,)]u) ju,ul;"" lI' '" I�,r 01, .mlt II,,'"'' ,1, ""It "" ",I .... "."'.,. Iw," "'n .... 
:l (',rll' " I""" lnu .... I'''' ", ,I" ,n}: ,h,', ,,) 1"" '"'11"' '' I,, ,, ,, " I  1".1" " .,1 1"'" " . ,. 
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accommodated and recuperated by dominant groups for their own inter­
ests. In revealing the hidden mechanisms of power, science lll:1y be of ser­
vice to dominant groups in th:1l it may lead to better and alternative modes 
of manipulation and social control. Those i n  domin:1llt positions arc 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 resourccs also give them opportunities to find alternative sources 
of legitimation for their privileged IlOsitions. But Bourdieu is banking on 
the other possibilio/, Il:llllciy, that when prevoliling power llledlanisl11s are 
exposed, they will lose their effic:1cy to the benefit of those subordinate 
indi\·idu;als and groups who have :1ccess to and arc ;Ibte to use this knowl­
edge. For Bourdiell, science is on the side of subordinate individuals and 
groups. 

Thel'c is, therefore, a politic:11 dimension to Bourdieu's conception of 
science ami what sociology should do in the mod<!rn world. if is politic:11 
in the sensc that for Bourdieu a key objective of social-scientific research 
is to struggle :Ib":tinsl all forllls of symbolic domination. l ie thinks of the 
imeilecru:11 vocation of social scientist in an activist sense. Acts of research, 
no matter how secmingl)' mundane, arc acts of struggle, conquest, and \'ic­
tory over taken-for-granted assLlmptions about social life: scientific research 
is :t muggJe against all forms of symholic domination. By exposing through 
research arbitr:lry mechanisms that mainuin power relations, the soci.11 sci­
entist is able to challenge the legitimacy of the S(."ltuS (1110. As existing Ix>wer 
relations losc their taken-for-granted ch,lr:lcter, this opens up the possibil­
ity for alternative ways of constructing social relations. Thus for Bourdieu 
politics and science combine in the vel")' objective of the social scientific 
vocation. "Acts of rese:lrch" arc for Bourdieu fundamcnmlly 1x>litical acts.N 

This points up a tension in BOlll'diclI's thinking about the nature of 
science, bet\lIeen science as dcscription and science :IS politiC;.11 intervention. 
On the one h;lnd. he recurringly W:1rns social scientists :lb":tinst partisanship 
in the social stru�rgles they stud},. Social conflicts are to be objects of study 
not occasions for partisanship. The field analytic perspccrive offers a more 
comprehensive view than anyone of the parochial interests involved. On 
the other hand, Bourdieu believes thm science nccessarily sides with the 
interests of suhordin;ne groups, since by exposing the mechanisms of power 
,cicllee rell(lers them lc.o;;s effective for dominant groups. 

This line "I' ar�lIInent poims again [0 [he ccntral role that Bourdieu 

:'1. I .. ,lt,·.l, rl,,· I" ,. ,,,,!.I •. ,.1 ,I,,· II .... , ,,,,,,. " r  . k,..,.,1r "I ,.,.,br,,1or rtI srirwrs _"d..,. ( , " 7;) 
"1'·II,,li,·, II", .1".,1 , lo.n.,,'" '" It" • , ,'" q""'" "f ,,�·i.,1 ,..",,,,,1;, n· ... ";rrd •. \ ... ·"r"" ( " ,H I). 
1',,1, ( " No,l, I�.,I,I", .. I " IOI'!. ",.1 \ \ " " t" " '"  ( " " 1 ' )  .111' .,r l,"'" "I" , h.r,.· , ."',;In ,h" .,, ',,'" 
".",.. " I  II, 'ut ,I" ,,', " ,'" , I'r .. ,,, "I ,,,' !.,) " ,nn,l" ,,''''.''' h 

I 

I 



262 I (HA,Tll TEM 

assigns to legitimation in the exercise of power. It 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 
sciemific field autonomy increases, so also do the potential political effects 
that science can produce.JO Indeed, the kinds of 1>oIitical effects he seeks 
would seem possible only so long as science enjoys a legitimacy superior 
to politics. I lere, however, is the rub. Once knowledge of the interested 
character of scientific practice hecomcs widely known, science itself encnun+ 
lers legitimacy problems. Just as gift e.�change he(:omes intolerable when 
participants come to view the practice as fundamentally self-illlercsted, so 
science loses its claim to superior ohjecti\'ity when it comes to represent 
parochial rather than universal interests. The ideology of disimercstedncss 
would seem cssenti.ll for science to h:we the kind of moral authority Bour­
dicu would like for it to exercise in the politic:'ll area. But when [h:'lt ideology 
becomes no longer believable, then science loses its symbolic power to in­
tervene with effectiveness in political life. \¥hen the emperor goes without 
clothes, the parade may continue-but not for long. Even small children 
<'''3n see thc differencc! 

This points to a complex if not ultimately contradictory position in 
which I�ourdicu finds himself. To achieve the desired political cffects, belicf 
in science as a form of disinterested knowledge and inquiry must exist. Yct, 
the thrust of Bourdieu's own work on the scientific field emphasizcs the 
very political character ofth:lt social universe. And though intellectual poli· 
tics are undoubtcdly different than electoral politics, they nonetheless are 
politics. 

• • • 

Bourdicu's model scientific intcllectual who intervenes in the political arena 
but in the name of science contrasts sharply with several other intellcctual 
role models. Though hc rcsolmely dcfends academic freedom from all out­
side intrusion, Bourdicu clc:lrly has no sympathy for the university as "ivory 

10. Bourdieu (1989J: 100) �d"nnces the following proposition tO SIICak oflhe polilicd! effl't:ts 

of increased field 3monomy: �The greater the intellectuals' independence from ml,lnd�lle in­

terests bcc:lusc of thcir specific ClL'IICnisc (e.g., the scicntific 3mhority of an Ol)pcnhcimcr or 

thc intellectual authority of a Sartre). the grealcr their mclinatlon to aUnT this illllcpcmlcnl'C 

by criticiung the powen Ihal be. the greater the ryn,I>oJi( rf)milY,1(1Y "f ",h3tC"CT p .. ll1il�,1 

positions they might t:1kc.� 
Thus memhership in 9 rd:lti,'ciy �lI">U"U"'t1, lidol "f .-uliur.,I I''''Mh",li"" i, ,·rUl'i.d. (" ,.. in 

1I"""lic"\ thiukiull. it ...,�tn� I" w·,wnlh· .• I'r"I'(·'''II' ." , , ,OlIn, ,1,1' IMII"'" ,,1 10,,1,1,·,.., "I 
,·,'''11''1111<' .• >I.I IM.IiI",.1 '·" I'".tI "",I ,,, ,I,, '" I"d, fI"',II<" , I h"  ' '' '''"." 
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tower,n with its guardians of elite culrural traditions (see, e.g., Allan 
Bloom's Tbe Closing offbr A1IJr1'iClIrI Mind [1987)). Alr-'inst the traditional 
role of the professor who preselves, transmits, and consecrates an elite cul� 
tllral tradition, l30urdieu 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. !-Ie rejects (1989<=:486) the role of intelk"Ctual 
as expert in service to dominanl group interests. l ie is sharply critiClI of 
the modern tcchnocratic state and its usc of science for political purposes. 
Bourdieu would usc scicnce to intervene in the politic:'ll world, but in the 
name of science and the scientific agenda as set by scientists themselves 
rather than by govcrnment bureaucrats, politicians, or business leaders. 

I-Ie also opposes for intellectuals a role of service to suoordinate groups. 
130urdieu's normative view of advocating increased autonomy of the profes­
sion:'ll guild from outside influence contr:'lsts sharply with commonly held 
views among politically left�le:'lning inrellecruals. Intellectuals on thc politi­
cal left tend 1'0 see thcmselves in lcadership positions or:'lS providing somc 
kind of service to subordinate groups-often thc working class-whom 
the

.
y 

.
suPPOrt politically. BUI Bourdieu (1985C) rejects this model of political 

activism. 
The "fellow traveler" image has been a p:lrticulnrly impormnf one 

among leftist intellectuals, especi:llly during the Cold \Var. In France, Ihe 
fel1ow�traveler role permitted lcftist intellectuals to play a highly visible 
support role for leftwing politics and yet rctllin a certain distance frOIll dle 
communist-dominated labor and political org:mizations. It permiued soille 
criticism of Communist Party org:mi7A1tions and yet legitimated their exis­
tence as the only scrious game in town.}l Sartrc was undoubtedly the most 
p,·ominclH French intellectual who assumed this role in the 19505.)1 Bour-

3 I. The Mfellow lr.a,·der� bbel has comc under Il'IlTicubrly h3rsh criticism in recent 
ran by conscrv:tm'e intellectuals who ",1111 to stress the complicity of leftisl intcllectulls 
with the horrors of Stalinism. Sec Caute 1964. I-Iolblldcr 1¢l1, Johnson 1988. �nd Judt 
1991. 

II is difficult in the oontempor.ary 11QSt·,\brxist political climate to appn.· • .i;l1e the intdlcctu�1 
and politiCllI dimne ofF'rallcc in the 19505. when the French Communist Party W:lS perccived 
to be the only effeclive orpnir.ed "oicc for the French working class. To be on Ihe left meant 
to be �n solidarity wilh Ihe working class and therefore to accept Ihe legitimacy of its fonllal 
" rl-'3n''l:lU'III. 

There i, ,Id" .. ,· ,,"'1' ,."1 hOI" mud, �lTitiC1lI dislance" many fcllow Ir:I\l:!CTli 3c\ullly 
.,h" wc,l. (Ir) .,u,1 " 1'1101,11, ( " ,flU, 1('.1 ) rCnlan.: Ihal ,h .. · pen...,i .... :,! nl ... � I I" "h"", )t,lill�rit). wilh 
IlIl' I;lr):nl �rnl l1l"'l 1""'l'lInl 11'11\1111): urll.lIIl1.Ju"l1 in Fr.m,·c 1J.:'r.IOI".m�llJr m'lIl� II m"n: 
,I,nin,h f" I' 1111'101 h . ,  " , .. ",. 11"' 1'.'1'1\ Ih.on II " ,,' 1,,1' I" n"�r '"l·onIM· .... "I", 1""l lcll It 
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dieu's ( 1985c) vision of scientific intellectuals breaks r:lnk with the image 
of intellectuals as advocates for subordinate groups, 

Bourdieu's scientific intellectuals also oppose Gramsci's (1971) idea of 
"organic intellectuals."" Where Cr:unsei sees the developmcnt of worker­
intellecmals who share and can "underst;md" and "feel" their connections 
with the working class :md thereby give s}'1nbolic expression 10 the collec­
ti"e identity and interests of workers, Bourdieu sees marginal participants 
in intellectual fields who are bound by their own panicular professional 
interests and who lend to inject their position of domination into their 
understanding of subordinate group interests. PolitiC1lI alliance between in­
tellectuals and the working chtss becomes one or structural homolol,'}' for 
Bourdieu rather than one of shared habitus. 

Both the fellow-tr:n-eler and organic intellcculal modcls share the i(le;1 
that imellectuals should subordinate their own particul:ir interests to those 
of the working class, which is deemed to be the historical carrier of social 
transformation frOIll capitalis11l to soci:Jlism.'4 Bourclicu ( [985C:93, [989a: 
I at) rcjccLS this kind of support role. Intcllcctu;lls, as we h;\Ve alre;H.ly nored, 
lIIust pursue first of all their own corporate interests, and only then inter­
vene in politics as imellectuals radlC�r than as subordinate group reprcsentl­
tives. By defending their own interests of protecting critical inquiry, imcJ­
leenmls establish the grounds for debunking the legitimacy of dominant 
power re!:ltion .. and thereb)' actu;ll1y adv;lnce the imercsts of subordinatc 
groups. Though Bou"dicu resists spe;lking of intellectuals as representative 
of universal interests, as doe. .. Gouldner, his an;llysis in f;lct leads to an ulti­
mate correspondence between the critical debunking function by intellec­
tuals of dominant I)()wer relations and the interests of subordinate groups. 
This sort of "intellectual trickl e-down effect" is a matter of fuith, however, 
sincc, following Bourdieu's own line of thought, defining e.�actl)' what are 
the "objective" interests of subordinale groups is ir. .. elf an object of struggle. 
Bourdieu does not deal with cases where the kind of universal scientific 

3}' Or!("mic intellectuals function to giv� �)'l1lbolic c�])rcssion tu the l,()llecth·c identity �nd 
imercsts of the b'Toul>S they reprcscrn. 'Ibey l)Crfonn ltgilimnting anti org;ani!ing Tol" foT 
l);"Irticubr SO\:ial grnups. (ir:UllSCi (1971) snw the trJtlition�] sector n( Ihe hum�ni�t intelligent­
sia (c.g., :'rtiSI�, writers, schobrs. clergy, phi]osnphcrs) as lending its $ul'llOrt to llOurgeois 
gmu]>s and a newer tlc-'eloping \CChlliC:ll imcl!igemsia (..,.g., engineers �ntl scientists) �s C"�I'n­
hIe of ]ITOvitiing a collecti"c vision fOT thc emcrging industrial working cbss. The "org:l1Iil'" 
Tebtionship hetloeen Ihe working cbss and its intellectUals would be dialectical: intellcc1U:lls 
would stnnul�te the form�tion of the working class, which would !five hirth t<> its own inlclll"C­
Nab, "·ho in turn would l.ICl u])on Ihat cbss to ".j,·c it furdler ,lncl"I'''lcm. 

H. /\t Ic:tS1 in theory. One of the C(lnlrihul;"ns "f B"nrdlcu', tidd .1I!.I1l'1' "f IlIlcllc,'IIMI, 
is to show the Mhml faith� .. f Idli,. imclk"CI,,�r, "h" ,·,,,,n.II,· I]",,,· I"" "." " f  '''I,·r, ... " h) 
l)micl1in� the II1\C'l"''' of ']wi. " wn t>:mll·III.IT \111.-]],·, '" .• ] [11"1,] I" " n" " "  '" ,h, II" , .... . ,. I],.. 
,"]M,.,]II\.II,· "M'ul ).:" >1'1" Ih,... "'l'IM,n 
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interest he advocales might conflict with the interests of subordinate 
groups. This is an important ir complex issue and needs further consider­
ation. 

Bourdieu's model of the scientific intellectual differs from other views 
on the ra11ge oj issun t"O be addressed by iIltcllectuals. I-Ie rejcCtS the model 
of the "tot:ll intellectual" (Bourdieu 19800) as exemplified by Jean-Paul 
Sartre. Following the example SCI by Emile lola, Same cstlblished a para­
digmatic form of prophetic denunciation that became a tradition within 
the French intellectual world and imposcd itselr as a normative model for 
anyone entering the French intcllcclllal field (Bourdieu 199Id:36).JS To be 
a totll intellectual meant to bc 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 \Nacquant 1992:185-86). For him, 
this is 1I0t the proper role of the sociologist as scientist for three reasons: 
(I) it generally Illeans overstepping thc hounds of the particular compe­
tence of the sociologist; (z) it casts the sociologist in the image of a social 
prophet whose charismatic style of IC;ldcrship further mystifies power rela� 
tions; and (3) while presenting lhe appC:Jrance or responding to public 
nceds, it in fact selves the intcrcst of the imelleclUal by ;lttempting to im­
prove his or her position within thc inrellecrual field. Bourdieu objects to 
all intellcctual stratcgies that try to improve one's position by using nonsci­
entific mcans of TIlcdia popularity, 1)()litical correctness, etc. 

Like Bourdicu, Foucault also criticizes the Sartrean image of the uni� 
versa I imeJlectual. But Bourdieu ( I  989a: 1 08) distinguishes his position from 
Foucault's (1980: 1 26-33) model or the "specific" intellectual as one who 
confines his or her political activity t"O limited domains of expenise. Bour­
dieu wants his "large collective of inlellectuals" to roam more broadly than 
across a few limited domains. The principal difference between Bourdieu 
and Foucault here is thaI Bourdicu walltS to create the social conditions 
that would permit the collective intervention of intellectu:lls over a broader 
spectrum of issllcs. As W:Jequant (Bourdicu and \-Vacqu:J1lf 1992:[90) sug­
gests, thererore, Bourdieu's position repre. .. ents a SOrt of symhesis of Sartre 
;lI1d Foucault. 

Bourdieu (199OC: [84) likewise rejects the image, associ:lted with Karl 
Mannheim, of rhe frec-floating intellectua1.lfi Bourdieu objects to idealizing 

H. Il""r.licu·, <"fU,,"'11i ,,( Sa ... ,... i� c�.ell<led �lId ebhorJtl:!d by Anna Boscheni (1988), 
"n.· .. r 11"11 ... 1< .. ,,\ "',,] •• ,," :""t r"ll.,IM'r:I1""'. 

1(', Th'lII].:h 1 ' 1111111<'1111 ,1I1 1 111I11t"1l lhl' nllOl].:c " f ,h� frn: tl'>:IIIUI! imdlct·lual. 1\I:lllUh�im 
( " I�(') hllll,"'11 h,t" " .,] IlI.1I " u d h ' III.,]� ",'r.' ,,"ly "rl"l.III\·l"Iy" frl"e "flhl·ir ..t:I�' IIII�n" " 
.• ]M',," hi' '1" ·�,,.I II' " ·'IM.''', I., " " " 1'1" ,,[ '''''''''1:' ,III,I I '/up" , ,\1..",,1.,'''11 .1,,1 ,.,,, ,,.').:" .' 
l",,),,[ ,,·11 , , " "  .,] ,1'''II�h h '  ]''''K " ',, ,,,,,,,,,,1 1]',· ,,",,]1.-, 1I1.<] " ,I,· Ir.." "",,],] 1 .. ·",I1" ,..",h 
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intellectuals as free from class and intellectual field interests.J7 Bourdieu's 
sociology of intellectu:lls stresses how they are bound to particular field 
interests, yet his vision for the critical intellectual does share with .Mann­
heim the hope that, by affirming their own corporate interests, intellectuals 
can play a guiding role in modern societies.JM 

Finally, though Bourdieu argues that scientific intellectuals should pur­
sue first of all their own interests to advance the cause of science, he docs 
not embrace Gouldner's ( 1 979) New Class project. BOlmlieu (198sc:94) 
sees an urgent need to "create an international of :lrrists and scholars C:lpa­
hie of proposing to or imposing reAections and recommendations on politi­
cal and economic powers." Yet, BOllrdiell's vision for enhancing the alJ[on­
omy of scientific practice from external distortion docs not appear to lcad 
to anything like class-wide consciousness, organiz:ltion, :l1ld mobili7..;uion. 
Bourdicu focuses much more on the intcllectual guild whereas Gouldner 
was centrally concerned with the role of intcllectuals in broader social 
transform:ltion. 

BOllrdieu's Own PolitiCIII fort/ctifc 

Bourdieu's political activities parallel his vision of the sciemific imcllectual. 
Three general types of political aClivity can be identified: a few highly visi­
ble political engagcments, choice of research topics, :and criticism of intel­
lectual practices. 

Given Bourdieu's criticislll of the fellow traveler, the total intellectual, 
and other speci/ic imellecl"u:al roles, it is not surprising that he should avoid 
certain highly visible types of political expression frequently found :among 
French intellectuals. Bourdicu r:lrdy signs politiClI petitions or joins dem­
onstrations and political r:allies, :lnc! does not work openly for or affiliate 
with a leftwing political party or labor lin ion. Among French sociologists, 
Ahlin Touraine and Edgar Morin are conSiderably more visible on political 

freell from politiCllI commitments and parochial interests to grasp a view of the social tot1llity 
and therehy he I",ner able !O rel,n:SCnt the gener�l interest. M�nnheim seems more willing 
to 'tCl"ept SOllie form of the teclm,,,,ral role "'here3s Bourtiicu is ClItegorically critical. Even 
in his own poliliCllI practiCt:, Bourdieu has shown rebnl'dy little inclination to be ,I uscrvice 
inwn{.'Crual� 10 Ihe stmc-inclutling the French Socialisl state from '981 to 19')-1' Bourdicu 
does sh�re with Mannheim, however, the idea Ih�! Ihe social scientist Clln o h tain a visi"" "f 
the tot1llil)'. Field an�lysis is precisely an allempt tO grasp a total vision of a lI:lTIieubr ,lrell:l 
of L"OnAict. 

37. \Ve see this criticism in his sultl)' of Ilcidej:l,:er (Il",mli�" 1<)ll1'ld) ,,,,,1 "f ""lI�"'I M,mr)' 

philosophy (Bourdicu 11)83h). 
38. Like B""nlie". M" 111,hcill1 ( 19,(>:1 7°) '11"f!U<" 11,.11 IIudl"n ,,,ol, ,h.,,,I,I II" 1 ",,11"'" the 

1)(IS!UT<.! "( ,, ,�n'i,'C "b�� I",,:ml thl' w"rllllll d .• " I"" ,·,.II'l·' ,1"",1.1 Iw In". ,,, , I".,,' """ 

,",dl" " I , d  " Melli,,,,. 
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maners in the French media, despite Bourdieu's intellectual renown and 
his position ar the College de France.J9 Nor is Bourdicll known as an advo­
cate for particular social groups or causes, such as ecology, feminism, race, 
or peace, as was Foucault 011 mental health and prisons. 

Unlike a number of French intellectuals who were committed conunu­
!lists in the 1950S (e.g., Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie) or ultra-leftists in the 
'60S (e.g., Andre Glucksman) and then became fenrent anti-communists in 
the '70S :llld '80s, Bourdieu h:as remained on the politic:ll lcft and has been 
a sharp critic of the conseITative partie.." that mled France \llltil 1981. !-Ie 
has been generally situated with the Rocarc!i:ln current in the French So­
cialist P:lrty :lnd the French Socialist trade union (CFDT) for many years. 
Howcvcr, he h,lS eonsistcmly rcsisted thc fellow-traveler modc, even when 
a Socialist, Fran�ois Mitterrand, gained the president.-y in 198 1 .  1n fact, to 
the consternation of many on the left, Bourdieu signed :1 petition of suppOrt 
for thc right of the French comedian Coluche to oppose Mitterrand in the 
1981 prcsidential elections. For Bourdieu, the Coluche c:lndidacy repre­
sentc(1 :l protcst :lgainst the enclosed world of French politic:ll ieadership, 
both left and right, :against the technocratic organiz:ltion of political life in 
France.-Ki Then, in December 1981, Bourelieu initiated contact with Fou­
cault to launch :a public protest against the French Socialist government's 
policy of noninvolvement in reaction to Jaruzelski's military crackdown 
against Solidarity in Poland:" And his 1993 publication of Ut 11lise-re dll 
momie, 011 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 expens serving power, Bourdieu 
did help the Mitterrand government on a few occ:lsions. In response to 
Mitterrand's rcqucst to the College de Frallce, he authored in 1985 a series 
of educational reform guidelines. \.Vhen Michel ROL"":J.rd became Prime 
Minister in 1988, BOllrdieu accepted the presidency of a cOlllmission 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" [19901). 

In the late 1980s and early 1990s we sec increased political activism 
with more media attention. !-lis criticism of media-oriented intellectuals 
persists (see Bourdiell 1996), bur he himself has become more visible in 
1 he mccli:l hy g-r:lIlrin!! inrcrvicws, :lppearing on tclevision, and making 

\<I. T"!II�III1" . I,,, .... 11111'1<-. In''I'''''u))' "ri,� .. "I'illi, "'S "11 ,I wide ,'ark1)' "r 1"l'ies rnr IJ 

I /",Id,·. 

I". ["".,.,,,.,, ,\)1[, [1",110 1"" iI'.n". N"'ClUIM'r ill'll\. 
' [ "  ", .,. 1" ,I"" , I ,  '1'1' " IH l' .HI I,., .,,, ... " ","I " I  II,,, ,·" 11 .. 1,,.,'.11 11  " .-tl, ,rt I" II, ,,, ... 1,,·,, .",,1 

" , ,,,,.,,,11 



statements in the French press.�l ln addition, Bourdieu has increasingly lent 
his public support to various progressive causes. I-Ie joined with numerous 
Arab intellectuals abrainst the American initiative in the 199t Iraqi \·Var. 
He has joincd in protests ag:tinsl repression against Algerian intellectlJals. 
I-Ie has been ;Icrive in anti racism struggles in France, though without for­
mally joining any group. 

Bourdieu's Illost significant area of public eng:tgement is undoubtedly 
reflected in his research and writing. In choosing a research topic he seems 
guided by the debtTee to which he believcs that the scientific examination 
of:1 simation will havc some political illlpact.�J H is early research on peasant 
cultures in Algeria spoke to both thc horrors of the colonial war and the 
unintcndcd social and cultural dislocations that would follow the war of 
liberation. 11J e IlIbl!riron [ 19641 (Bourdicu :lIld Passcron 1 979) dOClllllCllled 
the persistent social inequality in french higher education despitc years of 
cducational expansion. That study of French student culture also pointed 
III' the difficulty of mobilizing French university students because of the 
internally differentiated class character of shulent culnlrc.+< NIOl"e l"ct.:cnLly, 
UI 'III;5C1"I' till 1fIo1l(Ie (1993) provides interview material of experiences of 
social e.'\':clusioll and suffering caused by economic transformation in con­
rcmporary Frallce.�� This, and rhe early work on smdenl t.:ulture, have been 
his mOSI successful ,Htcmpts to reach a broader audience with a politit"';ll 
message. 

Not all of his rescarch projects, however, ha'·e had sigllificalll political 
impact. His critical study of the gmlllla ewlt5 (La l1ob/tJSe d'ttat [ 1989cl) has 
had little cffc(:t: on reforming the socially exclusive charactcr 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 havc been efforts to 

4:. &.1I111n�tio!1 nf u Mumk shows a notice�ble increase from 1¢17 through I99Z in the 
number of wnes that Ilounheu W1IS fenur�d in this prominent French dally. Nevenhclt!S5. 
his ,"isihilil)' in 1.1 MOII/Ir d,� nOI equal that of Abin Toul":line. Touroine mUTe closely Tt:l.Cm­
hk'S the S�rlr�a!1 model of the intellectual who maintains a high mcdia profile by Inking puhlic 
�t3nccs 0" a wide ,"ariely of issues. 

4J. lie �dmits thar his choice of theoretical problems are prompled by IICfS<Hl'11 c""fro>m:!­
dOllS with pressing politiC"JI issues of the day (Bourdieu 1987h:Z9). 

44. h is ironic that though the book was widely acknowledged hy FTend, �Iuoll'nl 1":1<1<·,,, 
(e.g., Lindenberg (975) as comributing 10 their l'ritical llnd�r.tJndi"J.( " f  Ih" Fren"h uniwr 
sily, this fundmu:nral thesis of 7'br illbnillJlT "":IS {'()n1l":1di(1�,.1 h)' tI\l' m:l�" ",,,dl'lli " u,l,ili/.1 
lion in 1968. 

4S. [n the case nf iJI fll/1;'/" .. '/11 ",,,,Idt. n""nlieu ( 1 '!'II:l'" l) 1" 'IM,rl" h""'11 "''''''·.lh', I " , 
stud)' M"'lI.'i.,1 'lifferillJ.(M :I� :, " " Y  " f  liJ.(IHIIIJ.( a,::lIII" a ' .... IIII<� ,�u" r.·I .... ·"'m.u"'" "j "," ... 1 
...,:olity. 
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enhance the autonomy of intellectual fields from outside economic and po­
litical intercsts. He has directed the bulk of his effortS against the "hidden 
vices of the intellcctlJal world" (Bourdieu and Vlacquant 1991:56). 1·le 
thinks of his practice of sociology as a mode of imcn'cntion to correct 
distortions in the social-scientific field. Most of this takes the form of sharp 
criticism of practices in the social sciences that Bourdicu sees as compro­
mising their scientific integrity. \Ve may discern something of Bourdieu's 
preferred type of politiC:lI engagement in J-/omo ArndemiCII$ (1988b). In 
showing how the Frcnch univcrsity profession is internally differentiated 
by opposing forms of power that mirror t'O some extent the structlJre of 
thc dominant social class in F rancc, this analysis aims to increase awareness 
of these sources of distonion in current st.:ienti fic prat.:tit.:es and to enhallce 
the :lUtonomy of the scicntific field from outside distortion (Viacquant 
1990:681). 

Othcr 1l1(){les of intervention in the scienti fic community are notewor­
thy. in addition to his own resean.:h center and profession:11 journal, Acres 
(Ie /fl Tech('l'CiJe /!11 5cil'llccr sod/lfu, the cl'eation of Libl'!" :IS a kind of European 
book revicw forum follows from his effort to enhance the autonomy of the 
scientific field by struggling against obst:lcles 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 national cultural traditions.� 
Ln general, then, Bourdieu's preferred form of political practice follows 
closely his vision for how imcllectuals should approach political involve­
ments in modern societies. He holds lhat by doing good social science. one 
can also do progressive politics. This is the basis for his ideal of being a 
st.:ientific imellecmal. 

46. One example is the 11)88 Chiagtl collf�n::n(%. organizc<l .... ith the bteJ�mes S. Cole-
111an, with whom Hourdieu differed slriklngly with r�"Spcct 10 both sociologiCllI theory and 
method and political alliances (see llour(lIeu and CoI�mm 199/). Bomdieu is a sh3rp critic 
"f the r,ltionnl-aclOr model �d\"{)(:lIled by Colemall. lIe is �Iso dearly identified with the 
French 1)()litic:ll lefl. whereas Colem�ll iuelllified with thc neoconser.":Iti,·c National t\ssocb­
lion Olf SdlOlars in the United Slates. Nevertheless, Hour(lieu (1989U:374) saw this conference 
"" t1>llsistcnt with his �scicntificpdift(lllt-that is. !)()Iic), and politics-whose goal would he to 
I, "Icr scientil;" t1Hnm"nil-:lli"n :1Iul <lch;ltc across the l1);l1lY divisions 3ssociatcd with natiol1al 
1r:"Ii'ion� 3ml \\ ilh Ihe fr:lgml'llIatinn " f  ,ocial scient"C into emlliric:d subspecialities, theor�ti­
'�ll l':'r:"liJ.(m�. :11,,1 melh,.I" I" gi,·al ... 1"M,k·· 

n" Ihe ,,,I,..r 11, .. ,,1. 1I""r,h.·" ( ",11./1 "1].1-704) ,I"t"; nUl ]larticil'3tc in ",hat he labels the 
�.m'ln'II1<".,1 ndl.II1/l'·' - ,  ,j 11,\· "'·1l1l1.1rl) .,rJ.(:1lltl.l·,I I1:1li'''I;ll " r  imern�li,"'�l l'T"fC!o"Si",ul l11eet-
111!:� 111 �"u"I"/l) ' ,II, Ii ," II ... hnu II \""'�·1.1I" "1 "I :-,.�·,,,I"I!)· "r Ihl' IlIl<:rnaliullal Ctll1!:I"CSS 
"I ',wl"I"Il' 
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T H E  S T R U G G L E  F O R  O B J E C T I V I T Y :  

B O U R D I E U ' S  C A L L  F O R  R E F l E X I V E  S O C I O L O G Y  

Since IJourdicu argues that his theory of symbolic power and vio­
lence applies to (1ft [orms 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 scicm:c-itsclf 
:J symbolic enterprise-and yet not reproduce the effects of soci:!i dis­
tinction HourdiCll so vigorously denounces? If, as he argues, all s}'mbolic 
systems-including science itself-embody power rei:l.tions, :mcl all prac­
tices-including intellectual practices-are interested, how is it I>ossibie to 
conStruct a social science that will not he yCt another fonn of symbolic 
violence? If one accepts Bourdicu's claim [h:][ intellectual work is inescap­
ably bound by viewpoint and fum:tions as strategy within fields of struggle 
for rCl."ognition and legitimation, what form of objective practice is possi­
ble? Given his sharp indictment of the intellectual role, how can Hourdieu 
justify his own existencc as an intellectual? 

Hourdicu's answer to this dilemma is to call for a ,·tjlex;ve pl'tlcticr of 
sociology ( 1 990(; Bourdiell and \,Vacquam 1992), He argues that every so­
ciological in<luiry requires a simultaneous critical reflection on rhe intdlec­
ulal and social conditions that make the inquiry possible. I( sociolo�'Y is rhe 
science of social conditions determining human pr.lcticcs. ir 111U'1 ;1\:.0 be 
the science of social conditions dctermining' intcJ[cl'IlI,11 prolel il'c�, i nl'llldin)! 
socio\O b'Y' Hour{licu's analysis of intelicci 11,11 liel,l� .. lIml � 111,11 "oci;11 .. cicll­
tists unwinil1g'l)' Inlll�I:1tc i.ll0 III1:il' .. CXpb ll:lli"I I  .... of .. o,:i:11 pllCllnrrll' Il;1 
p;rr" i( '111:11' cpi�t CI. U II, 'I-! i,'''] ,1"11.11] 11 i, 'II' ,llIeI I 111 !·lIn I 11,11 111'1.1 I I I  It '1','''''', I )Il]�' 
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by doing a sociology of sociology, applying sociological methods to the 
practicc of sociology itself, can one hope to brain a measure of freedom 
from the social determinants of imellectual pr.lctice. 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 detenninauons" (,>\facquant 1989)' 

Two objectives stand out in Bourdieu's rC:lsoning for why sociology 
requires :l reflexive orientation. first, Ttf/txivity is IItctSJIlty for doing good 
sr;(II(t, I n COntrast to radical constructionism (e,g" Ashmore 1989, \>Voolgar 
1 988), Bourdieu docs not see reflexivity as an attack upon science but as a 
genuine scientific means to improve the pr:u:ticc of science itself. I-Ie sees 
the sociolob'Y of sociology as indispensable because 

[itl t':"ln help us move toward � unified scientific field of world sociology by increas­
ing our :lW:lreness of the socially based effects of domination lhn :lTe exerted in 
that field 3ml hy promming strugg]c.� aimed 3\ co11lrolling these effects and the 
mech:lnisms that produl;c lhem, (Hounlieu 1989b:38S) 

The second objective points to a moral oliliglUioll to exfl'1ltf the {blllletS fo,. 
Imfttt.erti/ crit;(ffl e.\'flU/illulioll (///(1 {07111I11m;cIlI;011 10 olbe'T. A critical reRexiviry 
would "associate the pursuit of the uni\'ers.11 with a constant struggle for 
the universalization of the privileged conditions of existence which render 
the pursuit of the universal possible" (Bourdieu 1989a: 1 10), Though Bour­
dieu distinguishes his ideal of science from lhat of Habennas, here we sec 3 

dimension that nonetheless resembles l-Iabcrlll3s's ideal speech community. 
The focus of this chapter is on what Bourdieu actually means by a 

reAexive practice of sociology, I bcbrin by examining the three principal 
steps Bourdieu outlines for a reAexive sociology. Then I consider how 
Bourdieu has actually employed reAexivity in his own work. Special atten­
tion wil1 be given to what is perhaps his most interesting example of reflex­
ive work, namely, his analysis in J-/umo Amtinll;CIIs of the French university 
leaching profession, 

N/1'exive Steps IQward Objectivity 

Whilc i30urtiiell provides no single methodological recipe for achieving 
;I propcrly rcncxi\'c pn�lIlrc, in key statcmcnts he identifies the essential 
dill1cn�ioll� for dnill}.: lhl' lind of reflexivc �0(:i1,1( l).,'Y he has in mind (Bnur­
,licu I I)H7h: l l �  d., I I)HHI .: 1  I�: \V:lnpuIII lyHI); I H H), I I  \4). Till: 
prin" I!':I] \" 11111'111 'H"I ]" IIf.\�I,Il11]ill}.: PI'I" 'I'('l lp.lIil'lI ' If  H" ul'llicil i� l hl' 
l II'l·t! I I I  111111 1 , ,1 tI", It1.II"III�]1I1 ' "I t ilt' ft''!'.I!vhl'I' 1 n  111l' n],WI'I , 01 lII'1l11n 
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so that the position of the researcher is not unwittingly projected into the 
object of study. This, I noted in chapter 3, is what Bourdieu calls "p:mici� 
pant objectivation" (Bourdieu and vVacquant 1992:68, \Vacquant 1 989:33). 

The problem of the relationship between the researcher and the rc· 
search object emerges already as a central concern in his work on Algeria 
(Bourdieu 197!, 1 9 77c. 1 99Oh). Bourdieu argues that laek of a reOexive 
perspective "results in the projection of this rel:Jtion onto the object" of 
research (V,racqu3nt 1989:33). Three principal sources of such projection 
need controlling in order to render sociological investig:ltion more objec· 

tive and scientific. 
First, one needs to control for the values, dispositions, attitudes, and 

perceptions (i.e., the habilUs) that the rese.lrcher brings from his or her 
soci:11 background to the object of inquiry. This means cultivating a critiC:II 
aW;lreness of the social location of the researcher (e.g., dass origins, race, 
or gender) in a p:lrticulnr historical context :lnd of how this b:lckground 

Imy sh:l]le :md in OUellce the inquiry. The rese:lrclter, Bourdieu (1988b: I 5) 
suggests, will be more successful in bt"jining objectivity on the research topic 
to the extent that he or she is able to identify those personal dispositions 
and interests th;lt in filtmte his or her own concepts, choice of research 
LOpics, and methods. 

The influcnce of social background is probably the most widely recog� 
nii'..ed type of bias distorting social�scientific work. Indeed, the classic soci� 
olo!,'}' of knowledge trndition from Durkheim, Marx, and \Veber to Mann· 
heim is rooted in  the fumbmental claim that all ideas-including 
sociological ideas-are located socially. Nevenhcless, Bourdieu contends 
that researchers tOO of tell neglect this important sociological insight :lIld 
simply project unexamined dispositions of "animosity" or "enchantment" 
onlO the object of their investigJtion. He singles out for criticism research· 
crs-particularly popular�culture theorists-who simult:Jneously study and 
uncritically advocate the cause of politically subordinate groups. For Bom­

dieu, reOcxivity first of all means developing critical awareness of the d;Js� 
lens through which one views the social world. 

But IJollrdieu sees his work as going beyond the convention:ll ei:lil11 of 
dass bias. Indeed, as I discussed in chapter 9, he contends that ("he inlhlell{:e 

of the social·d:lss origins and position of the researcher on scicntific work 
is never direct; it" is always mediated by the position the rcse.l1·chcr hold, 
in his field of cultural production. F;r/d lomtioll is the scc()I1d StllllTC ( Iflli:l' 
that the sociologist must confront. Reflc.�ivity, therefore, :11,0 mcan, fOI" 
!lourdien applying the field :uI:l1ylicll pcrspct·livc to till: )l1";lt·lit"c f lf ,0l·i.ll 
science itself. 

Sllt·illlll�y i, ihelf :l lidd 01 'l ..... l"r.,ll/l·,1 ,\ I l 1hul!l' )l1""dlll lll>l1 \11·,t�l·d 
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between the field of science and the political field (Bourdieu 1 989b:376). 

It is traversed by rndically different strntegies-ranging from purely scien· 
rific to purely political-thar compete with different resources for Lhe 
power to define sociology. Reflexivity for Bourdieu means cultivating an 
awareness that one's intellectual position and work also represent strntegies 
in this struggle for scholarly recognition. It means recognizing that sociolo· 
gists are motivated in their research by the "practical interests" of struggle 
for schobrly recognition as well as for intellectual ideals. Reflexivity, there� 
fore, re(luircs constructing thc imellectual field of all the competing inter� 
ests and positions of struggle, induding those of the sociologist, in order 
to decrease the likelihood of the sociologist'S projecting a position of intel­
lectual stntggle onto objects of inquiry (Bourdieu 1987b: [09-10). 

Here we see a shift in foeus frOiIl the individual to the institutional 
context, which, :lccording to !3ourdieu, provides the domin:lnt categories 
of thought as wel! as the C:lreer opportunities and constraints that shape 
individual str:ltegies. For 130urdieu, reflexivity IllC:lIlS, not intellectual intro· 
spection, but ongoing analysis and control of the categories used in lhe 
practice of social science. It focuses not on the individual sociologist as 
subject, but" on the organi7�'ltional and cognitive structures that shape the 
sociologists's work. This orientation Icads Bourdieu to do field analyses of 
science (Bourdieu 1 975b), of French higher education (Bourdieu I 988b, 
I 989c), and of the contell1l)Qrary French intellectual field. 

But reflexivity for Bourdieu goes beyond field analysis of the intellec­
lUa! world. It must also addrcss what Bourdieu sees as the "most essential 
hias," namely, the "imellectualistn or "theoreticist" bias inherent in the 
<;cholarly gaze, and in the intellectual posture itself. The third-and most 
difficult-step in Bourdicu's reflexive program involvcs c.x3mining the epis� 
temological and social conditions that make possible social�scientific daims 
IIf objectivity. 

Bourdieu (199Oi:382) L"Omends, "I believe thal there is a sort ofincom� 
patibility between our scholarly mode of thinking and this strange thing 
[h:lt prnctice is."l The "outsider," or "scholastic" point of view, requires 
hoth a social and a epistemological break with the realm of practices. A 
I1ccessary condition for constructing a theoretical view means extracting 
oncself from practice in order to observe practice. Bourdicu understands 
Ihi� "outsider" point of view on the social world as one that requires "an 
ill�1 illll i011:11i7.cd �il l1:11 i( HI of srudiolls leisure" (38 I). The outsider view pre� 
" 1 1'111 ,�c� :1 will1tI'·;111 :11 1"1"' H 1 1  '1ll..·i;11 CrlJ.t.l�cl11cnl" in (mlcr lO study it, and such 

, .  I I,,� In ",}!, '" 1,,11 , " ,  I. h' I", . , 1 1" .11 1..t1, .. II" " " n  h.", I" ... ''' ... ·I'IU.III''· ''n'·II ........ . ' 
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withdrawal requires leisure time-a rundamenml freedom rrom economic 
necessity. Thus, Bourdieu (199Oh:53) associates the possibility or taking an 
objectivist view on the social world with privileged economic smtus. 

The scholastic \'iew also prcsupposes an epistemological break with 
practical knowledge. The scientific view of the social world offered by for· 
mal models, diagrams. and statistical mblcs is not that of engaged aCtors 
who have imperfect infonnation, do nOt clearly articulate their goals, and 
do not foresee dearly outcomcs. This scholastic mode of apprehending the 
social world transforms practical knowledf,TC 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 
pr�ctical action and [0 commit what Bourdieu calls the "intellectualist mi. 
lacy." Thcy thereby misrepresent the practical :md dispositional character 
of practices by projecting onto ordinary activities the epistemological :IS­
sUlllptiollS or theoretical practices. Bourdieu (1990i:382) writes that 

sdendsts or schobrs wll() have not analY-l.ed wh:1t it is to he 3 scientist or II scholar. 
who have not analY-l,cd what it means to have a scholastic view and to lind it natlll':ll. 
pUl into the 1I1inds of agents rbrir scholastic view. 

Bourdieu locates in the scholarly gaze the most essential source of hb, 

that a rcsearcher can bring to an understanding of practiccs. It is "the II1ml 

serious epistelllological ll1istakc in the social sciences," and much of Bour­

dieu's writing is devoted to this error (see in particular Bourdieu I I)(JOh: 

1 4). I-Ie citcs Chomsky's linguistics, Uvi·Strauss·s structuralist analy�i, of 

kinship and Ill},th, and mtional action theory as prime cxamples of nOlln:· 

flexive perspectives, each in it.<; own way lacking a practical underst:lIHlil1� 

of agcncy.2 Each reduces agency to a mirror image of intellectual pr:u:t in· 

by depicting human action as either a reflection of strucrures or an inn:llt· 

mtiollal capacity of individuals. For Bourdieu, howe\'er, agency is pr:u.:til,tl 

and dispositional, <lnd a fully reflexive sociology of practices must �illluh:1 

neously provide a theory of theoretical practices as well as a thcfll), i ,r i Irill 
nal)' practices. 

\,Vhy, according to Hourdieu, are intellectuals inclincd to n lll ll,11 1' 

model and reality even though they derive from radically di fferent l·i 1).:IIi l 11'\' 

and social posrurcs toward the social world? Hounlicil's :1Il�wcr i� Ih:1I iUIl'l 

lectuals arc blinde<i by their own profession:ll i(lcnlol-'Y. whidl cIIIJlI1l1""I·. 

T H (  STRUGGLE  F O R  O B J (CTlYlTY I 2 1 5  

universality, neutrality. and objectivity. Thcse ideals i n  fact represent inter. 
ests and weapons in the struggle ror intellectual recognition. Among social 
scientists, claims of objectivity, or for the "beSt explanation" of the social 
world, reprcsentaltempts to rclativize all other viewpoints. Social scientists, 
like other intcllecmals. struggle to hold thc "absolute viewpoint," to attain 
primacy over all Olher views (Bourdicil 1 987b:44-45). They therefore mis­
recognize the intercsted character of their own pmcticcs by failing to realize 
the e.nent to which their intellectual practices ::Irc shaped by the competitive 
logic of their own cult"Ural fields. 

This reAexive process leads Bourdicu to conclude that the scholarly 
\'iew cmbraces epistcmological sovereignty. The schobstic view is funda­
mentally politicnl, for it involves a search for power. This "will to know," 
Bourdiell (1988h:xiii) writes, is motiv,lted by a "special kind of will to 
power." The claim or objectivity consists in "(":I king up l.he absolute point 
of \'iew upon the object of study . . . to ,lssurne a sort of intellectual power 
nver the intellectual world" (Bourdieu :lnd \V:lcquant '99Z:II;  \'Vacquant 
1 1)89:32). Bourdiell contends that this temptation is "inherent in the pos­
lure or the sociologist." He also assCl"ts that it is the "deep truth" of the 
university world and, in :1 11l0lllem or rare self·disc!osure, admits that this 
Illotivation has governed his own behavior (\¥acquant 1989:3). A fully re­
Ikxive practice, Bourdieu argues, requires the researcher "to objectify the 
\cry intention of objectifying," to submit" to critical e.'(aminatioll the vet)' 
IIItcilectual ambition to achieve a tomlly objective, unbiased view, cspecially 
.1' il represents a weal>Oll for domination of other \'iewlx>ints. He therefore 
11:lIlts to relativize the claim for epistemological sovereignty that has 
1·llIcrged today 35 the dominant expression of truth, but which instead in. 
' .Iriably embodics specific inlerests (Bourdieu r987b:43-44). 

In sum, Bourdieu's rellexive focus on the scholarly mode of reasoning 
''').:).:"c. .. ts that "the social foundations of the propensity to theorize or to 
IIHdlectualize" are twofold: first, the separation rrom practice in order to 
, ,1'1:lin :m "external and superior Ix>im of view" on practice; and second, 
!Ill" "Elise consciousncss," or "bad faith," of intellectuals who reruse to rec· 
" /.(lli,.c theif drive to 'Ichieve an objective view for what it is, namely, accu· 
I . i l ll:llillf{ syrnh()lic capital hy discrediting other views. Reflexivity provides 
111\" " ,ciolo).:"isl with critiC:II dist:lIlcc frOIll these twO factors shaping his or 
lWi �"l·iol"g"iGII pl'K·t ice. 

1 ":lkcll lo�clhcl". Ihe.�e t h rcc rdlcxive stcps omline a.n ambitious pro­
p.I. 1 1 1 1  ,ill· �clf-nitil· .. 1 C\.llllil1:ltiilli ill Imler I i .  Iln lllllce mllrc ()iJjcctivc so. 
' 1.11 .. nCI1l"C. HilI 1 l"" l dil·11 ( l i/i,ICJf) i l"l·' IU.I 1.l"iicl'C Ih:lI :1 full\' I"cllcxive 
\ H II ('.111 l'I·(· .. I'l" ,It IlIn n l. 11,.11 ( · I I I It'11 l1w"ri'l, (·;111 cl"er rl·;,l·h ·:1 full wlf-
1II1.1I· .... I.III.1I11� . . f t lu· "1U11·il" II·,I" ( k'f,1( 11'1 . .  t I h(·u ... ·1'·111 lIi(· pl.1\ I H·e ,l Iu l 
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the effects it is likely to produce, No "absolute" standpoint outside of fields 
of struggle is conceiv:lble, Bourdieu ( 1988b:6) writes that "there is no object 
that docs not imply a viewpoint, even if it is an object produced with the 
intention of abolishing one's viewpoint." Reflexi\,ity can only be carried 
out by degrees,) The escape from social determination is always partial for 
Bourdieu, since reflexive practice itself takes pbce within socially deter­
mined conditions. Si nee all of our practices, including intellectual practices, 
are socially determined, the promise of Bourdieu's sociology of sociolo&'Y 
is that: by exposing the underlying social conditions of intellectunl pr.H.:tice 
olle can hope to achieve a partial eSGlpe from ideolo&'Y into a more objective 
grasp of practical social life. 

For Bourdiell, then, the problem addressed by reflexivity is one of how 
to achieve objectivity without objectivism. \Vhar ;lrc the social and intellec­
tual conditions that make possible the position of lhe detached observer, 
and what effect does that "outsider" posture have upon the effort to objec­
tify human practices? A general science of all hlllmn practices-including 
intellectual practices-obt:lins only with :1 reflexive return upon the prac­
tice of science itself. If intellectual practice is to be tr:msformcd from pro­
fessional ideology into science, this can occur only by reflexive eX:1l1linalion 
of our efforts to objectify the social world, 

Bourdicu's reflexivity is, therefore, first and forcmost a field analysis 
of the practice of science. It docs nOt focus on the person of the individual 
researcher.� Bourdieu's emph:lsis, r:1rher, is on the position of the sociologist 
in the field of struggle for schobrly recognition. For Bourdieu, reflexivity 
means subjecting the position of the observer to the S:1Tlle critical analysis 
applied to the object of sociological invcstig:ltion. Bourdieu docs not con­
cepn13lize his reflexivity as one of exposing personal bias that can be ex­
pressed through the language of the first person,! 

3' This leads I)ollrdiell to nitiei1.e n\tempts 10 handle the problem by simply offering an 
inlrnduclOry statcmcnt designed to idcmify thc fuund�tion of one's own thinking. The prob­
lem with this technilillc, he asserts, is th�1 il givcs Ihe impression that me problem of bias 
has becn adJressed and that sllbs�IUel1l analysis can proceed withom further qucst ion of its 
integrity. flut, Bourdieu mai!lt:lins, reflexivity C"dnnot be declared once and for all: it is a maner 
of degree. The tendency to impose one's view as the object;"e one is ever present, and there­
fore continual gu�nl must he taken nOI to allow the logic of competitive proft!ssi<)nal imcresl 
in the scientific field 10 color Ihe analysis of stmggle in another field. 

4, In this respect Bourdieu's perspcct;"e differs from lhat of Gouldncr ( ' 1)70). ( " ",I<lner'" 
rcl1e:civity tries 10 situJte the viewpoint of Ihe scienlist as a pem"', wans :md all. 1I""Tllicl' 
exempts the personal idiosyncr:ltic dil1lcn�i"n fr"l11 hi. "":llysis. 

5. In this respect BOllr(iicu mirmr� his Frclld, illldlcflual Imdili">I, 1,�,'h"I" ],C'�lI"" "f 
the s tronger IlrC:SClll'C "f s,,"';,,1 I'�r .. h"l,,),.y :",,1 1")" 'h,,.111;1 Iy .. i, ,,, I Ii" 1\ III1'ri,�," "w",1 .... 11'''1 "ii' 
lr:lIliri"n ,hall ill the Frtl1"h, MI"'"''''' "",I" "\'1" ,.""" ... '" ,111 ..II" , ,",01 'I) It, ",',. Il' .... " "" ,,.,. \I " ' ,.:In 
,'" ,his .. i.k , ,( , Ill' 1\'1."" ,,·, I I  '" ,I,,' ( 1,,,.,,,1 " "" " ,I,,' " 'I" " "" '" ",1", IM,,.,,,,,,.I ,, 1�, ln".,!" 
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Nevertheless, Bourdieu believes that reflexivity in sociology can 
have a thel1lpeutic function insofar as increasing awareness of the social 
detenninants of behavior increases the possibility for freedom from the 
unknown.6 In his search for a reflexive sociology, we find that Bourdieu's 
metatheoretic:11 and epistemological concerns in terseCl in a crucial way with 
his own choice of substantive areas of investi�ltion, Indeed, it is significant 
[hat much of Bourdieu's empiric;ll work is devoted to the study of the 
Frcnch cduC:Hional sySteill and intellectll:1l world where Boutdieu himself 
has 1ll:1de his c:U'cer. He contends th:1t these substantive :lrcas, betl:er than 
others, pcrmit one to probe the do.m of intellectual culture, [hose funda­
Illenral, taken-for-gr�nted conceptlml categories that sh:1pe intellectual 
pr'lcticcs. 

If the sociology (If Ihe e(lucation ,�ystcrn 3nd the intellectual world are for me pri­
mt)rdi31. this is hccausc lhey 3lso contribute to the understanding of the subject of 
knowkdge hy introducing, even more directly than ,111 the rclle:rcive analyses, the 
cntegorics of non-reflected thought thnt delimit and predetermine wh31 is knowable 
�nd what is known. (I�ounlieu 1981:10) 

At a deeper level, then, one finds that Bourdieu's search for a self-critical 
objective social science intersects with his own person;ll and positional in­
terests of making a career in the French intellectual world,7 Reflexivity is 
for Bourdicu :1n intellectual field strategy. 

Reflexivity il1 Bom-dietl's Owu W01'k 

Bourdieu argues that a reflexive practice of social science must extend to 
,III areas of investib"<ltion. In his own work, we see signs of it-both i n  
method and choice of substantive area-in his earliest as well as i n  his more 
recent studies. Though he has always maintained a critical poSture tOward 
the practice of social science, his understanding of what a reflexive relurn 
entails has developed over time, Substantively, Boutdieu changed his re-

resonates with a cena;n criticlIl tl':ldilion of soci�1 mOllghl, we could contrast Bourdieu (over­
Si'llplifying sotllcwhn,) hy s")'ing thnl "the llersonal is po5itional.� 

6. -rnis aspect of ]lollnlieu's wmk has nOI gone unnoticed by cert:lin critics. Hoffman 
( I  �86) Se�'S /);11;II(I;UII :1� l11u('h "" ,K1 " f  l>c rsnnal llllharsis for BOllrdicu as a work of science, 

7, 'nli� I':liscs Ihe illlere�,inl! is'"e "f h"w .ictl ll"unlicu's rcOex;"e praclice of sociology 
;� '" p"nin,hlr ""I"I,II1. i,·,· .Ire,"' "I in"l-;liJ<-lI;"", p,mi,." brly ,IHI"" th:1t are, to him, of consid­
rl':ll.le I'n,fes-i" " " I " ",J IM,I""." I  ",','re", ,\1,):1" ,hi, 1"' .... I"Tliw 1",,<: IIC<:II Ie,> )(cnllane had 
hi,,, " ril I, �'u .... ,1 ,,11 o,ulfO.l,I1II'\t' MI'," Ih,'l I'l','" ,'I I.,,� I" ,hllt':II IIIII",r, ill 1;1':111('<: 11""1 tlccnltl­
""lUI! AI):,'''''' ,.",1 ",]>,,11,1"'1( ,'.I,,, " """,,1 " 1'1'''''''''''\·' I )"" ""I"" " II"" II", III"" ! f"r " rl' 
111"'''' I",,"IM" "'" " I "" " .. ,."". u, ",I"" ... ".,' .",',,, " I "" " ,Ii" "" ",I" lt" 1 I.", " "I,,,t,·,·.,].],< 
" .",,,, ,' ,,,,,1 "1"''''' 1"""",,,,,,,·,1 1111,,,,,,, ,,,,,I I,,,lu,,,,j ,l, 1.,It, ,", " .. , I' .... ". "1,,,1\ "",'"", 
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search focus in the early 19605 from Algeria to the French university ;lnd 
intellecrual world where he h;ls made his career. Conceptually, we see the 
perspective crystali7-C in the conccpt of field in the e:nly 1970S and more 
recently in increased attention to the sociological gazc, In the 1 9800 and 
'90S a number of texts appeared wherein the reflexi\'e dimension becomes 
more explicitly stated as the defining fearure of Bourdieu's sociolob'Y (see 
in particular BOllrdiell 1982, and Bourdieu and \,.Vacquant 1992), 

Already in his early work on Algerian peasants, we see a reflexive per­
spective emerging in his criticism of Lfh'i-StITIuss's s!rllc!Urnlislll, Bour­
dieu's ( 1 986b) call for a shift from "'rule" to "strategy" dearly emphasized 
the limited ability of formal structuralist models to :ICCOIIIH for prncli<.'Cs, 
\Vhile panerncd and regulated, peasant behavior was not r\lle- or nor1ll­
conforming, as strucnmllist models implied, Considerable slippage oc­
curred hetween Structuralist models ,mel the reality of peas:mt pract'ices, 
This critical observation lcd Bourdicu to develop the idea of bch;lvior as 
strateb'Y and to theorize the di fference between conceptual lHo(lcls of prac­
tices and actll:ll practices, It set the stage for his sharp polemic :lg,linst the 
"scholastic £11I:lcy," Thus, Bourdiell'S lInderst,lnding of renc,�iviry is rooted 
in his early formulation of a theory of practice, The concept of habitus 
already builds on the sharp distinction bet\ ... een practical knowledge and 
formal knowledge, which Bourdieu dr.1WS upon in his reflexive criticism of 
:lcademic knowledge, Much later he would recapitulate his position, and 
indicate its conse(luences for research in the following statement': 

The change in tile theory (If practice pw\'okcd by theorcti<.�l rcAl.'t:tion on the thco· 
relical point of view, on Ihe IlractiClI point of view and on their profound differ· 
ences, is not purely speculative: it is aQ;OlIlpanie<1 by a drasric change in the practical 
oper:ltions of Tl"SC:m;h and by <Iuite t:lIlgible scientific profilS, For inst::lnce, one is 
led to p:ly :Iltelllion to Prol)Crties of ritual pl1lctiee tll:lt structuralist IObricism would 
incline to push aside or to treat 3S meaningless misfirinbtS of the mythical algebra, 
and parlicubrl�' to 1)OIysemic rcalitics, undcnlctennincd or indc:tenninate, nOt to 
speak of p,lrli:ll cnnrr:l(licrions and of the fuzziness which pervade lhe whole system 
aml ac.'(;oum for its flexibility. its OI)Cnness, in shorr everything that makes it "practi­
cal" and thus ge:lred to respond at Ihe least cost (in parricubr in terms of logical 
scarch) to the emergencies of ordinary existence and practice. (Bourdieu 1 990i;3f14) 

This skepticism toward structuralist models of practices \I'.IS height­
ened when Bourdiell (1977b) turned his attention to peasant' marriag-e str:lI­
egics in his home region in Southwestern Fr:lIIce, How'diet! ilHlic.'lIes relro­
spectively that he sdf-c()n�ciollsly heg:lII Ihi, 'Ilul�' or Frcllch pe:l"UII 
marri:lg"e ]lr:lctit'c� :1' :1 �ort of �epi'lc111olo�i":11 t'�l'crillH'llI" ill whkh he 
:lpplicd Ihe �:1111l' IIlelll1ul, hl' l1,ed I" 1111"'l l�,I1t' 1.111,1111' n,l.lllo11' ,111l1!11� 
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AJgerian peaS:lllrs to the social world of his youth (Bourdieu 3nd Vlacquam 
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 or applying fonnal structural 
models to account for social practices, 

But it is in the lIlid-I ¢os, when Bourdieu shifted his attention to the 
French university, that we gain a fuller apprecia tion of the substantive focus 

of Bourdieu's reflexive concern, \Vhat the reflexivity comcs to underscore 
for Bourdieu in his work on French education and intellectuals is that the 
dichotomy of the interested :md the disinterested (which he criticizcs and 
discards in his early anthrol>ological work) now becomes even more central 
to his an:llysis of intellectu:ll ]lr.lctices. l�eflexivity means viewing ime[]ec­
tual pr.1etices :IS being interest-oricilled r:1Iher than motivated exclusively 
by objective ide:ls or values, The concept of the imellecnl:11 field stresses 
this interest dimension of his ;lll;llysis, 

French academe represenrs for Bourdieu ( 1 988b:xii-xiii) another epis­
temological experiment, since it is the institution:ll locus for the practice of 
science as well as for Bourdieu 's own ]l1'Ofcssional career. Bourdiell clearly 
believes he can research the strucrure and dynamics of the academic field 
without caking up a partisan I>osition within i t  and without assuming an 
intellectualist I>osnire toward it, But how successful is he in extITIcting hi111-
self from the competitive struggle within the field of science and intellecrual 
renown in order to describe the French academic world objcr:tivcly? Con­
sider his mOSt reflexive study of the French university field, which appears 
in HUlI/o ACflf/em;ClIS (I  988b), 

Reflecting his unrelenting critical spirit, Bourdieu poses the problem 
in the first chapter of Homo Aau/nll;ClIs by warning that a scientifically con­
structed :lccount of a f:lmiliar social world is likely to be read non reflexively 
and interpreted as insider practices of gossip, insult �lIld slander, :mecdote, 
intuition, and :1(1 hominem (z), Bourdieu's particular fonnulation of the 
issue has the unfortunate effect of blaming the reader for such interpretative 
distortions without ack.nowledging ally possible responsibility of the au­
thor, This docs BOllrdieu :I dissen'ice, 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, 

Ncvcrthelc�s, Ununlicll raises a worthwhilc issue by asking for a J'eflex­
iT'I' n·l/dill,!!. :1' \\t:1I :1' :1 reflc>;i\'e productioll of soci;ll science, Sociologists 
live :11111 w"ll 11l 1;,,1.1, "I " ldlm�ll l'(ln'l1ll1ptinll :IS wdl :l� cultural prndut:­
I iun. I 1 / 1\\ \1 I' 1 1  .. 1. I ,I II "ll I' ,11,ll1l'd IIy Illlr iI11cl lcl'IU:11 Iicld po,il iom, Bllur­
dieu \\,111h .l �, IJ 1111111 l I 'lIl1111-! "I Ill' \\llIl: "Ill' Ih,ll d"I·' 11,,1 n'lllIl'I' Ill, 
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analytica1 constructs to particular individuals, polemical labels, or political 
positions. 

Homo ACiu/n1JiCils is strikingly free of academic gossip, :Id hominem at­
tacks, anecdotes, personal impressions, or autobiographical excursions. 
Bourdieu is largely successful in reminding the re:ldcr that this is a system­
atically conStructed analysis r.lther than an impressionistic portrait of 
French academe. The srudy offers a strucnlral mapping of a familiar profes­
sional world where individual social identities arc "submerged� in a rela­
tional analysis of field positions. Bourdieu is cautious even in using names 
of French academics as illustrations in an effort LO kecp reader attention 
focused 011 the srructur.al argument! Nevertheless, readers illlimatcly fI­
miliar with French academe can identifY particular individuals in the kinds 
of intellecnlal profiles Bourdieu conStructs. For example, to illustr.atc the 
ideal-type professor with consi(lerJble :Icademic capiml hilt littlc imcl1cc­
tual capital, IJourdieu ( 1 9881,:84-85) accompanies :In intcrvicw excerpt 
with sufficient biogmphical detail to permit a well-known classics professor 
characterized :IS "useless," his work as "pathetic," and as someone who "has 
absolutely nOlhing to say" to bc f..lirly easily identified by his pcers. Occa­
sion3l1y, he cannOt resist a pointed attack against one of his competitors 
and sharp critics, such as Raymond Boudon, though this is <Iuitc c,'(ceptional 
(see ibid., 16-17). 

We arc tOld that efforts to objectifY the intellectual world without re­
flexivity amOUil[ 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" (I 5). Yct, JUSt a few p:Jgcs earlier he dismisses as "semi-scholarly 
taxonomies" ide:ll-typical constructions by Gouldner (1957), Clark (196p, 
1 �3 b), and Gustad ( 1 966) ;IS "scmi-scicntific" forms of symbolic violence. 
According to Bourdieu ( 1988b:u), such ideal-types oper,lt'e as "concept­
as-insult" by directing attention rowanl pr.actical activities of particular in­
dividuals r.ather than tow,m! the field of relations where they obtain true 
sociological significance. They do not break sufficiently with received \\�S­
dom of everyday pr:Jctices. 

Now, it is possihle ro grant Bourdicu's (>oint that certain ideal-typical 
constructions, such as "jCt sociologist" (one who spends more time at con­
fcrences 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 compctirors 
as being less "scientific.� which most cert:1inly ;lIlllJunt:; to ;1 form of S)'III-

f( 'J11C EIl).:H,h 'r�n,tu"," d"I,L,,·, I"II ,IJO"'" '" ""'- ".-I,I .I,�f'.'-"" "I"·,,·.,, ,h,' "rt/:",.d 
Fn·"d, Ie'S' "w,1 ",,1\ ,,,,".,1, 
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baHc violence, Bourdieu hilllself remains lockcd in the competition to en­
hance his own position in the scientific field.' Moreover, Bourdieu's own 
h(!1110 aalllf'1l1iCIlS is not a value-free label, but clearly represents in his eyes 
a less legitimate form of intellectual acti\'ity than that of the researcher who 
produces new knowledge. Thus, Bourdiell himself only partially escapes 
from the compctitive logic of scholarly distinction. 

Bourdicu's claim that reflexivity should be first of all used against onc­
self as a technique 10 increase self-awareness of the social forces shaping 
one's intellectual work stands in uneasy juxt:1posilion with his sharply criti­
cal posture toward mOSt other sociological work.lo l ie seldom identifies his 
own position within the intellccrual field or those factors that likely shape 
or even lilllit his OWII outlook. II Rather, his critiClil sights are trained on 
the in{el1ecnlal field as a whole or on certain positions within it. Seldom 
docs he prefucc his analysis with a statement of the limits of his particular 
position and perspective. It is as if in attacking the views of others by show­
ing how they stem from interested positions within compt:titive fields. 
Bourdieu believes he is able to achieve a measure of freedom from the field 
determinations that shape his own work. I believe this to be only partially 
true. His sharply critical style against opposing positions and his l.."Ompul­
sian to separate and distin!,'uish fcatures of his work from others leaves in 
the final analysis a body of work th:n is fundamenmlly shaped-if nega­
tively-by key French intel1ectuals and intellectual traditions as outlined 
in chapter l .  

Does this not suggest that Bourdieu's reflcxive analysis contradicts his 
own methQ(lologieal prescriptions? Js Bourdieu in the final :lI1alysis unable 
to step outside of the values and traditions of the French academic syStem 
that he tries to analyze Ocnkins 1 989:643)? In Illy view this criticism points 
up the limits but docs not disqualify the enterprise he is proposing. It point� 
to a fundamental tension in his work that needs clarification. 

From a strictly logical standpoint, Bourdicu's claim for the possibility 
of finding some degree of escape from the intcrested character of all intel-

9. Besides, there is aflinil),. as wcll as diffcrence, between IJ.ourdieu's �nalysis of the French 
tH:ademy and Gouldncr's classic topology of ac:.demic �IOl':Ils� �nd �cos"lOpolitans," which 
lIuurdit<u docs nOI acknowledge. 

'0. Bonrllieu (:H-zl) ill�tifics his criticism of other sociologists as stemming from the �\'t<ry 
'lUenTinn� ,,(M,II(' " ... ·i" l,.).:y " f  SClcnTlfic I.:nowledge" which is Mjuslified� only if such criticism 
's (':Irri .. ",1 ,,"1 Mil' t I  ... II,,,,,,· .. r U IIlHrC ri�..-,rous scienJific I.:llnwlt.-d�"C of The limirs �ssociattd 
"'II> ,I ... .. ""III""" " t  ,,, t,,,,"tll'1;,,n.M I kro: Hu"nlictl l·,,,,A�,C!1 hi� ,,"'n "·Iorl.: �nd crill.,,1 
'1)1c "lilt 111' "lfJl l'''IIII'',I)!I' IUI,'n" " "hirh In.� I" I .. · Iltl' nr1l1silC 1I1,�i\':1lil1J.( f;lflnr III 
"'1e1l1l1 .. "" ,l 

" I"'''' ... I, I" ,� ,11"",·".". " I " "  I> dh�!,. �rl(lI"'J.: ,h ... ,1,,·\ ' .... 1'''' ,I ... ,dl,·",,· 11" "".'11' 
,,, ,I,,· ,"11'"""'"'' I' U '  "I , "",L ",.1 , ... ,,1 h' I", II" ",,,, ,. ,h.", .'''''''''', '" ,,,,,, ,,,'"'' 
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lecmal practices appears contradictory. Since the interested character of all 
action is premiscd from lhe oulSet, it is strange that Bourdieu would even 
atlcmpt nn escape. Yet in SOlne pnssnges he writes :IS if the ideal of objectiv­
ity means juSt that: escaping from :111 interests. I n  other passages, howe\'er, 
he Stresses th:lt this is not possible; indeed, that such a view represents the 
objectivist i1iusion he so sharply criticizes. Rather than try to escape all 
intellecnml interests, he seems to believe that :1 reflexive practice can help 
free rhe researcher from the particubr economic, cultur;ll, and soci:ll inter­
ests th.lt distort the singular pursuit" of ideal illlerests of scientific Imowl­
edge. In this respect Bourdieu's reflexive an:llysis is morc successful. 

Bourdieu's sociology of sociology also provides insight into the in­
stitutional base for some of lhe le;uling critical French thinkers in the last 
forty years. Bourdicu's field analysis of French :lcademe helps readers out­
side of France undcrst:lnd that many of [he F reneh intellectuals with recent 
internation:ll renown, such as Althllsser, B:lrriles, Dcleuze, Derrida, and 
FOllC,lIIlt, arc nor in fact at the pinnncle of French .Icademic power. \-Vhile 
they may exercise considerable symbolic and intellectual clout at home :md 
abroad, in terms of national instimcional resources thcy arc really quite 
marginal (Bourdieu 1988b:xviii). Moreover, Bourdieu suggests that his field 
analysis indicates dlat the "anti-institutional disposition" mnnifested in the 
work of these leading contemporary French thinkers undoubtedly finds 
its roolS in their marginal St:ltus with rq,rard to the institutional power 
of the French academy (Hourdieu and ''''acquallt 1989: 13-14). The sallle 
is likely tnle for Bourdieu, who shares :1 similar 1000-ation 011 [he academic 
field map. 

Bourdieu's reflexive analysis of French :lcademe also deepens our un­
dersmnding of Bourdieu's own intellectual strateb'Y' I-lis reflexive emphasis 
stems in part from his geographical, social, and culmral origins as an "out­
sider" to the Parisian intellectual establishment. Hourclicu entered the Pari­
sian intc1lectu;ll world, not as a cultural inheritOr, but as an upwardl)' mobile 
cultural accumulator. 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 pbccs on the need to break with everyday assump­
tions and to carefully construct scientific discourse by rigorously control­
ling ilS semantic content resonates better with the experience of the culnmll 
outsider than with the cultural inheritor. 

Bourdieu's reflexivity also stems from his sharply negativc reaction, as 
a scientific intellectual, to forms of intc1lccrJIal armhrance hc lilltls perv:l"jvc 
in French academic philosophy. 'I'he arr0/-foHIl·C he ideli1 ilies with the 1',ll"i­
sian ime1lecllml style �,f lila king- univer'i;1 1 dailll" :IIH I lit ,1< lill].! ill 'l·t ,,'n 11HIII-
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dane tasks of dat:l collection and analysis.'! Yet, Bourdieu himself internal­
ized t.hat distinctly critical style transmitted by the Ecole Norma1c. And he 
employs it with force against both the French high-brow culnlral tradition 
and positivist socinl science. ReAexivity can be seen as Bourdiell's strategic 
effort to mark out a distinct position in the French intellectual field and 
to advocate a distinct mode of intellectual inquiry. It becomes for him n 

tool of struggle in the very field it seeks to transcend. Thus, Bourdieu's 
reflexivity intersects intimately with his own career trajectory. 

r z. Descrihing his own exp.cricllCc in lhc French uni\lcrsity world Ilourdiell (19IlIlb:xxvi) 
writ .. .,;: �And the speci�1 pbcc held in my worl: by � solllcwhal singular sociology of the univer­
sity institution is no douht explamed hy Ihc p,eculiar force with which I fclt thc need 10 !.'1l;n 
ratioml oontrol O\'cr rhe dis:;rlll>oinnncnt (elt by an 'obbte' f3ced wilh the annihibtion of the 
muhs �nd \-�llId to "'hich he W3S d��in�"(t lmd dediC:aled, !"luher Ihan tal:e refuge m fedmgs 
of self-dcslruCtive rescntmcnt.� 
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At the heart ofBourdieu's sociological inquiry is the question of why 
forms of social inequality persist without powerful resistance. The answer, 

BouIdieu argues, tics in how cultural resources, practices, and institutions 

function to maintain unequal social relations. The relationship of culture 
to power stands at the cenler of Bourdieu's intellectual project. Bourdicu'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, BOllrdicu's reformulation of the problem of ideology 
and false consciousness stands as one of his central contributions to the 
study of cbss and power in modern societies. 

The tremendous growth of education and cultural markets in the ad­
vanced societies has fostered the incre:lsed lise 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 gcncral 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 pcrh:lps the most ambitious and consequential project for the 
study of t i ll' �)'11l 1141Iil' realm since that of Talcott Parsons (1951) ,  Indeed, 

HOllrdiell l l'it'� I l f  j i l l  for Ihe l,tdtlll':11 re:l1111 wlt:ll Atln :lltel11pled for the 
eCI1(l111U1('  1\",[111 I " 1 1 I"1,'r\I.11,,l lhe flll1d:lIl1ell1;11 ,lnll'llIre" :11111 (IYIl:ll11ic:-. 
"f P"II'I'I I I I  I I I  I i  I I I , , ]  [III' I,l'\ cil-II Il'llh "I' hi� l"I'IlITI IIII:,1 1:l lIgll:l),:C. �lIdl :1\ 
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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, 

HOllrdieu's Sociology of Cltltltre in C01l1pln-ntive Perspective 

[n many respects, Bourdieu's ambitious program Sp,lI1S the four principal 
traditions and thcir key theorists that Wuthnow et al. ( ! 984) identiFY as 
decisively shaping contcmpor:lI)' approaches to the study of culture, Bour­
£lieu draws upon phenomenolob'Y as docs Peter Berger ( 1 967; Berger and 
Luckmann (966); cultural anthropolob'Y-particuhlrly the Durkheimian 
inOuence-as docs Nhll)' Douglas (1 966, 1 970, [982); French ncostructur­
alism, as does Michel Foucault ([972, [978a, 1980); and critical theory, as 
does Ji.irgcn Hahermas (1 970, '971,  1 973)' \Vhile it would be presumptu­
ous to suggest that he provides a symhesis, the complexity and richness 
of his approach does incorporate key elements of each of these separate 
mditions, Like Foucault, Boureliell searches for deep structures of cultural 
and socia! life that are linked to power, The dynamics of [)Ower intersect 
with all aspects of cult'Ural life, Lih: Douglas, Bourdieu sees culture in terms 
of categories of socia I classi fication; culrur�l distinctions euphcmiz.e under­
lying social distinctions, Like I- Iabermas, l30urdiell examines critically re­
ceived cui rural categories, and shares with HabermaS :l 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, 

Nlore generally, Hourdieu contributes to the current shift ill orienta­
tion toward the study of culture at the institutional leveJ (\Vuthnow 1987), 
Though he rejects the bifurcation of human behavior into distinct realms­
one subjective, having to do with thoughts, beliefs, and ideas, and lhe other 
objective, entailing concrete observable behaviors-his overall effort can 
be seen as part of a broader swing from subjective to more institlltional 
approaches to the study of culture, He focuses on categories of c1assi llca­
tions and practices rather than emphasizing rich description of behavior 
or empathic understanding of actor SCllliments and intentions as does the 
phenomenological tradition, I-lis instil1ltional emphasis can be seen particu­
larly in his concept of field which calls attention to the positions of actors, 
orhranizations, resources, and their struggle in the production, transmission, 
and consumption of culture, 

Compared with other lcading contemp0f;lry cultUr:ll rhenrisrs, llour­
dieu alone manages to combine ahstr:lcr thC1W), n:l1c(:til1!,( his { :IJ(ltincntal 
philosophical herit,lgc wirh clllpiri(':ll n;searrh :lIld :111 c,�[1 l i(:it I'clh:ction 
upon mClhod, l ie re:whcs 0111 in hudl I 1irt'I'[i"II' 1011 ,In! dl(' :111'11':H't :111.1 
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the concrete-in ways no other contemporary social scientist does, This is 
all the morc 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 inquiry (Swartz., 1988), 

Bourdieu is a source of inspiration to those who labor i n  social sciences, 
for he demonstrates that doing social theolY is not incompatible wilh car­
ryingout empirical rese:lrch, Immersion in data need not mean loss of theo­
retical grounding; on the Contrary, it may solidify it. (-lis ethnographic rc· 
search on pe;ls;mt houschol(ls in colonial Algeria, which is reported in 
Ouflille of n Tbeory of Prnctice (1 977C) and Tbe Logic of PrtlClice (!990h); his 
srudy of consumer and lifestyle patterns in contemporary France, which is 
present in Distillctioll (1984a); his study in Les d:gles de /'m7 (1992) of French 
literal1lrcj and his research into the various mechanisms of inrer- and irnra­
institutional stratification in French higher education, reported in Reproduc­
tioll (Bourdieu and Passeron, 1977), 1-/(11110 AClu/c1IIiCllS (1988b) and La No­
blesse d'Elllt ( 1 989C)-to mention only some of the Illost comprehensive 
and notable bodies of work-arc all empirical exercises in rigorolls social 
theorizing, Each of these publications will undoubtedly serve as a bench­
mark for future work in its respective field. 

Culture fiS Power 

Of all his concepts, cuituml c({pitlfl, which calls attention to the power di· 
mension of cultural resources in market societies, undoubtedly has thus far 
found the widest reception, This concepr is a powerful one, and has stimu­
lated considerable research in the sociology of education, culture, and strat­
ification, By calling attention to the subrle and pervasive ways in which 
language, knowledge, and cultural style sh'lpe interactions, it improves our 
understanding of the processes through which SOCial-background effects 
:lre translated into unequal school performance and subsequent career 
chances, In the sociology of education, the concept has fostered detailed 
c,�amination of kinds of cultural resources children bring from fumilies to 
d:1SSroOIllS that affect academic performance (DiNlaggio '982; Lareau 
I I)HI)), In rhc sociology of the arts, the concept has also been employed 
llscfoll}' to show how l'ultural soci"lization in families and schools shapes 
: l I l i lUdcs :11111 hch:lvior tllw:ml the arts (DiM,lggio '977; DiMaggio and 
USCC111 HJ7H, !I)H�; I,olhcfg' p)Ke) , 

'I 'he �'. 'IIt'l'PI • ,I nth IIral ,'a pit a 1 <;l.lI1d, :11 t hi' mi,lp' lim e ,I' tWI l radically 
Ilpl ""iu)-l IIHt'llc'1 1 11I1] I I ,U ] I !HI I" II) \Vl',lerll Ih'H!j.:llI,  ( )n Ill!: e>lll: h,I!1I1, in 
illl' l 1 l ! l)'!!I)-l 1 UI1I1)I'  I)� II 1 1 1 1 1 1 1  "I , ''1"1.1 1. 1I'lIlfdlcu hfl',lk, l\ i l l 1  the Man:is' 
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tradition by holding that culturc is a power resource st:lIlding in its own 
right; it cannot bc rcduced to somc superstrucrural derivative of underlying 
cconomic factors. On tht: other hand, Bourdicu also breaks with the hu­

manist tradition that lauds the IIni\'ersal value of thc classical canon; he 
argues that idcas and aesthetic values embody the practical interests of those 
who produce and appropl·iatc them. Bourdicu thus bridges twO radiC:llly 
diffcrent intellcctual traditions by means of his theory of culmre as a form 
of powcr. 

BoureliclL makes a convincing case that the opposition between clLltural 
capital and economic capital operatcs as a fundamentJI differentiating prin­
ciple of power in modern socicties. It distin/:,ruishes among clites who basc 
their d\im to power on cultural resources and those who rely more on 
economic resources. Particularly in Distim1ioll do we see Bourdieu's effort 
[Q conceptualize and empi ric:llly display class :Uld intnlclass groups in terms 
of their I'espective configu rations of di fferent types of capital and I heir cor­
rcsponding lifcstyles as a bold and original approach to thc slUdy of str:Hifi­
cation. Conccptualizing social classes in tcnns of their volumc and compo­
sition of capital and soci:ll lrajecrory through fields givcs a multidimensional 
and dynamic perspectivc on class hicrarchies not captured in mainsrre:lIH 
stalliS-altaimnent rcscarch. 

Al a time when Marxism as a theory of advanced industrial societies 
appears less compelling, Bourdieu provides an attractive alrcrnlnive, for he 
focuscs attention on those knowlcdge and sen·ice occupations that arc gain­
ing in number and importance in late capitalism. But unlike postindustrial 
society theorists, such as Daniel Bcll (1973, 1988), Bourdieu shows how 
these new cultural practices embody new fonlls of domination and social 
intercsts. Moreover, BOUl-dieu's theory and empirical research on the un­
equal distrihution of cultunll capital and its intergenerational transmission 
through schooling have produced an important illsight into the internal 
differentiation of clites in modem societies: rhe primary bencficiaries of 
the expanded educational meritocracy are nor. mcmbers of the capitalist 
class hut the children of profcssional families with cultural capital. 

Hourdieu's meticulous efforts to demonstrate how culmral resources 
medi;ue class differences, particularly in thc realm of tastcs and lifestyles, 
stands in critical opposition to postmodern theories of consumer culture 
that posit a waning of class diffcrcnccs in consumer pal'tcrns in postin{lus­
trial societics (Baudrillard 1981). Despite growth in mass consumer mar­
kets, 130urdieu contends that cuitur.J.1 pr.J.Ctices continue to he 1Il:lrkers of 
underl}'ing class distinctions in the (.":15e � If Frall(.>e, I I  i, :In:llysis inviles Clllll­
parisons wilh olher n:l\;oll :l1 ('·H1lInl'. ,ud. :1' dw l I .. ilc�1 Sl.lIl·'. wlll:l'c 
di flcrcnl·c, ill ,·on�llIlIcr dl"in:' 11m}' Iw Iwn·'·I, n l  It!!!!,· ," ll1e re�1I11 "I 
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differences in income than as disguiscd status distinctions of social honor, as 
Bourdieu claims. Moreover, the kind of class-culture distinctions Bourdieu 
stresses may be morc characteristic of upper- and lower-class groups than 

of middle-class groups where consumer choices Illay be more directly in­
fluenced by mass-market product standardization. 

Culrure as a fonn of capital is a useful conceptualization for analYLing 
stratification processes in advanced societies, where market mechanisms 
penetr:He 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 socicties with a less imposing high-culture tradition 
and with more cultural diversity th:m Francc. In addition, the concept sug­
gests a view of agency Ih:lt reduces actors to str:ltegizing investors driven 
to maximize thcir investment oppornllliries rcgardless of where they are 
locatcd in thc str.J.tification order. The culture-as-capital metaphor works 
best for certain professions ;n the media, the arts, tmd academe, where indi­
viduals seck to convert their valued culttlral rcsources into economic rc­
wards, and for those families who seek out valued types of education for 
their children. The concept is less useful for analYLing groups with few 
power resources. 

Bourdicu is ablc 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 thcir 
role in justifying social inequality. Ilowcver, Bourdieu's emphasis on the 
Icgitimating aspects of power, particulari)' their indirect and hidden effects. 
leave him with relatively little to say about the continued importance of 
sheer cconomic 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 thcm. And his insightful analyses of 
the important role that intellectuals play in providing cognitive cbssifica­
tions for ordering society probably ovcrstates the importance of inrelleetu­
,lis to governing elites in some modcrn societies. 

S·ocifl/ Cbllll,l!,I' 

Buuniicu W;I� :U1 early :11111 key architcct of the widely influential theory of 
sl Iei:1 1 re[ln IIlul'1 ii m. I I  i, f! It:\!<; cm I he role of culture in social reproduction, 

however. It'''''�'' tin' III1j1urLml '1 IIe<;lioll of social change IIndevelopcd. 
\ Vii ilc lIi 1111 i 11\'11 1\ II! II I I�I! I I}' ,1t·ll·' IlIini'l ie. :" 'i IIl1e nil il·<; dl:,rg-e. his cnn� 
n·p . . .. d h .IIIH·\l i I l L  I� ' 1,·.111), IIIUIl' .1111'111 111' 1 ! 1 1'.11H·rn, of COIlCillUilY tl';1II 
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to change. The concepts of habitus, cultural capital, and field stress the 
tendency to perpetuate structures inherited from the past. The propensity 
of habitus is clearly to address new situations in habituated ways, it takes 
capital to accumulate more capital, and field permits an impressive mapping 
of social positions and thcir continuity over time. His framework docs not 
encourage researchers to seck out forms of change. Sources of ch:mge, as 
I point out in chapter 8, :1re suggested here and there in his work but never 
mobili7.ed into a convincing demonstration of their dynamics, One concep­
tual possibility for resistance and change rest.<; on the mismatch between 
the expectations of habitus and the oppommities offerc<l b), fields, Yet the 
conditions under which disappointed expectations might turn into effective 
motors of change remain to be specified, 

/-If/bitliS 

One of Bourclieu's main contributions is to propose a framework that ad­
dresses the agency/structure problem in contemporary social Iheory. '-Ie 
in fact was one of the first poststructuralist sociologists to bring actors back 
into structural models of slr.uific:ltion hy showing that the idea that struc­
tures reproduce and function as constraints is nOt incompatible with the 
idea that actors creafe structures. Bourdicu's actors arc strategists, though 
he does nOt think of Stratq,'Y primarily as conscious choice but as a tacit 
calculation of interest and pursuit of distinction. Ilis concept of habitus 
bolh offers a programmatic research agenda for addressing the agency/ 
structure issue and pointS to an ideal-typical pattern of nction, The research 
agenda derivcs frolll his theory that action is generated by the encounter 
belween opportunities or constraints presented by situations and the dura­
ble disl>ositions that rellect the socialization of past experiences, traditions, 
and habits that individuals bring to situations. An adequate account of hu­
man bcha\,ior needs to combine the observed regularities of human behav­
ior and the represent-.nions of individuals and groups. I-lis programmatic 
agenda mounts a challenge to academic sociology by claiming that micro 
and macro, and objective and suhjective levels of analysis are not to be 
sep:mlted by forms of theoretical or methodological specialization. He ar­
gues that theory :-.nd empirical research must proceed simultaneously 011 
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 empiri(.";]lly, habitus also points w ;111 idcal­
type of action that is habituated, pl':lcticll, t;ll'il. tli�pmil inn;ll. and ;\1 Ilic 
sallle timc stmclurc(l. <:l1llllrc i� l'tl!\l'cl'! 1I:lli/l,tl :1� l ir:ll'! Il't'� I; lilt IlI'in� l'IlIlI-
111011 m:hlcr l'al tt'I'I1� I h:!! r:! ll�c l1\','n'''J.:l1u l\l', . ,  II P' '1 1·,d. ,1\ \\ ell ;I\ :l1t i"lOli 
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nal dimensions o f  action, Some of Bourdieu's most suggestive analyses 
point to such common dispositions, as in the C'J.se of the aris[ocrntic asceti­
cism among French university teachers who display cultiv:ned restraint in 
sports, diet, entertainment, and bodily care, 'Nhile I criticized Bourdieu in 
ch:lpler 5 for being reluctant to specify conditions in which one dimension 
prevails over the other, I nonetheless believe that his understanding of indi­
vidual action comes much closer to conceptualizing the complexity of hu­
Illan conduct than simplified rational-actor or structural models that attrib­
ute action to either L";]tculated choice or to external constrnints, Yet he also 
criticizes interpretative and phenomenological approaches for not situating 
action with respect to broader structural constraints. Uourdieu's idea that 
action is generated by the ifltemltioll of [he opporrunities and constraints 
of situations with actor dispositions-the reposimry of past experience, tra­
dition, :md habit-seems to constitute a considerable advance over these 
alternative views. 

\"'hile habitus calls :lnenrion to the dynamics of self-selection in com­
petitive social processes, thc internalization of objective chances into expec· 
tations and the adaptation of aspirations to actual oppornillities are often 
mon: complex and I..'Olltradictory processes than the concept suggests, 
Moreover, both adaptation to external constrnints and distinction from 
competing actors are two distinct types of agency juxtal>oscd in Rourdieu's 
concept without their exact relationship being clarified, Bourdieu calls upon 
one or the other dynmnic depending on the issue he is addressing and with­
out specifYing the conditions in which one assumes the more prominent 
role, 

Field 

If habitus pro\'ides a valuable orientation for conceptualizing and re­
searching relations between agency and structures, the concept of field is 
useful for studying the opel':ltion 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 politic:11 
economy of culrure by identifYing areas of production, transmission, and 
consumption of various forms of cultural capital. Of all his concepts, field 
is currcntly rhe Icnst well understood and yet the most promising for fut1lre 
s()ciol()�iL�11 wt'rk. 

BOllrdieu'o; ('''lIn'pl of field (I raws on his insighl that social units de­
vdop Ihcil 1 . lnl1u\ UI "lIpo:-i!ion In others :lnd Ih:lt an :ulc<juate h>'f:lSP of 
!Iwir �11I " 11'I)oIII .11 • 1., •• ,11 ll" I'ctl'lire� Ih:11 Ihey IIC �ilU:llctl \\'ilhill I hi� 

hru,Bll'!" 1111'1111 "I "f'I '"�'I1''' 1"lI t·�, 'rhl' 1'l1lll'Cpl l'oillh 10 :lI'l'U:I� 01 t'olltlil't 



H2 I (I IAPTU TWHYE 

and struggle that develop with the emergence of particular kinds of valued 
resources, and shows how forms of social closure result from struct1lres 
::md processes that engage individuals :md groups in competition for valucd 
cultural resources as fields gain in :mtonorny. Bourdieu's field concept en­
courages the resc:lrcher to seek out sources of conflict in a givcn domain, 
relate that conflict to the broader arenas of class and power, and show what 
opposing partics actually share, but rarely acknowledge, 

Bourdicu's effort to define somc of the structural properties of fields 
gives this concept more analytical promise than the concept of markets for 
the analysis of culture, Fields indicate much more than the "invisible hand" 
of the market. They specify power rcl:ltiollS and hier:lrchy. The ideas of 
slTuctural polarities, hierarchial positions, competition for SL':.lrcc resources, 
struggle betwecn heterodoxy and orthodoxy, :md a shared do.m among com­
petitors indicatc mcchanisms of intcrn:ll structuring that gcncr:lte fields and 
contribute to their autonomy and functioning, They offer :1 much richer 
an:llysis of producer-consumer relations than does the image of a markct. 

The idea of the relative autonomy of culmral fields goes beyond hoth 
instrumentalist and structuralist views of how social classes, markets, and 
government sh�lpc cultural life, particularly education, in Inodcrn societies, 
By calling attention to the intern:ll strucmring mechanisms as groups of 
specialists dc\'clop, transmit, and control their own particular St,lnlS culture, 
the idea of rclative amonomy usefully stresses how particular organizational 
and professional interests can emerge :lI1d 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 T977; Skocpol 1979: 
l4-3l), Bourdieu's contribution to the debate is to call anention to the 
cultural and professional as well as strucmral interests that give to central 
instimtions, such as education or the state, some autonomy from capitalist 
class interests, 

The idea of relative :lUtOnomy leads Bourdieu to give priority to the 
internal analysis of cultural fields. In so doing Bourdieu leaves undeveloped 
the important question of interficld contradictions as �I 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 soci:ll, economic, or political interests is a useful 
rejection of class reductionism, Yet, by concentrating on the internal strllc­
mring mechanisms of fields, Bourdieu's concept gives short shrift to potell­
tial sources of conflict between cultural fields :md their c,Hemal dem:lnds. 

Bourdieu's field ana lysis of intellectuals slll,st:lll1 i:IIC.� his fr:l lllCWI Irk II)' 
showing how intcllcclll:1 ls arc silll:llc,l in CI IIll l,clilivc :lrCII:I' \h:l\ 11:1\,C Illcir 
1I\\'n S\ rliCI Ui'CS :H1d d)'H:l l l l  k, 111:11 ,1I:1p,: I" II 11 1 111 ' 1 1  1 11 1  dk'l'lu:11 :111,1 I" ,I il k:l1 
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behavior. Field analysis i s  useful, for it suggests dimensions of influence on 
intellectual behavior that arc nOt fully tapped by social-class background 
or position, Zeilgeist, 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 
:lfe important to the intellectual milieu. This important shift in focus for 
the smdy of intellccmal and cultural life can be seen in Fritz. Ringer's (1992) 
compar:Jtive analysis of German and Frcnch intellectual history. 

The idea of cultural field sidesteps rhe old debate between idealism 
and lIl:Jterialism by offering a mediation concept that anchors intellectual 
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 brgely in tcrms of their 
class position, Field analysis suggests that we can better understand the 
political behavior of intellccl1l.1ls 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 eulrural producers to transcend ,heir field interests, 

Ficld an�llysis provides an attractive strucmral 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 relations between culturally rich intel­
lecmals and economically subordinate groups, He shows that both intellec­
mals 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 difficullY is that many groups occupy homol­
ogous positions in their re.�pective fields, but not all of them form alliances 
with one another, To conllate an observation of the homologous relations 
with an explanation of the formation of an alliance runs the risk of what I 
observed in chapter 6 as a form of "strucmralist mystification." BOllrdieu's 
field analysis needs :1 sociology of politics that would examine the actual 
processes �)f ]l'liilil':11 :lcri()Il and mobilization, 

Rljle,ril'i/)', ,"'UI'I/H" IIlId /'lIlili,:\' 

\V..: h:1\'1: M'\'ll lhnt 1 1 " III ,hl'lI l'l'll'l'h '>l'il' ll 1i lil' 1',,,il il'i'lll ill f:1\'" l' I l f a  111, ,1'­
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analysis of empirical data, the use of both commonsense and scientific cate­
gories, professional interests, and the attitudc of the social scientist toward 
the subjecl' of inquiry nil embody f\lI1damcnt;ll value orientations that pro­
hibit a fully objective grasp of th:lt world. Indeed, Hourdieu maintains that it 
is only by subjecting the full rJnge of research procedures and professional 
interests to critical examination that the sociologist C"dn !,"ain a measure of 
freedom from their distorting influence. 

Bourdieu believes that by doing a sociolo b'Y of sociolob'Y he, as a re­
searcher, eM) achieve a signific:ull measure offreedOI1l from the distorting 
effects of competition within the academic field r:llher than simply repro­
duce them. Nevertheless, a tension emerges between this vision for :1 re­
flexive practice of sociology and his analysis of possible SOlll"<."CS of resistance 
to the cycle of reproduction. In HOllrdiell's framework, the conceptual pos­
sibility for resistance and change rests on rhe mismatch between habitus 
and the opportunity stl"llctllrcs of fields r.nher than on the power of rcnexive 
thought, Yet Bourdieu articubtes a vision of sociolo!,'Y :IS a source ofhulllan 
emancipation that seems to emphasize the power of theory as well as the 
structural llnderpinnings for resisting the staUlS (Iuo. 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 hilllself? 
If, on the other hand, sciemific reason, in spite of it.'i intercsted <lllalil:y, 
holds a 11lC:lsure of hope for gaining sOllie grcater 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 powel' of rcason 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, 

BOllrdiell I;clieves that the critical thrust of social science can help sub­
ordinate groups in their struggle against clites and he sees his sociolob'Y as 
a form of politi(:al intervention against all forms of domination, Yet he has 
very little to say on the central questions of when subordinate groups will 
have the inclination and capacity to act upon the critical findings of social 
science to actively resist domination, This suggests an idealized political 
role [hat Bourdieu envisages for the sociologist but one that remains to be 
grounded in a genuine political sociolob'Y. 

If Bourdieu himself docs not flilly free himself from the competitive 
struggle for recognition in the scientific field, his efforts nonetheless give 
him an exceptional degree of critical distance frOIll and insight iuIU Ihe 
French academic world. Homo AC(Il/rmirlis identifies the institutioll;11 h;hi� 
of the sharply critical posture of I I I;HlY (:olllt:lIl l'OI';U'Y French intel lel'tu:11 
superstars, indulling- Bal'thc�, I kn'i.l:l. F" III', I I l I I ,  ,Iud 1\' , llI'Ilil'll hill l�l'lf; 
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they are all marbrinalized from the center of organiz.1tional power within 
the French university system and teaching profession, Not since Gould­
ncr's Tbr Comiug O·isis ill tVCSf/'l'!I S(}(i% g'l appeared more than two decades 
ago have sociologists been so challenged to submit their own practices 1O 
the same critical examination they apply to others. \oVJlile certainly not free 
of either analytical or moral dilemmas, Bourdieu's C111 for reAexivity speaks 
to one of the most pressing tasks for social scientiSIS today: the need to 
g;lin a more objective, albeit nOt objectivist, grasp on the social world­
including our own, 
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