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INTRODUCTION



Pierre Bourdieu, A Twentieth-Century Life




THOMAS MEDVETZ AND JEFFREY J. SALLAZ

IN
 this Oxford Handbook
 we consider the writings and influence of the great social scientist Pierre Bourdieu, who was born in 1930 and passed away in 2002. The catalogue of Bourdieu’s key concepts and major works is well known and has been widely discussed (see, for instance, Wacquant 2004
 ). Some have argued that many of Bourdieu’s ideas were embedded in debates and theoretical traditions stretching back centuries; others contend that they represent novel, even revolutionary, contributions that have spawned entirely new research programs. We endorse both of these perspectives, and many chapters in this Handbook
 extend these themes.

We would like to begin, however, by following a line of biographical interpretation articulated by the historian Jonathan Sperber (2014)
 in his recent biography of Karl Marx. Sperber’s argument is that we can best understand the writings and influence of the great critical theorist Marx by situating him in the context of what was a quintessentially “nineteenth-century life.” We in turn commence with a few notes considering how Bourdieu himself, as a person and a scholar, embodied a very twentieth-century life.

To begin, there is the story of Bourdieu’s trajectory through social space. Bourdieu grew up in a remote region of southern France. He was the grandson of peasants, and his father became a postman around the time of Pierre’s birth. A gifted and hard-working student, Pierre Bourdieu left his home region to attend the elite Lycée Louis-le-Grand in Paris and then entered the prestigious École Normale Supérieure, the traditional breeding ground of major French intellectuals, from Durkheim to Sartre to Foucault. From the latter he would graduate with a degree in philosophy, then the most prestigious of disciplines in France. Many commentators have described this trajectory as an unexpected and even miraculous one, given what we assume about the rigidity of class boundaries and the limits of intergenerational mobility in modern societies. Bourdieu himself, in his attempt at a sociological analysis of his own conditions of production, described upwardly mobile students such as himself as “oblats miraculés,” or dedicated 
 servants of the academic cult, who achieve a miraculous trajectory but nonetheless feel like outsiders to the consecrated educational elite.

While not denying that Bourdieu’s trajectory was unusual, the fact that he himself coined a term to describe it suggests that it was not entirely idiosyncratic. In his work The State Nobility
 , Bourdieu (1998 [1989])
 argued that the twentieth century witnessed a transformation from a “direct mode” of reproduction to a “school-mediated” one. The former allowed the powerful (the landed elite, long known in France as the Second Estate, along with the emergent bourgeoisie) to transfer their wealth and privileges across generations via direct inheritance. The latter requires the offspring of wealthy families to first convert their material capital into cultural capital, whose display is then rewarded by success in the system of elite schools. While the informal varieties of cultural capital that the children of the upper class acquire at home early in life (such as a particular accent or knowledge of the arts) serve them well in the school system, true hard work is required of these inheritors, and many in fact fail to reconvert their family’s cultural capital into material capital (via prestigious degrees leading to top jobs in the state or private sector). A figure like Bourdieu, in this framework, is not a miracle, but rather the outcome of an inherent “contradiction
 of the scholastic mode of reproduction” (Bourdieu 1998
 : 287). This modern scholastic mode of reproduction entails sacrificing some members of the dominant class who fail to inherit their inheritance, but also permits some precocious and ambitious members of subordinate classes into the upper echelons of the social structure—individuals such as the “scholarship boy” Bourdieu.

Weininger and Lareau, in Chapter 11
 of this volume, flesh out Bourdieu’s argument about this emergent school-mediated mode of reproduction. They argue that its “underlying cause is undoubtedly the need to come to grips with the massive expansion of tertiary education in France [and indeed, worldwide] during the [mid-twentieth century], and the consequent dramatic increase in the representation of working-class students in colleges and universities” (Weininger and Lareau, this volume). As with Marx’s famous argument about contradictions within the capitalist mode of production, Bourdieu’s work illuminates contradictions within the school-mediated mode of reproduction. The twentieth-century mass expansion of tertiary education produced just such a contradiction, and hence the very possibility for the emergence of a social scientist like Bourdieu.

Following Bourdieu’s graduation from the École Normale Supérieure, he taught for a year at a lycée in Moulins, a small town in provincial France, before being conscripted into the French army in 1955 and deployed to Algeria. Here Bourdieu found himself in the midst of another twentieth-century global development rebellions by the colonized people of the Western empires against their colonizers. France, like other European powers, had over the past four centuries established colonial holdings around the world. These included territories in the Americas (present-day Haiti, Grenada, Martinique, and parts of Mexico and Brazil), Asia (Laos, Cambodia, and Vietnam), and Africa (Algeria, Morocco, Tunisia, the Ivory Coast, Benin, Mali, Guinea, Mauritania, Niger, Senegal, Burkina Faso, Togo, and Gambia).

Bourdieu would stay in Algeria as a teacher and researcher until 1960, midway through the ultimately successful Algerian war for independence that took place from 1954 to 1962. Algeria was among the last of France’s major foreign colonial holdings, and France’s attempt to suppress the revolutionary movement there was especially violent and oppressive. During his time in Algeria, Bourdieu conducted extensive fieldwork among the Berber-speaking Kabyle, introduced to them by his student and field collaborator Adbelmalek Sayad. Upon returning to France, his writings on the effects of colonialism upon the Kabyle were widely read and discussed.

Several contributors to this Handbook
 argue that Bourdieu’s experiences in Algeria were foundational to his overall theoretical project—for his theory of history, of power, and of symbolic violence. None is as provocative as Franck Poupeau in Chapter 18
 , “Pierre Bourdieu and the Unthought Colonial State,” which argues that Bourdieu’s eventual elaboration of a comprehensive theory of the state derived indelibly from his early—and firsthand—witnessing of the French state’s futile attempt to maintain colonial rule in Algeria.

A defining feature of Bourdieu’s trajectory after his return to France was a commitment to empirical research, in opposition to the philosophical tradition in which he had been trained. In this regard, he was a key protagonist in a larger struggle of the twentieth century to establish and legitimize the social sciences—and sociology in particular
 —as a valid domain of scientific knowledge (Abbott 2010
 ). In France in particular, because of philosophy’s long history as the “queen of disciplines” (Bourdieu 2007
 : 5), sociology remained a suspect field. Dating back to Durkheim’s attempt to establish sociology as an independent discipline through efforts such as the founding of the journal L’Année Sociologique
 in 1898, the idea that society needs a special discipline to study itself has been constantly advanced, contested, and defended.

Bourdieu described this struggle in the paper “Sociology and Philosophy in France since 1945: Death and Resurrection of a Philosophy without Subject” (Bourdieu and Passeron 1967
 ). The task of proving sociology’s status as a scientific field was a difficult one in France, as it was in the United States and elsewhere worldwide (Burawoy 2008
 ; Ross 1992
 ). In this regard, Bourdieu’s unrelenting work to re-establish the existence of “social facts” was a remarkable achievement of the late twentieth century.

Two specific achievements in his life stand out as moments in the legitimation of twentieth-century sociology as a whole. In 1975, he established Actes de la Recherche en Sciences Sociales
 , a journal notable not only for its scientific rigor but also for its formal and stylistic experimentalism. Alongside research articles of the standard academic variety, Actes
 routinely published (and continues to publish) raw field notes, short reviews and essays, interview excerpts, photographic spreads, and other nontraditional pieces aimed at pushing the limits of academic discourse. By opening the research and writing processes to sustained scrutiny, the journal’s formal innovations put into action its founder’s commitment to methodological reflexivity (for more on Actes
 , see Wacquant 1999
 ).

Then, in 1979, Bourdieu published La Distinction
 (published in English as Distinction
 in 1984
 ), a work that would become known—jokingly—as Bourdieu’s “suicide.” This was 
 because the structure of its argument was homologous to that of Durkheim’s seminal study of suicide, which showed that even the most personal of all acts—that of taking one’s own life—was not immune to sociological analysis. Durkheim instead argued that suicides are both patterned and correlated with various indicators of social isolation and rapid social change. He thus established that sociology could delineate and study a new range of phenomena known as social facts, which were to be granted a sui generis
 stature vis-à-vis any individual case.

In Distinction
 (1984)
 , Bourdieu would make a parallel argument regarding similarly personal and private decisions. He argued that many of the seemingly personal choices of everyday life—what to wear, to eat, to display on one’s walls, or to make of the latest blockbuster movie—could be explained through reference to the overall class structure (in particular, the overall volume of one’s capital and the relative composition of cultural and economic capital). If sociology could explain why you like red wine rather than scotch, or Michael Bay’s Transformers
 over David Lynch’s Mulholland Drive
 , then it was saying something profound about the world more generally.

Toward the end of his life, Bourdieu was drawn out of the French academic field and into a more global political battle. This was the distinctly late-twentieth-century countermovement against neoliberalism that unfolded during the 1980s and 1990s (Bourdieu 2003
 ). In the United States and United Kingdom, political leaders such as Ronald Reagan and Margaret Thatcher spearheaded an attack on public assistance for the poor and all those who were not explicitly contributing to the market. For Bourdieu, who had spent decades researching and writing about long-standing inequalities in French society, this stimulated a new genre of writing and led him to create a new publishing house, Raisons d’agir Editions.

The writings from this phase of his career—Acts of Resistance: Against the Tyranny of the Market
 (1999) and its sequel, Firing Back (2003)
 , are perfect examples—were less academic, more polemical, and more pointed than the works that preceded them. Here Bourdieu moved beyond the cold value-neutrality of the Weberian tradition by staking out a series of fundamental principles that should
 ground sociology as a vocation (see, in particular, his 2000 statement, “For a Scholarship with Commitment”). As he experienced the world shifting around him, he decided that he could not be neutral on a moving train. He joined in a movement of prominent late-twentieth-century scholars—among them Jurgen Habermas, Mahmood Mamdani, Dorothy Smith, Noam Chomsky, and Ulrich Bech—to defend the idea, rapidly receding, that states have an obligation to protect their citizens from the market, including from the indignities of commodifying oneself.

Bourdieu’s life, we have argued, can be read as a twentieth-century one. Our purpose in this Handbook
 is to reflect on his legacy from the perspective of the early twenty-first. To this end, we have brought together multiple essays from contributors who have spent a good deal of time thinking about, working with, and carrying on the Bourdieuian tradition. We have organized these contributions into five parts: regional patterns of appropriation, attempts to use his work to capture emergent global-level phenomena, how Bourdieu has been used in various discipline and subfields, the embeddedness of his concepts, and their generativity for building research programs.


PART
 I: REGIONAL
 PATTERNS OF
 APPROPRIATION




We begin this volume with a series of chapters that point to some general patterns in the way Bourdieu’s ideas have circulated to, and developed within, new regional settings and disciplinary frameworks. Broadly speaking, the process tends to be driven not by abstract intellectual affinities, but by the concrete efforts of scholars to address problems and questions current in their research environments. The search for useful analytic tools, in other words, underpins Bourdieu’s appropriation in new settings. It follows that selective and purposeful readings of Bourdieu tend to predominate over wholesale appropriations of his ideas.

In Chapter 2
 , “Bourdieu’s International Circulation: An Exercise in Intellectual Mapping,” Marco Santoro, Andrea Gallelli, and Barbara Grüning paint a broad portrait of how Bourdieu’s theoretical apparatus developed in each of the world’s regions, and how this development tended to reflect the initial circumstances of his arrival. In the United States, for instance, where many scholars first encountered Bourdieu through the myriad references to Reproduction in Education, Society and Culture
 (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977
 ) that pervaded the education debates of the 1980s, the French sociologist came to be known as a “reproduction theorist,” even if this label would have been nonsensical to those familiar with his earlier writings on Algeria, which thematized rupture and transformation. Several of the other chapters in this volume also offer a sense of how scholars in other settings arrived at their own pictures of Bourdieu. They show that the effort to bring Bourdieu to specific new regions of the world has yielded valuable tests of his theory.

As Johs Hjellbrekke and Annick Prieur show in Chapter 3
 , “On the Reception of Bourdieu’s Sociology in the World’s Most Equal Societies,” Bourdieu’s work found “several distinct lines of reception” in the Scandinavian countries starting in the 1970s. But the encounter also posed certain challenges to Bourdieu’s theory. With their strong traditions of equal opportunity to higher education, the Scandinavian countries seemed to refute any idea that schools function principally as tools of stratification. Furthermore, because the opposition between economic and cultural capital was not as stark in Scandinavia as in much of the West, the region resisted the conventional structuralist mapping associated with his approach. “The question of whether cultural capital exists, and, if yes, what it looks like, have guided much of the Bourdieu-inspired research in Scandinavia,” Hjellbrekke and Prieur report. And yet, the authors argue, Scandinavian scholars have found considerable utility in the notion of social space, which, against “one-dimensional hierarchies” of traditional class analysis, offers a useful tool for capturing the distinctiveness of the Scandinavian class structure.

In Chapter 4
 , “Bourdieu’s Uneven Influence on Anglophone Canadian Sociology,” John McLevey, Allyson Stokes, and Amelia Howard show that the reception of Bourdieu’s work followed a parallel pattern in the Great White North. There Bourdieu’s 
 ideas were filtered first through the lens of political economy, then cultural sociology. The intra-disciplinary split created a tale of “two Bourdieus”: among political economists, he became known as a neo-Marxist, whereas in cultural sociology—a subfield preoccupied with the relationship between consumption and inequality—he became known specifically as the theorist of cultural capital.

Whereas Hjellbrekke and Prieur, and McLevey, Stokes, and Howard consider how Bourdieu’s ideas have been transplanted to some of the world’s most equal societies, Karl von Holdt in Chapter 5
 takes up the challenge of “Reading Bourdieu in South Africa,” one of the world’s most unequal societies. If one common criticism of Bourdieu is that he is a theorist of how structures of power and domination reproduce themselves, then South Africa constitutes a key test for his theory. Here is a country that, after centuries of minority (white) rule, underwent a successful (and for the most part peaceful) transfer of power in the mid-1990s. But despite the formal institution of democracy in the country, inequality, violence, and crime remain extremely high. Von Holdt advances the provocative thesis that it is precisely because
 Bourdieu articulated a sophisticated theory of how power perpetuates itself that we can develop his ideas to produce theoretical tools for understanding resistance to power—even violent, physical power. To quote von Holdt: “Bourdieu’s focus on the mechanisms of order and the concepts he finds it necessary to elaborate in order to explore this—field, habitus, classification, symbolic power and symbolic violence—may point us toward exactly
 the sites that must be examined if we are to think about the limits of order. Symbolic violence may help us to think about physical violence; habitus may help us to think about resistance.” In particular, von Holdt describes in rich detail the symbolic transgressions and covert mobilizations of workers and students against the apartheid regime, and suggests that they represented “a new habitus . . . composed of dispositions to resistance, bravery and defiance.” Von Holdt’s chapter, we think, represents a model for using Bourdieu to study particular sorts of non-Western societies.

So, too, does Liliana Pop’s Chapter 6
 , “Bourdieu in the Post-Communist World,” which surveys the varied literature that draws on Bourdieu to make sense of the dramatic transformations following the collapse of Soviet rule. While “the fall of the communist regimes in Eastern Europe was initially interpreted through Cold War lenses, as a victory for liberalism,” subsequent market and political dislocations have necessitated a more nuanced view. It is in this context, Pop argues, that “Bourdieu’s concepts have proved deeply generative” and are suited to capturing the “complex interplay between continuity and change, agency and structure, symbolic and material power” that marks the post-communist experience. Furthermore, in its concern with the forces and directions of systemic change, Bourdieu’s work “might even foreshadow ways of responding to coming challenges to the social sciences, as we confront the consequences of a new industrial revolution and planetary climate threats.”

As these chapters suggest, the most fruitful engagements with Bourdieu have generally been those that treat his concepts as flexible heuristic tools rather than rigid operational devices. By the same token, narrow interpretations of Bourdieu have often led to misreadings and reductive uses of his work. As McLevey, Stokes, and Howard show in 
 Chapter 4
 , the concept of cultural capital was initially understood in Canadian scholarship in narrow (or as Bourdieu might put it, substantialist) terms, as referring specifically to the objects
 of cultural consumption and accumulation rather than the manner thereof, or, better still, the cultural competence being demonstrated through the choice of such objects. Put differently, Canadian scholars tended to equate cultural capital with the appreciation of specifically highbrow
 goods, notwithstanding Bourdieu’s own wish to abolish the notion that highbrow taste occupies a realm separate from vulgar or lowbrow judgment. In its “fundamental state,” Bourdieu (1984
 : 243–245) insisted, cultural capital consists of “dispositions of the mind and body” capable of signaling cultural competence, not a fixed category of goods. This misreading led to a somewhat confused debate in Canada in which scholars tried to position themselves “against” Bourdieu by showing that the relevant mode of symbolic distinction—namely, cultural “omnivorousness” (Peterson and Kern 1996
 )—was different from the sort of cultural competence Bourdieu found in France.

At the frontier of research carried out in Bourdieu’s wake is the growing effort to use the French sociologist’s ideas to illuminate emergent phenomena at the global
 level. Three chapters in this volume take up this task by tracing the growing use made by scholars, in separate arenas, of the concept of transnational fields. As Gisèle Sapiro observes in Chapter 7
 , “Field Theory from a Transnational Perspective,” Bourdieu himself generally used the field concept in specifically national contexts, by referring, for example, to the French literary field, the American field of higher education, and so forth. This tendency sometimes led to charges of “methodological nationalism.” And yet, Sapiro points out, “nowhere in his work does Pierre Bourdieu say that fields are necessarily limited to the perimeters of the nation-state.” Focusing on the literary field, she argues that strategies of transnationalization have become increasingly pivotal to the dynamics of literary production in the twenty-first century. In a similar vein, Niilo Kauppi in Chapter 8
 , “Transnational Social Fields,” considers transnationalization in the realm of formal politics through a case study of the European Parliament. Kauppi’s aim is to “develop a political sociology approach to the study of the evolving relationship between the redistribution of resources and the structuration of social spaces beyond the nation-state.” Key to understanding emergent transnational fields, he argues, is the idea of a “state nobility,” or a bureaucratic elite whose members are trained at top institutions and, despite differences in their political views, share a common habitus. The fields they build may be “less structured than fields at national . . . levels. But they are not necessarily weak fields.” Finally, Antonin Cohen’s Chapter 9
 , “Pierre Bourdieu and International Relations,” considers Bourdieu’s influence on a discipline to which the French sociologist paid little regard in his lifetime. As Cohen shows, international relations scholars have employed the notion of transnational fields as an alternative to concepts like epistemic community and advocacy network—often to favorable effect, albeit “sometimes at the risk of inconsistency with the theory of Pierre Bourdieu.”

Bourdieu was highly critical of traditional disciplinary and subdisciplinary boundaries, which he believed served professional rather than intellectual ends. Consequently, his work often defies easy classification. Several of the contributors to this volume look 
 at how Bourdieu’s work has diffused to, and made an impact on, specific disciplines and subfields
 . Weininger and Lareau discuss the legacy of Bourdieu’s work for the study of education and inequality in Chapter 11
 . Early studies such as The Inheritors: French Students and Their Relation to Culture
 (published in 1964 with Jean-Claude Passeron) and Reproduction in Education, Society and Culture
 (published in 1970, also with Passeron) argued that schools function as machines for reproducing inequality, by valuing the cultural capital upper-class students inherit from their families. Weininger and Lareau describe the impact of these studies on the sociology of education in the United States, but they also put the argument in the context of the French education system of the 1960s. “The phenomenon of ‘democratizing’ access to higher education—understood as a central element of societal ‘rationalization’—is centrally implicated in [Bourdieu and Passeron’s] problematization of the traditionalistic, heavily ritualized ‘misunderstanding’ which binds teachers and students.” Weininger and Lareau then describe how Bourdieu’s understanding of the relationship between education and inequality evolved. In his later work, he conceptualized this relationship quite differently. “Bourdieu’s view of the relation between education and mobility during this [latter] period crystallizes into a view considerably more complex than the one apparent in his early work.” Specifically, he describes a school-mediated mode of reproduction, which entails permitting some degree of class mobility in return for greater legitimacy of the system as a whole. Certainly, Weininger and Lareau imply, this evolution of Bourdieu’s thinking lays to rest the notion that his theory of education was one of direct and seamless reproduction.

Tim Hallett and Matthew Gougherty take up a similar task in Chapter 12
 , “Bourdieu and Organizations: Hidden Traces, Macro Influence, and Micro Potential.” Many scholars have noted that organizations—entities like firms, schools, churches, social movements, and trade unions—were rarely treated as independent units of analysis in Bourdieu’s sociological studies. As Hallet and Gougherty summarize the paradox, “Although Bourdieu was a premier scholar of social organization, formal organizations were rarely the primary focus of his sociology.” It did not help that Bourdieu did not engage with the field of organizational studies as it developed in Europe through the work of thinkers such as Michel Crozier or Erhard Friedberrg, or with organizational theorists in the United States such as James Thompson or Rosabeth Kanter. Part of the issue had to do with how organizational studies in France was harnessed to public administration, a field that Bourdieu was deeply critical of. But there was also an ontological issue: it is not readily apparent where organizations fit within the famous triumvirate of habitus, capital, and field. In his work on the academic system, for instance, Bourdieu referred to schools as classification machines functioning to transform informal cultural capital (such as a classed accent) into formal cultural capital (grades and degrees). In works such as The State Nobility
 , he would treat specific organizations such as government ministries as member elements of the larger field of the state. And in his work on the economy, he would argue that firms themselves can be conceptualized as fields. Hallet and Gougherty offer a novel and important argument as to how Bourdieu’s 
 work has been and is being used in organizational theory. They argue that this is taking place at both the macro and micro ends of the organizational studies world, and furthermore that the work of Erving Goffman offers a means to facilitate this diffusion: “we bridge the ideas of Goffman and Bourdieu in order to strengthen research on the microfoundations of institutions while recognizing the dynamic nature of organizational life.”

Another substantive domain into which Bourdieu’s theory has diffused is the study of religion. This diffusion is recounted by Terry Rey in Chapter 13
 , “Pierre Bourdieu and the Study of Religion: Recent Developments, Directions, and Departures.” Rey argues that scholars of religion were slow to take seriously Bourdieu’s contributions (even though religion was a central theme in Bourdieu’s own work, so much so that his essay on the “Structure and Genesis of the Religious Field” is the theoretical template for his other field analyses). Like Durkheim, Bourdieu recognized the existence of religion as a “social fact,” an aspect of humanity that we externalize and use so as to provide us with a mission in life and an existential comfort. Such an argument did not sit well with many traditional religious scholars. As Rey writes, however, “the number of incisive commentaries, germane translations, and illuminating Bourdieu-oriented anthropological, historical, sociological, and theological studies of religion has grown considerably in recent years.” Rey expertly catalogues which of Bourdieu’s concepts have been appropriated by scholars of the religious world. For instance, many scholars now argue that “one’s religious habitus is one’s habitus as manifest, perceptive, and operative in the religious field.” Rey here acknowledges Bourdieu’s debt to Weber’s idea of Heilsguten
 , or “goods of spiritual salvation,” that function as capital within the religious field and are associated with different players in the field (such as priests, prophets, and sorcerers). Finally, Rey provides extensive summaries of the key monographs that have come out in recent years using Bourdieu to analyze various religious traditions, including Christianity, Judaism, and Islam. He ultimately concludes that “there is a notable enthusiasm among scholars of religion that is by now quite international, aided in part by significant translations of relevant texts.”

In a similar vein, Christophe Charle—a historian who worked with Bourdieu for more than 30 years—considers how Bourdieu has revitalized the study of intellectuals in Chapter 14
 , “The Transdisciplinary Contribution of Pierre Bourdieu to the Study of the Academic Field and Intellectuals.” Noting Bourdieu’s adamant “refusal of official barriers between disciplines,” Charle shows how the French sociologist drew variously on history, philosophy, sociology, literature, and art history in carving out a novel perspective on the subject—one capable of avoiding the traps to which earlier approaches fall prey. Charle identifies the three most vital precepts or “methodological rules” guiding Bourdieu’s sociology of intellectuals: the use of a historical method; the insistence on cross-national, particularly intra-European, comparisons; and the emphasis on demonstrating an “organic link between the study of the intellectual field and the study of the field of power.” As Charle shows, understanding the world of academics and intellectuals was a central task in Bourdieu’s sociology, and a prerequisite for the sort of “scholarship with commitment” that he considered the scholar’s vocational calling.


THE
 DISTINCTIVENESS OF
 BOURDIEU’S
 CONCEPTS




One theme that emerges clearly from the chapters in this volume is that Bourdieu’s concepts are highly distinctive. Not only what they refer to, but also the way
 these concepts function semantically, sets them apart from their counterparts in other theories. Two aspects of this distinctiveness deserve particular attention: namely, the embeddedness
 of Bourdieu’s concepts and their generativity
 . First, Bourdieu’s concepts show an unusual concern with the task of embedding themselves in past theories so as to correct errors and false assumptions inherited from the past. Following Bachelard, he insists that sociology must begin by establishing an “epistemological break” from everyday folk knowledge and commonsense understandings. This precept echoes Durkheim’s classic dictate that the sociologist effect a break with “prenotions” before embarking on an investigation. But Bourdieu takes this point a step further by warning also against scholastic common sense
 , or unexamined orthodoxies built into scholarly doctrine and discourse. The latter, Bourdieu says, tend to foreclose rather than encourage truly scientific inquiry. Throughout his work, Bourdieu was also deeply concerned with combating the reifying effects of language. Like his kindred spirit Wittgenstein, he was keenly aware of the power of naming, and of the ability language has to give a natural or self-evident appearance to historically specific relationships. Racial classifications, for instance, confer the status of nature to a set of divisions rooted in mutable social relationships, just as ideological labels reify often tenuous alliances in the political field. Bourdieu’s concepts are thus geared to the difficult task of undoing language’s “freezing” effects.

The embedded quality of Bourdieu’s concepts becomes apparent in Erik Neveu’s Chapter 15
 , “Bourdieu’s Capital(s): Sociologizing an Economic Concept,” which gives extended consideration to the multivalent notion of capital. Bourdieu uses the term capital
 to refer broadly to any socially valued resource—any “collection of goods and skills, of knowledge and acknowledgments” that one can “mobilize to develop influence, gain power, or bargain for other” resources. By rendering the concept in such breadth, Bourdieu means to critique the homogenizing tendency of economic thought. As Neveu puts it, “Economic capital is not something natural or self-evident,” since “its power depends on a complex network of institutions, regulations, and cognitive tools.” The term capital
 thus acquires meaning not only from its positive referentiality—that is, in terms of what it refers to—but also from its negation
 of economic reductionism. By positing a multiplicity of capitals, Bourdieu pluralizes both the aims of social action and the sources of social power, even as he pushes against homogeneous conceptions of human interest and rationality.

Several of the contributors to this volume examine the embeddedness of Bourdieu’s concepts by putting him into conversation with select theories or theorists. In Chapter 16
 , “The Poverty of Philosophy,” Michael Burawoy sets up an imagined dialogue between Bourdieu and Marx “around their divergent theories of history, social 
 transformation, symbolic domination, and contentious politics.” This is a stimulating endeavor, as the two thinkers represent traditions of critical thought, that is, traditions whose raison d’être is the unmasking of power relations in an effort to undermine them. The title of his chapter refers to Burawoy’s contention that Bourdieu and Marx depart from a “point of agreement,” namely, “their common critique of philosophy that Marx calls ‘ideology’ and Bourdieu calls ‘scholastic reason.’ ” The two scholars then take divergent paths from philosophy. Marx argues that workers are destined to become a revolutionary class, whereas Bourdieu would reproach Marx for having no theory of how a potential class—a “class on paper”—becomes an actual class. Burawoy mobilizes a powerful defense of Marx, arguing that Bourdieu neglects the tradition of Marxist theory after Marx (such as the work of Antonio Gramsci and the Frankfurt School). Even more important, Burawoy makes explicit a key difference between the two theoretical traditions. Marxism, in all of its guises, is committed to the working class as the revolutionary agent within a capitalist mode of production. Bourdieu, in contrast, ultimately puts “faith in reason, whether through symbolic revolutions organized by intellectuals or via the immanent logic of the state.”


Chapter 17
 , “
 Bourdieu and Schutz: Bringing Together Two Sons of Husserl,” by Will Atkinson, attempts to make explicit how Bourdieu’s work is embedded within the phenomenological tradition represented by Alfred Schutz and Edmund Husserl. Bourdieu’s initial interests and early writings were focused on the lived experience of French colonialism in Algeria under French rule. In fact, it was the provisional topic of his dissertation. As Atkinson explains, “in [Bourdieu’s] earliest empirical research on the transformation of temporal perception among Algerian peasants under colonialism—in which intuition of the forthcoming grounded in seasonal cycles and the ritual calendar clashed with the capitalistic mindset of positing the future as a set of possibilities—the ultimate conceptual bedrock, even if not explicitly cited, is Husserl’s analysis of temporal consciousness.” His later studies, even though they became more quantitative and structural, were always sensitive to how actors experienced their everyday worlds. One need only revisit his rich descriptions, in Distinction
 , of how working-class men prefer bananas over apples, beef over fish, because in both cases one is able to center oneself in the back rather than the front of one’s mouth. The working-class, masculine habitus manifests itself in a natural pulling—to the gutteral and coarse way of speaking, eating, and living. Atkinson argues effectively that Bourdieu was a carrier of this tradition, of bracketing the larger context in order to recount thickly the nature of experience. Unfortunately, as Atkinson describes, Bourdieu throughout his career made many—and one may even argue, extraneous—efforts to distance himself from the phenomenological tradition. Atkinson, in a fair and impartial way, recounts the source of such fault lines. But his argument is ultimately a positive one: though his writings may have at times belied the fact, Bourdieu was ultimately a “son of Husserl,” a phenomenologist in spirit, if not always explicitly so.

Like Burawoy and Atkinson, Franck Poupeau, in Chapter 18
 , seeks to embed Bourdieu’s theory and research in relation to issues and engagements that were rarely made explicit in Bourdieu’s own writings. For Poupeau, Bourdieu’s last doctoral 
 student, it is puzzling that, as Bourdieu attempted to systematize a theory of the state, he made scant reference to France’s long and violent history of colonialism in Algeria—a colonization morphing into war that he had witnessed firsthand! As Poupeau writes, it must be the case that implicitly “an analysis of colonial domination provides the matrix used by Bourdieu to construct an analytical model of the ‘universal’ state of which Europe and, particularly, France are the self-proclaimed representatives.” The stakes of this project are high, for the very categories of state thought—such as racial typologies, the definition of criminal acts, educational curricula—penetrate us and appear natural to us. State thinking continually rides on the amnesia of its own genesis, so to speak. Poupeau further develops this theme by discussing Bourdieu’s relationship with Abdelmalek Sayad, a young Algerian student who served as a key field assistant for Bourdieu. At one point, Bourdieu took Sayad with him to Béarn, his home region, which led him to see anew how his own trajectory through the French education system illuminated a power project, namely, “the unification of the national state and obligatory education—the education system being an instrument of integration, which enables submission.” In short, the French government’s occupation of Algeria paralleled the dominance of urban Paris over rural France. Bourdieu’s discovery of this parallel, Poupeau argues, was key to his development of a theory of the state more generally.

Where does Bourdieu belong in the wider pantheon of social theorists? In Chapter 19
 , “Bourdieu’s Unlikely Contribution to the Human Sciences,” John Levi Martin describes Bourdieu as the unintentional linchpin between Gestalt psychology and American pragmatism. His signature achievement, Martin argues, lies in his view of social action as founded on embodied judgment and aesthetic response. Yet this same focus tended to “cut against the French rationalist vocabulary that he inherited.” To advance our understanding of aesthetic response, Martin argues, we will need better theories of its fine-grained elements, including how people intuit the socially “valid qualities of social objects” and how their “felt impulsions” lead them in particular directions. Thomas Medvetz reaches a similar conclusion in Chapter 20
 , “Bourdieu and the Sociology of Intellectual Life.” He argues that Bourdieu’s concern with the distinctive forms and products of intellectual life stands as a “thematic linchpin” of his work. Assessing Bourdieu’s contribution in this area, Medvetz finds “a deeply buried tension within Bourdieu’s work between the view of social action as rooted in bodily and aesthetic capacities, and the rationalist commitment to science.” “Having committed himself generally to a rationalist stance,” Medvetz argues, Bourdieu acknowledges but leaves under-theorized “the practical, aesthetic features of intellectual production.” It will be up to sociologists after Bourdieu to develop fuller accounts of “intellectual practical sense.”

A second distinctive feature of Bourdieu’s concepts is their generativity, or the fact that they are meticulously calibrated to the goal of fostering empirical research, as opposed to referring to classes of objects or “things in the world” in the most straightforward sense. First-time readers may find this quality exasperating, since it means that Bourdieu is generally not interested in offering handy definitions of his concepts. Rather than offering built-in revelations and disclosures, his concepts are founded on a logic of 
 injunction
 , meaning that they supply directives to carry out research in particular ways or protections against common errors and omissions.

The generative quality of Bourdieu’s concepts becomes apparent across three chapters that examine the methodological implications of the concepts of field and capital. In Chapter 21
 , “Is a Bourdieusian Ethnography Possible?,” Jeffrey Sallaz argues that the two concepts rest on a set of broad propositions in Bourdieu’s work about the direction of historical change, which in turn contain an implicit claim about which research methods are most useful in advanced societies. Because macro-historical change tends toward societal “differentiation,” Bourdieu says, power and authority are increasingly concentrated in impersonal social institutions rather than face-to-face relationships—a fact that over time tends to undermine ethnography’s scientific power. Field and capital, Sallaz writes, are “of an ontological status that essentially renders them invisible to ethnographic documentation. The scientific instruments necessary to see them are simply not tools of the ethnographer’s trade. Only statistics . . . can document the existence of social facts such as social fields.” Chapter 22
 by Frédéric Lebaron and Brigitte Le Roux (“Bourdieu and Geometric Data Analysis”) and Chapter 23
 by Julien Duval (“Correspondence Analysis and Bourdieu’s Approach to Statistics”) examine Bourdieu’s favored statistical technique for explicating the structure of social space and its specific derivatives, fields. As Lebaron and Le Roux argue, few scholars have recognized “the extent to which [the field] concept is linked to a practice of empirical research and, even more specifically, to a particularly original use of statistical tools.” They show that the technique of geometric data analysis gives mathematical expression to the relational style of thinking that Bourdieu argued was essential to sociology. Duval traces the history of Multiple Correspondence Analysis, Bourdieu’s favored technique for constructing fields and social spaces—whose logic, he said, “corresponds exactly to what, in my view, the reality of the social world is.” The chapter illustrates Bourdieu’s belief that theory and methodology were inseparable, with the choice of data dictating one’s theoretical reconstruction of the world, and, vice versa, the choice of theory directing one’s empirical vision.

The generativity of Bourdieu’s concepts is likewise apparent in the notion of habitus, which, as Wacquant elaborates in Chapter 24
 , “A Concise Genealogy and Anatomy of Habitus,” refers to “sociosymbolic structures . . . deposited inside persons in the form of lasting dispositions
 , or trained capacities and patterned propensities to think, feel, and act in determinate ways, which in turn guide them in their creative responses to the constraints and solicitations of their extant milieu.” But as both critics and followers of Bourdieu have noted, merely invoking the term habitus
 reveals very little, apart from the general idea that human agency should be understood as a kind of embodied capacity. A statement such as “The Algerian peasant obeyed the dictates of her habitus” is not only a malapropism; more important, it tells us nothing about the nature or cause of the action in question. The misuse rests on a mistaken view of habitus as an explanatory device, rather than an organizing principle
 for social research: it is an injunction to “historicize the agents” in question by making explicit the principles of their perceptions, judgments, and actions. Put differently, habitus supplies a bundle of 
 questions
 for the researcher: How does the agent under investigation cognitively carve up the world? What are her criteria of evaluation and judgment? What are her spontaneous, practical reflexes? And, crucially, how and in what institutional contexts did these dispositions form?

In Chapter 25
 , “Habitus and Beyond,” Claudio Benzecry recounts how Bourdieu used the habitus concept at each phase of his career. He further identifies several themes that unify the concept and keep it consistent, even as it was used for so many different research projects. One is a focus on the body, on the way in which we as social agents are flesh and blood beings, rather than rational calculators. Another theme is an insistence upon always contextualizing social action in its historical context. Each habitus reflects “the combination of the particular situation that the agent confronts, the particular dispositions she carries, and the constraints that past and collective forces place on her.” Another contribution of Benzecry’s chapter is to trace out how Bourdieu’s use of the habitus concept helped to stimulate a renewed interest among US sociologists in dispositional theories. One outcome of this has been a vibrant and ongoing debate about how to conceptualize habitus and put it to use in the service of empirical research: “dispositional accounts of social action have become so central that few scholars are offering explicit alternatives when conducting empirical examinations.” If anything, Benzecry cautions against becoming too cavalier in how we invoke and use the habitus concept. It requires rigorous research design and serious thinking about mechanisms and processes.

Connell and Mears make a related argument in Chapter 26
 , “Bourdieu and the Body.” They argue that an enduring legacy of Bourdieu, for American scholars especially, has been to bring the body into sociology generally and studies of inequality specifically. “The work of Pierre Bourdieu, principally through the concepts of habitus
 and embodied cultural capital, continues to provide a framework to see how class position is written on the body and expressed through classed styles of walking, talking, gesturing, eating, drinking, and so forth.” As this quote makes clear, the authors highlight a sort of dialectic between the larger class structure and any individual’s experience of his or her body. On one hand, our class positions—the material resources available to us throughout the life course—write
 themselves on us in a very physical way. Malnutrition as a child stunts physical and mental growth; chronic stress makes us more susceptible to illnesses of every sort; children who grow up in poverty are less likely to visit museums or attend plays; and so on. On the other hand, our bodies make us—our class and our status—legible
 to others. A regional accent spoken in an urban center, not knowing to put one’s napkin on one’s lap before beginning a formal meal, standing with poor posture at a dinner party—all these and other bodily attributes can stigmatize one as uncivilized or uncouth. Connell and Mears extend Bourdieu’s conceptual oeuvre by referring to such bodily attributes as bodily capital
 , and by delineating the specific spaces in which it can function as a form of value. These include urban neighborhoods, nightclubs, romantic markets, and even the labor market, where many service employers demand aesthetic labor. But they conclude on a positive note, by emphasizing the emergence of social movements mobilized around stigmatized bodily identities, such as “disability activism 
 through public art,” and “[r]ejection of systems of compulsory heterosexuality . . . compulsory able-bodiedness . . . and the cult of thinness.”

Another way to think of the generativity of Bourdieu’s concepts is to recognize that they point to unresolved conflicts and tensions in the world, rather than to settled conditions or states of affairs. This quality reflects a deliberate epistemological choice on Bourdieu’s part, consistent with his radical historicism
 , which holds that all social facts are products of history, rather than expressions of natural or fundamental principles. Thus while Bourdieu’s concepts point to durable oppositions and tendencies in the social world, they generally stop short of making hard predictions about how these same oppositions will play out in the future. A good example may be found in his claim that the field of power is structured “horizontally” by the opposition between material and symbolic forms of capital. This is a falsifiable prediction, albeit a loose and open-ended one, that anticipates historical variation with respect not only to the balance of forces among material and symbolic capitals, but also to the objects and practices that become forms of capital in the first place.

The overarching point is that Bourdieu’s concepts are meant to sketch out a sociological research program
 for other scholars to take up, rather than provide ready-made answers to sociological questions. This tendency is discussed in Chapter 27
 by Jens Arnholtz, “Tensions, Actors, and Inventions: Bourdieu’s Sociology of the State as an Unfinished but Promising Research Project,” which outlines the major themes in Bourdieu’s sociology of the state. Against the characteristically North American tendency to represent Bourdieu as a theorist of stasis and “reproduction,” Arnholtz shows that a close reading of Bourdieu on the state shows that “tensions and inventions” are actually the dominant theme in this work. Not fait accompli, in other words, but open-ended struggles and creative, improvisational maneuvers constitute the core of social action in his rendering.

George Steinmetz, in Chapter 28
 , “Bourdieusian Field Theory and the Reorientation of Historical Sociology,” describes how historical sociologists have seized upon the open-endedness of Bourdieu’s concepts of habitus and field. Steinmetz recounts Bourdieu’s years as a student, including the influence of his dissertation advisors George Canguilhem, a renowned historian of philosophy, and Raymond Aron, one of the few historical sociologists working at the time. Following a short flirtation with the “blissful structuralism” of Lévi-Strauss, Bourdieu returned to history as he crafted his notion of field. For a field can only be studied genetically, by looking at the historical process by which it achieved a sufficient degree of autonomy vis-à-vis economic and other temporal powers. The same general idea holds for Bourdieu’s deployment of the habitus concept, as a way to capture how social agents are products of their environments but nonetheless improvise and act strategically in relation to their circumstances. Ultimately, Steinmetz concludes that “Bourdieu’s central concepts of habitus and field . . . introduce a fundamentally historical temporality into the theory of the social actor and her relations to her environment.” A corollary of this argument is that Bourdieu is not the reproduction theorist that some of his critiques have labeled him. To buttress this contention, Steinmetz surveys a variety of studies of historical sociology outside of France that will be an essential resource for historians and historical sociologists.

In Chapter 29
 , “The Relevance of Bourdieu’s Concepts for Studying the Intersections of Poverty, Race, and Culture,” Kerry Woodward addresses a new direction for Bourdieu-inspired studies. In only one book, Masculine Domination
 , did Bourdieu dedicate sustained analytic attention to the issue of gender inequality; after his Algerian research, only rarely did he address topics of race and ethnicity; and, despite his long-standing research agenda on power and inequality, Bourdieu said surprisingly little about the experience of living in poverty in rich countries. Meanwhile, there has developed a significant literature in the United States on intersectionality
 , “designed to think about the ways race and gender interact—in particular, the ways in which the experiences and structural positions of women of color are unique from those of both white women and men of color.” Woodward argues convincingly that concepts such as cultural capital can be expanded to capture the strategies that disadvantaged groups mobilize to garner resources, such as welfare benefits. As Woodward elegantly states, intersectionality scholars “raised the concern that Bourdieu’s concepts had become ways to frame poor people of color as lacking, and instead demanded that we consider the context of people’s primary social worlds.”

Together, these observations about Bourdieu’s concepts go a long way toward explaining the skepticism many critics have toward his work. As we have noted, the building blocks of Bourdieu’s theory rarely, if ever, function as handy operational tools, amenable to easy definition or measurement. Instead, they are meant as heuristic devices for avoiding specific errors, orienting social research in productive ways, and fostering the genetic mode of thinking. To a critic, this quality may suggest evasiveness—and indeed, there is no question that Bourdieu’s concepts place a greater than usual burden on the researcher in their application. To those who have fruitfully deployed these notions in research around the world, however, the same quality counts as a virtue. It means that Bourdieu is less interested in claiming credit for particular discoveries, and it suggests a more collaborative view of social scientific discovery. Science being a cogitamus—we think together—we should move beyond the logic of credit and blame and recognize that for all its monumental scope and ambition, Bourdieu’s work does not offer—indeed, is not meant to offer
 —a laundry list of “creditable” truths, immutable laws, or fixed answers to sociological questions. Rather, it is the consummate “anti-theoretical” theory, built on the premise that social scientific progress is possible only through dogged empirical investigation. By design, it suggests, a theory’s value is naught when left sitting on the shelf or invoked in a ritualistic manner. There are no occasions on which it can “do the work for you,” or exempt the social scientist from the difficult business of empirical research. Given this point, and given Bourdieu’s own suspicion of academic superstars and cults of personality, we are confident he would be happy to remain “uncreditable” in this sense. It follows that the most fitting way to recognize his legacy is not to honor him by a scholastic cult, but to approach his theories like a set of construction tools and use them to build new knowledge. We believe the chapters in this Handbook
 pay homage to his legacy in precisely this way.
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MARCO SANTORO, ANDREA GALLELLI, AND BARBARA GRÜNING


INTRODUCTION




AN
 influential figure in the French intellectual field since the 1960s, Pierre Bourdieu (1930–2002) is increasingly influential also—and probably mainly—on a global scale. If something like a global cultural economy (Appadurai 1996
 ) exists, we should consider Bourdieu as one of its more successful “symbolic goods,” and not only in the academic intellectual market. Translations of his works—a huge corpus of more than 30 books and hundreds of articles, chapters, oral communications, and interviews (see Delsaut and Rivière 2002)—make up a small and growing industry in itself, with ramifications in many countries as well as languages. The number of texts devoted to elucidating and discussing more or less critically this body of work is increasing everywhere, as are attempts to apply Bourdieu’s research tools and ideas to countries different from his native France—from Australia to the United States, from Germany to Finland, from Great Britain to India, from Canada to Japan, from the Netherlands to Hungary, and so on. His death in January 2002 acted as a catalyst, and was followed by a flow of obituaries, conferences, books, and special issues of journals devoted to him and his works from a wide array of disciplines, including sociology—Bourdieu’s elected source of disciplinary identity at least since 1960—anthropology, archaeology, geography, history, political science, linguistics, science studies, literary criticism, cultural studies, education, social work, medicine, and so on.
 1


To be sure, the export of Bourdieu’s works and ideas began very early, at the start of his intellectual career, in a certain way, with the American translation of his first book on Algerians (Bourdieu 1962)
 and his involvement in a few international editorial projects in the field of anthropology (e.g., Peristiany 1965
 ). As a visiting fellow of the prestigious Institute for Advanced Studies in Princeton, and a visiting professor at the University of Pennsylvania in the early 1970s, he also had the opportunity to discuss his ideas with influential internationally renowned scholars, including economist Albert O. Hirschman and fellow sociologist Erving Goffman—who in his last written text still reserved a place to discuss the work of his French colleague and friend (see Goffman 1983
 ).

But it is really in the last 35 years, mainly through the systematic English translation of his work and the “transatlantic importation” of his social theory in what is arguably the most influential sociological national field today—that of the United States—that Bourdieu has definitively changed his intellectual status, becoming a truly dominant social scientist, probably the most influential single sociologist in the world in these first years of the new millennium—or at least, the most referred to, as bibliometric measures invariably testify.
 2


Independently from any other considerations regarding the value, the soundness, and the usefulness of his work, Bourdieu’s documented centrality in current international debate and research is something which alone, we reckon, asks for a serious engagement on the part of contemporary scholars—sociologists above all, as it was as a sociologist that Bourdieu presented himself worldwide, not only with respect to the substantive contents of this work (themselves the object of a huge and growing literature, as already noted), but also with respect to the reasons,modalities, mechanisms, and limits of its circulation, which for all its breadth is not without borders or obstacles (and enemies, too).

A global (i.e., not provincial) perspective is clearly required for this task (see also Steinmetz 2008
 ). As a matter of fact, the circulation of Bourdieu’s ideas and concepts outside of France greatly exceeds their transatlantic importation, both temporally and spatially. His works circulated in different parts of “old Europe” well before their renown in the United States, especially in countries geographically, historically, and culturally close to France, including Spain, Germany, and Italy. The patterns of transfer in these countries—each with its own intellectual tradition and academic organization—have been varied, both temporally and in intellectual content, following paths that are unpredictable and often surprising in many respects, with consequences in terms of status and identity of the transferred ideas equally diversified and not immediately understandable.

This transfer of ideas is what this chapter aims to explore, while offering some well-established bits of knowledge about a relatively large sample of national/regional cases, both central and peripheral, together with more general and comparative data and reflections on the patterns of this circulation, and its meaning for the present and the future of sociology as a discipline. In this chapter, we will try to sketch a general overview of what we know about Bourdieu’s circulation at the global level.
 3
 This is not an easy task, as the information and knowledge needed in order to capture sociologically the social conditions of the production and circulation of ideas are notoriously difficult to collect and often are simply not available—at least not ready-made. In our case, an investigation of the social conditions of the international circulation of Bourdieu’s ideas 
 presupposes the collection of data across a vast array of countries and languages, as well as various disciplinary fields.

Fortunately, studies on the circulation of Bourdieu’s ideas and works are now available, and are not necessarily limited to the countries where this kind of study has been mostly concentrated (i.e., the United States and the United Kingdom [e.g., Broady and Persson 1989
 ; Guillory 1997
 ; Holt 1997
 ; Lamont 2010
 , 2012
 ; Lizardo 2012
 ; Robbins 1989
 , 1996
 , 2004
 , 2008
 ; Sallaz and Zavisca 2007
 ; Sapiro 2014
 ; Simeoni 2000
 ; Swartz 2005
 , 2006
 ; Wacquant 1993
 ; Zavisca and Sallaz 2008
 ]). This geographical focus was not without reason, as there is no doubt that the United Kingdom and the United States are the two countries that have contributed the most to the recent rise of Bourdieu’s reputation as an influential international sociologist. However, these two countries share not only the same language, but also—in part as an effect of that language—the same relatively central position in the global field of sociology. In the US case in particular, the empirical studies by Jeff Sallaz and Jane Zavisca (2007, see also Zavisca and Sallaz 2008
 ) offer a documented overview of the trajectory of Bourdieu’s ideas in US sociology from 1980 to the beginning of the new millennium, using a citation analysis of his works in four top journals—which nicely complements and develops the insightful and informative but more impressionistic studies of Robbins (for the UK) and Swartz or Wacquant or even Lamont (for the US). But what about the many other countries where Bourdieu’s body of work has been engaged in the past 40 years, including those that have contributed to the historical development of sociology as a discipline (e.g., Germany and Italy for some aspects), or which are today politically and intellectually “hot” (e.g., Russia, Spain, and Israel), or which have some weight in the worldwide equilibrium between North and South (like Brazil, China, and India)? As is often the case, our knowledge is usually circumscribed to the most visible and central spaces, leaving all the rest in the dark, and potentially under the threat of mistaken or biased generalizations from the metropolitan areas, according to their own projections (e.g., Alatas 2006
 ).

Building on both existing studies and original research, in this chapter we try to offer some evidence of the global circulation of Bourdieu’s ideas, giving space whenever possible (read: there was enough reliable information) to the semi-periphery and the periphery. The chapter is articulated as follows. First, we look at Bourdieu’s books, and especially at their translations. Then we focus on scientific journals, mapping the circulation of Bourdieu’s work and ideas through articles across countries. Third, we focus on a few national cases of reception, describing the trajectories followed by Bourdieu’s ideas in each of them and looking for common patterns and divergences.


BOURDIEU BY
 TRANSLATION
 : THE
 CASE OF
 BOOKS




We begin our investigation of the international reception of Bourdieu’s works through a quantitative analysis of his books’ translations, by both language and country. Famously, 
 books are crucial vehicles for the circulation of ideas in the social sciences and the humanities—something that still distinguish the latter from the natural sciences, where journal articles are dominant. Indeed, Bourdieu has been a prolific writer and author of books—there were 34 at the time of his death in January 2002, and since then the number has risen to 41 (the last being the posthumous publication in book format of his courses on Manet).
 4
 Even if he wrote and published many shorter texts, especially articles in scientific journals—and recall that he edited a scientific journal, Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 , where many of his articles were originally published, since its foundation in 1975 until his death—Bourdieu typically rewrote or collected them as book chapters. A focus on book translations is therefore a necessary step in our investigation. Luckily, we can build upon data already collected and analyzed by Gisèle Sapiro and Mauricio Bustamante (2009), the first and still most comprehensive attempt to furnish a quantitative map of the circulation across languages and countries of Bourdieu’s ideas in book format.
 5
 Their pioneering analysis will be partially updated through data collected directly from national bibliographical repertories for the years 2009–2014.

According to Sapiro and Bustamante, from 1958 to 2008 Bourdieu’s opus
 includes 37 titles in French and 347 titles in translation, published in 34 languages and 42 countries. These figures testify to the exceptionally wide circulation of his sociological work. To give some comparative references, Antonio Gramsci’s book translations amount currently to 270 in 29 different languages. Considering that Gramsci’s books in Italian (in all their various editions, since 1947) amount to 176, the comparison with Bourdieu is extremely favorable to the latter—especially considering the ratio of original books to translations.
 6


As in the case of Gramsci, the linguistic distribution of Bourdieu’s translated titles is highly skewed toward a few central languages, with consequent dispersion of the rest among many peripheral languages (see Figure 2.1
 ). Interestingly, German dominates with 40 books, followed by Spanish, Portuguese, English, and Italian. Together they account for almost half of the translated titles (47.3%), making them the central languages in Bourdieu’s international reception. The next class of languages (with 11 to 20 translations) includes Japanese, Chinese, Greek, Korean, and Arabic, accounting for almost a quarter (22.5%) of the translated titles. They can be therefore considered as semi-central. Romanian, Danish, Norwegian, Polish, Catalan, Swedish, Bulgarian, Finnish, Hungarian, and Turkish have 6 to 10 translated titles. They account for 21% of the translated titles, and can be defined as semi-peripheral in Bourdieu’s reception. The remaining group of languages (with 1 to 5 books in translation) includes Russian and smaller national languages like Hebrew, Croatian, Slovene, or regional languages like Galician. They comprise the group of peripheral languages.

There is some consistency in this ranking (see Table 2.1
 ): German, Spanish, English, and Portuguese are the leading languages since the earlier phases of reception. A leading language in the period 1958–1995, Italian loses its position in the second period (1996–2008), while Chinese gains.

We do not have comparable data for the years after 2008, but we know from information we collected on four of the central languages (English, German, Spanish, and 
 Italian)
 7
 that the “industry” of Bourdieu’s translations is alive and kicking, especially in German and Italian (Figure 2.2
 ).

As Table 2.2
 shows, the same phenomenon of concentration may be found across countries, with a leading group of central
 countries (Germany, Spain, the United Kingdom, and the United States
 8
 are the leading countries in Bourdieu’s international reception with more than 30 titles translated, followed by Italy and Brazil with 21 to 30). These six countries account for almost half of Bourdieu’s titles in translation published in different countries (47.7%).
 9
 Their relative ranking changed in time, with Spain gaining and Italy losing position (Figure 2.3
 ).

Finally, we can consider this comprehensive translated corpus by titles: Which books have been privileged in translations, and which have been neglected or marginalized? Table 2.3
 provides an answer to these questions, listing hierarchically the number of translations of individual books by language and by country. (Note that this list does not include local collections of translated essays, which amount to 40). Interestingly, La Distinction
 —considered Bourdieu’s masterpiece—is not the most translated book, being preceded not only by shorter and more polemical essays such as as Sur la television
 (1997), La Domination masculine
 (1998)
 , and Contre-feux
 (1998)
 , but also by an original textbook (An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology
 ) and a research book (Les Règles de l’art
 ). Also La Reproduction
 , probably the first book (co)authored by Bourdieu to be acknowledged as a modern classic, ranks well but is not at the top. Curiously, Bourdieu’s first book to be translated (Sociologie de l’Algérie
 , published in English in 1962 as The Algerians
 ) has been translated only once (albeit in a central language). Early classics such as Les Heritiers
 and Esquisse de une theorie de la pratique
 , books that greatly contributed to Bourdieu’s scholarly reputation as well as, in the first case, his public fame, are far from the top. Clearly, at the top are relatively recent books, all published in the 1990s, when Bourdieu was not only a renowned professor of sociology at the College de France but also a public intellectual, ready to join political battles and social mobilizations.

Translations are not all the same, as is well known. There are good and bad translations. There are full translations and abridged ones. Every edition is indeed, in many senses, an autonomous book. A German scholar, Ulf Wuggenig (2008)
 , has showed how differentiated the translations of Distinction
 are, with special reference to the iconic (i.e., photographic) apparatus. Differences can be really impressive—suffice to say that the Italian edition doesn’t include any
 photographs at all,
 10
 while in other languages pictures have been variously selected and even edited. Notorious is the relevance for the English rendition of Bourdieu of Richard Nice, who is not only a professional translator but also a scholar of Bourdieu’s works (see Simeoni 2000
 for a list of translators of Bourdieu’s texts in English until 2000). Nothing like this exists in the Italian case, where translations have been made by young and not so young scholars (not necessarily expert or interested in Bourdieu, but available for this work, which is not well paid or status enhancing, at least in Italy), professional translators without specific education or competencies in the social sciences, and even occasional translators. Only in a few cases (e.g., Les Règles de l’art
 , edited by Anna Boschetti, a French literature 
 scholar who was a former student of Bourdieu) has translation occurred under the supervision of someone with the “right” cultural capital and the necessary competencies to assure a solid rendition of Bourdieu’s text.
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FIGURE 2.1.
 Number of translated titles by Bourdieu per language, 1958–2008.


Source
 : Bustamante and Sapiro (2009)
 .

Another important issue we can consider only in passing is the status of the publishers. There are variations in this status not only inside each language, but also among languages, especially in the proportions among types of publishers. Roughly comparing the English with the German and the Italian cases, for example, a pattern of clear 
 difference emerges: English translations have been published mostly by academic publishing houses (e.g., Routledge, Sage, Polity Press, Stanford University Press, Harvard University Press, Columbia University Press, etc.), while in both the German and the Italian case there is a more balanced distribution of titles among academic, militant (i.e., politically oriented, such as Guaraldi or Manifestolibri in Italy, and Syndicate or VSA-Verlag in Germany), and general publishers (such as Laterza and Feltrinelli for Italy, and Fischer in Germany). These differing patterns have an impact on the reputation, as well as the “product image” (to use a marketing concept), of Bourdieu’s books—something that cannot but influence the kind of circulation and reception of the author at the local level.


Table 2.1 The Hierarchy of Languages According to the Number of Translated Titles (Two Periods of Comparison: 1958–1995, 1996–2008)











	
1958–1995


	
N


	
1996–2008


	
N


	
Total 1958–2008


	
N





	
(French)


	
(24)


	
(French)


	
(13)


	
(French)


	
(37)





	
German, English


	
19


	
Spanish


	
22


	
German


	
40





	
Spanish


	
15


	
German


	
21


	
Spanish


	
37





	
Italian


	
14


	
Portuguese


	
18


	
English


	
33





	
Portuguese, Japanese


	
10


	
Chinese


	
17


	
Portuguese


	
28





	
Greek, Arabic, Dutch


	
3


	
English, Greek


	
14


	
Italian


	
26





	
Korean, Romanian, Norwegian, Finnish


	
2


	
Korean


	
13


	
Japanese


	
18





	
Danish, Polish, Catalan, Swedish, Bulgarian, Hungarian, Turkish, Russian, Croatian


	
1


	
Italian


	
12


	
Chinese, Greek


	
17




	
	
	
Japanese, Arabic, Romanian, Danish


	
8


	
Korean


	
15




	
	
	
Polish


	
7


	
Arabic


	
11




	
	
	
Norwegian, Catalan, Swedish,


	
6


	
Romanian


	
10




	
	
	
Bulgarian, Hungarian, Turkish


	
5


	
Danish


	
9




	
	
	
Finnish, Estonian, Hebrew


	
4


	
Norwegian, Polish


	
8




	
	
	
Russian, Czech, Slovene


	
3


	
Catalan, Swedish


	
7




	
	
	
Dutch, Serb


	
2


	
Bulgarian, Finnish, Hungarian, Turkish


	
6




	
	
	
Galician, Georgian, Latvian, Lithuanian, Ukrainian, Valencian


	
1


	
Dutch


	
5




	
	
	
	
	
Estonian, Hebrew, Russian,


	
4




	
	
	
	
	
Czech, Slovene


	
3




	
	
	
	
	
Serb


	
2




	
	
	
	
	
Croatian, Galician, Latvian, Lithuanian, Ukrainian, Valencian


	
1





	
Total


	
113


	
Total


	
234


	
Total


	
347








Source
 : Bustamante and Sapiro (2009)
 .
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FIGURE 2.2.
 Translations of Bourdieu’s books (and collections) in four central languages, 2008–2015 (September).


Note
 : By “collections” we also mean individual essays published as one (small) book, usually with a (long) introduction, a publishing practice relatively common in Italy. In the German case, the collections are typically inclusive compilations of essays, thematically organized and “serialized.”

Sources include the official national catalogues of Germany (including Austria and the German-speaking part of Switzerland), Spain, Italy, Argentina, Mexico, and the British Library catalogue.
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FIGURE 2.3.
 The leading countries in Bourdieu’s reception through book translations, 1958–2008.


Source
 : Elaboration from data in Bustamante and Sapiro (2009)


As recognized by Sapiro and Bustamante, the main limit of this approach is that it does not take into account the various interpretations or uses of Bourdieu’s work, which is of course an important aspect of the reception process, and which may range from superficial citations based on secondary reading to the full appropriation of a research posture and a theoretical approach. In order to address at least in part these limits, in the following sections we will adopt a different research strategy and other sources. The aim of what follows is to cover dimensions of the circulation process not captured by rough data such as those referring to book translations.


MAPPING
 BOURDIEU’S
 INTERNATIONAL
 CIRCULATION THROUGH
 SCIENTIFIC
 JOURNALS




In the previous section we investigated the circulation of Bourdieu’s ideas through book translations in languages other than French, and their publication in countries other than France. Our next step is to assess the circulation of Bourdieu’s ideas as it may occur through scientific journals—a venue of publication of theories and research that has long been predominant in the natural sciences but that in past years has accounted for 
 an increasing number of publications in the social and human sciences as well. Scientific journals indeed comprise a large part of Bourdieu’s output—and his attention to this venue is attested by the foundation in 1975 of the journal Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 , published in French and used as a primary site for the publication of research results by Bourdieu and his students and close collaborators, and as a tool for introducing in France (and in French) research results originally pursued in other countries and languages.


Table 2.2 The Hierarchy of Countries According to the Number of Translated Titles Published (Three Periods of Comparison, 1958–2008)













	
Countries


	
1958–1980


	
Countries


	
1981–1995


	
Countries


	
1996–2008


	
Countries


	
1958–2008





	
Italy


	
7


	
Germany


	
13


	
Spain


	
23


	
Germany


	
39





	
Germany


	
5


	
United Kingdom


	
13


	
Germany


	
21


	
Spain


	
34





	
United Kingdom


	
4


	
United States


	
13


	
China


	
17


	
United Kingdom


	
31





	
United States


	
4


	
Japan


	
10


	
Brazil


	
15


	
United States


	
30





	
Spain


	
4


	
Spain


	
7


	
United Kingdom


	
14


	
Italy


	
26





	
Brazil


	
3


	
Brazil


	
7


	
Greece


	
14


	
Brazil


	
25





	
Mexico


	
2


	
Italy


	
7


	
United States


	
13


	
Japan


	
18





	
Romania


	
1


	
Greece


	
3


	
Korea


	
13


	
China


	
17





	
Hungary


	
1


	
Netherlands


	
3


	
Italy


	
12


	
Greece


	
17





	
Poland


	
1


	
Mexico


	
3


	
Argentina


	
11


	
Korea


	
15




	
	
	
Korea


	
2


	
Portugal


	
9


	
Argentina


	
11




	
	
	
Norway


	
2


	
Japan


	
8


	
Romania


	
10




	
	
	
Finland


	
2


	
Romania


	
8


	
Denmark


	
9




	
	
	
Tunisia


	
2


	
Denmark


	
8


	
Portugal


	
9




	
	
	
Romania


	
1


	
Poland


	
7


	
Norway


	
8




	
	
	
Denmark


	
1


	
Norway


	
6


	
Poland


	
8




	
	
	
Poland


	
1


	
Sweden


	
6


	
Sweden


	
7




	
	
	
Sweden


	
1


	
Bulgaria


	
5


	
Bulgaria


	
6




	
	
	
Bulgaria


	
1


	
Hungary


	
5


	
Finland


	
6




	
	
	
Egypt


	
1


	
Turkey


	
5


	
Hungary


	
6




	
	
	
Turkey


	
1


	
Egypt


	
4


	
Turkey


	
6




	
	
	
Russia


	
1


	
Finland


	
4


	
Mexico


	
5




	
	
	
Lebanon


	
1


	
Estonia


	
4


	
Egypt


	
5




	
	
	
Morocco


	
1


	
Israel


	
4


	
Estonia


	
4




	
	
	
Austria


	
1


	
Russia


	
3


	
Israel


	
4




	
	
	
Croatia


	
1


	
Czech Republic


	
3


	
Netherlands


	
4




	
	
	
	
	
Slovenia


	
3


	
Russia


	
4




	
	
	
	
	
Serbia


	
2


	
Czech Republic


	
3




	
	
	
	
	
Syria


	
2


	
Slovenia


	
3




	
	
	
	
	
Netherlands


	
1


	
Lebanon


	
2




	
	
	
	
	
Lebanon


	
1


	
Morocco


	
2




	
	
	
	
	
Morocco


	
1


	
Serbia


	
2




	
	
	
	
	
Belgium


	
1


	
Syria


	
2




	
	
	
	
	
Bolivia


	
1


	
Tunisia


	
2




	
	
	
	
	
Georgia


	
1


	
Austria


	
1




	
	
	
	
	
Latvia


	
1


	
Belgium


	
1




	
	
	
	
	
Lithuania


	
1


	
Bolivia


	
1




	
	
	
	
	
Ukraine


	
1


	
Croatia


	
1




	
	
	
	
	
Mexico


	
1


	
Georgia


	
1




	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Latvia


	
1




	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Lithuania


	
1




	
	
	
	
	
	
	
Ukraine


	
1




	
	

N
 = 33


	
	

N
 = 99


	
	

N
 = 258


	
	

N
 = 388








Source
 : Bustamante and Sapiro (2009)
 .


Table 2.3 Number of Translations per Title (1958–2008)








	
Title


	
Number of Translations per Language


	
Number of Translations per Country





	

Sur la télévision
 (1996)


	
25


	
27





	

La Domination masculine
 (1998)



	
20


	
21





	

Les Règles de l’art
 (1992)


	
17


	
19





	

Raisons pratiques
 (1994)



	
17


	
19





	

An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology
 (1992)


	
17


	
19





	

Contre-feux
 (1998)



	
14


	
16





	

Le Sens pratique
 (1980)


	
13


	
14





	

La Distinction
 (1979)



	
12


	
14





	

Esquisse pour une auto-analyse
 (2004)



	
12


	
13





	

La Reproduction
 (1970)


	
10


	
11





	

Science de la science et réflexivité
 (2001)


	
10


	
11





	

Contre-feux 2
 (2001)


	
9


	
11





	

Méditations pascaliennes
 (1997)


	
9


	
11





	

Ce que parler veut dire
 (1982)


	
9


	
10





	

L’Ontologie politique de Martin Heidegger
 (1988)


	
9


	
10





	

Questions de sociologie
 (1980)


	
9


	
10





	

L’Amour de l’art
 (1967)


	
8


	
9





	

Leçon sur la leçon
 (1981)


	
7


	
8





	

Un art moyen
 (1965)



	
7


	
8





	

La Misère du monde
 (1993)


	
7


	
8





	

Le Métier de sociologue
 (1966)


	
6


	
7





	

Algérie 60
 (1977)


	
6


	
7





	

Homo Academicus
 (1984)


	
6


	
7





	

Le Bal des célibataires
 (2002)


	
6


	
7





	
Libre-échange


	
6


	
7





	

Les Héritiers
 (1964/1966)


	
5


	
7





	
Choses dites


	
5


	
6





	

Esquisse d’une théorie de la pratique
 (1972)


	
5


	
5





	
Les Usages sociaux de la science


	
5


	
5





	

Les Structures sociales de l’économie
 (2000)


	
4


	
5





	

Interventions 1961–2001: Sciences sociale et action politique
 (2002)


	
3


	
5





	
Propos sur le champ politique


	
4


	
4





	

La Noblesse d’État
 (1989)


	
2


	
3





	

Le Déracinement
 (1964)


	
1


	
1





	

Sociologie de l’Algérie
 (1958)


	
1


	
1





	

Travail et travailleurs en Algérie
 (1963)


	
1


	
1





	
Les Etudiants et leurs études


	
0


	
0





	
Total


	
347


	
388








Source
 : Bustamante and Sapiro (2009)
 .

The international circulation of ideas through journals could happen by way of translations of one author’s articles, or the original publication of articles in a language other than her own; it could happen also through references to his work; finally, it could occur through articles on
 that author, about
 her work, or even articles that make use of that author’s concepts/ideas in a significant way. We have chosen to focus on the latter, on the assumption that this kind of scientific production is more reliable as an index of circulation than the simple reference or even the publication of translated articles (which may pass unobserved and remain unread). While in the previous section we relied upon previously published studies, in this section we make use of data originally collected and analyzed for this purpose. Our source in this case is the database Scopus, a Europe-based archive that has the advantage, with respect to the most celebrated and US-based ISI Web of Science, to cover a larger set of journals from a wider array of countries (see Santoro and Gallelli 2016
 for further details).


Figure 2.4
 shows the scientific production on
 Bourdieu from 1982 to 2013 by continent. The research through the Scopus database of “Bourdieu” in the fields of title, abstract, and keywords produced 3,005 results, that is, 3,005 journal articles focused on Bourdesian concepts and theories by researchers from all over the world. We can see from the figure that the international scientific debate on Bourdieu started in the mid-1990s, even if many of his books had already been translated, and therefore his international circulation was already in progress, since the 1970s.

In the decade from 1995 to 2005, the scientific use of (and debate on) Bourdieusian ideas/concepts was slowly increasing, with an average number of about 50 papers per 
 year, almost exclusively concentrated in Europe and North America (of course, we have to consider that there is an obvious bias in these kinds of repertoires in favor of these regions of the world). Since 2005
 (i.e., just three years after his sudden death), the adoption of Bourdieu’s categories in social research appears to be massive. The leading role of European researchers in this process is apparent. The United States occupies the second position in the classification, with a peak of 90 papers on Bourdieu in 2013. It is also noteworthy that, even at lower levels, Oceania (specifically Australia), Latin America, and Asia recently have started to show interest in Bourdieu’s work. And in Africa in the 2000s some papers related to Bourdieu have been published. Considering all the countries together, Europe is doubtless the continent with the largest scientific production on Bourdieu, but looking at the individual countries, the world map of the reception looks slightly different (see Figure 2.5
 ).
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Figure 2.4 Number of articles on Bourdieu by continent, 1979–2013.


Source
 : Scopus, articles containing “Bourdieu” in the title, abstract or keywords (N
 = 3005).

The United Kingdom is at the top, with about 27% of all the articles, followed by the United States with 18%. In the third position, even if at a considerable distance, we find Australia, followed by Canada; at the fifth position we find Brazil—indeed, one of the central countries in the book translation process, as we noted. In sum, if Europe is the first continent in the scientific reception of Bourdieu, this primacy is due to the United Kingdom, and we find that the United States, Australia, Canada, and Brazil rank above the closest European country, which is Germany (at the top in the countries’ ranking for translations), and not France, as might be expected.

As Bourdieu (2002)
 emphasized, the international circulation of an author’s ideas is contingent upon the initiative of agents active in the local field—usually another author who appropriates and in turn makes use of her work according to logics that 
 are field-specific but also historically grounded in the state of the local field with its structure and trajectory. In every national field there are some figures acting—more or less strategically and with different degrees of success—as brokers, bridges, mediators, and gatekeepers between foreign authors and the local scientific community or some of its sections. Typically these figures act as promoters of translations and authors of prefaces or introductions to the translated works. But you don’t need to do that to act as a broker or a gatekeeper. Indeed, this role is usually accompanied by another one, that of the scholar who discusses the ideas or the work of another author, or who directly addresses that work in her own research. A few names come immediately to mind: Loïc Wacquant and Craig Calhoun in the United States (and elsewhere), Gisèle Sapiro and Bernard Lahire in France, and Anthony Giddens and John Thompson or Derek Robbins in the United Kingdom are among the most prolific and visible authors who work on and about Bourdieu, introducing his work to new audiences, contributing to debates on its contents and merits, and participating in different forms to the reproduction of his memory and to his intellectual consecration. Others exist as well, maybe less noticed, but equally if not more influential in the scientific community and its various disciplinary specialties. To identify these figures we can use the number of articles produced by each author that use Bourdieu as a key reference, and the citations that they receive, as indicators of the relevance of these figures as key players in the process of diffusion of Bourdieusian theory and its conceptual repertoire. It may happen that an author publishes a single paper based on Bourdieusian categories, which gathers many citations. In other cases, an author may be very productive in the Bourdieusian field but may be less cited. To balance this difference we calculated a simple index, multiplying the citations by the number of articles, so that both of the dimensions are taken into account as measures of the engagement with Bourdieu by specific authors.

We report in Table 2.4
 the list of authors who, for the number of articles they wrote or for the number of citations they received, figure in the global academic field as strategic agents for Bourdieu’s diffusion. A bit surprisingly, Alejandro Portes’s article “Social Capital: Its Origins and Applications in Modern Sociology,” published in the (much referred to) Annual Review of Sociology
 , is the most cited article of the entire database; apparently it is, however, the only one authored by Portes that explicitly refers to Bourdieu (at least in the abstract, title, or keywords). For this reason, Diane Reay and Loïc Wacquant, who are less cited than Portes but who have written more papers on Bourdieu, can be considered the most active agents in the circulation of Bourdieu’s theory. Ten of the 22 authors in the table are based in European universities. This is a further signal of the skewed character of the global circulation of Bourdieu. Moreover, the values show that European researchers are more productive in Bourdieusian topics than non-Europeans, but they are generally less cited. In substance, even if Europeans have much to publish about Bourdieu, non-Europeans, and of course especially US researchers, become well known with fewer papers that gain great success.

As observed by Bourdieu, in the international circulation of any author, different elements (concepts, ideas, models, tools, etc.) of her work are received 
 selectively and to a different extent in different local contexts. Every act of reception is a process of selective appropriation according to the contingencies of the local field of reception. Figure 2.6
 tries to map this varied reception looking at the most celebrated concepts of the Bourdieusian vocabulary, with the aim of measuring the extent of these differences in the appropriation of Bourdieu’s theory across countries. The data express, in percentage by country or area, the number of times that a specific concept, or any variation (for example, field, field theory, intellectual field, field of power
 , are all considered as field
 ), was selected as a keyword in the articles included in our data set. The position of the four lines representing the concepts, along the straight line between the center and each continent or country, gives an idea of how much each concept is used in each context.

[image: ]



FIGURE 2.5.
 Distribution of articles indexed in Scopus on Bourdieu, by countries (world map).


Source
 : Authors’ elaboration from Scopus.


Table 2.4. Key Players in the International Circulation of Bourdieu through Scientific Journals
















	
	
Name


	
Index


	
Country


	
Articles


	
Citations


	
	
Name


	
Index


	
Country


	
Articles


	
Citations





	
1


	
Reay, D.


	
3927


	
UK


	
7


	
561


	
12


	
Lizardo, O.


	
972


	
US


	
6


	
162





	
2


	
Wacquant, L.


	
3087


	
FR/US


	
21


	
147


	
13


	
Dumais, S. A.


	
944


	
US


	
4


	
236





	
3


	
Portes, A.


	
2732


	
US


	
1


	
2732


	
14


	
Fowler, B.


	
632


	
UK


	
8


	
79





	
4


	
Levina, N.


	
2128


	
US


	
4


	
532


	
15


	
Kogut, B.


	
570


	
US


	
1


	
570





	
5


	
Savage, M.


	
1960


	
UK


	
10


	
196


	
16


	
Shan, W.


	
570


	
US


	
1


	
570





	
6


	
Vaast, E.


	
1596


	
US


	
3


	
532


	
17


	
Walker, G.


	
570


	
US


	
1


	
570





	
7


	
Rawolle, S.


	
1557


	
Australia


	
9


	
173


	
18


	
McNay, L.


	
424


	
UK


	
2


	
212





	
8


	
Atkinson, W.


	
1254


	
UK


	
11


	
114


	
19


	
Hardy, I.


	
420


	
Australia


	
10


	
42





	
9


	
Holt, D. B.


	
1212


	
US


	
3


	
404


	
20


	
Mills, C.


	
400


	
UK


	
8


	
50





	
10


	
Crossley, N.


	
1176


	
UK


	
7


	
168


	
21


	
De Clercq, D.


	
320


	
Belgium


	
5


	
64





	
11


	
Carpiano, R.M.


	
1085


	
Canada


	
5


	
217


	
22


	
Robbins, D.


	
312


	
UK


	
8


	
39








Source
 : Authors’ elaboration from Scopus.

We see that the general concept of capital
 (collapsing both “social” capital and “cultural” capital) is the most used in Europe (including the United Kingdom), the United States, Africa, and Asia, while it is the least used in Brazil. In Spanish-speaking Latin America, capital
 is used as much as practice
 , which is always the less utilized in the other local classifications. For the other concepts, Brazil approximately follows the trend of the other countries of its sub-continent. This is not what happens in the case of the United Kingdom and Europe—which in this respect are really diverse. In continental Europe, broadly speaking, field
 is more used than habitus
 , while in the United Kingdom it is the opposite. The case of Oceania is also interesting, because it shows a very similar interest in habitus
 and capital
 and a similar use, even if lower, of field
 and practice
 ; while in Latin 
 America this primacy goes to the concept of field;
 in the United States, Europe, Asia, and Africa it goes to the concept of capital
 .
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FIGURE 2.6.
 Use of the concepts of field, habitus, capital, and practices in the world.


Source
 : Scopus, articles containing “Bourdieu” in the title, abstract, or keywords.

This kind of analysis is useful to gain insight into how researchers have focused on specific parts of Bourdieu’s production. We now extend this perspective to give a general overview of how and to what extent Bourdieu’s concepts have been adopted in scientific studies not explicitly inspired by his perspective, but that express a general interest and use of his concepts, which now are part of the common global sociological repertoire. Table 2.5
 shows the classifications of the first 40 countries for the use of field, social capital, cultural capital, habitus
 , and symbolic power/violence
 , according to the number of articles that contain those words in the title, the abstract, and the keywords, and in which the name of Bourdieu appears in the references. The first evidence is that the concept of field
 is the most recurrent, followed by capital
 , here considered in its separate specifications of social
 and cultural capital
 , with a predominance of the social
 version. Habitus
 and symbolic violence/power
 are the less frequent keywords in our sample. What is of interest to us, however, is less this ranking than the different distribution of these keywords in the space, across countries.

While the distribution of references to Bourdieu’s concepts reflects inevitably the distribution of scientific productivity across countries (with the United States and the United Kingdom ranking higher than any other country), the table shows variations in the relative use of these key concepts that cannot be explained only by these differences. For instance, references to the concept of cultural capital
 are more frequent in Hong Kong and Singapore than in Spain, which in general occupies a relatively high position in the rankings. Also, South Africa shows with respect to this concept a higher number of articles compared to others better positioned in the other rankings. The same can be said for New Zealand with respect to the concept of habitus
 . Another interesting case is Chile, which in the case of symbolic power/violence
 features a greater number of articles than many European countries better 
 positioned with respect to other key concepts. Without placing much emphasis on their face value, we think these figures may have a good heuristic potential in proving what has been often noticed without much evidence, that is, the existence of strong differences in the use of the Bourdeusian toolbox across different regions of the world, differences that on the one hand may reflect the structure and dynamics of the local field(s), and on the other hand may result in producing different versions of “Bourdieus.”

As for book translations, the quantitative analysis of articles in journals have their limits, and cannot say much about the complex and often contradictory trajectories that texts and ideas follow when circulating across the space, when they enter a national field different from the one in which they originally were shaped. Only closer inspection and more focused explorations of local situations can offer this. Completing the quantitative survey on books in translation and articles in scientific journals with a qualitative inquiry on some (national, or regional) case studies is in fact our next step.


A FOCUS ON
 NATIONAL
 TRAJECTORIES
 : COMPARING THE
 RECEPTION OF
 BOURDIEU ACROSS
 SELECTED
 COUNTRIES




In this fourth and final section we focus on a few national cases of reception. Building on previous studies
 11
 as well as on our personal knowledge of some of these national fields (in particular, Italy and Germany), we would like to offer some ideas about how complicated and even contradictory the reception of Pierre Bourdieu may appear when we focus on the local level. In the following, we will distinguish between central and peripheral countries, as well as between the Global North and the Global South. This doesn’t mean we accept Connell’s (1997
 , 2007
 ) argument entirely—indeed, we are not sure that Bourdieu may be safely identified as a “metropolitan thinker” without losing much of his meaning and legacy. We only accept that the North–South divide may be an important variable, and we want to adopt it as an organizing hypothetical principle for our analysis. We will start with the two dominant countries in the present field of social science research, the United Kingdom and the United States. In a sense, these two countries set the standard against which we could assess the other national cases we will consider (i.e., Germany, Italy, Spain, Russia, Brazil, Australia, and Israel.

The United States and the United Kingdom

Bourdieu’s reception in the United States compared to that in the United Kingdom reveals significant differences in spite of their common language, as well as the centrality of the “cultural turn” in both countries. These differences depend chiefly on the different 
 positions that sociology, and specifically the sociology of culture, have occupied since the 1970s within the respective academic fields, and also on the (diverse) ways through which the “internationalization” of Bourdieu occurred in the two countries.


Table 2.5 Number of Articles Using Selected Bourdieusian Concepts by Country, First 40 Positions















	
Field


	
Social Capital


	
Cultural Capital


	
Habitus


	
Symbolic Power/Violence





	
Total


	
6,033


	
Total


	
4,982


	
Total


	
2,161


	
Total


	
1,541


	
Total


	
798





	
US


	
1,333


	
US


	
1,332


	
US


	
575


	
UK


	
444


	
US


	
200





	
UK


	
1,144


	
UK


	
895


	
UK


	
436


	
US


	
312


	
UK


	
164





	
France


	
399


	
Canada


	
327


	
Australia


	
177


	
Australia


	
142


	
Canada


	
65





	
Australia


	
389


	
Australia


	
319


	
Canada


	
124


	
Canada


	
114


	
Australia


	
44





	
Canada


	
359


	
Germany


	
191


	
Germany


	
73


	
Brazil


	
55


	
France


	
40





	
Brazil


	
305


	
Netherlands


	
148


	
Netherlands


	
60


	
Germany


	
53


	
Brazil


	
36





	
Germany


	
282


	
France


	
138


	
Norway


	
46


	
France


	
42


	
Germany


	
18





	
Netherlands


	
161


	
Spain


	
100


	
France


	
38


	
New Zealand


	
23


	
Sweden


	
16





	
Spain


	
135


	
Sweden


	
95


	
South Africa


	
34


	
Netherlands


	
20


	
Norway


	
13





	
Sweden


	
109


	
Italy


	
93


	
Sweden


	
31


	
Norway


	
20


	
Denmark


	
13





	
Denmark


	
97


	
Norway


	
81


	
Denmark


	
29


	
Ireland


	
19


	
Spain


	
12





	
Norway


	
85


	
Brazil


	
76


	
Belgium


	
28


	
Israel


	
19


	
Ireland


	
12





	
Finland


	
80


	
China


	
75


	
Brazil


	
27


	
Spain


	
19


	
Chile


	
12





	
Switzerland


	
80


	
Denmark


	
67


	
Italy


	
27


	
South Africa


	
18


	
Netherlands


	
11





	
Italy


	
79


	
Switzerland


	
65


	
China


	
26


	
Sweden


	
17


	
South Africa


	
9





	
Israel


	
75


	
Finland


	
59


	
New Zealand


	
26


	
Belgium


	
16


	
Italy


	
9





	
New Zealand


	
71


	
Belgium


	
55


	
Israel


	
25


	
Hong Kong


	
12


	
New Zealand


	
8





	
Belgium


	
62


	
South Africa


	
52


	
Hong Kong


	
23


	
Austria


	
11


	
Israel


	
8





	
Argentina


	
59


	
Taiwan


	
50


	
Singapore


	
23


	
China


	
11


	
Switzerland


	
7





	
South Africa


	
57


	
New Zealand


	
48


	
Spain


	
22


	
Finland


	
11


	
Mexico


	
7





	
Portugal


	
48


	
Hong Kong


	
46


	
Taiwan


	
22


	
Chile


	
10


	
Argentina


	
7





	
Mexico


	
47


	
South Korea


	
40


	
Ireland


	
20


	
Denmark


	
10


	
Singapore


	
6





	
Austria


	
44


	
Singapore


	
39


	
Switzerland


	
20


	
Mexico


	
10


	
Finland


	
6





	
China


	
40


	
Greece


	
37


	
Finland


	
17


	
Switzerland


	
9


	
Belgium


	
6





	
Ireland


	
39


	
Austria


	
33


	
Greece


	
16


	
Turkey


	
9


	
Portugal


	
5





	
Chile


	
35


	
Ireland


	
33


	
Poland


	
15


	
Argentina


	
8


	
Greece


	
5





	
Greece


	
29


	
Japan


	
27


	
South Korea


	
15


	
Czech Republic


	
8


	
Indonesia


	
4





	
Hong Kong


	
29


	
India


	
26


	
Slovenia


	
14


	
Italy


	
8


	
Hong Kong


	
4





	
Poland


	
27


	
Israel


	
26


	
Mexico


	
13


	
Portugal


	
8


	
Turkey


	
3





	
Turkey


	
27


	
Poland


	
26


	
Austria


	
11


	
Singapore


	
8


	
South Korea


	
3





	
Singapore


	
22


	
Czech Republic


	
25


	
Turkey


	
10


	
India


	
7


	
Romania


	
3





	
Colombia


	
20


	
Turkey


	
22


	
Argentina


	
9


	
Slovenia


	
7


	
Poland


	
3





	
Slovenia


	
20


	
Portugal


	
21


	
Czech Republic


	
9


	
Greece


	
5


	
Croatia


	
3





	
Czech Republic


	
19


	
Slovenia


	
21


	
Hungary


	
9


	
Japan


	
5


	
China


	
3





	
Japan


	
19


	
Argentina


	
20


	
India


	
9


	
South Korea


	
5


	
Taiwan


	
2





	
Taiwan


	
16


	
Chile


	
19


	
Chile


	
8


	
Croatia


	
4


	
Slovenia


	
2





	
South Korea


	
15


	
Mexico


	
18


	
Japan


	
8


	
Taiwan


	
4


	
Slovakia


	
2





	
Croatia


	
12


	
Iran


	
17


	
Portugal


	
6


	
Poland


	
3


	
Nigeria


	
2





	
India


	
12


	
Hungary


	
14


	
Croatia


	
5


	
Romania


	
3


	
Nepal


	
2





	
Romania


	
12


	
Malaysia


	
13


	
Iran


	
5


	
Costa Rica


	
2


	
Iran


	
2








Source
 : Scopus, articles with the mentioned concepts in the title, abstract, keywords, and with at least one reference to Bourdieu in the references.

The United States

For Bourdieu’s reception in the United States, three phases can be identified, at least after the seemingly inconsequential American translation of Sociologie de l’Algérie
 (in 1962, with a foreword by the French sociologist and philosopher Raymond Aron, who at the time was acting as a mentor for the young Bourdieu, who had recently turned to sociology). From the 1970s to the 1980s, the focus was upon his (and Passeron’s) work 
 on the French educational system and on its reproductive forces—witnessed by the centrality of Reproduction
 as a reference text for educational sociologists—and partially on his anthropological theory as outlined in Outline of a Theory of Practice
 , published in English in 1977. From the late 1980s to the early 1990s, Bourdieu himself had been involved in the transatlantic diffusion of his thought (see the publication of his San Diego lecture “Social Space and Symbolic Power” in 1989, the publication of his Chicago workshop, together with former student Loïc Wacquant, in the journal Sociological Theory
 , and then in book format as Towards a Reflexive Sociology
 in 1992, and the Bourdieu-Coleman conference on “Social Theory for a Changing Society” organized in Chicago in 1991). The most successful translated work at this stage was a collection of articles, The Field of Cultural Production
 (1993)
 , edited not by a sociologist but by a literary critic. Finally, since the late 1990s, a crucial reference is the new version of his anthropological theory as articulated in The Logic of Practice
 (originally published in 1980 and translated in English in 1990), considered in many disciplinary fields an important instrument for rethinking the classical theoretical foundation of a theory of action (see Lizardo 2012
 ).

Crucial brokers in the earlier reception of Bourdieu in the United States have been the then young sociologists Paul DiMaggio (1979)
 and Rogers Brubaker (1985)
 , at the time PhD students in two Ivy League campuses, Harvard and Columbia. Their merit was to present Bourdieu not as a “classical French theorist,” given the aversion at this time among American sociologists toward the French intellectual tradition (Wacquant 1993
 ). An important role in the process was also played by two interdisciplinary journals, Theory and Society
 (founded in 1974 by Alvin Gouldner, with Bourdieu as associate co-editor) and the Netherlands-based Poetics
 (of which Di Maggio became associate editor in 1992, opening the door to American scholars). Poetics
 represented a ground for the development of a transnational scholarly community whose work centered on issues such as class, taste, arts participation, and cultural capital. At the same time, it was an important institutional site for the cultivation of the emerging subfield of cultural sociology, institutionalized in 1986 as a section of the American Sociological Association, which quickly become one of its largest sections. Two factors favored these intertwined processes: first, the end since the early 1980s of the dominance of a unique paradigm in the sociological field, with the parallel emergence of several subdisciplines aiming at establishing their legitimacy and becoming attractive to younger scholars; and second, a creative reception and reinterpretation of Bourdieu’s concepts (see, e.g., Martin 2003
 ), as the content analysis carried out by Jeff Sallaz and Jane Zavisca on Bourdieu’s presence in four leading journals of American sociology between 1980 and 2004 clearly shows (see Sallaz and Zavisca 2007
 ).

The increasing penetration of Bourdieu’s ideas has been accompanied by a decreasing criticism of his work—a common feature of the earlier commentary on his work. Already in his 1979 article, DiMaggio—who wrote in any case to introduce Bourdieu to American readers—remarked, for example, on an intrinsic ambiguity of Bourdieu’s sociological concepts and stressed how the strong relationship between social class and habitus emphasized by the French sociologist was difficult to understand in the United States, where “class differences are less extreme and ethnic difference more salient than 
 in France” (DiMaggio 1979: 1468). In the early 1990s, Bourdieu’s theories were criticized above all for being too static, too specific to French society, and even conceptually contradictory in their inner structure (e.g., Alexander 1995
 ; Gartman 1991
 ; Griswold 1998
 ), even if these criticisms have also strategically been used to foster a discussion around Bourdieu and to help his reception in the United States (e.g., Calhoun 1993
 ). Furthermore, a new generation of historical sociologists and scholars in organizational analysis became at this stage fascinated by Bourdieu’s institutional and historical works, especially his field theory (or better, his reworking of that theory).

In the third phase of Bourdieu’s reception, the absence of leading intellectuals and institutional sites in the circulation of his work can be read as a sign not of decline but of his achieved canonization—also thanks to the many initiatives carried out in both the publishing and academic fields by his early student Loïc Wacquant, whose career brought him first to Chicago and then to Berkeley. In 1997 the first monographic study of Bourdieu’s overall work appeared in the United States thanks to a PhD student at Boston College and a prestigious publisher, The University of Chicago Press (Swartz 1997
 ). The most crucial work at this stage seems to have been the previously mentioned The Logic of Practice
 , adopted mostly by young scholars working at the intersection of cognitive and cultural sociology, but also in the fields of anthropology, linguistics, cognitive science, and psychology (e.g., Ingold 2000
 ; Lizardo 2004
 ; Toren 1999
 ). In this phase Bourdieu began slowly to be received in the fields of political sociology and political science as well (Swartz 2006
 ). Three factors had prevented his earlier reception there. First, especially in his first works, Bourdieu paid scarce attention to the traditional core of political science, elections and social movements. Second, the cultural dimension central to the Bourdieusian socio-anthropological approach to power and politics was neglected in the political analysis of the two disciplinary fields. Third, the state-centered and structural Marxist perspectives on politics were dominant in American political sociology until the end of the 1980s (Steinmetz 1999
 ), and it is true that only later did Bourdieu begin to theorize explicitly the state. A determinant factor for his reception in political sociology was the paradigmatic shift in the 1990s from a behavioral to an institutional approach (Robertson 1993
 ). Thus Bourdieu since the 1990s has been progressively adopted above all in the emerging area of “political culture” (Berezin 1997
 ) and political historical sociology (e.g., Aronoff 2000
 ; Brubaker 1992
 ; Gorsky 2013; Steinmetz 2008
 ).

The United Kingdom

According to Robbins (2008)
 , it is possible to identify three phases in the reception of Bourdieu in the United Kingdom. In the 1970s Bourdieu was received primarily in the field of sociology of education; from the late 1970s and during the 1980s Bourdieu was chiefly received within the field of cultural studies; whereas since the 1990s a “depoliticization” process of Bourdieu’s last works has been evident. To interpret the internal change in Bourdieu’s reception, it is important to consider the interwoven transformations of the British academic system, the editorial market, and the political field. In the 1970s several new academic institutions (Polytechnics) struggled to generate innovative courses, seeking to be responsive to the needs of an expanding student population and 
 to demonstrate their equivalent status alongside traditional and already recognized universities. In this phase the key player in the reception of Bourdieu’s ideas was the social theorist Margaret Archer, who became close to them during her PhD studies of education and the working class in the 1960s. At the end of the 1970s two political and cultural changes prevented a major reception of Bourdieu’s work. The first one was the political shift with the election of Margaret Thatcher, which also blocked cultural innovation in education courses. The second one was the emerging vogue of “postmodernist thought” that had the main effect of discrediting sociological analysis of education and culture as “modern” (that is, too old and surpassed).

In the 1980s Bourdieu’s works became of some interest to scholars within the field of cultural studies, including their leading representatives (see Garnham and William 1980; Hall 1978
 ). Curiously, this occurred after its shift toward postmodernism, as evidenced by the newly founded journal Theory, Culture and Society
 (1983), one of the most important channels of dissemination of Bourdieu’s ideas and works. The journal presented an ambivalent position toward Bourdieu: on the one hand, it contributed to his internationalization, and on the other hand, it regarded him as a “modern author” to be read just to be surpassed.

The reception of Bourdieu in the British field of cultural studies strongly influenced the interpretation of his sociology, as is evident in comparison with the American reception: in the United Kingdom the focus has been on cultural and social inequalities, as well as on issues of national identities and the sociology of the body (as witnessed by the journal Body & Society
 ). As a consequence, the understanding of Bourdieu in the two countries has diverged substantially: in the United States, Bourdieu is chiefly depicted either as an empirical sociologist or as a sociologist of knowledge; in the United Kingdom, he is first of all considered as a theorist who played a central role in the cultural turn in the 1980s, providing essential resources for the analysis of social and cultural inequalities (culminating in Bennett, Savage, et al. 2009, a sort of Distinction
 in Great Britain; see also, for a more general appraisal of Bourdieu as cultural analyst, Silva and Warde 2010
 ). Since 1990, the promotion of Bourdieu’s ideas and legacy in the British world has become a kind of mission for sociologist Derek Robbins, whose interest in a critical, if not philological, reading of Bourdieu progressed from his early interest in the analysis of educational practices as innovatively implemented at his home university (the University of East London, one of the Polytechnics elevated to the status of university in the 1970s; for a large collection of his works on this front, see Robbins 2006
 ).

In general, we could say that three features characterized the reception of Bourdieu’s works and theories as a consequence of the marketization of both British higher education and the academic publishers. First, several translated books lacked prefaces and forewords, an aspect that contributed to neutralize the social and political character of their subjects. Second, Bourdieu was published in the United Kingdom quite exclusively by the Cambridge-based academic publisher Polity Press (founded by Anthony Giddens and run by sociologist John P. Thompson), thus preventing small left-oriented publishers from appropriating and “politicizing” his works. Third, the main interpretations of Bourdieu’s works and theories remained for long confined within the relatively 
 close (and closed) disciplinary fields of education and cultural sociology (Fowler 1997
 ; Grenfell and James 1998
 ; Grenfell and Kelly 1999
 ; Robbins 2000
 , 2004
 ; Reay 2004
 ). Thanks to the success of the latter, however, it would be difficult to deny that Bourdieu is today considered a well-established thinker and author in the social and human sciences, both in the academic world and the publishing market in the United Kingdom. How deep could have gone the reception of Bourdieu’s ideas in the British academic culture is witnessed by a recent major empirical investigation on social inequalities as the Great British Class Survey
 , conceived and conducted by a research team led by sociologist Mike Savage, with the funding and media support of BBC—with over 160,000 respondents, one of the most impressive studies in both scientific and public sociology ever attempted (Savage et al. 2015).

Continental Europe: Germany (and Other German-Speaking Countries)

The reception of Bourdieu’s work in German-speaking countries follows the social and cultural dynamic within the German field of social sciences and humanities and has been possible thanks to the work of selection, labeling, and reading by a few collective and individual agents.
 12
 The interest in Bourdieu started already at the end of the 1960s in a phase of rising social sciences and of increasing interest toward French authors (Gemperle 2009
 ).
 13
 Bourdieu attracted the most attention of the new agents of the intellectual field who aimed at overcoming the social and cultural dominance of academic conservative philosophy, critical theory, and orthodox Marxism. One of the key actors was Alphons Silberman, sociologist of art, belonging to the School of Cologne under René König: thanks to his role as co-editor of the sociological journal Kölner Zeitschrift für Soziologie und Sozialpsychologie
 , various reviews were written of Bourdieu’s
 L’amour de l’art
 (1966)
 ; Un art moyen
 (1965)
 ; and Les héritiers
 (1964). His interest in Bourdieu’s understanding of the social conditionality of arts, in contrast also to Adorno’s sociology of music, ended, however, together with his distance from the student movement.

In the 1970s, Bourdieu was received in two different fields of knowledge: academic pedagogy (for the works La reproduction
 (1970b/1976) and Les héritiers
 (1964)) and the intellectual avant-garde (for the works Zur Soziologie der symbolischen Formen
 (1970a)
 and Die politische Ontologie von Martin Heidegger
 (1976)). In the first case, marginal actors of the disciplinary field, among them the pedagogue Klaus Mollenauer, looked at Bourdieu as a symbolical instrument to advance a critical educational research within a discipline divided between humanists and empiricists. A more decisive impact of Bourdieu’s reception arose, however, from the intellectual avant-garde, thanks mostly to the mediation of the publicist Karl Markus Michel, director of the collection “Theorie” of the publishing house Suhrkamp until 1976 and later of the leftist publishing house Syndicat and also co-editor of the journal Kursbuch. Michel favored not only the circulation of Bourdieu’s works, but also his labeling as structuralist and successor of Levi-Strauss. Indeed, in this phase structuralism represented for the undogmatic left 
 a more appropriated symbolical instrument to overcome the cultural hegemony of the Frankfurt school. However, at the end of 1970s new authors, such as Foucault, Bataille, and Deleuze, seemed to be more efficient than Bourdieu in contrasting the hegemony on critical theory held by its legitimate representative (Jürgen Habermas).

In the 1980s, the success of La Distinction
 (1979/1982)
 is bound to three different intellectual and academic poles. The first is constituted by social scientists who searched for an alternative to the German tradition of critical theory in a phase of the decline of sociology, which was outclassed by philosophy and history (i.e., Müller 1992). Bourdieu was adopted within the “new theoretical discourse on social inequality” introduced by the sociologist of education and gender relationships, Beate Krais (1983)
 . The aim was to redefine the concept of class against its substantialistic analysis. This interpretation of Distinction
 in terms of “class theory” was nevertheless prevented by the increasing importance of an individualistic interpretation of society, carried out by Ulrich Beck, and by the related idea that in contemporary society “classes” are replaced by milieu (e.g., Hradil 1987
 ). The second pole was formed, on one hand, by actors of critical education research (hence La Distinction
 (1979)
 inspired studies on youth and university socialization), and, on the other hand, by scholars of language and literature interested in new interpretations of literature activities (e.g., Jurt 1994
 ). The third and dominant adaptation of La Distinction
 (and later of Le Sens pratiques
 (1980b)) arose from the milieu of cultural critics: Bourdieu was still considered a symbolical instrument against orthodox Marxism and the Frankfurt school and an anchorage to structuralism. However, within this intellectual circle Bourdieu maintained an ambiguous position: for example, Axel Honneth (1985)
 , a former student of Habermas, considered Bourdieu’s cultural theory too deterministic, by disregarding the existence of legitimating aspects of cultural practices, as well as the unconscious dimension of social action (see also Burkart 1984
 ; Miller 1989
 ; Rittner 1984
 ). An important role in this phase is also played by a few professional translators working for the publisher Suhrkamp: Bourdieu was identified with French structuralists (especially by Bernd Schwibs, who also was a translator of Barthes and Deleuze, and a former student of Bourdieu), along with the Parisian intellectual scene, an image of him which is useful to establish and consolidate their prestige. As an effect, the translation of Bourdieu’s works was driven by a desire to preserve the aesthetic flavor of his writings by creating new “sociological Bourdieusian terms” in the German language.

In the 1990s Bourdieu was increasingly perceived as a political and critical intellectual within periodicals and publications of the marginal left, as well as of the politically engaged cultural avant-garde (Das Argument, Vorwärts, Die Neue Rundschau
 ). This image is especially due to the translation of works such as Choses dites
 (1987/1992), Questions de sociologie
 (1980a/1993)
 , and above all La Misère du monde
 (1993/1993), the latter made possible by Franz Schultheiss, a Swiss sociologist who worked for many years with Bourdieu at the École des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales (EHESS). The book was not only consecrated by leading intellectual media (the weekly journals Die Zeit
 and Der Spiegel
 and the German-French TV channel Arte), but also adopted by the new political movements against neoliberal politics (e.g., Raison d’Agir). In the same 
 phase, however, it is possible to observe a new empirical use of Bourdieu’s “class theory” for the analysis of social differences in terms of lifestyles within German society (Schulze 1992
 ), together with an increasing importance of field analysis (later also adopted in literary studies). With the death of Bourdieu, his political image suddenly disappeared. Bourdieu acquired more and more importance within German sociology and social sciences, whereas the actors of cultural critics lost their interest in him. Bourdieu’s work and theories began to be compared with those of other already canonized authors, in Germany and elsewhere, such as Nikhlas Luhmann (Nassehi and Nollmann 2004
 ), Max Weber (especially in BA dissertations) and the Frankfurt school (Bauer et al. 2014
 ), or to be inserted into scholarly “turns” (Reckwitz 2000
 ) or other attempts at classification (Colliot-Thélène et al. 2005
 ).

Southern Europe: Italy and Spain

Italy

The Italian translations of foundational books of Bourdieu’s early intellectual project, such as Les Héritiers
 (1964/1971), L’Amour de l’art
 (1966/1972)
 , La Photographie
 (1965/1972), Le métier de sociologue
 (1968/1976), and La Reproduction
 (1970b/1972), date back to the early 1970s, a few years before US sociologists discovered them, and sometimes two decades in advance with respect to their English editions—with the relevant exception of La Reproduction
 , already translated for the Anglo-American market in 1977 (still five years after
 the Italian edition). This does not mean that Italian readers have experienced a deeper and wider knowledge of Bourdieu, as they had to wait until 2003 to have in their language the equally if not more foundational Esquisse d’une théorie de la pratique
 (whose English revised edition was issued in the same year, 1977, as Outline of a Theory of Practice
 ) and until 2005 for reading in Italian Le Sens pratique
 (translated in English already in 1990). Instead, this means that Americans and Italians received the same author “Bourdieu” in different ways: in the United States first as an anthropologist and social theorist and only later as an empirical sociologist, while in Italy originally as a (critical and empirical) sociologist and only subsequently (and also very recently) as the author of ethnographic works and of a full social theory built on the concepts of practice, habitus, field, social space, capital(s), and reflexivity. At the same time, the delay in reception and current marginality in Italy of a transdisciplinary field like “cultural studies” (in this respect much like France: see Neveu 2005
 )—well established in both the United Kingdom (where it was born in the 1970s) and the US academic world (where it spread in the 1990s)—means that the Italian circulation has been deprived of a powerful institutional vehicle, which as we have seen was instead highly instrumental for the import, and framing, of that work in the Anglo-American world.

That the transatlantic importation of Bourdieu occurred in the same period in which in the United States a new field of cultural sociology was under construction, gaining every year new adepts and a stronger influence on the whole discipline (Smith 1998
 ; Santoro 2008
 ), has not been without consequences for the identification of his work as 
 a reference for the emerging subdiscipline. But this process of intra-discipline transformation has been much less consequential and visible in other parts of the world, Italy included. Finally, the status of (cultural) anthropology as a discipline is much different in Italy from its status in the United Kingdom and the United States: what in these countries is historically a vibrant, influential, and densely populated intellectual field is in Italy just a small and barely visible community, mainly based in humanities faculties and schools, with very few relationships with the other social sciences, sociology included. The combined result of these processes and features is that in Italy the name of Bourdieu and the image of his work are much less associated with “culture” and “cultural analysis”—and much more with a sort of structural sociology and social class analysis, also with a Marxist blend—than they are in the Anglo-American world. What is more striking, even an impressionistic comparison between Italy and the United States (or the United Kingdom, for that matter) would clearly show how the same author could enjoy—notwithstanding a similar presence in bookshops and libraries, even if probably resulting from a very different reception story—a diverse intellectual status and a different meaning on the (apparently) same (academic) field: highly reputed and influential in the United States and the United Kingdom, still marginal and seen with suspicion in Italy—where Bourdieu’s name has perhaps more currency in the media field (newspapers and magazines, especially but not exclusively on the left) than in intellectual disciplines and scientific communities. Only in the new millennium has Bourdieu started to receive due recognition as a central source of ideas and methods for doing social research. In the 1970s, Bourdieu was mainly received as a critical thinker, useful for denouncing contradictions in the educational process.

The publication of La Distinzione: Critica sociale del gusto
 (Italian translation of La Distinction
 ) as early as 1983 by a publisher with very high academic status had a marginal impact on the reception of Bourdieu as a social theorist and an empirical researcher in social inequality. In the next years, notwithstanding a few new translations (e.g., the book on Heidegger in 1988, Ragioni pratiche
 in 1995), the name of Bourdieu evoked more of the past than the future of the social sciences. The publication of his magnus opus in a second (and paperback) edition in 2001, completed with an extended introduction to Bourdieu’s overall work and trajectory (by the first author of this chapter), was possibly the first signal that something was changing, mainly thanks to younger generations of (usually marginal or eccentric, if not maverick) sociologists. This reissue was followed by the republication of previous translations of classical books such as Les Héritiers
 and La Reproduction
 (through the same resurrected “militant” publisher and even the same editors of their first editions) and above all by a renewed attention to Bourdieu’s ideas and their use by researchers including sociologists as well as historians and literary scholars. In 2002 the first monograph on Bourdieu appeared (written by a sociologist of the previous generation, however [Marsiglia 2002
 ]) without any apparent impact, also because of its publisher (specialized in academic law texts). More consequential has been a short introduction to Bourdieu’s ideas by his former student Anna Boschetti (2003)
 , a specialist in French literature. While this prevented her from having much impact on the sociological field, this helped to diffuse Bourdieu’s ideas 
 among younger scholars in the humanities, especially literary historians and historians of religion. The founding of three new journals in the social and cultural sciences—Studi Culturali, Sociologica
 , and Etnografia e Ricerca Qualitativa
 (witness of a new wave in Italian sociology, spurred by the “cultural turn” of the end of the century)—contributed to a better knowledge of Bourdieu’s idea through a series of editorial initiatives, including the organization of a large symposium on the international circulation of Bourdieu himself (Santoro 2008
 –2009).

The following have been years of increasing penetration, thanks to the joint actions of a pool of scholars now in their forties and early fifties, working both in sociology and the humanities. In 2010 a first collection of essays on Bourdieu was issued, followed the next year by a new introduction to Bourdieu (Paolucci 2010
 , 2011
 ). In 2013 the first international conference on Bourdieu was organized in Cagliari by Marco Pitzalis, a former PhD student at EHESS in Paris (who studied not with Bourdieu or his followers, however, but with J.-M. Chapoulie, who in France is considered as a reference for the non-Bourdieusian, pro-Beckerian camp in cultural sociology), with the participation of more than 30 scholars, mainly young and PhD students. In 2013 a one-day seminar on Bourdieu’s uses and misuses was organized in Bologna by the first author of this chapter; all the presented papers have been collected in a special issue, published in what is considered by many as the most prestigious sociological journal in Italy (see Santoro 2014
 ). Albeit still far from consecration, Bourdieu has now a firm place in Italy, and there are signs of increasing penetration in sociology, even more than in other disciplines.

Spain

The reception of Bourdieu in Spain
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 dates back to the mid-1960s. In this phase, because of the intellectual poverty in the country after World War II until the end of the Franco dictatorship, there were only a few intellectual circles (belonging to the urban middle class), mostly oriented toward foreign thinkers. Various works by Bourdieu were translated in these years (Sociologie de l’Algérie
 (1958), Le Déracinement
 (1964/1965), Les Héritiers
 (1964/1967)) by small publishers on behalf of circles of anthropologists, educational sociologists, and critical sociologists. Chief mediators of Bourdieu in this early period are the philosopher José L. L. Aranguren, who wrote an introduction to the Spanish translation of Les Héritiers
 [1967] after his experience at the University of California at Berkeley in 1967 (and who also collaborated on the survey subsequently included in the book L’amour de l’art
 ) and the psychiatrist Castilla de Pino, who introduced Bourdieu in his seminars in Cordoba. However, the acceptance of Bourdieu was at the time still sporadic, also because of his strong association with sociology, at the time a marginal academic discipline, politically suspect in the official vision of the Franco regime. In the phase of transition toward democracy, Bourdieu’s renown was prevented by two facts: first, intellectual circles were more interested in thinkers such as Habermas, Derrida, and post-modernist authors, whose discourses seemed to better reflect the “sense of contemporary societies” than Bourdieu’s works; second, the interest in Bourdieu remained chiefly circumscribed to the field of sociology, whereas the major sociological works of Bourdieu (as Le métier de sociologue
 (1968/1976), La distinction
 
 (1979/1988), Le sens pratique
 (1980b/1991)
 ) would have been translated many years after the original French publication because of the marginality of the discipline. One of the main gatekeeper in this phase was the educational sociologist Carlos Lerena, who used Bourdieu’s work as a theoretical support to institutionalize the subdiscipline and to promote an educational reform project after the dictatorship (e.g. Pestaña 2005). However, Bourdieu’s appropriation seemed at the time possible only along with the names of French philosophers such as Foucault and Derrida.

At the beginning of the 1980s, the increasing interest in Bourdieu’s works was related to the institutionalization process of sociology in Spain, and to a redefinition of the disciplinary field, now split in three groups: the conservative sociologists of the older generations, who were mainly functionalists; the leftist sociologists, oriented either to the Frankfurt school or to post-structuralism; and the younger scholars, who were more interested in methodological and epistemological questions and were looking for an alternative way of approaching social reality. Possibly the chief mediator of Bourdieu in this phase was the sociologist Jesus Ibanez, belonging to the left-intelligentsia of Madrid. His use of Bourdieu’s works, especially La Distinction
 , was indeed eclectic. First of all, Bourdieu was read through a philosophical lens and was grouped with other French authors such as Foucault and Althusser. Second, he was read as “the” sociologist of social classes, social structure, and social mobility. However, his methodological reflections, hence Le métier du sociologue
 , translated in 1976, have been important for renewing and replacing the dominant sociological canons and paradigms (e.g., Carrion Gorzaran 1985
 ; Ibanez 1979
 ). Finally, Bourdieu was at the time also considered a critical author more usable for a public of bohemian intellectuals.

In the 1990s and in the first years of the 2000s, the image of Bourdieu as an engaged French intellectual was by dominant, chiefly related to works as Sur la television
 (translated immediately in 1996), La Misère du monde
 (translated in 1999), Contre-feux
 (translated in 1999), La Domination masculine
 (translated in 2000), and Les structures sociales de l’économie
 (translated in 2001). With exception of the older sociologists who formed the establishment in the 1970s and who disapproved of his (self)politicization as compromising the scientific value of his writings, younger sociologists, anthropologists, historians, and philosophers considered him more and more favorably. Above all, Bourdieu began to be used to legitimize new specific areas related to sociological knowledge (i.e., sociology of consumption, but also philosophy of law). However, these dynamics entailed the risk of a fetishistic use of Bourdieu within the academic rhetoric, in terms only of “an authority that transmitted authority,” and also implied an increasing need of classifying him, most frequently as a structuralist or neo-Marxist (i.e., Gobernado Arribas 1996
 ).

After his death, Bourdieu has continued to be object of study and interest, especially from the second generation of young academic sociologists who are seeking a place in the academic field of sociology, taking due distance from their previous masters. The presence of Bourdieu in recent Spanish sociology is prominent, unlike any other sociologist in recent years, and this notwithstanding the silence or critiques from the sectors of the sociological field with more established positions. At the same time, Bourdieu’s 
 ideas have entered other academic fields, such as the history of philosophy, thanks also to the work of scholars who entered the field after a formative period in Paris, with Bourdieu himself and his school (e.g. J. L. Moreno Pestana).

Russia (and the Former Soviet Union)

Bourdieu’s works were unknown to Soviet sociologists until the 1990s. From the 1960s to the fall of the Soviet Union, the sociological field was indeed dominated by two paradigms: Parsonsian structural functionalism and orthodox Marxism, interwoven within an unique “systemic approach.” However, during Perestroika (1987–1989), the political interpretation of the discipline as a tool for democratic and Western-oriented reforms incentivized and anticipated the circulations of scholars and ideas besides the “East zone” before the collapse of the Soviet Union. The first work of Bourdieu published in Russian was the article “The Social Space and the Genesis of Groups” (1992), translated by the then young Russian sociologist Natalia Shmatko, who worked with Bourdieu during her postdoctoral scholarship in France and who later became the main translator of Bourdieu. In 1995 Shmatko and her husband, the sociologist Iuri Kachanov, founded in Moscow the Russia-French Center for Sociology and Philosophy. The center favored both the dissemination of translated works of and on Bourdieu, and the publications of works of Russian sociologists who either focused on Bourdieu’s methodology or used Bourdieu’s concepts to investigate Russian political, economical, and sociological matters. Especially Bourdieu’s field theory offered an “alternative” way to analyze the open-ended play among competing political and professional positions in this phase of post-socialist transformations within the academic system. A strong and wide reception of Bourdieu’s theories was, however, prevented by two factors: first, the opposition of older academic scholars, who constructed their career under the Soviet regime, and of sociologists of the same cohort of Bourdieu’s promoters, oriented toward European and American authors already imported during the Soviet era; and second, the isolation of the Russia-French Center within the academic sociological field. The search for philosophical legitimacy was a strategy doomed to failure. Thus they used Bourdieu’s theories in a postmodernist key, mixing Bourdieu’s structural analysis of the social space with “post-social” approaches like those of Derrida, Baudrillard, and Badiou, whereas the majority of academic sociologists were discovering the key dimensions of social stratifications. As a consequence, on the one hand, they increased the suspicion of their colleagues towards Bourdieu, and on the other hand, the “postmodernist” image of Bourdieu was accepted by a generation of young and ambitious political essayists who used Bourdieu’s concepts to introduce and promote a sort of conservative Russian thought (see Ashkerov 2004
 ). However, a more “positive pole” of disciplinary reception was represented by a few young scholars who encountered Bourdieu through earlier Russian translations and who later joined international research projects in German or English languages. They did not form any “school,” however, and their works were often autodidactic; Bourdieu’s ideas were 
 mostly used as conceptual substitutes for Marxist (or Parsonsian) tools or commonplace insights.

Beyond the reception of Bourdieu within these two intellectual groups, sparse “theoretical” summaries of Bourdieu have been published that reiterate the key concepts of field, capital and habitus, usually presenting Bourdieu together with Foucault and Touraine as “post-structuralist” scholars. This phenomenon was partially related to occasional translations of short and minor works by Bourdieu, in order to satisfy the request of the post-Soviet “academic market” and to quickly introduce foreign authors who at the time were still relatively unknown (including ‘classics’ such as Durkheim, Mannheim, Schütz, Weber, etc). According to Bikbov (2009)
 , after 2000 Bourdieu’s works became “outdated” for most sociologists, who were interested in more “flexible” social analysis, such as those derivable from authors like Foucault, Bruno Latour, and Goffman. Bourdieu was then more discussed in general intellectual journals than in strictly academic ones. Within the academic sphere, apart from the scholars of the “Russian-French Center,” who continued to feature him as a “radical-chic author,” Bourdieu was adopted by former PhD students in sociological departments who were unsatisfied with the sociological mainstream, still too close to the Soviet past. They were therefore quite compelled to continue finding refuge in the more open interdisciplinary field of cultural studies (which included classical humanistic disciplines such as philology), who therefore introduced in their use of Bourdieusian concepts that cultural dimension that was absent in previous sociological reception.

Bourdieu in the Global South

We focus here on four countries from four different continents—Latin America, Oceania, Asia, and Africa—with four different languages—Portuguese, English, Hebrew, and Arabic—and a variety of social and cultural backgrounds, in some cases rooted in a colonial past. Two of the countries under investigation are strongly linked to the anglophone world through history and/or for political closeness. What they share is the Southern condition (Connell 2007
 ), that is, their location at the periphery of the global cultural economy, albeit in very different relations with the metropolitan centers.

Brazil

The reception of Bourdieu in Brazil began in the late 1960s from the margin of the academic system thanks to a general growing circulation of Brazilian researchers in Europe, due to two interlaced facts: first, the presence in Brazil of French social scientists, among them the French anthropologist and sociologist Roger Bastide, who incorporated French authors into the intellectual tradition of Brazil; second, the nationalization of the academic system after the military coup in 1964 favored the institutionalization of social sciences and also increased the need for the “professionalization” of young scholars through contact with new theories, paradigms, and authors. However, until the 1980s, only a few works of Bourdieu were translated, and they were not a great success, 
 probably because of the dominance of Marxism in Brazilian academia and the political radicalism of this phase; Bourdieu was then mainly interpreted as a conservative and an excessively schematic thinker of social reproduction. The first translated work of Bourdieu was “Intellectual Field and Creative Project” (1966), included in the book Problemas do estruturalismo
 (Problems of structuralism), thanks to the anthropologist Moacir Palmeira, who attended Bourdieu’s Seminar at the EHESS from 1966 to 1969. The most important initiative of Palmeira for the circulation of Bourdieu’s theories was, however, the research project “Comparative Studies of Regional Development” that he coordinated. The research group was composed by colleagues and students of the Graduate Program in Social Anthropology at the University of Rio de Janeiro, who investigated how domination is internalized by the dominated, focusing initially on rural work and later on urban and industrial work.

Key mediators of Bourdieu’s ideas have been the sociologists Sergio Miceli and Renato Ortiz, both educated in Paris in the 1970s. Fifteen years before becoming a professor, Miceli published a book collection with selected essays by Bourdieu, which was well received. In his introduction he presented the two Bourdieusian concepts of “fields” and “habitus” as an alternative to the consolidated dichotomy between structural determination and agency, and he also compared the Bourdieusian theory of “symbolic power” with Weber’s theory of domination to situate Bourdieu’s works within the academic conversation in Brazil at this time. In general, for him and other sociologists of culture, Bourdieu was important to legitimate scientifically the sociology of culture within the sociological field, which was dominated at the time by political sociology. Renato Ortiz, who earned his PhD in sociology at the EHESS, also contributed substantially to the canonization of Bourdieu. In 1983 he published some works of Bourdieu within the book-series “The Great Social Scientists.” In his introduction, he presents Bourdieu as a contemporary author who played an important role in the transformation of social science in Brazil. After 1985, within the context of democratization of Brazil, the social sciences inaugurated a new phase of expansion within the academic field. Bourdieu’s consecration in Europe and in the United States during the same period stimulated a systematic effort in translating his books, including classic texts such as Le métier de sociologue
 (published in Portuguese in 2000), L’amour de l’art
 (1966/2003)
 and La Distinction
 (1979/2007)
 . It is possible, in the latter last case, that the urgency of dealing with political questions and issues in this particular political phase of the country delayed the acknowledgment of the work.

Since the 1990s, the importance of Bourdieu has been increasing, especially in three fields. Within the sociology of culture, the most important translated book of Bourdieu was Les règles de l’art
 (1992/1996). Interest in Bourdieu became crucial, thanks again to Miceli, in particular his research project on the social history of the Brazilian social sciences, started after he obtained a chair in 1989. The dynamism of this subfield encouraged the circulation of Bourdieu’s concepts in other subfields such as the sociology of religion, communication, and gender studies. Bourdieu’s Sur La télévision
 (1997), Contre-feux
 (1998)
 and La misère du monde
 (1993) arose new interest inside several intellectual milieux, especially left-wing oriented intellectuals. Finally, since the mid-1990s, 
 Bourdieu’s works have become increasingly central in the sociology of education as well, with the overcoming of the dichotomy between “reproduction” and “transformation” that had long been dominant after the strong influence of Marxism within the subfield (Bortoluci et al. 2015
 ).

Australia

A real process of appropriation of Bourdieu is visible only in the late 1990s within two disciplinary fields: sociology and cultural studies.
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 The poor reception of Bourdieu until this moment is mainly due to the international academic networks of the Australian scholars, that is, their dependence, respectively, on the American sociological tradition and the British cultural studies tradition. Sociology is a relative young discipline within the Australian academic system (it entered the academic system in the mid-1960s). Since the beginning, class and stratification research played a central role, but the reception of Bourdieu’s concept of class has been prevented until the 1990s by the dominance of three paradigms originating from other traditions. According to followers of historical materialism and Gramscianism, the Bourdieusian analysis of education was an impoverished and static one. The scholars close to the North American positivist tradition used for their inquires the model of “status attainment” so that they could easily neglect Bourdieu, too. Finally, the neo-Marxist and Weberian scholars favored the concept of class position: even if Bourdieu was not refused, there was no conceptual space for his theoretical concerns.

Cultural studies developed in Australia in the 1980s by attracting the leading intellectuals of the country (Frow 2007
 ), whose intellectual provenance was close to Marxism as played out in the British cultural studies tradition. Major thinkers of reference were Althusser, Foucault for his ideas on governmentality, and Gramsci for his ideas on hegemony, used especially in critical semiotic analysis of popular culture. A crucial shift toward a stronger reception of Bourdieu in both the fields of sociology and cultural studies was favored by the Australian Everyday Cultural Project (AECP), which began in 1993 and was developed on the basis of Bourdieu’s analysis of the French system of taste cultures in La Distinction
 . Research project directors were Tony Bennett, director of the Key Centre for Cultural and Media Policy at Griffith University, Michael Emmison from the Department of Sociology and Anthropology of the University of Queensland, and John Frow, also based at the University of Queensland, but in the Department of English. Bennett and Frow in particular understood the project as a provocation to the discipline of cultural studies, with which they were associated and which they felt was lacking in empirical research and statistical methodologies (see Bennett, Frow, Hage, and Noble 2013
 ). The application of Bourdieu’s model presented some difficulties, the main being to translate the French system of class fractions of the 1960s to the Australian social structure of the 1990s. To better explain the complexity of the cultural choices within contemporary Australian society, they had to introduce two further variables besides class: gender and age. Their findings gave support to the emerging work on omnivorous taste cultures advanced in the United States by Richard Peterson and associates (e.g., Peterson 
 1992), while also rethinking some crucial aspects of his work (see Bennett, Emmison, and Frow 1999
 ).

In the last 20 years, Bourdieu’s concepts and theories have circulated increasingly in even more research fields, even if he has been always predominantly used in two of them: the educational research field, especially with the works of Lingard on education policy (Lingard 2010
 ), Nash on educational practice (1999, 2002), and Noble (2005)
 on the schooling system; and research on cultural consumption (e.g., Emmison 2003
 ; Woodward 2003
 ), together with the close research field of museum studies (Bennett 1995
 ; McCarthy 2007
 ). Two additional disciplinary fields where Bourdieu’s ideas and analysis are increasingly being adopted are anthropology, especially through the investigations of the Lebanese-Australian Ghassan Hage on racism, nationalism, and multiculturalism (Hage 2000
 , 2003
 , 2005
 ), and literary studies, predominantly for the analysis of Australian intellectual life (e.g., Carter 2009
 , 2010
 ; Bode 2012
 ). In Australia there also emerged the labeling of Bourdieu as a “Northern theorist,” along with Anthony Giddens and James Coleman (Connell 2007
 ): a clue, we could say, to the perceived centrality of the French scholar in the Antipodes.

Israel

In Israel the reception of Bourdieu started in the mid 1970s within a marginal academic milieu. In only two decades he became a “modern classic” of Israeli sociology. His influence manifested, however, quite exclusively in specific subfields of empirical research, whereas his general theory has been until now neglected, so that the more common usage of Bourdieu’s work is to pick up singular concepts, disembodied from their original theoretical frame, and to interpret and apply them in very different ways (e.g., Gelernter and Silber 2009). Thanks to the filter of anglophone research literature, Bourdieu attracted interest initially among researchers in education, located in sociology or education departments at the Tel Aviv University, at this stage still a young institution, peripheral with respect to the Hebrew University in Jerusalem. Its marginal position favored, however, the construction of an intellectual open space for introducing innovative, conflict-oriented theoretical perspectives. Thus Bourdieu was adopted not only in the social sciences, but also among researchers of literature of the Porter Institute for Poetics and Semiotics, under the leadership of Itamar Even-Zohar, for his theory of culture. In general, however, the interest in Bourdieu was chiefly due to his critical outlook for students both in the humanities and in the social sciences, especially for those who identified themselves politically with the radical left.

The impact of Bourdieu became more evident toward the end of the 1980s thanks to a new cohort of young sociologists, among them Uri Ben Selizer, Gil Eyal, and Motti Regev, the latter a specialist in the sociology of the arts and music especially. Their works show an increasing dispersion of Bourdieu’s ideas in various fields of empirical research besides education: in sociology of knowledge, sociology of art, and political sociology. Most of them focused on Bourdieu’s field theory, adopting qualitative methods at odds with the quantitative analysis dominant in the field of education (where scholars are interested mainly in stratification issues). Beyond the department of sociology, a parallel 
 dissemination of Bourdieu’s ideas involved the advanced students in the humanities departments in Tel Aviv and in two new interdisciplinary programs, the School of Cultural Studies and the Cohn Institute for the History of Philosophy of Science and Ideas. Most of the young scholars were interested in various aspects of the production of art and culture. Furthermore, the fact that they were able to read Bourdieu in the original French version was helpful for the translation project promoted by Even-Zohar in the mid-1990s on Bourdieu’s writings on culture production. The translations were never officially published, but the translated works circulated within the university for decades.

In the 1990s Bourdieu’s works have been subjected to both an institutionalization process and a fragmentation process. On the one hand, Bourdieu began to be canonized within curricula in the humanities as well as the social sciences; on the other hand, the dissemination of his concepts had an impact in relatively new research fields such as the sociology of science, emotion, body, popular culture, taste and consumption (e.g., Illouz 1997
 ; Shavit and Katz Gerro 1998). The newly founded radical journal Theory of Criticism
 also played a central role for the dissemination of Bourdieu’s ideas (Teoria Vebikoret), even if its focus on qualitative analysis excluded Bourdieu’s scholars involved in quantitative research. Furthermore, because of its critical orientation, other authors than Bourdieu were privileged, such as Foucault, whose political and intellectual appeal was at this stage higher. Since the late 1990s, a new sociological journal, Israeli Journal
 , has contributed to the circulation of Bourdieu’s idea. With respect to Hebrew translations of his works, after a first unsuccessful attempt in 1998 (Sur la television
 ), a new effort in translating Bourdieu has been visible since 2005, even if only three books have been published in the following years: Question de sociologie
 (in 2005); La domination masculine
 (in 2007) and Esquisse pour une auto-analyse
 (in 2007).

Arab Countries

The introduction of Bourdieu’s work in Arab countries
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 began in the 1980s during a phase of generalized reception of French social sciences and humanities in both Morocco and Lebanon. The penetration of Bourdieu’s work has been slower, however, compared to that of other French thinkers such as Barthes and Foucault, as an effect of the low academic prestige locally granted to sociology compared to literary studies and philosophy. The first translations were promoted by two Moroccan professors, the philosopher Bin’abd al-’Ālī and the sociologist Muhammad Būdūdū, who translated a few of Bourdieu’s works in Moroccan and Tunisian journals (including “Leçon sur la Leçon” in 1982). Four years later, Bin’abd al-’Ālī translated a first book collection under the title Symbole et autorité
 for the Moroccan University publisher Tubqual. The ultimate aim of these early operations was pedagogical, and the first books authored by Bourdieu himself were selected according to their introductory character (e.g, Réponses: Pour une anthropologie réflexive
 , translated in 1997). The same logic is followed in Lebanon, where Le métier du sociologue
 (1993) and the first part of La Reproduction
 (1994) were translated.

The case of Egypt is very different. The initiative to translate Bourdieu’s books is here supported by French funding—it follows therefore a clear logic of exportation from the 
 metropolitan center. The first work translated (Questions de sociologie
 , 1995) was suggested by Bourdieu himself, responding in any case to the pedagogic needs expressed by Egyptian scholars. However, in Egypt, contrary to Lebanon and Morocco, Bourdieu became less appealing in the academic sociological milieu (which was more interested in anglophone literature and research) than in intellectual circles close to the local communist movement. Books (after Questions de sociologie
 came Les Règles de l’art
 in 1998) have been translated by Ibrāhīm Fathī, an old Marxist who had found in the field of literary criticism a channel where he could express indirectly, and more safely, his radical political ideas after the coup d’état in 1952. The fact that these translations were published by independent, small, and left-oriented publishing houses had a negative impact on their circulation. Only few examples were published (respectively, 1,000 and 2,000), and they were never republished.

Since the end of the 1990s, translations of Bourdieu’s works in Arabic increased rapidly following both a logic of importation and exportation. From 1998 to 2002 there appeared, one after the other, the following works: Raisons pratiques
 (1994)
 , Sur la télévision
 (1997), La Misère du monde
 (1993), La Domination masculine
 (1998)
 , and Choses dites
 (1996). In a few years, Bourdieu reached the same intellectual fame of past acclaimed French authors like Sartre and Foucault, as well as that of contemporary American authors such as Noam Chomsky and Edward Said (indeed, an Arab himself, even if working in the United States). His reception followed, however, two separated logics/ways: a pedagogic one (as witnessed by the presence of glossaries illustrating the main concepts of Bourdieu), and critical, even polemical confrontation, as Bourdieu was being perceived at this stage mostly as an “engaged intellectual” (Harb 2001
 ). It is not the case that the more successful work (the one at least that gained the most book reviews in the press) has been the short book “Sur la télévision.” This contrasts with the Israeli reception, where attempts to promote Bourdieu as a public intellectual failed, putting Bourdieu firmly in the academic side. After Bourdieu’s death, translations of his works have been supported quite exclusively by Arab programs, such as the National Program of Translation (PNT) of the Egyptian Ministry of Culture and the Arab Organization of Translation (OAT), a private institution created in Beirut in 1999. Until 2010, 15 of Bourdieu’s books have been translated into Arabic (two from their English versions), corresponding to 12 original books (three are double translations), and have been published in five countries by 12 different publishing houses, 10 of which are small. This also accounts for the still relatively scarce circulation of Bourdieu’s ideas within the various Arab countries (Jacquemond 2010
 ).
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CONCLUSIONS




We have tried in the previous sections to convey the global circulation of Bourdieu’s ideas and work through a threefold research strategy: first, describing the diffusion of his books in translation; second, mapping the presence of Bourdieu’s ideas and main 
 concepts in the international scholarly literature (i.e., scientific journals); and third, presenting a series of case studies that provide a sense of the different social trajectories of Bourdieu’s ideas and works in different regions of the world. It is difficult to summarize this journey in a few sentences, for at least two good reasons: the selectivity of available data; and the variability of processes, mechanisms, timing, and even outcomes these data suggest. One point, however, emerges clearly: that intellectual circulation is a truly social fact, embedded in temporal and spatial structures, and that one cannot presume to infer its dynamics from only a consideration of the supposed strength (or weakness) of ideas and contents. Certainly, contents are far from being irrelevant (for a recent emphasis on this point, see Keim 2014
 ) and our “exercise in intellectual mapping” has in many cases focused on them—as embodied in word-concepts or as constituents of works (i.e., books). There are good reasons to think that the success of Bourdieu’s ideas in national academic fields, such as in the United States, the United Kingdom, or even Germany, has to do with the strength of these ideas, or at least with their format and their usability (i.e., their affordance: see Santoro 2011
 ) as analytic tools that can be used to make sense of intellectual puzzles. However, it is a matter of fact that the same concepts and ideas, the same tools, have experienced very different stories across countries and even disciplines because of the particular conditions in which they have been imported, appropriated, labeled, and so on, at the local level (i.e., in the field[s] of reception). Our reconstruction of the different trajectories of Bourdieusian ideas across countries and disciplines is indeed a further exemplification of how strong those ideas and tools may be when used to make sense of intellectual processes in real (social) life. For the “principle of symmetry” advocated not by Bourdieu but by an intellectual circle not really sympathetic to him (i.e., the Strong Program in the sociology of science), we would suggest that these same ideas and tools should be used in the exploration of both failures and successes in Bourdieu’s circulation. Paradoxically, it may happen that Bourdieu’s ideas would contribute to discovering and unmasking the weakness of those same ideas. This is, after all, the highest aspiration of a commitment to truth, which Bourdieu always claimed to have.

NOTES


The research for and the writing of this chapter have been partially funded by the European Union Seventh Framework Program (FP7/20072013) under grant agreement n° 319974 (Interco-SSH). The first author is responsible for the conception of the chapter and the coordination of the various research streams. For bureaucratic reasons with respect to the Italian law, we declare that Marco Santoro wrote the ‘Introduction’, the ‘Conclusions’ and the section on ‘ book translations’, Andrea Gallelli has written the section on ‘scientific journals’ and Barbara Grüning the section on ‘national trajectories’. Thanks to Tom Medvetz and (especially) Jeff Sallaz for the patience and the support, including editorial help.


1.
 Not confined to sociology nor to the social and human sciences, Bourdieu’s studies and ideas on education, art, inequalities, media and politics have influenced, inspired or at 
 least concerned in the last few years—in France as elsewhere—artists, writers, playwrights and film-makers as well as political leaders—including an intellectual revolutionary turned a nationalist warlord in an ex-Soviet state [see Derluguian 2006
 ].

2.
 See Santoro (2008)
 for a brief comparison of the case of Bourdieu with a few other influential scholars in the field of social and cultural sciences, including Erving Goffman, Anthony Giddens, and Jürgen Habermas.

3.
 Our task is mainly descriptive, but inevitably also interpretative: indeed, what we are going to do is to apply to Bourdieu’s work insights and conceptual tools he himself proposed as instruments for practicing sociological reflexivity, i.e. a sociology of sociology which he considered a necessary and preliminary step for doing correctly sociology, for practicing the métier de sociologue
 . In this case, we have to do with a sociology of international relations in the cultural and academic field, and specifically in the fields of social science and humanities (SSH).

4.
 Indeed, the number of Bourdieu’s books increases if we include also La production de l
 ’idéologie dominant
 (originally published as an article in 1976 but republished as a book in 2008, in both cases with Luc Boltanski as coauthor) and the interview-book Si le monde social m
 ’est supportable, c
 ’est parce que je peux m
 ’indigner
 (published just after his death, in 2002). They have not been included in the list of Bourdieu’s books by Sapiro and Bustamante (2009)
 which is the main source of this section. Even if published in 2008, Esquisses algériennes
 doesn’t figure in the list of books considered by Bustamante and Sapiro.

5.
 The main source used by Sapiro and Bustamante (2009)
 for building the database of Bourdieu’s books in translation is the bibliography compiled by Yvette Delsaut and Marie-Christine Rivière, which is considered a very reliable source (Delsaut and Rivière, 2002; www.letempsdescerises.net
 ). They completed these data, for the more recent period, with the help of the UNESCO database of translation “Index Translationum,” (indeed not so reliable a source), and checked them with the Delsaut and Rivière database, which were being updated while the authors were working on their article. Unfortunately, there have been no updates of these databases (at least, not publicly available updates) after 2009.

6.
 Data on Gramsci’s book translations come from research on the international circulation of the Italian thinker currently in progress, conducted by Marco Santoro in the frame of a EU funded research project (INTERCO-SSH), G. Sapiro coordinator.

7.
 Sources for this partial update have been the official national catalogues of Germany (that includes Austria and the German-speaking part of Switzerland), Spain, Italy, Argentina, Mexico, and the British Library catalogue.

8.
 Note that the diffusion of translations in different countries belonging to the same linguistic area has been in some cases supported by co-publishing or rights selling, as in the case of English, thanks to the agreements between Polity Press (UK) and Stanford University Press or The University of Chicago Press (US). Consider also that the books translated in Spain have distribution also in Latin America—and to them one has to add those independently published in Mexico and Argentina.

9.
 The ranking proceeds with five countries having 11 to 20 translated books (they are the semi-central ones: Japan, China, Greece, Korea, Argentina, accounting for 20% of Bourdieu’s translated titles). Ten countries are semi-peripheral with 6 to 10 titles translated (Romania, Denmark, Portugal, Norway, Poland, Sweden, Bulgaria, Finland, Hungary, and Turkey, accounting for 17.3% of Bourdieu’s translated titles). Finally, 21 countries translated from 1 to 5 books and are thus identifiable as peripheral. They account for 12.9% of Bourdieu’s translated titles
 .

10.
 The Italian translation of La Distinction
 is also shorter than the original, because the publisher assumed, at the time of translation (the beginning of the 80s), that it was possible to cut sentences and short paragraphs from the original text without loosing the general sense of the book, of course against Bourdieu’s will (as proved by an unpublished, private letter to the publisher that we had the opportunity to read). Even the second edition (issued in 2001), that has been introduced and edited by the first author of this chapter, reproduced many of the early cuts, only partially emended through the reintegration of paragraphs and sentences absent in the first edition (1984), but useful if not necessary for a fuller understanding of the text.

11.
 The main source for our survey of national cases is the Symposium in three parts on “The Interational Circulation of Sociological Ideas: The Case of Pierre Bourdieu”, published in the journal “Sociologica
 ” in 2008 and 2009, on impulse and under the general editorship of Marco Santoro. See in particular Robbins (2008)
 , Zavisca and Sallaz (2008)
 , Gemperle (2009)
 , Callejo (2008)
 , Bibkov (2009), Woodward and Emmison(2009), Silber (2009), Santoro (2009)
 , Pinhero Filho (2009)
 —the latter later expanded and updated in Bortoluci et al. (2015)
 . Other sources will be referred to in the text.

12.
 This section has been written also on the basis of three original interviews conducted by Barbara Grüning in August and October 2015 with Beate Krais, Hans-Peter Müller and Irene Dölling.

13.
 This phenomenon is observable also in the former German Democratic Republic, even if with less emphasis also because of the political culture of the East-German state. The interest in Bourdieu is chiefly tied to the more sophisticated way of understanding and differentiating social classes with respect to orthodox Marxism (but not incompatible however with it). Bourdieu’s works circulated thanks to informal networks within the academic milieu, especially in the disciplinary field of cultural theory and later of sociology. One of the main gatekeepers since the end of the seventies in the GDR was the then young cultural theorist Irene Dölling.

14.
 In this section we rely also, besides Callejo (2008)
 , upon Moreno Pestana (1995).

15.
 In the near New Zealand, a pioneering introduction to Bourdieu was written at the end of the eighties (see Harker et al. 1990
 ). Still, in a local sociological journal (the “Australian and New Zealand Journal of Sociology”), Bourdieu’s former student and pupil Loïc Wacquant published an article introducing Bourdieu’s style of social research already in 1987. The article however had no apparent effects, at least according to Woodward and Emmison (2009)
 .

16.
 Our source for this paragraph is Jacquemond (2010)
 who, albeit focused on translations, offers useful information on reception more generally.

17.
 In fact, when organizing the already mentioned Simposium in Sociologica
 , it proved almost impossible to find a sociologist working in an Arab country available or willing to write a contribution on Bourdieu’s circulation in the Arab world. In 2014, a textbook on translation studies was published by Ali Almanna, assistant professor in Oman, with the revealing title Translation Theories Exemplified from Cicero to Pierre Bourdieu: a Coursebook on Translation
 (Almanna 2014
 ). The book however has been published with a German publisher, and its author received both his MA and PhD in the UK.
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SCANDINAVIAN
 societies have long been regarded as being among the most egalitarian in the world: Economic inequalities are low, intergenerational social and economic mobility are high (Breen (ed.)2004), and strong welfare states guarantee universal access to health and child care, a free education, and a relatively high level of social protection (Esping-Andersen 1990
 ). Egalitarian sentiments are dominant, and when asked about social inequalities, Scandinavians far more often tend to perceive their societies as “one where most people are in the middle” than is the case in most other Western countries (Hjellbrekke, Jarness, and Korsnes 2015
 ). Neoliberal and anti-state policies have thus found comparatively weaker resonance among Scandinavian voters. It is against this background that one ought to understand many Scandinavian scholars’ sympathy toward Bourdieu’s thinking, linked to an affinity for his analyses of power, domination, and social inequality, as well as other scholars’ nearly total rejection of Bourdieu’s relevance.

Historically, Scandinavian sociology has had a rather strong empirical tradition, and many studies conducted by Scandinavian scholars working in the tradition of Bourdieu have tried to assess the empirical applicability of his models in societies that are thus quite different from the French society in which they were developed. These differences run along several important dimensions.

First, Scandinavian societies are actually among the worlds’ most equal societies, with some of the world’s lowest Gini-coefficient scores (OECD data at http://stats.oecd.org/index.aspx?queryid=66670
 
 ). Whereas Denmark’s and Norway’s scores in 2011–2012 were 24.9 and 25.3, France stands at 30.6 and the United States at 39.0. The score is due to rather low income differences, together with the ample redistribution that a Scandinavian welfare state provides—through taxes, welfare goods, and benefits. The countries’ image of equality is justified when comparisons with other societies are made. But all traditional forms of inequality still prevail here—in wealth, longevity, access to higher education, and so on. As shown by Aaberge and Atkinson (2010
 : 466), over the twentieth century, economic inequality in Norway has broadly followed the same trajectories as that in Sweden and the United Kingdom. From the 1980s onward, economic inequalities have been rising. This fact, too, makes these societies particularly interesting cases for studying the contemporary meanings of class—both the survival of objective inequalities and the discourses about them.

Second, as pointed out by Gullestad (1984)
 , there is a generalized code of modesty in Scandinavian countries, and, as Daloz later (2010) noted using the label “conspicuous modesty,” this code is seemingly a hallmark of elites in the Scandinavian countries. Perhaps paradoxically, this might both conceal and even maintain hierarchical structures (Jarness 2013
 : 67). And as demonstrated by the anthropologists Lien, Lidén, and Vike (2001), the Scandinavian appreciation of equality and equal worth is linked to an understanding of social justice: Everyone ought to have the same opportunities. This understanding, however, has both a descriptive and a normative side, making it difficult for Scandinavians to acknowledge the existence of differential opportunity structures in their own societies.

Third, the Scandinavian countries do not have such a cultivated system of grandes écoles
 or other elite educational institutions as France. Instead, the ideology of equal opportunity and meritocracy stands strong. Universities are free, and students receive quite generous economic support during their studies. In school, children receive grades quite late, in keeping with the ideology that the school should bring a general education for all, rather than serve as a sorting mechanism. Differences in achievement are underplayed until adolescence.

So the welfare structures, the ideology, and the school traditions are quite clearly different in France and in Scandinavia. This might result in a denial of the relevance of Bourdieu’s analyses. Many works done by scholars working in the tradition of Bourdieu have, however, tried to assess the relevance of his models in societies that are quite different from the French society where he developed them.

The majority of these works have recognized the elementary but fundamental social scientific separation between theoretical and empirical generalizations. Simply to replicate Bourdieu’s strategy, or to expect to find identical oppositions to those Bourdieu found in France in an analysis of Norwegian, Danish, or Swedish data would be highly problematic. To “look for France in Scandinavia” and thus take for granted that the opposition between economic and cultural capital will automatically constitute opposite poles—and will be among the most important oppositions—in the Norwegian, Danish, or Swedish social spaces would imply a pre-construction of exactly the kind that Bourdieu relentlessly warned against.

But if Bourdieu’s models, despite these apparent societal differences, are demonstrated to be applicable even in Scandinavia, it may be argued that they also should have a very wide applicability. We will investigate this issue through a presentation of selected works on education, on cultural consumption, and on power and the elite, as examples of different attempts to apply Bourdieu in Scandinavian empirical contexts. But first, we will briefly describe the genesis of the national sociological fields that this Bourdieu-inspired sociology was to enter.


MAINSTREAM
 SOCIOLOGY IN
 POSTWAR
 SCANDINAVIA
 : POSITIVISM
 , FUNCTIONALISM
 , AND
 EMPIRICISM




In Scandinavia, sociology was established as an academic discipline, with chairs in sociology, sociological departments, and semi-independent applied social research institutes from the late 1940s onward. By the end of the 1950s, the discipline had been anchored in all the largest universities in all three countries. But even so, during the first two postwar decades, there were only a handful of sociologists in each of the Scandinavian states. Of these, only a select few had been educated in Germany, for example the Norwegian Arvid Brodersen (1904–1996) and the German refugee Theodor Geiger (1891–1952). In 1938, Geiger was appointed to Denmark’s first chair in sociology at Aarhus University, and would later hold a similar position at Copenhagen. Brodersen, however, moved to the New School of Social Research in New York, and remained a rather marginal figure in Norwegian sociology (Thue 1997
 ).

Throughout the entire postwar era, US-inspired (and in many cases, also US-educated) sociologists came to dominate both at the universities in Oslo, Copenhagen, and Stockholm, and at the applied research institutes (e.g., Vilhelm Aubert, Kåre Svalastoga, Hans L. Zetterberg, and Gudmund Hernes, to name a few). Thus, even though exceptions surely can be found (see Sohlberg and Lindbekk 2000
 ), empirical Scandinavian sociology has been strongly influenced by and oriented toward specific American sociological and methodological traditions and schools, rather than toward continental sociology and philosophy. But as the Swede Hans L. Zetterberg pointed out in 1966, the import from the United States was both selective and partial. In consequence, dominant sociologists in the United States could become even more dominant in Scandinavia, simply because the “system of balancing powers” found between different schools and research traditions in the United States would not, or would only to a far lesser degree, be present in Scandinavia (Zetterberg 1966
 : 3). And even though Zetterberg describes Norway in the 1950s as an “intellectual battleground” for visiting American Fulbright professors, a select few would definitely leave a stronger and more lasting imprint on the discipline and the institutional landscape than others. In what later has been described as “Marshall aid for the social sciences” (Mjøset 1991), Paul Lazarsfeld, George Lundberg, and Talcott Parsons 
 were all visiting professors in Oslo; Lazarsfeld in 1948, Lundberg in 1949, and Parsons in 1950. Many of the applied research institutes would also be modeled after Lazarsfeld’s “Bureau for Social Research” at Columbia.

In philosophy, logical positivism and analytical philosophy (i.e., a position not too far from Lazarsfeld’s empirical positivism) stood strong in all the Nordic countries, and perhaps strongest in Norway, where the Vienna-educated philosopher Arne Næss’ seminar on neo-positivism and logical empiricism would leave a lasting imprint on an entire generation of postwar scholars. Due to this “double” heritage of logical empiricism and select traditions in American empirical social research, methodological individualism, rational choice theory, and what was later coined as standard causal analysis
 (Abbott 2004
 )—three positions that were strongly and repeatedly criticized by Bourdieu—have long remained dominant. Empirically, studies of various aspects of the welfare state also have been at the center of the discipline, projects that often have been tied to or that originated in social reform policies, or were and often still are published in reports to the governments. The links between the state and the social sciences thus have been strong, and empirical social science has often been funded through state-funded applied research programs.

Even though the variations between the Scandinavian countries were clear, with a stronger emphasis on measurement and methods in Sweden than in Norway and in Denmark (Allardt 1973
 ), and even though Danish sociology, through Theodore Geiger, had had a much stronger orientation toward continental (particularly German) sociological schools and traditions than was the case in Norway and in Sweden, analytical philosophy, positivism, functionalism, and the Lazarsfeld school of empirical social science can be claimed to be a common denominator for all the various Scandinavian empirical sociologies in the 1950s and 1960s. Also in Denmark, it was one of George Lundberg’s former students, the (Næss-inspired) Norwegian Kaare Svalastoga, who in 1956, and after a long debate, was appointed to the chair in sociology at Copenhagen University (Kropp 2011
 ).

The research themes were often linked to questions regarding the development and improvement of the welfare state, and in a wider sense of the Scandinavian democracies. Whereas inequalities in educational opportunities and social mobility were on the research agenda from the 1950s onward (e.g., Aubert 1963
 ; Svalastoga 1959
 ; Svalastoga and Wolf 1961
 ), the sociology of power, of classes and class relations, and cultural sociology were assigned to more marginal positions in the field, though Copenhagen University did include an Institute for Cultural Sociology and the Copenhagen Business School an Institute for Organizational Sociology and the Sociology of Work. But in Denmark, as in Sweden and Norway, the link between sociological research and governmental institutions remained strong. Thus, it was not surprising that the first large-scale research project on power and power relations was commanded by the Norwegian government in 1972, to be followed by similar state-initiated projects in both Sweden and Denmark.

With the increasing philosophical critique against positivist positions and perspectives in the social sciences (e.g., Skjervheim 1959), and with renewed interest in 
 phenomenology (Østerberg 1966), this complex came under increasing fire from scholars with a stronger orientation toward continental philosophy and sociology.

In all the Scandinavian countries, Marxist sociology gained a more dominant position in the 1970s, making classes, power, and inequalities among the most researched topics. It became evident, however, to most sociologists that Marx had not foreseen the development of modern societies—in particular the evolution of the intermediate classes, with a different composition and size than the theory predicted, and the rising living standard and new political and ideological orientations of the working class. Many turned to the Frankfurt school for more updated analyses, while others sought to break out of the structuralist paradigm through a closer interest in social agents’ subjectivities, drawing on phenomenology, feminism, or other currents.


Reproduction
 and Outline of a Theory of Practice
 were translated into English in 1977, but in the 1970s, Bourdieu’s works were read by only a select few, mainly within the fields of sociology of education, cultural policy, and anthropology. With the translation of Distinction
 into English in 1984
 , this was about to change, not only in English-speaking countries but also in Scandinavia (Sapiro 2015
 ). Even though the interest in Bourdieu’s work was on the rise, when quantitative class analysis found its way into Scandinavian sociological journals in the 1980s, it would be the framework of the American Neo-Marxist Erik Olin Wright (1985)
 that was the one to attack or to defend.

The reception of Bourdieu relied on a few cultural go-betweens. The key people introducing Bourdieu in the Scandinavian countries all had in common a mastery of French. They were typically located in somewhat marginal positions, or at the fringes of the empirically oriented Scandinavian field of sociology. In Norway, the most prominent of these was Dag Østerberg, a philosophically oriented sociologist who through his books and teaching at the University of Oslo introduced Bourdieu, as well as a range of other French thinkers, to a fascinated audience in the 1980s. In Sweden, Boel Berner (1977)
 had already published an annotated selection and translation of more recent works in the French sociology of education, including the works of Bourdieu and Passeron, but from the mid-1980s, it was Donald Broady, first at Stockholm Institute of Education and later as professor in pedagogy at Uppsala University, who would play a key role. Broady arrived at Bourdieu through his interest in the implicit class curricula in the schools, and together with Mikael Palme he edited a collection of Bourdieu’s articles in 1986 (Broady and Palme 1986
 ), one of the first introductions in a Scandinavian language that sought to cover the full
 scope of Bourdieu’s work. Last but not least, Staf Callewaert, a Belgian former Dominican brother with a degree in theology and philosophy, who came to Sweden and thereafter to Denmark, turned to the social sciences and became a key figure for introducing Bourdieu’s work in educational sociology, first and foremost during his more than 20 years as a professor of pedagogy at Copenhagen University.

Thus it was Bourdieu’s sociology of education that first resonated with Scandinavian sociologists. However, from the late 1980s onward, his works would attract a much wider audience and also serve as a main source of inspiration in several larger empirical 
 studies of Scandinavian societies. In the next sections, we will focus on three of the main research areas where Bourdieu’s work gained increasing importance: studies of culture, power, and education, starting with the latter.


THE
 FIELD OF
 EDUCATION




There are several distinct lines of reception of Bourdieu connected to the breadth of his scholarship. The Scandinavian anthropologists read first and foremost his studies of Algeria, with Outline
 as their favorite work (which it still is). The sociologists of culture had Distinction
 as theirs, while scholars within the educational sciences favored Reproduction
 and The Inheritors
 (both co-authored with Jean-Claude Passeron). These books fell on fertile ground in countries where equal access to free, high-quality education had been a right for many years, and the persistence of class and gendered reproduction for this reason was difficult to explain. But, as Börjesson and Broady (2016) have noted, the lack of a separation between public and private educational tracks (the field of education is almost totally public), together with the lack of high tuition fees, grandes écoles
 , and clearly distinguishable pathways to elite positions mean that studying reproduction in a Scandinavian context is not possible through studies of particular institutions or study programs. Instead, one has to study the entire space of institutions and look for the distribution of various forms of capital among them. Börjesson and Broady find systematic differences in the distribution of both inherited and acquired forms of economic, cultural, social, and educational capital, but they also find important differences between men and women, along with a likely increasing impact of transnational educational investments. Their overall conclusion is, perhaps paradoxically, that when one looks at these finer distinctions, the Swedish educational system represents less of an exception from the rest of the world than what is often believed.

We have already presented Callewaert as a key figure in Denmark; he introduced Bourdieu to several generations of students in pedagogy, with ramifications particularly for teacher training colleges, but also for other professional colleges. Broady has reached a quite similar public in Sweden. Bourdieu and Passeron, as well as Bourdieu’s former student Francine Muel-Dreyfus, were frequently read, particularly Muel-Dreyfus’s study of the French instituteurs
 and éducateurs
 . She inspired a stream of biographically oriented—or more precisely, trajectory-oriented—research on the professions in both countries, including teachers, nurses, and social educators, among others (and in Sweden also artists).

A clear strength of this Scandinavian research is the interest in trajectories
 , a term that in Bourdieu’s scholarship designates life courses through social space, where some tracks are more likely than others, given their social origins. To study such life course patterns, Broady, Palme, and the next generation of researchers have picked up and developed the prosopographic method
 , which may be defined as a collective biography, in which the trajectories of members of a particular social group are followed over a long 
 period of time (Broady 2002
 ). Sweden is ideal for this kind of research, as official register databases are exceptionally rich. In all his own research projects, Bourdieu always strived for rich data sets, repudiating simple bivariate analyses for distorting the complexity of the social world. The French register data were, however, far too meager to satisfy his methodological ideals. The richness and accuracy of Scandinavian registers are unknown in the rest of the world. This allows for quantitative studies of trajectories that usually can only be studied qualitatively through biographical interviews. An example is the ongoing study of the educational strategies of the very rich by Andreas Melldahl (2017)
 . The database makes it possible to select all children of the top 0.5% of the population with respect to both income and wealth born in a particular year. Further, it contains not only information about both of the parents’ income, wealth, employment status, sector, and education, but also the same information on the grandparents. This makes it possible to find patterns of capital conversion that would be very difficult, if not impossible, to detect through other methods.

Broady and his collaborators in Uppsala established educational sociology as, on the one hand, studies of the field of educational institutions, meaning the system of relations between these institutions and the historical development of them, and, on the other hand, studies of educational strategies or how individuals and groups use the educational system, and how these uses are affected by the capitals and forms of the habitus they bring in. A recent publication by Börjesson et al. (2016) may serve as an example of the latter. Here the authors examine both embodied forms of cultural capital among students in the elite subfield of Swedish higher education, expressed through their tastes and cultural practices, and institutionalized forms of cultural capital as expressed in these students’ enrollment patterns. The analysis reveals important differences between different educational areas in cultural taste and competences, thereby showing that the frequent use of educational level as a proxy for cultural capital is far too crude to be of value. While social origin has an impact on lifestyle, the educational programs serve as sites “where initial possessions of capital are refined and transformed into institutionalized cultural capital” (2016: 32). Similar differences have been shown in a Danish context by Jens Peter Thomsen (2012)
 .

In Denmark, Callewaert encouraged a series of empirical studies of the field of education. An example is Bolette Moldenhawer (2001)
 , who applied Bourdieu’s field theory to the classroom, bringing a new understanding of the class, gender, and ethnicity-related struggles going on, and relating them to different forms of the habitus. Recent works from the department that Callewaert left when he retired in 2002 (today named the Department for Media, Cognition and Communication at Copenhagen University) prove that the influence has been lasting. In 2014, Sune Jon Hansen defended a thesis based on ethnographic fieldwork among sons and daughters of fishermen in a Danish city. Hansen writes a history of a difficult adaptation to new conditions, where the fishing trade is in decay and the new generations must orient themselves toward formal education, while their forms of the habitus lag behind. Previous generations have had easy access to good earnings from an early age, either through fishing or the fish-processing industry. For them, school was just a waste of time; “real life” was elsewhere. The parallel 
 to Bourdieu’s Bachelors’ Ball
 is striking, but an important difference is that the entire community seems to recognize that the young have to move on and also move away geographically: they have to study (and there are very limited educational opportunities in the neighboring area), and they should strive to qualify for employment in other sectors than the fishery. Hansen quotes an adult worker at the fish-packing factory as saying (2010: 225): “Fortunately we have had a round of job cuts, so some [of the young] have started to study to become educators or care assistants or something like that.”

In Norway, the question of how educational institutions reproduce social inequality has been on the research agenda at least since the early 1960s (e.g., Aubert 1963
 ). One could thus expect Norwegian sociology to be favorable toward Bourdieu’s work within educational sociology, and to a certain degree, this is correct. But even so, the situation has been different from the one in Denmark and Sweden, with no single figure dominating or leading the Bourdieu reception within the field of education. While Raymond Boudon’s work was known quite early through his English books (e.g., Boudon 1974
 ), and Boudon’s theoretical perspectives also were closer to central perspectives in Norwegian sociology, it was only after the translation of Reproduction
 into English that the Bourdieusian perspective gained ground. Bourdieu and Passeron (1977)
 was read by and inspired Marxist scholars, but in the 1970s and 1980s, Blau and Duncan’s Origin-Education-Destinationmodel (Blau and Duncan 1967
 ) probably had a stronger impact on mainstream Norwegian sociology of stratification and education.

The question of recruitment to, and reproduction through, higher education has remained a central one, resulting in a long series of quantitative studies, typically focusing on inequalities in higher education in general, dropouts, ethnic minorities in the educational system, cultural capital and academic performance, Norwegian students abroad, the financing of higher education, and so on (see Caspersen and Hovdhaugen 2014
 for an overview). Nordli Hansen’s alternative class scheme, the Oslo Register Data Classscheme (or ORDC, see Andersen and Hansen 2012
 ; Hansen et al. 2014
 ), which was strongly inspired by Bourdieu’s social space approach, stems from research on these topics, and has gained increasing importance in recent years. In analyses of register data, a tradition that runs strong in Scandinavian sociology, but where the indicators of the different types of capital often also are limited, this scheme makes it possible to emulate Bourdieu’s alternative to class analysis (i.e., a social space approach).


CULTURAL
 CAPITAL AND
 CULTURAL
 CONSUMPTION





Distinction
 (1984 [1979])
 constitutes Bourdieu’s major contribution to the study of the dynamics of social divisions in contemporary society and their interrelationship with the formation of lifestyles. While class analyses formerly portrayed society as a one-dimensional hierarchy, Bourdieu painted a more complex picture of what he termed 
 “social space,” wherein economic and non-economic assets work together or against one another in the formation of social groups. An important revelation in his analysis was the functioning of non-economic assets, termed “cultural capital,” for how social groups acquire status and indulge in practices of domination and exclusion. For his analysis of social differentiation, Bourdieu constructed both a space of social positions and different spaces of lifestyles. He regarded these spaces as first and foremost structured by capital volume (economic + cultural capital) and by capital composition (the relative weight of the two). The analysis was based on different data sources, but first and foremost French survey data from the 1960s and 1970s.

Of course, it cannot be taken for granted that cultural capital will play the same role in other societies and at other historical moments. Bourdieu was careful not to generalize his findings from this analysis of France to other societies, even if he believed his model of the complex interaction of capital forms would also work elsewhere (Bourdieu 1998
 ). Actually, the finding that has generated the most debate in recent research is whether cultural capital in other social contexts does play the role attributed to it in Distinction
 . It is quite obvious that the forms of highbrow culture that Bourdieu detected as working as cultural capital in France in the 1960s and 1970s do not enjoy the same social recognition 30–40 years later, neither in France nor in other countries. Kandinsky’s paintings and Boulez’s music cannot stand eternally as examples of avant-garde taste. The questions about whether cultural capital exists, and, if yes, what it looks like, have guided much of the Bourdieu-inspired research in Scandinavia. Due to the previously mentioned egalitarian traditions in Scandinavia, some scholars have suggested that we would not find cultural capital having the same importance as in Bourdieu’s France (Danielsen 1998
 ).


Distinction
 is probably the most quoted book within the sociology of culture. Innumerable items of research within the sociology of culture have been inspired by Distinction
 and have either provided support for Bourdieu’s analysis, added nuance, or plainly rejected it. Most scholars have, however, used other methods or other variables than Bourdieu did. Among the more faithful (or orthodox) studies are actually a couple of Scandinavian studies, to which we now will turn.

The Norwegian city Stavanger must, within the tradition of Bourdieu, be the best-studied location in the world. Lennart Rosenlund’s study (2009, 2017) is also, internationally, one of the studies that comes closest to Distinction
 with regard to the analytical approach. Survey data from inhabitants of Stavanger were subject to correspondence analyses revealing lifestyle patterns that actually are structured according to the very same principles: total volume of capital and capital composition as the main dimensions of social differentiation. The latter principle, which is a key element in Bourdieu’s work, has until recently not been given much attention in empirical research undertaken in the aftermath of Distinction
 . Rosenlund suggests, based on statistical information about the composition of the population in Stavanger from the 1970s until today, that the capital composition principle of social differentiation actually has emerged and grown in force over these decades. The structure of the space of social positions is thus transformed from a one-dimensional class hierarchy (where capital volume accounts for almost all the variation) to a multidimensional space, with oppositions between different class 
 fractions. The upper and intermediate classes have grown in size and have become increasingly differentiated according to capital composition. The cultural domain of the space has become more disassociated from the economic domain. The relative loss in economic gains suffered by some occupational groups in class fractions with more cultural than economic capital, such as nurses, social workers, teachers, and artists, is a sign of a process of this nature. The structuring patterns found in Distinction
 then appear to be even more valid for Stavanger than previously, when a simple one-dimensional class hierarchy could capture the major differences in this city.

Rosenlund also was, together with Stine Thidemann Faber and Jakob Skjøtt-Larsen, partner in a project headed by Annick Prieur in Denmark and explicitly designed to assess the relevance of Bourdieu’s model of social differentiation and lifestyles. The city of Aalborg was chosen, a city that is in the midst of a rapid transformation from an industrial to a post-industrial economy, in the sense that the industrial sector has decreased, while the service sector and more knowledge-intensive enterprises have increased. A survey was conducted in 2004 and was supplemented with interviews. The questions covered various forms of cultural practice (going to museums, watching TV, etc.) and preferences (judging different musical artists and authors, etc.). On the basis of the background data on different forms of capital, a construction of a Bourdieusian social space was produced wherein lifestyle choices were plotted in relation to one another (Prieur, Rosenlund, and Skjott-Larsen, 2008; Skjott-Larsen 2012
 ). The lifestyle variables were also used to construct a social space of lifestyles into which the background social variables were also plotted (Prieur and Rosenlund 2010
 ). These procedures revealed a series of oppositions regarding cultural practices that could be linked both to the volume and to the composition of capital. This gives some justification for assuming that both economic capital and cultural capital actually work as structuring forces in Aalborg.

A quite similar but broader study in the United Kingdom (Bennett et al. 2009
 ) did not find evidence of the capital composition principle having a structuring force. There may be some methodological explanations for this difference (Prieur and Savage 2011
 ). There were also several similarities between the Danish and the British study, among them that the level of participation distinguished better between survey respondents than the specific preferences or activities did, as the fundamental division was between those who appeared culturally engaged (across a range of specific tastes and practices) and those who appeared to largely abstain. The finding was confirmed in a Finnish study (Kahma and Toikka 2012
 ). There may, however, be a problem in an underreporting of working-class activities due to biases in questionnaire design (with not enough categories for the typical working-class activities). Further, in both the Danish and the British study, variables like age, gender, and/or ethnicity in some respects were better predictors of cultural taste or practices than class (also supported in the Finnish study; Purhonen et al. 2011
 ). It seems, for instance, that musical taste is strongly structured by age, and reading by gender—while class structuring within different age groups or genders prevails. This might therefore be interpreted as signs of intersections between these forms of inequality and class, rather than proof of the irrelevance of class (see, e.g., Bennett et al. 2009
 ; Skeggs 1997
 ).

The Aalborg study raised, however, important questions about legitimacy. Showing differences in cultural consumption is easy, but the meaning of these differences is not given. The lower classes in the Aalborg study did not as a general rule show a particular respect or awe for the cultural choices typical of the higher classes. Bourdieu’s contention that the dominant classes’ cultural choices enjoy a general legitimacy was not confirmed in this Danish case, which may, of course, be linked to this society’s more egalitarian traditions compared to France.

One of the most important oppositions in the Aalborg study could be drawn between an international orientation and a local or national orientation, as it appeared in areas as diverse as TV preferences, musical taste, food consumption, and political attitudes. On one side, we find individuals who orient themselves globally in these matters: they make use of the Internet to seek information and communicate; they have “cosmopolitan” preferences for food and music, and these cultural preferences go together with political attitudes such as rejecting that one ought to hire natives before immigrants when jobs are scarce; supporting aid to developing countries; and denying any pride in being Danish or of coming from Aalborg. On the other side are people with more local and national orientations. This opposition in attitudes and lifestyle clearly followed the opposition between high and low levels of cultural capital (Skjott-Larsen 2012
 ). One might think that whether people prefer local or international dishes and music is not a big deal, but it connects to more fundamental divisions, which becomes clear when followed up in interviews. For example, an engineer talks about the village where he was brought up (Skjott-Larsen 2012
 : 675): “Well, I’m glad I didn’t stay in [village]. The friends and acquaintances we have there, it’s not like I wouldn’t see them today, but I can see somehow that they’re a little stuck, and there’s no ambition to try anything new.” He talks calmly and matter-of-factly about his old friends, without any arrogance; it is just a banal story about a sense of community that is lost. What is interesting are the implicit oppositions drawn of the countryside against the city and the immobile against the mobile, with the association that geographical immobility is a form of cultural limitation. The same opposition may be found in other European studies and gives rise to a question about whether an international orientation or cosmopolitanism serves as a form of cultural capital today (Prieur and Savage 2013
 ).

The aforementioned Scandinavian studies have, together with some other studies, drawn attention to socially structured differences, not only in the cultural objects that are consumed, but also in the mode of consumption. Turning back to the so thoroughly studied city of Stavanger, and based on 46 in-depth interviews with inhabitants, Jarness (2013
 , 2017
 ) analyzed lifestyle choices within differently positioned groups, as well as aesthetic and moral boundary drawing toward other groups, thereby picking up Michèle Lamont’s (1992)
 argument that moral distinctions possibly play a more important role than cultural distinctions. To have a broad set of tastes seems to have become the norm for the educated elite. As an example, one of his interviewees, a journalist, makes a point of being able to “combine the high and the low” and move “elegantly between different taste cultures,” and even claims, “you are considered weird if you are too strict,” by for instance not allowing oneself to watch reality TV (Jarness 2013
 : 100). This journalist 
 undoubtedly matches the portrait painted of the cultural elite in the “omnivorousness” literature (Peterson and Kern 1996
 ), a strand of research that has given support to a critique of Bourdieu’s claim that high culture is used by the culturally privileged to distance themselves from the less privileged (e.g., Skarpenes and Sakslind 2010
 ). Jarness argues, however, that these examples are not simply signs of the cultural elite’s omnivorousness, as there is absolutely not an “anything goes” attitude about their cultural choices. They may strive for “quality goods” from vulgar genres, for instance Bollywood films, crime novels, or country music (2013: 103), and take pride in the ability to “dig up obscurities” (104), as a high school teacher put it. These interviewees accentuated a knowing, but also a playful and ironic, mode of appropriation, which they typically put to work when relating to cultural products usually considered as popular, or even as “bad taste” or “kitsch.” A musician appreciates a particular movie because (106) “[i]t’s so bad it becomes good,” while another musician collected “bad records” because of their expressions of “personality.” Far from the fall of cultural hierarchies that this choice of cultural products might reveal, the ironic and distanced way of appropriating these cultural products betrays a clear sense for making distinctions. And far from a blurring of boundaries between high and low culture, what we witness is a sophisticated use of what Bourdieu (1991
 : 124) termed “strategies of condescension.” Perhaps the mode of relating to culture now has become more important in games of distinction than the precise choice of cultural objects in themselves (see discussion in Prieur and Savage 2013
 ). Based on the British study, Bennett et al. (2009
 : 194), for instance, claimed that a “reflexive appropriation” in “a spirit of openness” had become a middle-class ideal.

Both this Norwegian and the earlier mentioned Danish study found strong evidence that cultural capital played a role, but this cultural capital differed in many ways from the one described by Bourdieu in Distinction
 , as the local cultural elites do not valorize classic high culture to the same degree as Bourdieu’s Parisian cultural elite did. Still, the pattern of relative differences remained, and, as shown, new forms of difference linked to modes of consumption have appeared. A particularly important contribution from this Scandinavian literature is the attention brought to how cultural, moral, and political oppositions reinforce each other through subtle processes of boundary-drawing and “othering.” For this reason, even in egalitarian countries where the lower classes show few signs of experiencing a cultural oppression of the kind described in Distinction
 , where the symbolic violence is evident, cultural consumption preferences are not completely innocent in Scandinavia either, as they, in subtle ways, may contribute to the closure that forms social classes.

A last study to mention from Stavanger, by Jonvik and Vassenden (forthcoming) and based on qualitative interviews across social space, provides a thought-provoking analysis of these subtleties. Those who hold a certain amount of cultural capital will orient themselves toward other holders and will form groups based on their experience of familiarity with them. They will, however, typically avoid bragging about their own cultural competences or make explicit judgments of other people’s cultural preferences when faced with people with little cultural capital. This modesty or discretion softens the symbolic violence experienced by the non-holders, but this also means that 
 the non-holders never really get the chance to understand the reasons for their de facto exclusion from certain groups. Thanks to Scandinavian modesty, the social importance of cultural capital remains a well-kept secret among the culturally privileged.


THE
 FIELD OF
 POWER




Related to increasing economic inequalities in the years after 1980, the sociology of elites has experienced something of a renaissance in international sociology. In its original formulation in the works of Mosca (1939)
 , Pareto (1901), and Michels (1962)
 , however, the sociology of elites not only stood in strong opposition to Marxist class analysis and its focus on economic capital, but also presented an alternative approach to analyses of social change. To paraphrase Pareto, history was not, as in historical materialism, seen as the history of economic class struggles, but rather as the history of elite circulation; of how one elite toppled the other in the ongoing fight over top positions and decision-making power.

Given the dominance of egalitarian societal perceptions outlined here, it is perhaps not surprising that Scandinavian research on elites has been somewhat limited. The first attempt at a systematic analysis of Norwegian elites was initiated and led by the American political scientist John Higley (Higley et al. 1976
 ), and it was not until the 1990s that synthesizing studies of Swedish and Danish elites were published. Originating in political science, none of these drew inspiration from Bourdieu’s works on the French field of power, but rather from well-established traditions within the political sociology of elites.

How to identify the elite(s) (i.e., whom to include and not include) has been a continuing debate. In the international literature, three main perspectives have dominated. Adherents of the positional
 method identify the elite on the basis of formal top positions in a selection of sectors. The demarcation criteria for including a person in the elite or not is whether the person holds a position in formal power structures. This procedure has been used in recent Norwegian (Gulbrandsen et al. 2002), Danish (Christiansen et al. 2001
 ), Swedish (SOU 1990
 ), and German elite studies (Bürklin et al. 1997). When taking the reputational
 method as point of departure, it is others’ opinions that are used as mechanisms of inclusion and exclusion, and a selection of people are asked who they think
 belong to the elite. And the decisional
 method identifies the elite by first selecting a set of important issues, and thereafter finding out who had the power to decide or influence the outcome of the issues.

All these methods have their shortcomings and problems. The reputational method is based on the assumption that those who really have power also are those who have a reputation for having power, which we know is not always the case. If the decisional method is applied, one first has to identify which cases are best suited to identify the real power holders, and thereafter find out who actually influences the outcome of the case. Using the positional method and institutional criteria when doing the selection, it 
 is difficult to include “éminences grises,” who in many cases have much more real power than those who “rubber-stamp” decisions in formal positions. In addition, people with substantial volumes of capital, who undoubtedly can exert power in their respective fields, are excluded as long as they do not also have formal assignments.

Bourdieu’s alternative field approach is closely related to his thinking about the capital structures in social space and expresses the ambition of overcoming the long-standing opposition between a sociology of social class and a sociology of elites (Bottomore 1964
 ; Hartmann 2006
 ). Bourdieu’s work often emphasized the hierarchical relations not only internal to, but also between
 different fields (e.g., Bourdieu 1991
 ). The positions of those in the field of power can therefore be identified in three different and multidimensional capital hierarchies. First, they can be localized in the strongest capital areas of social space. Second, the people in the field of power take positions in the field by virtue of having dominating positions in their respective fields (e.g., dominating positions in the political, academic, or the religious field). They therefore also belong to the strongest capital groupings in their respective fields. And third, there is also a capital hierarchy internally in the field of power, with its own hierarchy between dominating positions.

Bourdieu’s construction of the French field of power was done in several stages. The first major publication, “Le Patronat,” dealt with the field of business leaders in private and state French enterprises (Bourdieu and de Saint Martin 1978
 ) and revealed two main oppositions: one between leaders of state enterprises and leaders of private enterprises, and one between newcomers and inheritors. Later, in La Noblesse d’État
 (1989 [The State Nobility
 1996]), the analysis was expanded to include the field of les grandes écoles
 . In Bourdieu’s original study, the main focus was thus on the elite educational institutions’ struggle over, and power over, the state and its respective institutions and bodies. The multiple correspondence analysis showed that two main principles of differentiation were at work in the field: the grande porte
 institutions (i.e., the well-established national and most prestigious grande écoles
 ) are opposed to petite porte
 institutions (i.e., less renowned, regional schools and educational institutions), and institutions with a high degree of autonomy are opposed to institutions with little autonomy. The institutional dividing lines are thus also clearly rooted in more general capital structures and oppositions. And the oppositions in the global field of educational institutions are not only retrievable in the subfield of elite institutions, but also display clear similarities with oppositions between the same institutions in the field of power.

In this way, a structural homology between the field of French elite educational institutions and the field of power is unveiled. Not only do agents with high volumes of inherited capital and parents with positions in the field of power exhibit a clear tendency to orient themselves in the direction of homologically placed institutions in the field of grandes écoles
 , they also orient themselves in the direction of final positions close to their positions of departure (i.e., their parents’ positions) in the social space and in the field of power. While agents with high volumes of inherited cultural capital less often seek positions close to the economic pole of the field of power, the opposite is the case for agents from the dominating sectors of the field of power, who rather give less priority to intellectual and cultural “temptations” (Bourdieu 1989: 234–235).

Simply to replicate Bourdieu’s strategy, and “to look for France in Scandinavia” when constructing the local fields of power, would be highly problematic and, as noted earlier, would imply a pre-construction of the kind that Bourdieu warned against. In fact, Bourdieu was also open to the possibility that types of capital other than cultural and economic, for instance political
 capital, could both constitute important principles of differentiation and be part of systematic capital oppositions, as for example between political and cultural capital (Bourdieu 1998
 ). And as shown by Michael Hartmann in his recent works on elites (Hartmann 2007
 ), the extent of social mobility and circulation between sectors clearly differs among European states. Scandinavian scholars with an affinity for Bourdieu’s field of power approach have sought to take this into account when constructing the national fields of power. In all of these, Bourdieu’s favoured statistical method, Multiple Correspondence Analysis (MCA), has played a key role.

Based on data from the Norwegian Power and Democracy survey (Gulbrandsen 2002
 ), Hjellbrekke et al. (2007)
 found a tripolar structure in the Norwegian field of power, with an opposition between positions in business, in politics/nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), and positions in research or in the church. The volume dimension
 , which describes an opposition between high and low volumes of economic capital, is thus, and perhaps not surprisingly, also an opposition between positions in the private and public sectors. Positions in business are opposed to positions in politics, research, culture, higher civil service, police, and justice. The capital composition dimension
 contrasts political capital to cultural and social capital. Rephrasing Weber (1922), one might say that “politics as a vocation” is opposed to “science as a vocation,” and that power exertion that mainly rests on political capital is contrasted to power exertion based on cultural and inherited social capital. In a Norwegian context, it seems natural to regard this structural opposition in relation to what has been seen as a long-standing, anti-intellectual attitude among leading politicians (Slagstad 1998
 ). The third dimension separates between a figuration of judicial and military positions versus a figuration of positions in politics, political organizations, and NGOs. Once again drawing on Weber (1922), it is tempting to draw a line between positions whose power rests on charismatic authority and positions whose power primarily rests on legal authority. And in contrast to the United States, in the case of Norway, judicial and political careers are mutually exclusive.

In a Norwegian context, the “struggle” over the state and state positions is more dominated by a systematic field- and position-internal opposition between a group of “inheritors,” both in terms of inherited cultural capital and inherited social capital, and a group of “newcomers” with low volumes of inherited capital (Hjellbrekke and Korsnes 2013
 ). And even if some sectors of the field of power might be more open to social mobility than others, this opposition is also active within these same sectors. The capital oppositions in business and in the private sector more generally are structured somewhat differently, where the clearest opposition can be found between economic and political capital. Thus, one might claim that the Norwegian “state nobility” must defend itself “internally” against newcomers, who aim at the throne, while at the same time taking 
 part in the struggles that keep the field alive (i.e., in the ongoing struggle between dominant and dominated agents in the global
 field of power). In this sense, the Norwegian “state nobility’s” struggle for positions in the state is at the same time a struggle for
 the state.

Two Danish studies have studied two occupations within the field of power, judges and chief executive officers (CEOs), in great detail. Ole Hammerslev’s study “Danish Judges in the 20th Century” found a two-tiered system in which the High Court judges and the judges at the District Court of Copenhagen, the capital, formed “an elite entwined with other central parts of the state and elite society” (2003: 221). Lower court judges, however, could rather be described as legal technicians. The opposition in the legal field is thus also a geographical
 opposition between judges in Copenhagen and the others, in which the Copenhagen judges, as a part of the higher bourgeoisie, relied on residential and educational strategies in order to reproduce their power (Hammerslev 2003
 : 227).

Based on prosopographical data and as part of a larger project on Danish elites, Ellersgaard, Larsen, and Munk (2013)
 have focused on the top 100 Danish CEOs. Like Hjellbrekke and Korsnes (2013)
 , their use of the concept of the field is based less on a grand theory approach (i.e., one that insists on making the opposition between economic and cultural capital, or the opposition Bourdieu found in France, into a universal capital composition principle) than on an application of the concept as an analytical tool for examining internal oppositions in the power elite. Compared to Britain and France, elite schools are far less important, and the educational level is also lower than among German CEOs (Hartmann 2007
 ). A distinct homology between the field of higher educational institutions and the field of economic power like Bourdieu found in France can therefore not be found. Pantouflage
 (i.e., moving from a career in public service and into private business) is also rather rare (with the notable exception of political careers preceding business careers). In Norway, this is linked to political rather than educational capital (Denord et al. 2011
 ), and in Denmark, only a small minority of the CEOs can be identified as pantoufleurs
 .

Finally, two more recent Norwegian studies have examined the internal oppositions in the various elite fractions in greater detail (Flemmen 2012
 ; Ljunggren 2016
 ). In the economic elite fractions, Flemmen finds a clear correspondence between high volumes of both inherited and educational capital. In the next generation, inherited economic and cultural capital is secured through education, and thus provides the “inheritors” with institutionalized legitimacy and dominant field positions. The newcomers, on the other hand, are more likely to end up in “dominated” positions (i.e., as CEOs of smaller companies and firms). In the cultural elite subgroups, similar processes are at work (Ljunggren 2016
 ). Economic capital is not only inherited. The ones with high volumes of inherited economic capital are also the ones with the highest incomes. In the case of Norway, a field-internal opposition between economic and cultural capital is thus more clearly at work in the cultural elite than in the economic elite.


CONCLUDING
 COMMENTS




For Bourdieu, sociology as the study of social relations was to use relational concepts. All his core concepts pointed to social relations. For instance, capital is a relational concept which designates a social force that works within a field. But it will only have this force as long as the social agents in the field attribute this force to it. Therefore, the value of a given type of capital depends on perception, and because it depends on perception, it cannot be expected to have a universal value. What counts as cultural capital is therefore not universal, and the relation between different fields is in movement. One can thus never take for granted that the forms and structure of capitals will be the same in different societies, or that the opposition between cultural and economic capital constitutes a universal
 capital composition principle. To do so would imply a pre-construction of the research object that Bourdieu’s research program strongly warns against (Bourdieu, Chamboredon, and Passeron 1973
 ).To determine the structural oppositions in a given field is not just a theoretical but also an empirical question to be studied in concrete research.

In our view, the Scandinavian studies we have presented here highlight the importance of studying spaces, fields, and capitals, both comparatively and historically. Whereas capital structures in one sense are universal, structuring principles, they are nevertheless combined in ways that may result in national variations with respect to field structures, field trajectories, and structures in the habitus of the people who are located in similar, but not identical, fields and positions. To uncover this variation necessitates a comparative approach, while at the same time recognizing the difference between universal and societal factors, and between the epistemological and ontological status of the research object.

We have in our examples shown a particular interest in how Bourdieu’s sociology could be received in quite egalitarian societies. We think we have shown that Bourdieu’s approach has worked well to bring to the light subtle forms of inequalities, as well as the elusive manner in which these inequalities can be upheld. And if Bourdieu’s sociology can work here, why shouldn’t it be applicable elsewhere?
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CHAPTER 4





BOURDIEU’S UNEVEN INFLUENCE ON ANGLOPHONE CANADIAN SOCIOLOGY




JOHN MCLEVEY, ALLYSON STOKES, AND AMELIA HOWARD


INTRODUCTION




SINCE
 the turn of the century, Bourdieu has been one of the most influential and widely cited figures in anglophone Canadian sociology. Sociologists in Canada have drawn on his work with growing frequency as a source of concepts, theories, and methodological prescriptions. And yet Bourdieu’s impact on the discipline has also been shaped and constrained by a specific pattern of appropriation dictated by the discipline’s intellectual restructuring after 2000.

In the 1960s and 1970s, Canadian sociology was dominated by political economy, class analysis, and political sociology (Brym and Fox 1989
 ). This work was strongly influenced by the Carlton sociologist John Porter, whose work helped define the discipline during a period of rapid growth and institutionalization (Helmes-Hayes 2010
 ). By the mid-1990s, the political economy school had split into smaller, weakly connected research agendas, leaving Canadian sociology in a state of intellectual fragmentation for about a decade and creating an opportunity for a sweeping reorganization of the discipline in the first decade of the twenty-first century (Stokes and McLevey 2016
 ). A new set of specialties—including culture, social capital and networks, education, gender and sexualities, and social theory—became dominant, linked together by their common use of Pierre Bourdieu’s work. Bourdieu became the most central figure in contemporary Canadian sociology, in part because his work is cited—to varying degrees—in many of these newly dominant specialties (Stokes and McLevey 2016
 ).

In this chapter, we argue that the Canadian engagement with Bourdieu has been heavily shaped by these intellectual developments since the 1960s. In the early days of Canadian sociology, Bourdieu was read primarily within the dominant paradigm of political economy and class analysis. He was often interpreted as a neo-Marxist, and his concept of cultural capital was frequently misinterpreted by class analysts. More contemporary engagements with Bourdieu are similarly shaped by the questions and analytic strategies that are common in the newly dominant specialties, for example culture and education. Given this intellectual context, we argue that


1.
 despite growing citations, the Canadian engagement with Bourdieu has been uneven, with many citations being limited and ritualistic, and at times characterized by misreadings;


2.
 despite methodological eclecticism, there is a clear separation of quantitative studies of capital and qualitative studies of field, habitus, and other concepts;


3.
 there is a long-standing focus on intergenerational transmission of privilege, though recent work has begun to engage with other parts of Bourdieu’s sociology.

We consider each of these arguments in depth, following a brief overview of the development of anglophone Canadian sociology and of Bourdieu’s emergence as one of the most widely cited figures in the discipline. We conclude by proposing that future work (1) continue the trend of broadening the Canadian engagement with Bourdieu without abandoning the focus on intergenerational transmission of privilege that has been so central to Canadian scholarship, and (2) move beyond the current methodological division of labor to approach research in new ways.


BOURDIEU’S
 RISE IN
 CANADIAN
 SOCIOLOGY




The 1960s and 1970s were a time of massive growth for sociology in Canada, and for the social sciences and the higher education sector more generally. While some have traced the origins of sociological thinking and research in Canada to the social gospel movement in the late 1880s (Helmes-Hayes 2016
 ), most sociology departments were founded in the 1960s and 1970s (Brym and Fox 1989
 ; Helmes-Hayes 2010
 ; Hiller 1982
 ; Warren 2009
 ). In addition, the two national generalist journals (Canadian Review of Sociology
 and Canadian Journal of Sociology
 ) were founded, and a multidisciplinary intellectual movement was responding to American and British domination of Canadian higher education by emphasizing Canadian hires and promoting research on Canada by Canadians (Cormier 2004
 ).

During this time of rapid growth and institutionalization, sociology was very heavily shaped by the publication of John Porter’s (1965)
 The Vertical Mosaic: An Analysis of Social Class and Power in Canada
 , which was a major intervention into national conversations about social inequality. Contrary to the conventional wisdom of the 
 time, Porter’s classic work
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 demonstrated empirically that Canada was not a classless democracy, and that the main institutional systems in the country—economic, political, administrative, and ideological—were dominated by wealthy white elites who were accountable mainly to one another. Porter’s work, followed by that of his students and colleagues, defined mainstream Canadian sociology during this time of fairly rapid growth and “Canadianization,” launching vibrant research agendas on political economy, corporate elites, ethnic inequality and immigrant integration, occupational mobility, and political sociology (Helmes-Hayes 2010
 ; Helmes-Hayes and Curtis 1998
 ; Stokes and McLevey 2016
 ).

These research agendas started to diversify in the later 1980s and early 1990s, for example, with the growth of more politically radical critiques of Canada, such as the “new political economy” (Clement 1998
 ; Clement and Myles 1994
 ; Clement and Vosko 2003
 ; Clement and Williams 1989
 ) and feminist political economy (Armstrong 1998
 ; Brym and Fox 1989
 ; Eichler 2001
 , 2002
 ). In the mid-1990s and the first decade of the 2000s, this diversification gave way to intellectual fragmentation, due in part to generational change (Stokes and McLevey 2016
 ). The research traditions that were initially inspired by John Porter were declining concurrently and, in some cases, were disappearing from the intellectual scene entirely. At the same time, the Canadian Sociological Association was in crisis. Their membership rates were plummeting as many Canadian sociologists started attending the meetings of the US, British, and international associations instead of the Canadian meetings (Brym 2003
 ). In addition, many quantitative researchers shifted their attention to other Canadian associations, such as the Canadian Population Society, and qualitative researchers working broadly under the umbrella of symbolic interactionism founded their own annual Qualitative Analysis conference. By the early 2000s, there was open debate about the apparent decline of intellectual coherence in sociology, and even the institutional viability of the discipline in Canada (Brym 2003
 ; Curtis and Weir 2002
 ; Gingras and Warren 2006
 ; Johnston 2006
 ; McLaughlin 2005
 ).

Institutional issues aside, it seems that the intellectual fragmentation in the late 1990s and the first decade of the 2000s was relatively short-lived. In the wake of the era of political economy, new research agendas in the sociology of culture, social capital and social networks, education, gender and sexualities, and social theory began to dominate the research frontiers of the discipline. They developed into vibrant research communities concurrently
 , resulting in a renewed Canadian sociology that was diverse, but still more intellectually cohesive than any previous period (Stokes and McLevey 2016
 ). Bourdieu’s work currently knits these research communities together, resulting in a disciplinary network, with Distinction
 (1984)
 at the center of things.


Figure 4.1
 shows the increase in citations of Bourdieu in articles published by Canadian sociologists from 1970 to 2015. The vertical gray line at 1977 represents the first anglophone Canadian citations of Bourdieu in any articles indexed in the Web of Science.
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 Prior to that, Bourdieu was being cited by francophone sociologists, in particular by Marcel Fournier and his colleagues in Quebec (e.g., Fournier and Maheu 1975
 ). Citations of Bourdieu have been increasing steadily over time, but it was not until the middle of the first decade of the 2000s—with the dominance of research on culture and 
 inequality, social capital and social networks, education, and social theory (Stokes and McLevey 2016
 )—that Bourdieu became one of the most highly cited figures in the country. The beginning of this period is represented by the second vertical gray line (at 2005).
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FIGURE 4.1.
 Citations of Bourdieu in articles by Canadian sociologists.

In short, Canadian sociology has gone through a general process of emergence and growth, diversification, fragmentation, and finally reorganization since it became institutionalized in the departmental structure of Canadian universities in the 1960s and 1970s. Bourdieu’s work is unambiguously at the center of the post-2005 intellectual reorganization of sociology in Canada, knitting together a new set of research agendas on culture and inequality, social capital and social networks, education, gender and sexualities, and social theory. But this shift toward greater engagement with Bourdieu does not
 mean that there has been a “Bourdieusian turn” in Canada. As we explain in the following, many citations of Bourdieu are very limited engagements with his work, and are better thought of as ritualistic.


UNEVEN
 ENGAGEMENT WITH
 BOURDIEU’S
 WORK




Despite the fact that Bourdieu’s work has become more central to Canadian sociology over time, the actual extent of engagement with his work has been highly uneven. We 
 conducted a content analysis of all English-language journal articles citing Bourdieu’s work published by Canadian sociologists,
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 and found that 55% of the articles citing Bourdieu mention him only in passing, often in a string of citations (“limited” engagement); 24% include a discussion of Bourdieu’s work and/or use his work in developing empirical measures (“intermediate” engagement); and 21% include substantial theoretical engagements with Bourdieu’s work, and/or address questions or develop hypotheses based on Bourdieu’s concepts and theory (“comprehensive” engagement). The fact that over half of the citations are limited suggests that Bourdieu’s influence in Canada is uneven. This pattern is, however, exactly what we should expect to see for someone with Bourdieu’s status in the social sciences, since high numbers of ritualistic citations are evidence of elite status.

In addition to demonstrating limited engagement with Bourdieu, many early articles were marked by a series of misreadings, including a reductionist tendency to classify him as a neo-Marxist, and a substantialist misuse of the notion of cultural capital. The latter notion was often mistakenly read as denoting so-called highbrow cultural forms—despite
 the fact that Bourdieu aimed to abolish the opposition between high- and lowbrow taste, and that he insisted on challenging the view that high cultural taste occupies a realm separate from low or “vulgar” judgment (Bourdieu 1984
 ). For example, Nakhaie and Curtis (1998)
 drew on work by Bourdieu and colleagues (Bourdieu 1984
 ; Bourdieu and Boltanski 1968; Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 ) to introduce to Canadian class analysis the idea that educational attainment is “certified cultural capital.” Their analysis of a nationally representative survey of Canada showed that parents’ educational attainment predicts children’s educational attainment, which they argued was evidence of “certified cultural capital” being a mechanism of class reproduction in Canada. From the present, this study is an obviously limited reading of cultural capital theory and of Bourdieu’s thinking more broadly. Like much other North American scholarship of the time, they read Bourdieu as a neo-Marxist theorist of class reproduction (see Wacquant 1993
 ). In fact, Bourdieu was introduced to the Canadian context—which was dominated by political economy and class analysis—as a theorist of class reproduction, and naturally was seen as contributing something new to the debates on Canadian class structure (see, for example, Langford 2013
 ).

Canadian scholars have been active in debates about social inequality and cultural capital since at least the early 1990s. Many of these early articles had an overly substantialist interpretation of cultural capital. For example, Bonnie Erickson’s (1996)
 study of the Toronto security industry showed that diversity in social networks is strongly linked to cultural variety, which is the most widely useful cultural resource and is more important than knowledge of high culture. Whereas many scholars assumed—based on inaccurate readings of Bourdieu (1984)
 —that advantage comes from merely possessing either highbrow cultural knowledge or cultural variety, Erickson showed the importance of knowing when and where particular forms of culture are advantageous or not. It is not enough to have a diverse cultural repertoire: one must know how and when to properly use culture. Erickson’s argument contributed to the development of cultural omnivore theory (discussed in Peterson 2005
 ; Peterson and Kern 1996
 ). Like 
 other research on omnivorousness, it is based on a critique of a particular substantialist operationalization of cultural capital that is inconsistent with the position that Bourdieu developed in his larger body of works (see Wacquant 1993
 ). In short, some Canadian sociologists have criticized Bourdieu for a claim that he did not actually make, and have conducted research that, while framed as a critique, is entirely consistent with Bourdieu’s theory. Many of these articles made very important research contributions, but their critiques apply to most North American interpretations of cultural capital theory, not Bourdieu’s own formulation.

Recent research on cultural capital is more consistent with Bourdieu’s relational approach. For example, in “Democracy versus Distinction,” Johnston and Baumann (2007)
 use content and discourse analyses of gourmet food writing to examine how foods become legitimated as high-status cultural signals. In particular, they examine the rising interest in traditionally “working-class” foods within high-status food culture, a domain formerly reserved for haute cuisine. The authors reference how there is an increasing interest in “authentic” and “rustic” foods among elite chefs, how high-end restaurants have begun serving dishes like macaroni and cheese, and how “best burger” competitions are being reported in prestigious food magazines and newspapers. They interpret the broadening of the high-status food category as part of the broader cultural shift toward omnivorousness, which they argue is evidence of Bourdieu’s arguments about culture and class distinction. This is in stark contrast with many others researching the rise of omvnivorousness, who often mistakenly claim that omvnivorousness is inconsistent with Bourdieu’s work on cultural capital.

Over the last decade, it seems that many scholars have moved toward uses of Bourdieu’s work more in keeping with his admonition that his concepts were meant to function as flexible heuristic tools rather than rigid operational devices. For example, Gerry Veenstra (2005
 , 2010
 ) has conducted studies of social inequality in Canada that conceptualize cultural capital as defined relationally by the structure of “Canadian social space.” He identified cultural capital in Canada inductively, using relational methods (principal component analysis and multiple correspondence analysis). In doing so, his analyses closely mirror Bourdieu’s own analytic strategy in studies like Distinction
 . His findings challenge some widely held notions derived from Bourdieu’s theory and cultural sociology more broadly. The key idea here, drawn from Distinction
 , is that cultural tastes and practices are manifestations of a class habitus, and therefore one should expect to see homology between the social space of class positions and the social space of cultural tastes and practices. Veenstra did not find a strong association between class position—defined as economic capital—and cultural taste in late 1990s Canada, but he did find a strong association between educational capital, having greater control in your workplace, and having more rare and exclusive types of cultural knowledge, practices, and taste. This led him to argue that educational capital is a more important “principal of distinction” and contributor to the “manifestation of social class” in Canada than economic capital.

Another example of moving past a substantialist misreading of cultural capital is Veenstra’s (2010)
 attempt to explicitly test the cultural omnivore hypothesis using 
 a nationally representative time-use survey data set. Again, his goal is to mirror as closely as possible the analysis of the social space of capitals, class, and culture from Distinction
 . To do so, he uses methods from the same family of relational statistical methods that Bourdieu himself used when analyzing data on France. Veenstra found, among other things, that there was enormous cultural diversity in the more elite parts of the Canadian social space, consistent with the idea that omnivorism is a key class boundary-making process in Canada. He draws on Bonnie Erickson’s work to argue that having economic resources and flexible schedules enables elites to get even further ahead, in part because they can develop more diverse networks, which can be used to better their economic situation (see also Garnett, Guppy, and Veenstra 2008
 ). Despite these findings, the most recent paper in Veenstra’s (2005
 , 2007
 , 2010
 ) series of Distinction
 -inspired cultural capital papers uses relational methods to show that musical omnivorousness is not dispersed along class lines in Canada, at least as defined by a survey of residents in Vancouver and Toronto (Veenstra 2015
 ). While this recent Veenstra (2015)
 paper tests the classic homology and omnivore theories more explicitly, it is focused on a narrower context (music), and the survey data are more limited because it doesn’t ask time-use questions about many activities that would likely be more lowbrow.

We see these recent contributions to cultural capital research as representing a shift in thinking in Canada. Most important, there is a growing tendency now to analyze cultural capital as defined in nationally specific social spaces, and sometimes even using relational and clustering methods like correspondence analysis, principal component analysis, latent class analysis, or social network analysis.
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 This contrasts with earlier readings of Bourdieu, which tended to operationalize cultural capital as the same set of elite cultural practices over time and across countries, and almost always analyzed survey data using non-relational methods like regression analysis. We see this as a sign that Canadian sociologists are moving past the substantialist misreading of cultural capital that was common just decades ago.


METHODOLOGICAL
 ECLECTICISM BUT A
 CLEAR
 DIVISION OF
 LABOR




The articles on cultural capital are almost all quantitative, with earlier articles tending toward regression models with cultural capital operationalized as specific types of highbrow cultural practices, knowledge, or educational credentials (i.e., a substantialist misreading), and more recent articles sometimes using relational and clustering methods like correspondence analysis, principal component analysis, or latent class analysis intended to capture cultural capital more inductively. Mixed-method content analysis of media is also becoming more common. The growing literature on fields and habitus, on the other hand, tends to be qualitative. Clearly, a very wide range of research methods is 
 represented in this body of work. Nonetheless, there is a clear division of labor between quantitative studies of capital and qualitative studies of field and habitus.

To better understand this methodological division of labor, we analyzed the correspondence between the extent of engagement with Bourdieu’s work (i.e., “limited,” “intermediate,” and “comprehensive”), analytic strategies, and core concepts from Bourdieu’s work using multiple correspondence analysis—a method that will be familiar to many who have read Bourdieu, as it was his preferred statistical method for relational analysis, and played a major role in the development of his theories of social space and cultural capital (see Duval, Chapter 23
 in this volume). Relational methods like multiple correspondence analysis are exploratory and computationally inductive in that they attempt to reveal the underlying structure in a data set by grouping strongly associated variables into synthetic “dimensions” that account for large amounts of variance (see De Nooy 2003
 ; Greenacre 2010
 ; Le Roux and Rouanet 2004
 ). The two most important dimensions can be graphed, with the horizontal axis representing the most amount of variance, followed by the vertical dimension. In our case, multiple correspondence analysis enables us to identify the hidden principles structuring the Canadian engagement with Bourdieu.

Our analysis, shown in Figure 4.2
 , reveals several ways in which Canadian sociologists have engaged with Bourdieu’s work. On this map, levels of engagement, concepts, and analytic strategies that frequently co-occur are plotted close together, and those that rarely co-occur are positioned far apart. For example, the map reveals that there are few interview studies of cultural capital in Canada. The horizontal dimension of the map differentiates between articles with limited engagement and no dominant concept, and those with dominant concepts and intermediate or comprehensive engagement. The vertical dimension differentiates between quantitative articles on cultural capital that have an intermediate engagement with Bourdieu and more qualitative research drawing on multiple concepts (especially habitus and field) with more comprehensive engagement with Bourdieu.

Recent qualitative research on fields and habitus—located in the upper right quadrant of Figure 4.2
 —tends to emphasize how a particular type of habitus forms and changes. This is typically done by examining the potential misalignment between personal dispositions, field structure, and the rules of the game. For example, Wolfgang Lehmann (2014)
 uses habitus to explain why more and more working-class young people are attending university and succeeding, despite the fact that much research in the sociology of education predicts the opposite. While education scholars have tended to use the concept of habitus as a way to explain the disadvantages and struggles experienced by working-class youth in the education system, Lehmann demonstrates how the concept of habitus can also be used to explain why increasing numbers of working-class youth enter into high education and succeed. Using a qualitative longitudinal design, he shows how students recounted how their experiences with higher education offered exposure to new worldviews, diverse people, and different perspectives. This enables them to accumulate cultural capital by, for example, becoming interested in food and attending museums and other cultural events. While students saw this as a journey toward a 
 “better destination,” they also felt conflict as they moved further away from the worldview and orientations of their former peer groups and families. They experienced relationship conflicts and feelings of being caught in the middle of two social worlds. Based on this longitudinal analysis, Lehmann develops a theory of habitus transformation
 that differs from the class reproduction reading of Bourdieu that is popular in some parts of the sociology of education.
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FIGURE 4.2.
 Multiple correspondence analysis of how Canadian sociologists have engaged with Bourdieu.

While Lehmann (2014)
 focuses on habitus transformation in the context of upwardly mobile students, others are more concerned with what happens when fields change radically underneath your feet. For example, McDonough (2006)
 and McDonough and Polzer (2012)
 examine the misalignment between the traditional public service habitus in Canada and the new market logic that was introduced with the turn to “new public management” during Premier Mike Harris’s “commonsense revolution” in Ontario during the restructuring of local government and the amalgamation of multiple municipalities into Toronto in 1998. They describe the “frustrations and inner turmoil” that employees experienced “as embodied expressions of hysteresis.” Their analysis suggests that manual laborers responded to these structural changes by drawing on symbolic capital from the traditional public service, whereas librarians, social workers, and 
 nurses drew on symbolic capital from their professions, which better positioned them to take advantage of new opportunities in the changing field.

Our analysis of the methodological division of labor in the Canadian engagement with Bourdieu shows that there are two separate streams of research that have emerged: quantitative studies of cultural capital in the national social space, and qualitative studies of class habitus and the acquisition and use of cultural capital. Like the quantitative work on cultural capital, the qualitative work on habitus seems to be moving toward a more accurate reading of Bourdieu (see Wacquant 2004
 , 2016
 ) than previous decades, which tended to conceptualize habitus almost exclusively as a mechanism of class reproduction (related to the early misreading of Bourdieu as a neo-Marxist). While promising, this work has been carried out independently of the quantitative research on cultural capital.


AN
 EMPHASIS ON THE
 INTERGENERATIONAL
 TRANSMISSION OF
 PRIVILEGE AND
 SOME
 NEW
 DIRECTIONS




As our discussion has already made clear, the intergenerational transmission of privilege is a dominant theme in the Canadian engagement with Bourdieu. This is a fairly long-standing pattern, and is evidenced by the frequent use of the concepts of capital and habitus,
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 the high citation rate of Distinction
 , and the prominence of Bourdieu’s ideas in debates about cultural omnivorousness. From our perspective, this long-standing emphasis is due in part to the legacy of political economy and class analysis in Canada. From the start, the Canadian engagement with Bourdieu has been about social inequality. This emphasis has continued, even as nationalist political economy research becomes more marginal, and as the major contributions to our understanding of social inequality come from fields like the sociology of education, gender and sexualities, race and ethnicity, culture and inequality, and political sociology.

Areas of Bourdieu’s work that are not focused on the intergenerational transmission of privilege—his early ethnological studies of Algerian colonialism; his diverse writings on social scientific epistemology; his historical studies of the emergence of relatively autonomous artistic, scientific, and intellectual spheres; and his later theories of the workings of state and bureaucratic power, to name but a few—have, for the most part, been neglected by Canadian sociologists. However, there are signs that this is beginning to change, with mid-career and junior scholars beginning to draw on other aspects of field analysis in Bourdieu’s cultural sociology. Adam Green (2008a
 , 2008b
 , 2014
 ), for example, uses Bourdieu to develop a theory of the social construction of erotic desire within historically specific erotic fields. Others have combined Bourdieu’s analysis of cultural fields (especially Bourdieu 1993
 ) with broader theories in the sociology 
 of culture about evaluation processes. For example, Phillipa Chong (2011)
 conducted a content analysis of book reviews from The New York Times Book Review
 and The New Yorker
 magazine to examine how racial and ethnic markers are used in the evaluations of literary fiction. She argues that reviewers use an interpretive strategy of “reading difference,” which emphasizes a book’s authenticity by positioning authors as ethno-racial “insiders.” Similarly, Allyson Stokes (2015)
 combined Bourdieu’s field analysis and the sociology of culture with feminist theories from the sociology of work and gender to assess the role of gender and sexuality differences in canonizing elite fashion designers. Based on an analysis of design awards and a content analysis of designer profiles and media coverage, she develops the concept of “the glass runway” to explain how gay male designers are disproportionately canonized in a numerically and culturally feminized cultural field. Like Stokes, Diana Miller’s (2014)
 comparative work on music scenes integrates Bourdieu’s field analysis with gender theory, in her case to better understand boundary drawing and gender in cultural fields.

Many other studies draw on broader conceptions of field analysis, often influenced by Bourdieu’s work in combination with field theories from organizational sociology, contemporary social movements research, or other systems perspectives (e.g., art worlds) from cultural sociology. For example, Howard Ramos (2015)
 uses Bourdieu-inspired field theory and correspondence analysis to map the field of environmental activism in Canada, with the broader goal of understanding whether or not environmentalist claims are aligned with different dimensions of justice—redistribution, recognition, and representation—identified by the feminist philosopher Nancy Fraser (2009)
 . McLevey (2014)
 also uses correspondence analysis and a combination of Bourdieu’s and organizational field theory to examine the associations between think tank funding and the politics of policy ideas in Canada. McLaughlin and Townsley (2011)
 draw loosely on notions of cultural fields to explain how debates about public intellectuals diffused into English Canada, in the process becoming more politically diverse and less anti-academic than debates in the United States.

In short, the dominant theme in the Canadian engagement with Bourdieu has certainly been the intergenerational transmission of privilege. While this continues to be the case, Canadian sociologists are beginning to explore other aspects of Bourdieu’s cultural sociology. Many other areas of Bourdieu’s work continue to be relatively neglected.


CONCLUSION




In summary, we have argued that Bourdieu became one of the most important and highly cited figures in anglophone Canadian sociology beginning in the first decade of the 2000s, following a series of sweeping changes in the intellectual organization of the discipline. Part of this story is, of course, the dramatic growth of the sociologies of culture and education, upon which Bourdieu has had a profound influence. Despite increasing citations, there has not
 been a widespread “Bourdieusian turn” in Canadian 
 sociology. Instead, Bourdieu’s influence in Canada is uneven
 , with more than half of the articles mentioning him only in passing. Early engagements were characterized by misreadings, including misinterpretations of the idea of cultural capital. Furthermore, there is a persistent methodological division of labor that continues to promote fragmented readings of Bourdieu’s work (see Wacquant 1993
 ). Quantitative scholars focus on cultural capital, and qualitative scholars focus on field and habitus. Overall, Canadians continue to engage with Bourdieu’s work on the intergenerational transmission of privilege.

Given the evolution of the Canadian intellectual network and legacy of political economy, it is unsurprising that the main way Bourdieu has been adopted is as a major contributor to debates about the intergenerational transmission of privilege, about the relationship between the material and symbolic, between class and culture. While the strong focus on social inequality has been, and should continue to be, a major part of the Canadian engagement with Bourdieu, there is also room for work that draws on other aspects of his work, including his work on the emergence of scientific, intellectual, and artistic fields, or on social science epistemology. While this work is being picked up more by mid-career and junior scholars, there is much more that Canadians can contribute. Perhaps it is time for Canadian sociologists to move away from the focus on field, capital, and habitus and to begin engaging with other aspects of Bourdieu’s work, such as his theories of state power (Bourdieu et al. 2014
 ; Bourdieu, Wacquant, and Farage 1994
 ), his critiques of neoliberalism (e.g., Bourdieu 1999
 ), his work on symbolic violence and masculine domination (e.g., Bourdieu 2001
 ), or his accounts of the emergence of artistic, scientific, and intellectual spheres (e.g., Bourdieu 1996
 ).

Our analysis has also revealed a strong division of labor in how Bourdieu has been adopted, with mostly quantitative studies of capital and qualitative studies of field and habitus. This fuels the fragmented readings that Wacquant (1993)
 argued are responsible for many misinterpretations of Bourdieu’s work. While the methodological division of labor makes some obvious sense, we think that moving beyond it is a substantial neglected intellectual opportunity. First of all, we need more multi-method work. Bourdieu’s own empirical research wove together analyses of quantitative, qualitative, and archival data. Developing and testing theory would ideally proceed in the same way. More ambitiously, we would like to see more ethnographic and interview studies of how people attempt to convert their cultural capital into economic capital (and vice versa), and more quantitative studies of the structure of fields using relational methods like correspondence analysis or longitudinal and multilevel statistical models, for example, to pick apart the structure and evolution of cultural fields. Similarly, we think there is great promise in promoting more comparative approaches to the qualitative field analyses being done right now, whether of multiple cultural fields in the same national settings, or of the same field in different settings. Indeed, this comparative dimension was an important dimension of Bourdieu’s work and of the development of field theory in the first place. These methodological innovations could contribute greatly to current debates, including the mostly descriptive and conceptual literature on fields that is currently the norm, and the work on cultural capital and social space, which has tended to test theories more often than generate new explanations or posit new mechanisms. This 
 work has been developing in the United States and other countries, but it is much less common in Canada.

Another thing that is relatively neglected in Canada, although not altogether absent, is the use of formally relational methodologies such as those developed in social network analysis. While there is no shortage of innovative applications of Bourdieu’s theory in Canada, there have been few efforts to apply, develop, or think through the relational methodologies that Bourdieu himself used, or the more technically sophisticated versions of those methods that are available now. Many depictions of field structure, for example, remain theoretical and conceptual, and are not based on the relational data analysis that fueled the early development of field and cultural capital theory. We think that this focus on greater use and innovation in relational methodologies is important in part because it is seems a genuine advancement of Bourdieu’s vision of sociology as a thoroughly relational and historical discipline. Beyond the specific concepts he developed, Bourdieu’s scientific interest in relational thinking and analysis is surely one of his most important legacies and contributions. Bourdieu was an energetic and creative empirical researcher whose scientific vision of sociology was primarily about the pairing of relational theory and relational data analysis.

In other words, while contemporary Canadian sociology has many fine examples of research engaging Bourdieu, the methodological division of labor that has developed over time likely holds back innovations. We would like to see more sociologists working in the eclectic, relational, and multi-method way that Bourdieu himself did. Most important, there is an opportunity to “think relationally” by better implementing relational methods, rather than simply invoking relational theory. Of course, this does not just mean introducing more quantitative methods. Debates about cultural capital and omnivores remain limited, sometimes severely, by the types of survey questions available. They would do well to have a stronger qualitative base, focused perhaps on how capitals are converted.

Despite being a tiny fraction of the size of American sociology, Canadian sociology has diversified and has adopted Bourdieu in a variety of ways, sometimes picking and choosing concepts (rightfully or wrongfully) and sometimes adopting the whole package. Like Lamont, we think that this has been more a force for good than not.

NOTES



1.
 The Vertical Mosaic
 was also widely known in American sociology at the time. It won the MacIver Award, which was later renamed the Distinguished Scholarly Book Award, from the American Sociological Association.

2.
 Our data include all English-language journal articles citing Bourdieu’s work published by Canadian sociologists, indexed by the Web of Science (N
 = 451). Roughly half of these articles appear in generalist sociology journals, including major generalist journals from Canada, the United States, and the United Kingdom.

3.
 Who does or does not qualify as a Canadian sociologist is contested. A long discussion of our approach to collecting articles by Canadian sociologists—not just those that cite 
 Bourdieu—is provided in Stokes and McLevey (2016)
 . In short, we chose to collect articles published in 169 sociology journals where at least one author had an institutional affiliation to a Canadian university. It does not matter for our analysis if an author is a Canadian citizen, or what country his or her PhD is from. We do not have data on articles published by Canadians working at universities outside the country. Our content analysis includes a variable for the level of engagement with Bourdieu, which was developed by Sallaz and Zavisca (2007)
 for their article “Bourdieu in American Sociology.” In addition to level of engagement, we coded the general analytic strategy and the dominant concept from Bourdieu’s work used in each of 451 English-language articles. Coding the dominant concept was more challenging for “comprehensive” articles, which typically engage multiple concepts at once. However, most of these articles still rely more heavily on one concept than others. We coded “multiple concepts” only when identifying the dominant concept meant making a fairly arbitrary choice of one concept over another.

4.
 Although Bourdieu was a critic of the social network analysis of his day because, as he put it, “the study of these underlying linkages has been sacrificed to the analysis of the particular linkages (between agents or institutions) and flows (of information, resources, services, etc.) through which they become visible . . .” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 , 114). He preferred methods like correspondence analysis because they could identify more abstract underlying relationships. See De Nooy (2003)
 for a comparison of correspondence analysis and network analysis in field theory.

5.
 Our content analysis reveals that 48% of the articles were about cultural capital, 21% about social capital, 20% had multiple capitals, and 11% emphasized other types of capital (e.g., aesthetic capital). The next most emphasized concept was habitus, followed by field. “Other” includes less frequently mentioned concepts such as social space, symbolic violence, reflexivity, doxa, and hysteresis.
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CHAPTER 5





READING BOURDIEU IN SOUTH AFRICA



Order Meets Disorder




KARL VON HOLDT
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READING
 Bourdieu in South Africa alerts one to how his texts capture textures of social order, how acutely conscious they are of the accumulated weight of centuries of social structure that define “the way things are,” and how light that weight seems, embedded as it is in language and embodied in practices that have evolved gradually over time. His analysis is fine-tuned to the intimacies of domination and subordination—to the way they are inscribed in bodies, language, and psyches.

The social reality of contemporary South Africa appears to be the polar opposite—fractured, contested, disputative, disorderly, violent. In contrast to Bourdieu’s account of profoundly stable domination, reproduced as it is through the social structure of field, habitus, and symbolic violence, we have here challenge, reversal, and constant shifts in meaning. The oppressive order of apartheid was ruptured and overthrown by countless initiatives that entailed not only resistance, but the formation of counter-orders. Symbolic violence is “a gentle violence, imperceptible and invisible even to its victims” (Bourdieu 2001
 [1998]: 2); South African violence has been, throughout its colonial history and into the present, rough, physical, and all too visible in terms of battered, punctured, and dying bodies, whether in the form of police violence against strikers, subaltern violence against foreigners, or domestic violence against women.


WHY
 READ
 BOURDIEU IN
 SOUTH
 AFRICA
 ?



The Problem of Order

It may be that Bourdieu’s attentiveness to the question of order helps us to think about the limits
 of order and the contestation over these limits. One of our problems is how 
 to think about resistance, about social fragmentation, about disorder, about pervasive violence—which means paying attention to different kinds of order as well. Local orders that emerge from below, formed by subaltern communities and activities and shaped by elements of pre-colonial culture and practice, as well as by new networks and organizational forms, may support or subvert state orders. All too often, the master categories of sociology—state and society, bureaucracy and industrialization, class, development, modernity—struggle to encompass the realities of contemporary South Africa, and instead of illuminating them, impose a grid of concepts that leave us dissatisfied and with the sense that something crucial has been left out. Such sociology gives the impression that South African society is something less than "normal”, or that we have not yet arrived at our true destination, at a place we can feel is somehow whole and explicable.

Leaving these issues aside, Bourdieu’s focus on the mechanisms of order and the concepts he finds it necessary to elaborate in order to explore this—field, habitus, classification, symbolic power, and symbolic violence—may point us toward exactly
 the sites that must be examined if we are to think about the limits of order. Symbolic violence may help us to think about physical violence; habitus may help us to think about resistance.

It is also possible that the subtlety of Bourdieu’s thinking about domination and order may alert us to the processes of ordering that exist beneath a surface that appears unruly and fragmented, pointing toward deep continuities of domination and racial ordering derived from the colonial and apartheid past, as well as subaltern formations of resistance and counter-order. Many aspects of South African society—from the brutal facts of economic control and the distribution of poverty to the subtle ordering produced in language and symbols—are deeply shaped by this history, but in ways that remain opaque in public discourse precisely as a consequence of symbolic violence. One hopes that continuing interrogation of Bourdieu’s work in the light of our social reality has the potential not only to generate new insights in our own research, but also to unsettle metropolitan sociology and shake up its master categories, contributing to a robust engagement—whether in the form of combat sport or dialogue—between center and periphery, North and South, the West and “most of the world,” as Partha Chatterjee (2004)
 puts it.

The Body of Defiance

Bourdieu is interested in the subordinated body that the subaltern habitus predisposes to manual labor, as well as to deference, humility, and a physical stance of submission. This immediately poses the question of the body in resistance. The body on strike is already a body of defiance, refusing the routines of subordination and of the supervisor’s instruction, disrupting authority. Striking workers in South Africa today chant songs with roots in the freedom songs of the 1980s, dance the toyi-toyi
 war dance that originated in the military camps of Umkhonto we Sizwe, and carry sticks that they understand to symbolize acts of fighting or war.

Where does this—the refusal, the defiance—fit into the idea of habitus, which predisposes the dominated to find domination invisible and submit to it? Does the body of resistance only come into being at the moment of explicit collective mobilization? In my study of worker struggles at Highveld Steel in the apartheid era, workers talked about a continual resistance to the pace of white managers and their machinery, about an “apartheid go-slow” on the part of African workers. At the height of the period of mass struggles in the 1980s, workers at the Daimler-Benz plant in East London wore wooden AK-47s strapped to their bodies on the production line, symbolizing the connection between their struggles and the military struggle of the African National Congress (ANC), while supervisors locked themselves in their offices (Von Holdt 1990
 ). Can Bourdieu’s theory account for the resistant body, the body that refuses the machinery and structures of domination?

According to Bourdieu (2000 [1997]
 : 182), historical critique is “a major weapon of reflexiveness” which “makes it possible to neutralize the effects of naturalization.” For Bourdieu, it is the scholar who has the time and who occupies a location that makes it possible to pursue this task. The first strike I went to after arriving in Johannesburg in 1986 was an occupation strike in a large engineering works. Hundreds of workers were gathered in a solid and disciplined phalanx, “toyi-toying
 ” slowly up the main road between the factory buildings. Many were bearing cardboard shields and steel replicas of spears turned on factory lathes, and in front of them whirled and danced two of the strike leaders, their factory overalls supplemented with animal furs and beads, referencing pre-colonial culture and resistance to colonial conquest.

History is not something that is solely available to social scientists toiling away in scholarly fields; it is available to be appropriated and reinvented and marshaled afresh by subalterns. In the colony, history is embodied. The bodies of the colonized constitute a site of struggle in the form of conquest and resistance, and in the various endeavors of colonial authority to order and subdue the subject body. Racial classification systems—which reached their apogee under apartheid—provide the foundation for physical and symbolic assault. When the railway strikers in 1987 made use of traditional medicine to protect them before going out to confront the guns of the police (Baskin 1991
 ), they were drawing on all the resources of their history. Bullets drew blood nevertheless, but if the medicine gave the strikers the strength to challenge the apartheid order, is that not how apartheid was brought to the negotiating table?

In the colonial experience, history has a bodily presence that must be accommodated in any attempt to make use of Bourdieu’s concept of habitus or of bodily dispositions.

In Bourdieu’s writings, for the most part, habitus and symbolic violence fit the embodied individual—the social body—seamlessly into social structure, so that social reality appears most of the time as ordered and coherent, and domination becomes natural and invisible. This is how Bourdieu resolves the opposition between agency and structure, but he does so in a way that is in danger of removing agency from the picture. “The body is in the social world but the social world is in the body,” so that the body can only act in accordance with the social world, by which it is “pre-occupied
 ” before it acts (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 142, 152). This comes close to constituting a tautological circle that allows little room for agency or volition.

In contrast, the colony poses the question of the limits
 of order and the limits of authority’s power to occupy the body. The body’s potential for defiance is present within the body of submission, corresponding to the distinction Scott (1990)
 draws between “the public transcript” of deference and the “hidden transcripts” of resistance. It is quite intriguing to read Bourdieu’s early works on the anti-colonial struggle in Algeria: in his account of settler colonialism, racialized oppression is totally transparent and resistance is inevitable—to the extent that it requires no explanation (Bourdieu 1962
 [1958]). This is, of course, too simple an account of colonial domination (Burawoy and von Holdt 2012
 ; Von Holdt 2013
 ), but its interest lies in the contrast with his later work on the invisibility of domination in the West.

When Bourdieusian theory, drawing on anthropological insights into indigenous society in the colonies and elaborated in the advanced capitalism of France, is returned to Johannesburg and South Africa, it is confronted by disjunction, fragmentation, and subversion.

Colonial and post-colonial realities that are deeply structured by their founding violence, by domination and by the uneven distribution of power, suggest that the social world may better be understood as contradictory, inconsistent, polyvocal, paradoxical, and full of tensions and uncertainties. In this case, the habitus also should be regarded as complex and contradictory, where different dispositions may be at odds with one another and a particular disposition may even be dogged by a shadow counter-disposition, to which at times the individual may give way. When considered in this way, the relationship between habitus and social world, while structured, is not seamless. The potentiality of the body of defiance is present within the body of submission (Fanon 2001
 [1967]: Chap. 1; Von Holdt 2003
 ).

Paradoxically, in his work on colonial Algeria at the beginning of his scholarly life, Bourdieu himself provides pointers in this direction. The disjunctions of colonization produce a contradictory world in which all behavior can be interpreted according to two different and clashing logics, generating “a double inner life,” a tension between compliance and revolt, and facilitating conscious awareness of models that were previously taken for granted; however, these empirical insights are not carried through into his later theoretical work (Hilgers and Mangez 2015b
 : 270).
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The “Margin of Freedom”


Pascalian Meditations
 is Bourdieu’s culminating theoretical work, in which he draws together and elaborates on the core concepts developed in a lifetime’s research and reflection, while referring back to his wide-ranging empirical studies. The main force of the book’s arguments is to explain the stability and durability of social order: field, habitus, and symbolic violence form an interlocking whole that tends to reproduce existing hierarchies and social orders.
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Yet there is a counter-current to the main argument that emerges briefly but vividly at certain points—a probing of the conditions under which the weight of social order may 
 be destabilized or challenged, and echoes of the Algerian experience surface as such moments. Some of these concern the potential of a destabilized field, or a contradictory habitus, to generate dynamics of change.

Contradictory positions in social structure may generate “destabilized habitus, torn by contradiction and internal division, generating suffering,” and the same effect may occur “when a field undergoes a major crisis and its regularities (even its rules) are profoundly changed”; this happens “in situations of crisis or sudden change, especially those seen at the time of abrupt encounters between civilizations linked to the colonial situation or too-rapid movements in social space.” But, strangely, this disjunction does not culminate in collective struggle; instead, Bourdieu emphasizes the difficulty agents then have “in adjusting to the newly established order,” and the durability of these now maladjusted dispositions creates the “Don Quixote effect”: the disoriented individual is reduced to tilting at windmills, and the possibility of subaltern mobilization to restructure the field itself is elided (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 160–161).

But the question of subaltern agency cannot be so easily disposed of, and it reappears several times in Pascalian Meditations
 , mostly as a possibility to be gestured toward, rather than something fully explored. Thus, 20 pages from the passage discussed in the preceding, we find the following:

The specifically political action of legitimation is always carried out on the basis of the fundamental given of original acceptance of the world as it is, and the work of the guardians of the symbolic order, whose interests are bound up with common sense, consists in trying to restore the initial self-evidences of doxa
 . By contrast, the political action of subversion aims to liberate the potential capacity for refusal which is neutralized by misrecognition, by performing, aided by a crisis, a critical unveiling of the founding violence that is masked by the adjustment between the order of things and the order of bodies. (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 181)

Here we read that it is only intellectuals who can see through the silent “self-evidences” of the given order of things. But what if, in the colonial world, it is domination that is self-evident? Then what becomes of subaltern agency and intellectuals’ monopoly of the power to understand?

Such passages seem to gain an added charge of theoretical explosiveness precisely because of their sparseness and elliptical brevity, surrounded as they are by the overwhelming accumulated weight of domination that is the main emphasis of his texts.

In the final chapter of Pascalian Meditations
 , Bourdieu returns to symbolic struggle, and in this account he introduces an entirely new dimension: the symbolic order constitutes a space of relative autonomy with a margin of freedom for redefining the world
 and opening up new possibilities:

But there is also the relative autonomy of the symbolic order, which, in all circumstances and especially in periods in which expectations and chances fall out of line, can leave a margin of freedom for political action aimed at reopening the space of possibles. Symbolic power, which can manipulate hopes and 
 expectations, especially through a more or less inspired and uplifting performative evocation of the future—prophecy, forecast or prediction—can introduce a degree of play into the correspondence between expectations and chances and open up a space of freedom through the more or less voluntarist positioning of more or less improbable possibles—utopia, project, programme or plan—which the pure logic of probabilities would lead one to regard as practically excluded. (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 234)

The symbolic order introduces a crucial new dimension into an analysis of social reality dominated by the concepts of field and habitus: a flexibility or freedom through which the determinism of structure can be challenged by imagining alternatives. It is worth exploring Bourdieu’s meaning as far as possible:

. . . symbolic power . . . intervenes in that uncertain site of social existence where practice is converted into signs, symbols, discourses, and it introduces a margin of freedom between their objective chances, or the implicit dispositions that are tacitly adjusted to them, and explicit aspirations
 , people’s representations and manifestations. (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 235)

That is, symbolic power implies “a margin of freedom” between habitus and field, a space for interpretation and therefore contestation. This becomes a site of “twofold uncertainty” because the meaning of the social structure remains open to several interpretations, while at the same time, agents are capable of multiple ways of understanding their actions. In other words, both habitus and field become sites of uncertainty, in radical contrast to the full and forceful weight of Bourdieu’s main line of argument:

This margin of freedom is the basis of the autonomy of struggles over the sense of the social world, its meaning and orientation, its present and its future, one of the major stakes in symbolic struggles. The belief that this or that future, either desired or feared, is possible, probable or inevitable can, in some historical conditions, mobilize a group around it and so help to favour or prevent the coming of that future. (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 235)

This account differs from those mentioned previously, in that it does not end with the alienated, maladjusted individual, left disoriented by changing fields, nor does it rely on the intellectual who has the power to unmask domination to mobilize the masses, but rather suggests a significant indeterminacy in which a group can mobilize to shape the future. Here we have the collective agency to imagine a different future and disrupt the social order. Finally,

. . . the discourses or actions of subversion . . . have the functions and in any case the effect of showing in practice that it is possible to transgress the limits imposed, in particular the most inflexible ones, which are set in people’s minds. . . . The symbolic transgression of a social frontier has a liberatory effect in its own right because it enacts the unthinkable. (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 236)

At these moments in Pascalian Meditations
 , Bourdieu was evidently grappling with his own theoretical framework, probing it for the points where disruption and change might occur within his interlocking system of concepts; and, in the passages quoted here, he finds a possibility of critical consciousness on the part of the dominated, in the indeterminacy of symbolic order. Imagination calls forth a potential agency beyond the determinism of structure, although, to be comprehensible rather than “unreal and foolhardy” (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 236), it must call on dispositions and structural possibilities that already exist in the world. This insight is hardly developed or integrated into his theoretical logic, but nonetheless these passages might hold the clues we require in bringing Bourdieu to bear on South Africa—or in bringing South Africa to bear on Bourdieu.

How would we do this? It is clear that in the preceding version of Bourdieu’s thinking, symbolic power escapes the logic of field and habitus, at least to some extent. And this illustrates one of the problems with Bourdieusian theory—it provides powerful and systematic tools for thinking about the kinds of clearly demarcated and relatively autonomous activities described as “fields,” but is less adequate for thinking about the bigger “social space” or society more broadly. This is one reason that Bourdieu lacks a theory of social change—he does of course have a theory of how fields change, and how agents struggle for change within fields, but what he lacks is a concept of larger social struggles and transformations. I return to this question later in this chapter, but for now it is sufficient to note that by virtue of its more general attempt to account for his theory, Pascalian Meditations
 does raise these bigger historical questions, in ways that I have summarized in the preceding discussion.

One reason that symbolic power escapes the logic of field is that it operates within a larger sociopolitical space that we might call society. Thus it enables us to think about anti-apartheid resistance and transition in South Africa. In the next section I will attempt to show how this idea of society-wide symbolic order and symbolic power might help us to think about resistance and the transition in South Africa. In the following section I return more specifically to the challenge of thinking about the political field in South Africa.

Resistance and Transition

It would be impossible to understand the re-emergence of resistance to apartheid in the 1970s and 1980s, after the defeat of the liberation movement in the 1960s, in terms of the dynamic between field and habitus. Certainly, changing social structures—the rapid growth of a mass semi-skilled working class based in the expansion of manufacturing, and the dramatic increase in the student population concentrated in township secondary schools and in “bush universities”
 4
 —meant that sectors of the black population had increased structural power in the economy and in communities, while the capitalist expansion of the 1950s and 1960s was mired in structural constraints.

These factors provided the material foundation for the formation of the two key forces in the new resistance—the black working class and its new trade unions, and the 
 students and their organizations. In both cases, though, the substance of their struggles was a challenge to the symbolic and physical order of apartheid. For workers, the trade union struggle was fundamentally a struggle to be treated as a human being
 : “Today I see myself as a human being because of the union,” said one illiterate steelworker; and, “Now you can actually tell the white man what you want, you can speak for yourself; those things were impossible in the dark years of the past, especially for the people before us, our fathers,” said another (Von Holdt 2003
 : 299).

For students, there was the elaboration of Black Consciousness as a symbolic counter-discourse to the racism of apartheid, and then the revolt against apartheid schooling triggered by the imposition of Afrikaans as a medium of instruction—again, a highly charged moment of symbolic struggle. To the extent that these assertions of agency could be said to involve habitus, the crucial factor is the “margin of freedom” that symbolic struggles over the definition of social reality afforded first activists, and then growing numbers of supporters, to reimagine themselves—to “see [themselves] as . . . human being[s]” against a system that denigrated and commodified blacks.

As Bourdieu writes, the “symbolic transgression of a social frontier has a liberatory effect in its own right because it enacts the unthinkable” (2000 [1997]: 236); and, indeed, with every such transgression, the popular movement won wider support and the granite-like solidity of the apartheid system was seen to be illusory. By the late 1970s and early 1980s, the popular movement was increasingly drawing on the symbolic resources provided by earlier waves of mass resistance. I well remember a public meeting in the Western Cape in 1981, where the symbols of the banned ANC were first displayed. At the entrances into the hall, young activists proffered baskets of ANC ribbons, and soon the audience of 3,000 was wearing ANC colors. Halfway through the meeting, three young activists, their identities concealed with balaclavas, marched the ANC flag down the aisle and onto the stage in a moment of extraordinarily potent political symbolism as the popular movement “unbanned” an organization that was at the time illegal, exiled, and prosecuting an underground political and military struggle against the regime. This was “symbolic transgression” at its most charged.
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Symbolic transgression and mobilization were profoundly embodied
 , from the ritual raising of clenched fists and call-and-response salute of “amandla,” answered with “ngawethu,” to the chanting of freedom songs and marching to their rhythms, a practice that reached its apogee with the toyi-toyi
 , a militant, chanted battle dance that originated in the Umkhonto we Sizwe camps outside the country and rapidly spread through the internal popular movement. Such rituals, songs, and dances conveyed both exuberance and resolve, welding huge gatherings of people in halls, factories, mines, streets, and funerals into mass phalanxes of resistance and insurgency. Indeed, public performance was a central dimension of the popular movement’s power. Every death led to a funeral that became a mass theater of community unity and refusal to submit. It could be said that a new habitus, one composed of dispositions to resistance, bravery, and defiance, was forged out of these bodily performances—and that such a habitus was necessary if people were to face the hazards of bullets, detention, and torture that the struggle entailed.

Public performance of the popular movement also provided an arena in which was forged a new symbolic universe ordered around ideas of freedom, democracy, non-racialism, people’s power, women’s rights, workers’ rights, socialism, armed struggle, making apartheid “ungovernable,” and so on. In the face of this symbolic universe and the organizational power that underlay it, the symbolic order of apartheid lost its hold and coherence, and in the end the regime became less and less able to speak and therefore incapable of acting, beyond the spasmodic bouts of repression facilitated by national states of emergency.

This brief account of the re-emergence of resistance in South Africa illustrates the range of symbolic resources available to subalterns as they struggle to reframe and symbolically transform reality—ranging from deep histories, to the emergence of networks and organizations in schools, universities, and workplaces, to multiple subversive intellectual sources, hidden transcripts, and native languages. The social world emerges as profoundly contradictory—not least in the dissonance between daily reality and the apartheid symbolic order. Neither habitus nor field explains the emergence of resistance to apartheid. It might, of course, be possible to argue that the eruption of the popular movement into politics dramatically expanded the political field and increased the range of symbolic struggle over its terms—but that would be to stretch the concept of field beyond its usefulness, to include most spheres of society and indeed most other fields. Rather, we should think of habitus and fields as locations—uncertain and contested—among others for symbolic struggle between the embodied submission demanded by apartheid and the embodied defiance evoked by resistance and democracy. In explaining the large-scale durability or overthrow of regimes, habitus can only be a secondary concept; of central importance are symbolic order and resistance, and their relation to structural and material power in the economy and society.

Transition and After

The symbolic struggle between the popular movement and the apartheid regime continued through the process of negotiated transition (1990–1996) and was stabilized in the form of a new democratic constitution, which laid the basis for the emergence of a new symbolic order centered on the idea of democracy and the transformation of the social structures of racial domination in the economy and society.

While at one level the new constitutional order, backed by broader national consensus, did appear to stabilize the symbolic universe of a new South Africa, at other levels it opened up new arenas of contestation, particularly racial contestation over institutional and economic transformation. But the destabilization of symbolic order is not confined to racial contestation over the meaning of social reality in post-apartheid South Africa. Side by side with these transformations has come a rapid process of black elite formation out of which a new black middle class, a new black business class, and a political elite are crystallizing. At the same time, the growth of unemployment and the expansion of insecure work has driven the fragmentation of the working class and the expansion of the poor, condemned to informal subsistence activities or idleness.

The formation of historically new classes is not simply a material process of accumulation, on the one hand, and dispossession, on the other, of struggles to enter one class or to avoid being forced into another, and of attendant social dislocation; it also entails the disturbance or disruption of the existing symbolic order, and formative projects to reconstitute symbolic order so as to make sense of new hierarchies and distinctions, new interests, and new social distances.

How will it be known who has power, who is a member of the elite, who has status? This is a particularly urgent question when elite formation is so rapid and the trajectory from poverty and subaltern status to powerful elite is so steep. A long-established ruling class or a long-drawn-out intergenerational process of class formation may evolve more discreet or subtle expressions of status and distinction, but a class or classes that tear themselves forth from the subalterns through internecine struggles, and in which individuals remain subject to sudden reversals of fortune, necessarily have to rely on more robust, and even brash, assertions of status. This is doubly so in South Africa, given the nature of apartheid, which consistently denigrated and undermined the capabilities of black South Africans. Thus emerges what Jacob Dlamini (2011)
 calls “the politics of excess”: conspicuous consumption, the emphasis on marks of distinction that bear witness to high levels of disposable income—designer clothes, powerful cars, large homes, expensive parties, and largesse to friends and associates. These are the signs through which the new elite attempts to stabilize its power and assuage its uncertainties (Bourdieu 1984
 ).

The emerging symbolic order of the new elite is oppressive—and contested—in other ways as well. Young male protesters in one town related angrily how the mayor had publicly dismissed the protesters as “unemployed, unwashed boys who smoke dagga
 [marijuana], abongcolingcoli
 [puppets] who are not members of the community.” They pointed out, as did many others, that the mayor herself did not live in the town and that she had minimal schooling (Langa, Dlamini, and Von Holdt 2011
 ; Langa and Von Holdt 2012
 ).

In a second town, the mayor initially refused to meet the community, and when she did, she told them that residents were like Eno digestive salts: they might bubble up in protest, but that would quickly die away. Councilors “disdained us, and said asiphucukanga, sizohlala singaphucukanga
 [we are not civilized, we shall remain uncivilized].” But as in the first town, the mayor herself is disdained because she was for years a “tea-girl” in the post office and had only reached grade 4 at school (Dlamini 2011
 ). Evident in these stories is the destabilization of the symbolic order and uncertainties over the meaning of different markers of status. While insecure members of the new elite seek to establish their status in the symbolic order by denigrating subalterns (i.e., by establishing the terms of symbolic violence against them), subalterns counter with efforts to contest and undermine the oppressive terms of the symbolic order articulated by the elite.

While much of this subaltern contestation of the symbolic order takes place in language, it becomes most explicit through insurgent citizenship claims that are articulated through direct protest action (Holston 2008
 ). So, for example, the elite targets of protest 
 claim that the youth protesters have been bought by disgruntled faction leaders who have their own agendas. Young protesters respond angrily:

It is an insult to my intelligence for people to think we are marching because someone has bought us liquor. We are not mindless. People, especially you who are educated, think we are marching because we are bored. We are dealing with real issues here. Like today we don’t have electricity. We have not had water for the whole week. (Langa 2011
 : 61)

Insurgent citizenship in this context is defined by its claim for work and housing, for an improvement in municipal services, and to be heard and recognized. The repertoires of protest resemble those that were used in the struggle for full citizenship rights against the racially closed citizenship defined by apartheid, and the protesters in post-apartheid South Africa explicitly claim the rights of democracy and citizenship, especially in relation to police violence against their protests:

The Freedom Charter says people shall govern, but now we are not governing, we are being governed. (Langa 2011
 : 51)

The constitution says we must have rights. Freedom of speech, freedom of religion. . . . We have many freedoms . . . but we get shot at for walking around at night. (Langa, Dlamini, and Von Holdt 2011
 : 24)

The police want us to be in bed by midnight. It’s taking us to the old days of curfews against blacks. What if I have been paid and want to enjoy my money? (Langa, Dlamini, and Von Holdt 2011
 : 51)

The elite engages in symbolic struggle in order to stabilize the material inequality between classes—what Holston calls “differential citizenship”(in the form of differential access to basic services, housing, jobs, and incomes between the poor and the elite)—and to render it normal. However, the normality and justice of this state of things are contested by subalterns who qualify and reject the discourse of the elite, countering it with their own notions of a fair and just hierarchy and markers of status. The protest movements constitute an insurgent citizenship that demands the expansion of citizenship rights in the form of services and jobs, as well as in the form of respect by authority for all citizens, and protest action is itself a disruption of the symbolic order of the elite that controls the state.

The breakdown of the symbolic order of apartheid and contestation over its reconstruction go to the heart of many disputes in contemporary South Africa. These disputes are not simply spats between different political organizations or factions; they constitute heated disagreements over the nature of democracy and the new political order. They are, in other words, symbolic struggles over the meaning of social reality. The ANC itself is unstable and paralyzed, not only by the rivalry between competing political factions for high office and access to patronage networks, but also because of its inability to speak for or evoke a consistent notion of symbolic order.

The current situation may be better described, in Bourdieu’s terminology, as a symbolic or classification crisis, rather than a straightforward symbolic or classification struggle. There is, indeed, a widespread anxiety in South Africa about the breakdown of authority—within the ANC, within government, within schools, and within the family. Crime is a lightning rod for this anxiety: while citizens bemoan their insecurity and berate the government for not doing enough to protect them, each new police minister promises to use force to restore order. And indeed, while an average of about 100 police officers per year were killed on duty over a period of two years, an average of 590 people died as a result of police action over the same period, an average of 1,600 were assaulted by police, and over a one-year period 294 died in police custody, seven of them after torture and 90 due to “injuries sustained in custody” (Mail & Guardian
 , May 27–June 2, 2011). The policing of protests and strikes has also been increasingly confrontational and violent over the same period, with the massacre of 34 striking mine workers at Marikana the most shocking.

It is not clear how this impasse will be resolved. Will a coalition of social forces gradually prevail in assembling sufficient symbolic power to dominate the process of forging a new doxic symbolic order? Will the current stalemate between contending social forces persist indefinitely, producing a kind of institutionalized and chronic disorder across society and the state? Will the state resort to a strategy of force to reinstall order and establish its monopoly over symbolic violence and symbolic power—demonstrating in the process the necessary relationship between physical violence and symbolic violence?

Habitus: An Intermediate Concept?

The difficulty of the habitus concept to explain the durability or fragility of social order should be clear, notwithstanding Bourdieu’s (2000 [1997]
 : 231) claim that it is “no doubt one of the most powerful factors of conservation of the established order.” The concepts of symbolic power, symbolic order, and symbolic struggle, I have tried to show, provide considerably more
 insight into the exploration of order, disruption, resistance, and disorder. It is these that restore indeterminacy to social structure and habitus, creating a “margin of freedom,” as Bourdieu describes it.

Perhaps, though, habitus is a useful concept at a more intermediate level of analysis. I’m thinking here of how the dispositions of defiance, bravery, and rebellion were embodied in the chants and dances of the toyi-toyi
 . This involved a kind of physical and emotional “countertraining” in resistance (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 172). The toyi-toyi
 persists in the repertoires of strikes and protests in post-apartheid South Africa. Past dispositions and bodily repertoires have an ambiguous durability, even in a substantially changed political context. Strikers and protesters explain that the toyi-toyi
 does not have the same meaning as in the past, when it marshaled insurrectionary struggles to overthrow the state; nonetheless, its current meaning partakes of the symbolism of violence and warfare, disrupting the authority of the state in order to call attention to the grievances of the people.

In the time of negotiated transition, a shop steward was referring to the depth of this habitus when he told me that “a culture of resistance is inherent in the hearts and minds 
 of the workers; I am sure to change that culture there has to be a process of learning” (Von Holdt 2003
 : 194). And in 2008, discussing strike violence in the recent public service strike, a former shop steward said,

Since I was born, I have seen all strikes are violent. There are no such strikes as peaceful strikes. Some workers do not join a strike because of fear. By force they must join the strike. Otherwise anybody would do their own thing. (Von Holdt 2010b
 : 141)

This worker draws attention to a process of historical habituation through which a strike gathers certain meanings and bodily repertoires that are reproduced in new historical situations. Even more significant is the way youthful protesters in community protests, who are too young to have any direct experience of the toyi-toyi
 of the 1980s, have adopted exactly the same repertoires, chanting the same songs to the same bodily movements as they gather, throw stones at the police, barricade streets, and burn down municipal buildings. They describe the excitement, bravery, and fighting spirit that are involved in these confrontations.

In the light of these durable and embodied practices and the emotions they involve, habitus may be a useful concept for exploring the interplay of symbolic power and symbolic order with the individual psyche. It also suggests ways in which historically established repertoires of symbolic challenge may establish a durable presence in the life of a society. Such repertoires may become more or less stylized or ritualized over time, but in conditions of symbolic contestation and of the clash between contending symbolic orders, such as exist today in South Africa, they remain a resonant and widely understood element in the struggle over the structures of domination.


FIELDS IN A
 POSTCOLONIAL
 DEMOCRACY




For Bourdieu, the symbolic violence that works through habitus is linked to the broader symbolic order through which the hierarchies of society and the meanings of those hierarchies are stabilized and made normal. Just as for Gramsci the state is central to the organization of hegemony, so in Bourdieu it is central to maintaining and naturalizing this commonsense social order. The state is the authority of authorities and, as such, imposes classification systems that sanctify prevailing hierarchies, establishes and reproduces shared symbolic forms of thought, and presides over a symbolic order that is, “in appearance at least, coherent and systematic . . . adjusted to the objectives structures of the social world” (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 176). Just as the state claims a monopoly over physical violence, so it claims a monopoly over the legitimate use of symbolic violence. This is organized through the emergence of the bureaucratic field
 , which is distinguished by the way in which it aligns the individual interest of public servants with a conception of their work as a public service characterized by the values of “neutrality and disinterested loyalty to the public good,” constituting the state as the “site of universality” (Bourdieu 1994
 ).

South Africa presents substantial challenges to such conceptions. Here, social order has not settled into a “commonsense” shape, nor does the state monopolize violence. Both in society and in the state, the symbolic order is contested, fluid, and ambiguous. In this section I explore the incoherence and contradictions of the new bureaucratic and political fields, and suggest that we must substantially rethink the concept of field if we are to make any sense of them. Broadly speaking, two strategies are available—either we conceive of these social spaces as comprising multiple fields, overlapping, mutually entangled, and comprising contradictory logics and symbolic capitals, or we have to think of a field as a social space consisting of multiple, contradictory logics and symbolic powers, rather than a singular logic shaped by a coherent symbolic power.
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My approach here resonates with a number of recent studies that draw attention to the limits of Bourdieusian field theory by pointing to the range of social spaces and activities that cannot be reduced to strong fields, as well as to the complicating reality that social agents are not formed in a single field, but range across multiple fields and social spheres, combining numerous positions and competencies. Lahire, for example, argues that the use of the concept of social field should be reserved for strongly differentiated and relatively autonomous sub-universes, distinguishing highly institutionalized fields from “secondary fields” with weak field effects such as the literary field and from social spheres such as the family, which, contrary to Bourdieu’s assertion, exhibits few of the characteristics of a field. Eyal turns his attention to the space between fields, arguing on the one hand that these are characterized by Latourian networks rather than fields, and on the other that the boundaries of fields should be regarded as thick spaces of boundary-making, produced through the activities of both field and non-field agents. Medvetz (2015)
 develops this insight to examine the role of think tanks as deriving their power from spanning and connecting a variety of fields, as well as from their own boundary-making activities, while he (Medvetz 2012
 , 2015
 ) and Vauchez (2011)
 , writing about transnational fields such as the field of “EU studies,” propose the concept of “interstitial fields,” which, while weakly structured and characterized by low levels of autonomy, gain their strength through constituting an essential site of coordination and homogenization. These authors, in their various ways, undertake the work of “analytic construction” (Medvetz 2015
 ) to modify, rework, or extend Bourdieu’s theory of fields.

My approach can be said to be broadly similar. However, the problem I grapple with is that of disorder in which practices, actors, and meanings in the same social space subvert and destabilize each other, generating conflict, double meaning, ambiguity, and violence. If that is the case, why not abandon Bourdieu altogether and find a different way of thinking about the problem? Bourdieu, after all, as I have tried to emphasize in this chapter, is the theorist of order par excellence. My reason for working with Bourdieu is that political “disorder” is not simply the absence of order. There is visible, through the dust kicked up by contention, the outlines of order—or rather of multiple orders, appearing and disappearing from view. It is the clashing of contending orders that produces disorder, a process of making and unmaking order. Thus Bourdieu’s theory of fields through which order is reproduced provides a starting point for thinking about 
 the unraveling or disruption of the field, and of the superimposition of multiple logics of practice and meaning, of struggle over and subversion of practices and meanings, which is what constitutes disorder
 . Where this project differs from those referred to earlier is that I propose an analysis of the political terrain in South Africa through the lens of several competing fields, entangled with each other in the same institutional space. Let me point out as well that while this may appear similar to Bourdieu’s analysis of the “field of power” (Bourdieu 1996
 ), a kind of field of fields in which subordinate and more specialized fields meet and are subordinated to the overall coordination of power in society, it is not. His analysis refers to the overlapping and coordination of social fields in quite distinct
 institutional spaces, such as state bureaucracy, corporations, and tertiary education; mine refers to superimposed and entangled fields in the same
 social space. And before outlining this approach, it is important to add that while Bourdieu’s analysis of the political field provides compelling insights (Bourdieu 1991
 ), it is not especially convincing in that it proceeds by analogy with highly professionalized and differentiated fields, and drawing on the rituals and discourse of the Catholic Church to bolster its case, rather than any sustained empirical investigation of political practice. It may be one of those cases pointed out by Lahire (2015)
 —where a mode of analysis appropriate for highly institutionalized professional fields has been imported into a very different social sphere. It cannot but flounder in the noisy terrain of South African politics.

Research into the state in South Africa (Von Holdt 2010a
 ) suggests a profound contradiction between the Weberian rationales of a modern, “disinterested” bureaucracy—which is, formally speaking, what is enshrined in the constitution, legislation, regulations, and policies of the government—and informal rationales that constitute the state as the premier site of African sovereignty and black advancement. The result is a deeply racialized instability in the meaning of skill, authority, and “face” within the bureaucracy. Whereas the symbolic order of apartheid stabilized skill as an attribute of whites and fundamentally devalued the skills of blacks, the transition opened up a sharp contestation over the meaning of “skill”: many whites continued to question the skills of blacks at the same time as many blacks questioned the skills of whites who, in their view, had gained their positions because of race rather than skill.

The meaning of skill has become deeply ambiguous, and in many cases managers have been appointed who lack the experience through which complex technical and managerial skills are developed. Black advancement becomes more important than questions of competence or institutional performance. In such cases, incompetence spreads, as managers who lack the necessary skills appoint others who in turn cannot perform. There are, on the other hand, managers, policymakers, and political heads who view these developments with alarm, and attempt to craft counter-strategies to build a competent and skilled bureaucracy—with considerable success in some sectors of the state. The net consequence, though, is the destabilization of “skill” and its symbolic meanings, which opens up new opportunities for struggles over who gets appointed and why, while in too many institutions the state loses technical competence.

Similar processes have destabilized authority (Von Holdt 2010a
 ). As well as fundamentally challenging the legitimacy of the state, the struggle against apartheid 
 destabilized the racialized authority structures in workplaces in both the private and public sectors (Von Holdt 2003
 ; Von Holdt and Maserumule 2005
 ). The transition to democracy has stabilized neither the authority of the state nor the legitimacy of authority structures in many workplaces; on the contrary, authority at many levels of South African society remains provisional and contested. In public sector workplaces in particular, it is not only that shop stewards and significant groups of workers challenge or reject the authority of supervisors or senior managers, but senior management also appears to have deeply ambivalent attitudes toward the authority of front-line supervisors. In hospitals, for example, front-line supervisors and, indeed, hospital managers have very limited disciplinary authority and are frequently second-guessed by departmental officials ensconced in head offices.

The result is a breakdown of discipline and the erosion of authority in many state institutions. Trade unions prevent education officials from visiting schools to assess performance. According to shop stewards interviewed in some hospitals, the majority of hospital staff participate in one or other form of “corruption.” Nurses associate this situation with the broader changes brought about by democratization:

When the ANC took over, everything became relaxed; you could do anything in the new dispensation. . . . The lowest categories control the hospital. Since the unions were introduced the shop stewards have been running the hospital, but they cannot even write their names! They get out of hand and it is difficult to handle. Management is scared to discipline and control. The shop stewards confront and victimise the nurses. We also belong to a union but we do our job. Everyone barks at us. We have no dignity; we are degraded. There is supposed to be democracy, but not in the manner of [name of hospital]. (Von Holdt and Maserumule 2005
 : 450)

Such a breakdown of authority coexists with a culture of extreme deference toward the administrative and political leadership within the state. Elaborate rituals of deference are linked to the necessity of defending African sovereignty in the face of a hypercritical “racial gaze.” In an extreme case, a white doctor, hearing the KwaZulu-Natal member of the executive council (MEC) for health tell staff that white doctors are only interested in profit, threw a picture of the MEC into a dustbin. The doctor was suspended pending a disciplinary inquiry, the MEC publicly accused white doctors of racism, while the health minister told reporters that the incident “smells of anarchy” (Mail & Guardian
 , April 25–May 1, 2008; May 2–8, 2008; Business Day
 , May 6, 2008). In this case, the picture had become a highly charged symbol of respect and face. From one side, the incident appears as a typical case of how the concern with face overshadows crucial delivery concerns, while from another, an agent of the racial gaze is deliberately undermining the authority and credibility of the state (Von Holdt 2010a
 ).

The instability and contestation within state institutions over the state’s meaning and purposes undermine its ability to establish and sustain a coherent structure of symbolic domination. Skills and authority are not simply technical matters, but are crucial dimensions of a classification system and its symbolic order; if the state is internally divided 
 with respect to such dimensions of symbolic order, there is very little prospect that it will be able to enforce and stabilize symbolic order throughout society.

But even this layer of instability tells only half the story. In the two decades of democracy in South Africa, an unofficial political system has emerged, centered on a process of black elite formation and using the state to access resources for accumulation and patronage. From the point of view of the constitution, the relevant legislation and government policy, this is “corruption”—but from the point of view of those involved and the broader circles in which they are embedded, this is a legitimate source of black wealth formation in the face of continued white control of the formal economy.

How, then, do we think about the bureaucratic field in a state characterized by such contradictory symbolic orders and practices? Clearly there is not a single coherent field organized by the distribution of a mutually intelligible symbolic capital characterized by values of neutrality, disinterested loyalty to the public good, and universality—instead, there are multiple competing interpretations of the purposes of the state, each embedded in mutually subversive and unintelligible practices. In the light of this, we could simply abandon Bourdieu’s concept of a social field, concluding that it does not apply to the kind of contentious realities presented by colonial and post-colonial society.

However, as argued earlier, it may be rather more fruitful to rework the theory, and to explore whether this might shed light on practices within the state. Here there are two different ways we could proceed. As the first option, we argue that a field may be characterized by mutually contradictory logics and forms of symbolic capital, each with their own histories and origins, such that it provides a treacherous terrain for civil servants embedded in this field to negotiate, as any choice or action may have diverse meanings and hold unpredictable hazards for their future. It may be possible to characterize such a field as an emerging
 one, but that would be to predict a movement or direction toward a more coherent field, and it’s not clear that such a prediction would be justified.

Or, as the second option, we argue for several overlapping fields operating in the same institutional space and incorporating the same agents—each of them with different historical origins, each internally coherent, but mutually contradictory and subversive. In this case, civil servants would still be negotiating treacherous terrain, but this time across mutually entangled and unintelligible fields occupying the same institutional and social space. The concept of field as a coherent set of practices and capitals is retained, but it is continually diverted and subverted by overlapping fields with different practices and capitals, and the practices of agents lose their coherence by virtue of being embedded in contradictory logics. It is possible, again, that a single field emerges as the dominant one and pushes the others to the margins, imposing a regularity and coherence on the institution—but it is also possible that the presence of competing fields in one space remains constant.

The advantage of the second option, analytically, is that it allows for a clearer account of each of the competing logics, and therefore a clearer sense of the forces driving each logic, before they are subverted or become hybrid. In other words, it allows for an analysis of the competing orders through which unintelligibility and disorder are generated, and therefore of the complex processes of order-making and unmaking that are at 
 play, deepening our understanding of a profoundly contradictory and polyvocal reality deriving from the colonial imposition of Western “modernity.”

A similar problem occurs when we try to understand the complexities of the political field in South Africa, which entails extending the logic of the bureaucratic field into the broader political arena, and supplementing it with a tradition of subaltern politics that has its roots in the anti-apartheid struggle. Research into the increasing trends of localized but militant protests, focused mostly on local municipal councils across the country, reveals the complexity of the field.

Generally, protests begin with the mobilization of communities, often by a committee of “concerned residents,” over grievances such as corruption, lack of water or electricity, unfair allocation of houses, and so on. At times, local authorities, councilors, and the local ANC are unresponsive, or make promises to address grievances and then fail to keep to them, and then, after several rounds of peaceful protest, frustration or heavy-handed police responses result in a turn to violence, with street battles between youths and police, and council properties such as halls, clinics, or libraries, and sometimes the houses of offending councilors, being targeted and burned down.

There is, in such protests, a clear sense of insurgent agency from below, and protesters draw on a range of repertoires forged in the 1980s to mobilize and put pressure on authorities—community meetings, the singing of freedom songs, toyi-toying
 , marches, stayaways, street barricades and battles with the police, and the burning down of symbols of authority—as do the police, using tear gas, batons, rubber bullets, arrests, and gunfire. But there is something else. Often enough for it to be a pattern, we found that the leadership of such protests involved (among others) key figures in specific factions of the ANC who had either lost positions of power in the local ANC branch or the municipal council, or who saw an opportunity to access power for the first time. There was, in other words, a dual character to the protests—on the one hand, subaltern mobilization and action over substantial grievances, and on the other, the positioning of factions within the ANC in an attempt to reconfigure power relations locally and to gain access thereby to powerful positions and lucrative sources of income in local government. Such figures made use of the crowds, confrontations, and violence in order to strengthen their own hand in the ANC, while the subalterns and protesters made use of such ANC figures to gain voice and articulate their grievances within the ANC.

As we probed more deeply, we found that the political arena was shaped by three different logics or symbolic powers. First, there was the constitutional democratic political field, functioning according to the formal institutions of the democratic state, constituting the official political system. Second, there was an unofficial political system composed of patronage networks, factionalism within the ANC and its alliance, and the use of violence against opponents. Third, there was a set of insurgent practices constituting a symbolic system, which drew strongly from the repertoires and symbols of resistance under apartheid, while at the same time mobilizing some of the symbolic force of the democratic constitution that structures the official political system, with its rights to basic public goods as well as democratic rights of assembly, protest, and speech. All of 
 these three logics intersected at the point of protest, generating complex and contradictory practices, motivations, interpretations, and meanings.

This summary outline illustrates the inadequacies of Bourdieu’s theory of the political field for understanding popular politics in South Africa. There is in this process, of course, much that corresponds to Bourdieu’s description of the “double game” of politics and the process of dispossession of the political power of the people, which requires that they delegate power to politicians (1991: 182–183, 204–205)—often minor leaders—from within the ANC to provide them with the political voice they believe will give them influence with the prevailing political power—that is, inside
 the ANC.

At the same time, however, other dynamics and logics are operating. The unofficial political system organized according to logics of patronage, factionalism, and violence also helps shape the trajectory of protests, with faction leaders indicating to followers that they too can benefit from a change of leadership. And—sharply differentiating this scenario from Bourdieu—the practices of insurgent agency from below enables subalterns to exert strong pressure on politics. Insurgent citizenship draws from repertoires made popular by the ANC and sister organizations in the struggle against apartheid, and provides the symbolic force and rationales for militant collective actions and at times violence, thereby strengthening the claims of not only subalterns, but also the insurgent faction against the incumbent faction, which invariably attempts to delegitimize such repertoires as being out of place in a democracy.

The political or symbolic power available within each of these logics differs, and may be mutually antagonistic or subversive. For example, an ANC leader in the field of insurgent citizenship can mobilize the symbolic power to destroy the political capital of the mayor or other prominent councilors whose capital has been accumulated in the official democratic sphere, and then translate this symbolic power into political capital by becoming a councilor himself. Or a powerful figure in the unofficial political system of patronage—in which wealth and the power to dispose of revenues constitute a particular kind of symbolic capital marked by conspicuous consumption—may find this capital destroyed when it surfaces within the democratic political system as “corruption.” Burning down a clinic or municipal hall in the logic of insurgent citizenship, where it bolsters the power of the aggrieved who have no other way of speaking, may translate into a criminal act in the democratic political field, while contributing to the disruptive power through which a marginalized faction seeks to make its claim on the ANC. Symbolic power thus has contradictory values and meanings, depending on which logic makes it visible.

Here we face dilemmas similar to those posed by the analysis of the internal dynamics of the state. Quite clearly, an analysis that starts from the assumption of a unified and coherent political field based on the analogy of the political field as it has historically emerged in countries of the West will be misleading, suggesting an analysis of “aberration” from “normal politics,” which are fueled by corruption, lack of personal integrity, weak systems, and weak law enforcement. None of these lines of inquiry gets to the heart of the matter, which is the formation of an unofficial political system linked to elite formation in a context where the accumulated wealth of the society remains in 
 the hands of colonial settlers. It is the logic and operation of this unofficial system, and its intersections with the official political system, including the factional capture of sections of the police, the prosecuting authority, tax authorities, and so on, that need to be understood—and compared with the similar political systems that characterize most societies in the Global South under not dissimilar conditions, rather than with an idealized Western version of democratic politics (Von Holdt 2014
 ).

I propose that we approach this reality by positing the existence of three intertwined but contradictory political fields—the field of democratic constitutional politics, a field of patronage characterized by factionalism and violence, and a field of insurgent politics shaped by an antagonism between political authority and popular mobilization. We do need to remember, however, that these three fields are embedded in the same institutional space as each other and incorporate the same agents, and this is what distinguishes the political arena from anything considered by Bourdieu.

Reworking Bourdieu in order to make use of him in this way provides concepts and a language, I think, which enable us to develop a compelling analysis of the contradictory reality presented by post-colonial society, particularly its ambiguous and contending meanings. Here it is worth reflecting on the valuable essay by Hilgers and Mangez (2015b
 : 264–265) on the theory of fields in the post-colonial world. They argue that some post-colonial societies may be “marked by tendencies valorizing ambivalence, playing on multiple registers, living with ruse or conscious but non-problematic contradictory associations,” giving rise to dispositional pluralism and what may appear from outside (or from the perspective of European social science) to be dissonant or discordant practices. In other words, what appears from the Bourdieusian or broader European standpoint to be incoherence or disorder may in fact be a perfectly tolerable social world composed of multiple heterogenous orders. Whether the strategy I have proposed could be productively deployed in such situations remains an empirical question open to further research.

In the meantime, three points can be elaborated:


1.
 Colonial and post-colonial society is essentially
 contradictory, as Bourdieu himself points out in his early Algerian work—and this derives from a colonial history of dispossession and the violence and forcible imposition of elements of modernity. The result is that many “modern” institutions—the state, law, education, and so on—are poly-vocal, giving rise to dissonance, ambiguity, and contested meaning, located in contrasting moral orders and modes of legitimation. This reality has far-reaching implications for concepts of habitus and disposition. The problem is not simply the existence side by side of “traditional” society and “modern’ society, posing a problem of “modernization” as is traditionally the sociological conclusion, one which Bourdieu too reproduces in much of his Algerian work, but rather a problem generated by a violent colonial modernity. As Hilgers and Mangez (2015b
 : 263) argue, in many societies of the South the “great variety of the legitimacies that shape the hierarchies makes it difficult to establish an overall hierarchy spanning the whole of the social space.”


2.
 As I have argued, there is considerable scope in this political terrain for agency from below. Subalterns have access to symbolic power of their own with which they can develop critiques and imagine alternatives, unlike the dominated in Bourdieu, who are unable to obtain “the instruments of symbolic production that are necessary in order for them to express their own point of view on the social space” except when intellectuals break with the dominant class and provide them with the means of cultural production and institutions of representation, such as trade unions and political parties (Bourdieu 1991
 : 244–245). In our research, subalterns mobilized symbolic power with its origins in the history of struggle against colonialism and apartheid, as well as the symbolic power represented by the democratic rights in the post-apartheid constitution, together with a subaltern “hidden transcript” (Scott 1990
 ) of grievance and outrage. The existence of contending symbolic orders, fields, and logics of legitimation tend to render these orders and logics more visible, more transparent, as well as providing the symbolic means to challenge the prevailing order and imagine alternatives.


3.
 It may be that the sharpness of the disjunctions in symbolic order in the post-colonial world suggest a rethinking of Bourdieu’s master categories and their workings in the West as well (as they should for sociology more generally; Bhambra 2014
 ). Neither field nor habitus may be as coherent and univocal as they appear in Bourdieu’s work. Contradiction and multiple meanings may reside at every point in the system, as implied in the passage from Pascalian Meditations
 discussed earlier. And even where a field and habitus do conspire to produce an uncontested reality, there are many possible sources of dissonance, including contradiction between the several different fields (and non-fields) in which every agent participates, the availability of counter-discourses and symbolic orders in every imaginable field, and more broadly the great range of symbolic sources available in principle to every human agent—in schools and universities, in libraries, in religious institutions, in clubs, associations and movements, in cultural productions more narrowly defined, and in networks of family and friends. The field is too constricted a space from which to conclude that symbolic critique and contention are impossible.

NOTES



1.
 I would like to thank Michael Burawoy for introducing me to Pierre Bourdieu with his brilliant series of lectures at the University of the Witwatersrand in 2010, and for the illuminating and entertaining conversations which produced our book, Conversations with Bourdieu: the Johannesburg moment
 , and have continued ever since.

2.
 Despite his commitment to critical reflexivity and his Algerian experience, Bourdieu’s sociology still operates very much within the Western tradition, which regards Western modernity as the touchstone for thinking about all societies. Hilgers and Mangez (2015b: 259, 270)
 demonstrate how, in in the elaborations of his theoretical approach, Bourdieu fails to incorporate his Algerian insight into the “complex interpenetration” of different worlds, 
 setting up instead a dualism between the “differentiated societies” of the modern world and the “non-differentiated” society of the pre-modern—reproducing a trope that is common to virtually every one of the classical sociologists regarding the contrast between simple and complex societies, and the idea of “progress” from one to the other. Michael Burawoy comments on Bourdieu’s reproduction of modernization theory in his Algerian work (Burawoy and von Holdt 2012
 :83–84)

3.
 Many scholars contest this interpretation of Bourdieu as a theorist of the reproduction of order rather than social change. See, for example, the volume Bourdieu and Historical Analysis
 edited by Philip Gorski (2013)
 , which is devoted to this idea. However, change in Bourdieu is pretty much confined to the emergence of fields as differentiated and highly autonomous social zones, and processes of contestation over the “rules of the game” within fields, rather than to bigger questions about the social order and its hierarchies more generally (Gorski 2013
 b; Steinmetz 2011
 ).

4.
 This term was used in the resistance movement to refer to these under-resourced universities established, mostly in the rural areas, for black students who were prohibited from attending “white” universities.

5.
 This meeting was preceded by fierce struggles within the organizing committee between activists who supported “Congress” and those who favored more “workerist” political ideologies, and precipitated a split in the community movement and tensions with the trade unions; nonetheless, “Congress” rapidly became the hegemonic force in the popular movement, partly because of the potency of its symbolic resources.

6.
 There are significant loose ends in Bourdieu’s working out of the theory of fields. In the first place, the scope and limits of the application of this concept are not entirely clear, since sometimes fields are treated as including sub-fields; at other times it is made clear that a field does not have components, and while it mostly is applied to a differentiated and relatively autonomous space, Bourdieu sometime suggests that the entire social space can be analyzed as a field (Hilgers and Mangez 2015a
 : 24). Eyal (2013)
 points out that Bourdieu adopts a conventional sociological approach regarding the entities that constitute fields—politics, the economy, the state, academia, science, art—without inquiring into the relations
 or the spaces
 between them; the latter, he argues, consist of networks rather than fields, while fields themselves have “thick boundaries” characterized by boundary-making practices that are different from the practices generated within the field. In this chapter I consider a different problem—that of contradictory value systems and hierarchies superimposed on, or entwined with, each other.
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CHAPTER 6





BOURDIEU IN THE POST-COMMUNIST WORLD




LILIANA POP

SYSTEMIC
 collapse and transformation in the post-communist world have presented great challenges for the social sciences. In less than three decades, events and public opinion have moved at dizzying speed, changing profoundly the character of the social, economic, and political orders. To take only the most obvious macro-social and political markers, near-universal acceptance of the solidity and even permanence of the communist regimes was quickly superseded by triumphalist pronouncements of a great ideological victory for liberal democracy and capitalism as the only remaining historical alternatives. War and destruction in the Balkans in the early 1990s were followed by NATO and EU enlargements in most of Central and Eastern Europe (CEE). As Russia attempts to seize the initiative once more and reset the tone in its relations with the West, we witness the return of tension and confrontation, while earlier gains in democratization and capitalist development now appear under threat in some places.

This effervescence has attracted a great deal of scholarly interest and has absorbed a great deal of scholarly resources. There is now a plethora of studies looking at particular countries and particular aspects of these vast societal, economic, political, and cultural transformations. The comparatively virgin vistas of the former communist world, newly escaped from the grip of their quasi-totalitarian, authoritarian, or autarchic masters, have exerted a considerable pull on social science researchers of all stripes, offering access to empirical data that could be used to test existing frameworks of analysis and to articulate new ones.

The literature on the post-communist world that draws on the sociology of Pierre Bourdieu is hugely varied. Studies range widely from investigations of social distance in Vietnam, to health and lifestyles in Kazakhstan and Kyrgystan, to working-class consciousness in Poland, to social capital, networks, and survival in the informal economy in Russia and Ukraine, to reinterpretations of the past and reconversions of capitals as strategies for constructing new class identities across the post-communist world. Thus, the remarkable resonance of Bourdieu’s conceptual apparatus across academic 
 disciplines is confirmed here as well, as his work is used to illuminate questions normally studied not only in different branches of sociology but also in anthropology, political science, economics, management studies, human geography, and international relations. Equally, as with his work, which includes detailed empirical studies using quantitative methods as well as sensitive qualitative readings of literature and art, Bourdieu-inspired studies of the post-communist world have collected, analyzed, and interpreted evidence using a great variety of research tools: surveys, focus groups, fieldwork, interviews, statistical analysis, participant observation, and participant objectification. The well-known Foucauldian point that knowledge as much as power can be positively generative is confirmed here as Bourdieu’s concepts have allowed scholars interested in post-communist transformations to tackle the multifaceted aspects of these phenomena in the complex interplay between continuity and change, agency and structure, symbolic and material power in many different times and places.

At the same time, however, only a small proportion of scholarship on post-communist transformations makes even a tangential reference to Bourdieu, and an even smaller proportion of scholars who engage with Bourdieu are also interested in post-communist transformations. For example, a search in the electronic databases for journal articles of the London School of Economics and Political Science library, in mid-December 2013, using the words “Bourdieu” and “post-communist” brought up 255 entries. By comparison, the search using only “Bourdieu” identified 38,153 documents, while the search using “post-communist” located 9,178 items of interest. Thus, work that focuses both on Bourdieu and the post-communist world is a fringe interest. As I will argue, however, this work makes meaningful contributions to the wider debates on post-communist transformations, making up in salience what it lacks in quantity. In the scope of its preoccupations with systemic change, it might even foreshadow ways of responding to coming challenges to the social sciences, as we confront the consequences of a new industrial revolution and planetary climate threats.

But what are the dominant frameworks for understanding post-communist transformations? How does Bourdieu-inspired research respond and contribute to mainstream literatures? Perhaps unsurprisingly, the fall of the communist regimes in Eastern Europe was initially interpreted through Cold War lenses, as a victory for liberalism both in the economy and politics, famously put by Fukuyama (1992)
 , of course, as the “end of history.” Understandably, given the global hegemony of the neoliberal paradigm at the time, a large amount of the literature on the post-communist transformations was dominated by research in this vein. Thus, in mainstream economics, the failure and defeat of the communist regimes were taken to mean that these countries were ripe for immediate radical reform. The legacy of interdependence between the economy and politics was underplayed, and new elites were assumed to be able to implement a simultaneous, sudden, and violent resetting of boundaries between these spheres and their fundamental organizational principles, through “shock therapy” (Blanchard et al. 1991
 ; Blanchard et al. 1993
 ; Sachs 1993
 ). Similarly, in political science, early analyses were dominated by questions related to democratization, the introduction of free and fair elections, and the orderly transfer of power between successive governments (Linz and Stepan 1996
 ).

By the mid- to late 1990s, however, as it became apparent that the standard neoliberal policies recommended for systemic change, especially marketization, were failing (Blanchard 1997
 : 25–54), the academic literature shifted toward a more time-conscious evolutionary and neo-institutionalist paradigm, emphasizing measures to support the new private sector and downplaying swift privatization. This work recommended the support of informal pro-market institutions and a degree of direct control of the state in the economy (Carlin and Mayer 1994
 ; Clague 1992
 ; Murrell 1992
 , 1996
 ; Rapaczynski 1996
 ).

Similarly, in political science, the early focus on swift democratization through free and fair elections was supplanted by efforts to understand the prerequisites for the legitimacy and effectiveness of the new political parties and elites, and democratic consolidation (Offe 1996
 ; Orenstein 2001
 ). The fall of the communist regimes was remarkable for the absence of conventional sources of legitimation, such as a military coup or foreign intervention (with the notable exception of the German Democratic Republic [GDR]). Lacking governing experience and owning no significant economic property, the emerging political actors in the post-communist states were structurally weak, despite talk of revolutions, velvet or not. This weakness on the agency side interacted with a complex agenda for change to create a situation of diffuse power and uneasy central authority (Elster, Offe, and Preuss 1998
 : 17–21). However, by the mid-1990s, in most CEE post-communist countries outside the Balkans, democracy was deemed to have consolidated, and this was reflected in the differentiation between the institutional spheres, the separation between economy and politics. It became increasingly difficult to convert resources and status from one sphere to the other (Elster, Offe, and Preuss 1998
 : 29–31).

The literature on post-communist transformations drawing on Pierre Bourdieu engages directly with these macro-level issues, and I develop an analysis of how it does this in the first two sections of this chapter. First, I attempt to capture the main arguments and contributions related to defining large-scale historical change, from the communist party state and planned economy to forms of democracy and capitalism. I use the Weberian formulation of the relationship between the economy and politics to introduce the main issues that have been associated with this research agenda in classical sociology, and I show how major scholarly contributions that theorize post-communist transformations per se can be mapped onto this overall framework. They engage with foundational questions about the nature of change and social order, as well as the relationships between the economy and politics.

In the second section, I illustrate how these initial preoccupations shift slightly after the mid-1990s, as the post-communist transformations appear to be, or are taken to be, more settled. The consequences of the transition policies, in terms of increased poverty, inequality, and marginalization, also become the new compelling empirical reality that needs to be described and explained. There is a gradual orientation toward discussing stability and the mechanisms for domination, and mapping patterns of stratification, and mobility. Here, Bourdieu’s concepts are occasionally combined with those of scholars working within the neo-institutional paradigm of economic sociology, such as Granovetter (1985)
 , Granovetter and Swedberg (1992)
 , and Evans (1995)
 .

In addition, another layer of interest in post-communist transformations has been related to culture, transformations in civil society, and the sometimes politically relevant threat of militant, exclusionary nationalism (Abdelal 2001
 ; Pridham 2005
 ; Tismăneanu 1998). In the third section, I present studies that, drawing on Bourdieu’s work, engage with these issues through analyses of complementary but more intimate processes linked to subjective, individual or group changes in habitus. These involve the fashioning of “marketing” selves, the practical strategies and tactics for survival in the informal economy, the body and working-class consciousness, and everyday ethnicity.

Finally, in the last section I return to the big picture and suggest that Bourdieu’s work also has helped us shed light on how post-communist states have repositioned themselves in the global political economy and in international relations. Conventional analyses of these processes, especially in relation to NATO and EU expansion, the great power dynamics between Russia and the West, and managing intra- and inter-state conflict in the Balkans and the former Soviet space, draw on rationalist and institutionalist paradigms, emphasizing conditionality, learning, and socialization, illustrated, for instance, by the work of Prizel (1998)
 , Schimmelfennig, Engert, and Knobel (2006)
 , Sedelmeier (2005)
 , and Vachudova (2005)
 . In contrast, Bourdieu’s discussion of the logic of honor holds the potential to allow us to combine rational calculations of self-interest with subjective considerations bound to identity and culture.


SYSTEMIC
 CHANGE AND
 ELITE
 TRAJECTORIES




To a great extent, a century of specialization and fragmentation in the social and political sciences has left us bereft of large-scale frameworks for understanding the relationship between the economy and politics.
 1
 However, Max Weber’s observations about the historical regularities in the relation between the economy and politics might serve as a useful point of departure, delineating for us the range of issues that, under different guises and from a variety of angles, are also tackled in the literature on post-communist transformations.

Writing in 1919, Weber (1994
 : 21) thought that an effective claim to govern must be backed by both economic power and political maturity:

Throughout history it has been the attainment of economic power which has led any given class to believe it is a candidate for political leadership. It is dangerous, and in the long term incompatible with the interests of the nation, for an economically declining class to exercise political rule (Herrschaft
 ). But it is more dangerous still when classes which are moving towards economic power, and therefore expect to take over political rule, do not yet have the political maturity to assume the direction of the state.

In the centrally planned economies subordinated to the party-state, the economy was largely dominated by politics (Comisso 1986
 ; Kornai 1992
 , 2000
 ); the ruling class was selected for ideological loyalty even as a degree of division of labor persisted, with different sections of the upper bureaucracy carrying out mainly political, economic, or cultural tasks. How could we then begin to understand the emergence of differentiated, economic and political elites towards the end of the communist era and in its aftermath? And how could power accrued in one sphere be leveraged for leadership in the other given the collapse of the ideological underpinnings of all institutional structures and class positions?

Unlike mainstream approaches, which generally take systemic change for granted, analyses drawing on the sociology of Pierre Bourdieu engage directly with these questions about mechanisms for change and stability. In a seminal work published in 1998, which effectively provided the first major theoretical and empirical reference point for understanding post-communist transformations, Gil Eyal, Iván Szelényi, and Eleanor Townsley tackled the historical paradox that in CEE capitalism was constructed by non-capitalist elites. They propose as explanation what they call a trajectory correction model of social change, which analyzes the social trajectories of technocrats, managers, and dissident intelligentsia from their positions in the social space of reform communism to those in the social space of post-communist society (Eyal, Szélenyi, and Townsley 1998: 86–112). To varying degrees, members of the communist bureaucratic estate were able to convert their political and cultural capitals and maintain or enhance their elite positions as managers or members of the politocracy.

Drawing on the results of surveys from 1993, partly analyzed in Szélenyi and Szélenyi (1995), Borocz and Rona-Tas (1995)
 , and Fodor, Wnuk-Lipinski, and Yershova (1995)
 , Eyal, Szélenyi, and Townsley show the extent to which members of the nomenklatura, the dominant political and administrative class under communism, remained holders of positions of public authority in the post-communist system or became professionals, workers, retirees, and so on. On the whole, members of the economic elite were able to retain positions of authority to a greater extent in all three countries—Czech Republic, Hungary, and Poland (around 70%)—compared to the political (39%) and cultural elite (44%) (Eyal, Szélenyi, and Townsley 1998: 120). Read from the other end, of the members of the new economic elites in 1993, 31% had been members of the nomenklatura in 1988, and only 15% and 18%, respectively, of the new political and cultural elites had been in similar positions five years earlier (Eyal, Szélenyi, and Townsley 1998: 131). This was described as a victory for the technocratic-managerial elite
 2
 and proof that the political capitalism hypothesis proposed for instance by Hankiss (1990)
 does not hold for the CEE.
 3


Similarly, Salheiser (2012)
 deploys Bourdieu’s concepts of social and cultural capital to understand career survival, ascension, and breakdown in East Germany, where Process-Generated Data from the GDR cadre administration, the Central Cadre Database, provides records on the organizational positions of 170,000–180,000 members of the functional, technocratic, and non-political elites. Similar to the analysis of CEE in Eyal, Szelenyi, and Townsley (1998), the political elite was hit worse by systemic 
 change in GDR, in comparison with functional elites. After German unification, the process of building capitalism in former GDR benefited from the firm guiding hand of political and economic interests in the former Federal Republic. The GDR political elites were thoroughly discredited. However, the GDR functional elites, bar the few cases prosecuted for crimes, could maintain their positions or move laterally within bureaucracies based on their educational and social capital. Salheiser (2012)
 provides a generational breakdown of the impacts on three groups: the great winners of the communist regime, born in the 1920s–1930s, who were largely in retirement or ready to retire by 1990; those born in the 1960s, whose chances for upward mobility were constrained under the communist regime but were nonetheless in a good position to benefit from the regime change if they could repurpose their educational and technical capital; and the younger generation, for whom the transition to the new system was least problematic as they had fewer historical burdens. Thus, “all in all, East German former functional elite and sub-elite members had good opportunities to convert their social and cultural capital” (Salheiser 2012
 : 132). They were the winners of the transition, which amounted to “a transmogrification
 and conservation
 of important elements of the Socialist social structure,” including inequality and “modes of intergenerational status tradition
 ” (Salheiser 2012
 : 133).

A similar but more complicated explanatory analysis of regime collapse and systemic transformation has been proposed for Russia and the other former Soviet Republics, where the lack of economic power of the new political elites eventually led to more direct attempts to convert political capital into economic assets. Garcelon (2006)
 has expanded the trajectory adjustment model of social change proposed by Eyal, Szélenyi, and Townsley (1998) to include an element of improvisation that resonates well with the more chaotic and unpredictable political transition in Russia. In the relatively monolithic, undifferentiated institutional orders characteristic of communist regimes, political unrest was more difficult to absorb through fragmentation or differentiation, making institutional disintegration more likely. Garcelon proposes that in these circumstances, once the institutional order is challenged, demonstration effects can accelerate adaptations in habitus. However, these are still initially guided by the “hysteresis effect” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 130), a kind of “phantom member” syndrome, whereby individuals continue to seek to re-establish a paradigm recently dissolved. Nonetheless, organizational shells of formerly strongly institutionalized orders can be repurposed by newly revalued elements of the habitus that were present in a subordinated, repressed form at the previous stage of the institutional order (Garcelon 2006
 : 263).

Thus, the agents for change were not a new economic or political class per se, as Weber’s formulation of historical regularities quoted earlier would lead us to expect. The value of the capitals held by communist elites changed through a profound process of resignification carried out by the owners of these capitals, even though this was sometimes to the personal disadvantage of some of their members. Enough occupants of elite positions effected a rereading, a recasting of the meaning of their fundamental values. Across the two social spaces, communist and post-communist, elites believed in the values of rationality, bureaucratic coordination, democracy, and electoral participation. 
 These values were superficially present in the language and practices of the communist regimes, as a form of wishful thinking, avowed publicly but neither implemented nor believed, a barely effective form of symbolic power. Nonetheless, this kind of symbolic power provided sufficient legitimacy for some of these elites as they took advantage of a structural opening for systemic change and set out to build much more satisfactory institutional forms and safeguards for these values, namely democracies and market economies. This is a case of symbolic power and committed agency being able to effect material structural changes. It is also a powerful illustration of the potential of radical change that persists despite the force of reproductive determinism in the interaction between agency and structure, habitus and field, a potential to which so much of Bourdieu’s work and activism are dedicated.
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Focusing more closely on the case of Czechoslovakia, Eyal (2000
 , 2003
 ) has added new dimensions to this discussion of capital conversion and trajectory correction. He affirms Bourdieu’s flexible conception of class in his account of the processes of transformation in the field of power and the space of elite discursive strategies. New alliances between sections of the ruling elite became possible in 1989–1990 because of older, long-term adaptations following the Soviet invasion and the repression of the Prague Spring two decades earlier. These effectively destroyed the illusion of the communist political class as fulfilling the legitimate role of teleological redistributor in relation to the economy. In response, owners of predominantly political capital, chose to acquiesce to the repressive regime or to reject it, through co-optation or internal exile. Participants in the field of power who owned mostly cultural capital, on the other hand, tended to opt for either reform or dissent, again depending on whether they chose to move toward or distance themselves from the post-1968 regime.

Eyal combines here Bourdieu’s understanding of social fields, a useful approximation for social class, and Foucault’s theory of power as subjection, with its emphasis on micro-mechanisms of power. These are “diffused throughout the social body in the form of examinations, confessions, surveillance, and so on” (Eyal 2003
 : 20). For example, Eyal (2000
 , 2003
 ) describes the affinities between the dissidents and the technocrats who chose internal exile and the ascetic study of monetarism: both understood the role of the intellectuals as one of pastoral care, providing guidance to civil society, a realm of relative freedom set up in parallel to the communist state and regime. It was this underlying commonality that allowed them to establish an alliance and take advantage of the opening for regime change in 1989–1990, to gain control over the process of post-communist transformation and ultimately the construction of capitalism from above.

By 1993, the struggles within the new political class of the Czechoslovak federation led to the “velvet divorce” of its two constituent parts. Despite general support for the federation, at the level of public opinion, the “divorce” occurred, according to Eyal (2003)
 , because the dominant elite coalitions in the Czech and Slovak Republics, respectively, came to see the separation as the best way to satisfy their diverging interests. In the Czech Republic, the alliance between dissidents and monetarists was dominant, while in Slovakia responses to the 1968 Prague Spring and its aftermath had tended toward 
 reform and co-optation, which then found a congenial expression in leftist nationalism after 1990.

In a further theoretical elaboration, Eyal (2005)
 has used this case study to probe the relationship between the field of power and the social field. Building on Bourdieu’s work, he invites us to consider several types of relationships of homology between the field of those participating directly in the exercise of power, a field of power, and the social field more broadly composed of the citizenry at large. Reflection, the traditional hypothesis of political sociology, implying that political parties represent the interests of particular social groups, is only one possible case, and Eyal goes on to explore inversion, condensation, and polarization. By electing intellectuals and dissidents who rejected the communist past, in the Czech Republic, and reformed former communist cadres taking a (nationalist) leftist position in Slovakia, the Czechoslovak public gave their backing to elites who, to satisfy their own interests, would decide to split the federation and thus invert the popular position, which had supported the federation.

Finally, the analysis of the moment of rupture and post-communist transition for the case of the GDR presents us with yet another explanatory strategy inspired by the work of Pierre Bourdieu. Pollack (2002)
 draws on Bourdieu’s model of historical transitions presented in Homo Academicus
 (1988)
 , which argues that “historical transitions occur as a result of relatively independent chains of cause and effect, which develop parallel to each other and then interact at a certain point in time” (Pollack 2002
 : 307). This is a critical moment when the intersection of otherwise independent chains of events mediates between “event” and “structure”; the unique historical transition is the result of “an incidental interaction between non-incidental chains of events” (Pollack 2002
 : 307).

In brief, Pollack retells the political history of 1989, from the start of the flow of emigration from the GDR to Hungary and the opening of the Hungarian frontier with Austria to the demise of the communist regime, as the result of four distinct chains of events and their sometimes inadvertent, sometimes necessary interactions. These are the refugee issue, which snowballs from May 2, 1989, as increasing numbers of Germans decide to leave the country, and which comes to symbolize for the German public the wholesale, popular rejection of the communist system; the civil rights movements interested in obtaining formal recognition but relatively uninterested in public protest; the protest movement of mass, peaceful demonstrations in many cities in the GDR; and the developments within the political elite of the German Socialist Party, preoccupied by the succession to Honecker, who was ill with cancer, and slow to recognize the systemic import of mass mobilization from below. Rather like Gorbachev in the Soviet Union, their hesitation to reassert control over mass demonstrations was interpreted as weakness and encouraged further street protests, while the meek attempts to reform came too late to earn them any credit.

Thus, in addressing directly the question of how “capitalism without capitalists” could emerge in CEE, these scholars have drawn widely on Bourdieu’s concepts of social space, capital, habitus, and so forth. At the same time, they are concerned especially with strategies of capital conversion
 and group-making processes
 , which Bourdieu regards as fundamental to an understanding of class. This is, however, a flexible conception of 
 class
 , where class structure has both vertical and horizontal dimensions. Equally, the forms and media of power are plural
 : the holders of different species of capital exist in delicate—sometimes collaborative, sometimes antagonistic—relationships with one another.


STABILITY
 , STRATIFICATION
 , AND
 LIFESTYLES




As we have seen, Bourdieu’s concepts have been used productively to account for the possibility of systemic change, despite the lack of a new economic and political class. The mechanism for change, where agency, the flexibility in the habitus, can repurpose the content of the symbolic order to effect structural change, is also consistent with a certain amount of continuity.
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 But, as his critics often emphasize, Bourdieu’s work also makes a profound contribution to understanding the mechanisms of domination, stability, and the patterns of stratification, which are even more relevant for certain areas of the post-communist world and certain periods in their development. Thus, whether because of prevailing continuities, or because the processes of swift transformation of the early 1990s gradually slowed down to reveal new social configurations, social research of the post-communist world has acquired two new dimensions. One is the focus on mechanisms
 for social and political stability, no longer made problematic so much by abrupt, rapid change but by widening inequality or the persistence in some countries of authoritarian, semi-autarchic regimes. The other is the emergence or re-emergence of patterns of stratification
 , visible through surveys and amenable to complex statistical analysis.

First, mechanisms of domination are most effective, evidently, in regions of the former Soviet space where authoritarian regimes, even forms of party-states, survive. Despite their ability to control access to political power and its exercise, authoritarian regimes nonetheless develop additional forms of ideational power, often in the form of nationalism, that engage their subjects in the belief that they can play an active political role and make a difference (Goode 2012
 ). In Belarus, for instance, the communist center continues to hold through a variety of strategies of control in which culture and academia play an important role, as documented by Gapova (2009)
 . Using Bourdieu’s concept of cultural capital allows her to analyze the cultural dimensions of class relations and class struggle, taking account of how academia “reproduces, by the means of its institutional logic, social hierarchy and the structure of power” (Gapova 2009
 : 276). She analyses the closure of the European Humanities University (EHU) in Minsk in 2004, which had been founded with financial support from Western foundations in 1992. For a time, EHU provided the dissidents to the Lukašenko regime with a space to develop skills and engage with Western ideas, introducing new topics and areas of research, such as gender studies, human rights, multiculturalism, and film studies. But as the regime 
 started to move toward curtailing the activities of the EHU, and ultimately shut it down, holders of cultural capital derived from long tenure and positions in the traditional education system showed little professional solidarity with their more Westernized colleagues and ultimately left them to their fate.
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Even in places where the transition to democracy and market economy has taken place, the creation of a new sense of taken-for-granted domination as unreflective submission, in Bourdieu’s sense, is by no means unproblematic. Thus, there is wide variability in the extent to which democracies and market economies are consolidated in the former Soviet space, as shown by Hopf (2002)
 . He used focus groups to study political stability in Estonia, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan in fieldwork carried out between October 1996 and April 1997, and found that democracy and capitalism were not necessarily deemed inevitable by the general public at that point. The post-Soviet transition toward liberal market capitalism was naturalized (i.e., considered a given) in Estonia only, where it was also deemed legitimate. In Uzbekistan, the new regime was considered somewhat legitimate, while in Ukraine there was little evidence of naturalization.

Moreover, a certain continuity of structural constraints remains important even in CEE, the leading region in terms of systemic transformations. In their seminal contribution to the study of post-communist transformations in CEE, Stark (1990
 , 1992
 ) and Stark and Bruszt (1998)
 draw on the concepts of networks, recombinant assets, and capitals to elaborate a theory of economic change and interaction between economic development and policy. For them, the most important feature of the communist economic system was the network integration of firms, or the existence of relational assets and capitals, in the form of information, trust, and patterns of economic advantage, which could be put to use in designing strategies for restructuring state-owned or privatized enterprises, and which remained important in the transition to a market system (Stark and Bruszt 1998
 : 109–136). Crucially, they argue that when the CEE governments designed policies that allowed economic actors to use the resources embedded in networks of firms, the economy performed relatively well. When the strategies were aggressively neoliberal and hostile to these networks, economic crisis was usually the consequence (Stark and Bruszt 1998
 : 166–187).

In a slightly different twist on the theme of change-cum-continuity, Clark (2000
 : 444) suggests that “in the transitional economy, social capital was at the root of economic capital,” inverting Bourdieu’s proposition in respect of capitalism, which considered “economic capital at the root of all the other types.” This is shown in the Czech Republic, where, as a rule, the successful new entrepreneurs were in fact former members of the nomenklatura, even though not all members of the nomenklatura succeeded in the conversion of their capitals. In contrast, research on Romanian entrepreneurs has documented a diversity of paths toward economic power. Some former high party officials were able to convert their political capital into economic capital; holders of cultural and technocratic capital from the communist era are also present among the new economic elite. At a smaller level, entrepreneurs in the socialist informal economy and farmers also remain viable contenders, even in the absence of favorable policies (Stoica 2004
 ).

Scholars interested in the cultural mechanisms for domination often look at Bourdieu’s work on the cultural construction of class and taste as a marker of social hierarchies. It is a fairly visible mechanism, even more available to empirical research in this period when the emerging order is still new and uncertain, unsure whether its claims will be accepted and believed. In Latvia just prior to the 2008 financial crisis, for instance, Eglitis (2010)
 has investigated billboards and other advertising materials for cues of taste and markers of social class. The material and symbolic dispossession of the left, associated with the disgraced past of Russian dominance, was followed by the swift embrace of the market economy and capitalism. Old symbols of proletarian revolution and solidarity are now enlisted in the service of consumerism and are shown in an ironic, knowing register that serves to obscure the hierarchy, “treating socioeconomic positions as little more than reflections of taste and style” (Eglitis 2010
 : 434). As Eglitis and Lace (2009) document, the reality of stratification, the emergence of large marginal groups, the working poor, the unemployed, and the migration of labor to the European Union are rendered culturally invisible through such mechanisms and are disregarded all the more easily by the state, which offers few and bare social protections.
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As Bourdieu argues, properly successful efforts to legitimize or naturalize a social order include mechanisms for gaining acceptance for the social order and its stratification. Some critical studies, however, underline the inability of the new dominant classes to forge an effective symbolic order. For instance, to assess the effectiveness of the new rich in Russia, Dinello (1998)
 compares their practices of philanthropy with those of the American elites of the Gilded Age and finds them wanting. Dinello considers philanthropy as a necessary mechanism for establishing legitimacy through symbolic power. But at this stage at least, the Russian elites had not learned to show humility or concern for the poor, instead remaining unafraid to flaunt their egotism and self-interest: “[t]hey have repudiated Communist ideals, but have failed to develop a new and appealing mythology and morality” (Dinello 1998
 : 128).

Elsewhere, elites have been able to use their social capital to exclude others from upward mobility. For instance, Balint (2013)
 has researched the ability to use the cultural capital accumulated in the formal educational system to obtain jobs and other advantages in the labor market and in the economic field. Her research on Romanian university graduates confirms Bourdieu’s theory of reconversion strategies, which recognizes that the “exploitation of high educational degree (cultural capital) [is] strongly interconnected with social capital.” Lacking “social capital, young people with university degree[s] can only hold jobs that are below their educational level” (Balint 2013
 : 102).

Second, the research on stratification and reproduction, drawing on the work of Bourdieu, has reconstructed rich empirical patterns in a number of countries. Combining features of traditional stratification, mobility, and lifestyle research in one model, Kraaykamp and Nieuwbeerta (2000)
 have used sophisticated statistical procedures—bivariate and multivariate analyses—to mine further the data set collected in 1993 under the supervision of Donald Treiman and Ivan Szelény, which looks in particular at Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Hungary, Poland, and Slovakia. Their research design is inspired by Bourdieu’s
 Distinction
 (1984)
 and investigates the effects of 
 parental background across three dimensions—socioeconomic, cultural, and political resources—on cultural and material lifestyle. The parental background can impact directly on the cultural and material lifestyle of respondents, or indirectly, through impact on their individual characteristics.

In research on the GDR, Salheiser (2012)
 showed that the socialist de-stratification experiments through the elimination of private property over the means of production were not successful, and did not eradicate inequality. Rather, Kraaykamp and Nieuwbeerta (2000)
 demonstrate that the mechanisms for social reproduction and the intergenerational transmission of cultural, economic, and political advantages simply become more strongly mediated by culture and personal attributes. On the whole, “more highly educated parents succeeded in directly transmitting advantageous qualities onto their offspring.” Thus “parental socioeconomic resources are almost of no direct importance” for high-culture participation; “the effects of social origin on cultural participation mainly run through parental cultural socialization.” Moreover, “direct cultural reproduction seems effective for the acquisition of material wealth as well, but socioeconomic parental resources are more important” (Kraaykamp and Nieuwbeerta 2000
 : 117).

This holds true across the five countries, despite the large differences among them in terms of the intensity with which the communist regimes enforced de-stratification policies, from the harshness of the Czechoslovak and Bulgarian regimes to the relative liberalism of Poland and Hungary. The profound similarities among these post-socialist nations may be due to the continued importance of political resources. These generated better life chances, an effect still apparent in 1993, and it remains an open question to what extent this is still the case today.

The connection between health-care systems, health lifestyles, and mortality rates is another example of a rich empirical, statistical study contributing to the understanding of stratification and stability in the post-communist world. Cockerham (1997
 , 2000
 ) and his collaborators (Cockerham et al. 2004
 ) have drawn especially on Bourdieu’s concept of habitus to explain why mortality rates have been so high among middle-aged working-class men. Taken under both the subjective/experiential and social/structural aspects, the habitus of working-class men consists of health lifestyles that are clearly not “merely a deliberate product of independent individuals,” but reflect structurally determined patterns of life chances (Cockerham 1997
 : 125). In Russia, choices related to diet, exercise, smoking, and heavy drinking are systematically associated with cardiovascular diseases. The Soviet health-care system and its successors were poorly equipped to tackle such chronic conditions, and this is partly the cause of the alarming increases in mortality rates. But the fact that it was middle-aged working men who were most affected reflects their vulnerability and habitus-inscribed susceptibility in relation to both sets of determining factors—lifestyle choices and availability of care (Cockerham 2000
 : 1321–1322). In addition, a certain disinclination to take responsibility for one’s health, cultivated by state paternalism, has had similar effects among middle-aged working-class men not only in Russia, but also in post-Soviet Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan (Cockerham et al. 2004
 ).

Thus, even though some studies focus more on mechanisms for domination and reproduction, while others aim to reconstruct patterns of stratification, together they affirm powerful lines of continuity between the communist and post-communist periods, providing evidence for the determinist aspects in the relationship between agency and structure theorized by Bourdieu.


MARKETING
 SELVES AND THE
 INFORMAL
 ECONOMY




At the level of habitus, the post-communist world has provided opportunities to test and qualify three other types of studies, on the effects of inertia or hysteresis, the relative malleability of the habitus, and habitus in its relation to the field, engaged in the “fuzzy logic of practical sense” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 19; Bourdieu 1991
 ). As we have seen already, Garcelon (2006)
 used the hysteresis hypothesis to explain why elements of the old institutional orders retain a ghostly presence, even after systemic change has taken place. A further example of the role of hysteresis, for adaptation to organizational discipline, is the case researched by Kerr and Robinson (2009)
 , who find that old dissident coping techniques remain relevant in the new order. There is in general a complex balance to be struck between old and new dispositions, even when subjects embrace the need to change and acquire new perspectives and new capitals. As Bourdieu suggests, habitus is not fate; while the product of history, the habitus is “an open system of dispositions
 that is constantly subjected to experience, and therefore constantly affected by them in a way that either reinforces or modifies its structures” (Bourdieu and Waquant 1992: 133). Moreover, it is in active engagement with its field, through the deployment of practical strategies, that the habitus is both affirmed and transformed as necessary.

On the side of hysteresis, Kerr and Robinson (2009)
 find a certain homology and similarity between the socialist and post-socialist pressures for adaptation in an organizational context in their ethnographic study of a Western corporation in Ukraine. Mobilizing Bourdieu’s research strategy of participant objectification, the authors self-consciously use the fact that they are at the same time researchers and workers in the corporation, subjects who observe and objects whose reactions and behaviors are worth recording and analyzing as part of the research. They find that the organizational tools to ensure conformity, to test the loyalty to the corporation, are not dissimilar to the tools used by the communist party in the previous era.

In particular, the article documents three parallels between the practices of the communist era and the corporation. First, similar to centralism in the communist organizations, where the rank and file are consulted but decisions are ultimately made at the top and must be accepted by all, the corporation operates by imposing a certain line on important matters, a certain interpretation or policy. The process of consultation with the rank and file feels perfunctory in both cases, a mere tool to ensure conformity. 
 Second, communist rituals of inquisition and confession among party members and performance management rituals, such as annual reviews, are both based on the assumption that a member of the organization has to be open to scrutiny and has to provide an acceptable account of their behavior and commitment to the organization’s goals. Finally, building on such openness is the norm of accepting criticism of behavioral weaknesses in the communist system, while in the corporation, consultants are used as “virtuosi,” brought in by management to demonstrate correct behavior. This process may well include the public shaming of those who are seen to be failing or to comply without enthusiasm.

These similarities are obvious to Ukrainian colleagues who used to be dissidents under the communist regime and who find that their old self-protective strategies of coping and survival have retained their potency. They have undergone a “re-adaptation to domination,” “they learned, through the creative use of the hysteresis effect, to redeploy the practices of survival and dissidence developed under state socialism” (Kerr and Robinson 2009
 : 846). An alliance and common understanding are forged between Ukrainian dissidents and foreign workers, such as Kerr and Robinson, who are not part of the dominant group in the corporation, but have the advantage of understanding the cultural codes of the organization’s leaders, who are also British nationals. Most exposed to the power politics within the organization are younger, more idealistic employees, who have not yet learned the necessary strategies and tactics for survival. The suggestion is that the mechanisms for ensuring submission and conformity are to a certain extent common to Western bureaucracies and socialist state organizations (Kerr and Robinson 2009
 ).

Equally, the question of the malleability of the habitus and degrees of adaptability is also a frequent preoccupation in studies on the post-communist world. The macro-studies of trajectory correction and trajectory improvisation presented in the first section were able to establish statistical probabilities that occupants of particular positions in the social space would retain or change their social standing following the breakdown of the communist regimes. The implicit hypothesis is that a change of habitus and a recasting of symbolic resources make possible both individual adjustment and structural change, but the process by which this occurs is not considered in detail. However, Bourdieu’s work on the conversion of capitals can be used to study the subjective aspects of changes of this kind, leading to a more nuanced understanding of the types and degrees of conversion (de Saint Martin 2011
 ).
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 To determine a range of possibilities for elite and non-elite trajectories after regime change, it would be necessary to consider degrees of change and deviation, as seen from observed trajectories in social space and
 internal, subjective experience. Some reconversions can be forms of reproduction, where certain capitals become more important in the overall composition of capitals and social position is maintained, with only horizontal moves occurring, a common incidence of which is the well-known “revolving door” syndrome. Reconversions could also be forms of mobility, when the direction of the move, up or down, is important in large societal shifts, as shown in the work of Eyal, Szelenyi, and Townsley (1998). This affirms Bourdieu’s flexible conception of class and his insistence on depicting the class structure as having both vertical and horizontal dimensions.

Moreover, reconversions are long, drawn-out processes marked by numerous key and incremental decisions and moves. With each step, there are degrees of subjective commitment to such changes. Full-blown reconversions, for instance, deeply affect identities and patterns of being and thinking, and may entail a complete break with, and leaving behind of, former inheritances, as was the case with members of the nobility in Russia after 1917, whether they chose to become supporters of the Soviet regime or accepted downward mobility. Here “reconversion did indeed imply that the idea of the future as the continuity of the past had to be abandoned”; and yet, even while adapting outwardly, members of this class “maintained the feeling of being different from other groups” (de Saint Martin 2011
 : 437). Moreover, a social downturn could be associated with great uncertainty, “an effect of postponement, separation and lack of the very idea of a possible conversion,” a situation that might be described as deconversion (de Saint Martin 2011
 : 438).

Commonly, post-communist transformations and rejoining the West have created expectations around the need to learn how to be a free agent, in the sense of being a participating, engaged citizen and an active economic agent—specifically, an entrepreneur. Studying civil society and selfhood in Szeged, Hungary, in the mid-1990s, Junghans (2001)
 examined seven initiatives for building civil society, including profit-oriented management consultancies, grassroots citizen groups, and training programs for activists. Junghans (2001
 : 387) observed how “mastery of the language, outlooks and practices promoted in the name of civil society could be usefully viewed as an important new form of cultural capital.” This entailed taking on “the imperative to conduct oneself as a self-actualizing agent, or to abandon concerns about what guarantees one’s expertise” (Junghans 2001
 : 394). Thus a new balance between truth known privately and truth asserted to the world had to be established by the post-communist subjects. However, discomfort arises when similarities with the old compromises of living “a double life” under a totalitarian regime are revealed. For instance, the activists in training, in one of the organizations studied, were initially enthusiastic, valuing Western learning because they assumed that there was a genuine, superior expertise there. When urged by their Western trainers to believe that it all starts (and possibly ends) with confident self-assertion, some of the Hungarian activists interviewed were reminded of old arbitrariness and duplicities and felt disappointed.

In gender studies, Drwecki (2010)
 , in her research of WenDo training, a type of self-defense practice based both on physical assertiveness and mental training for toughness, shows that a middle ground between traditional models of femininity and Western feminist expectations of behavior might be found. The traditional women’s role in Polish culture encourages a habitus largely characterized by feminine self-effacement, purity, fragility, and (presumed) greater moral sensitivity in comparison to men. WenDo self-defense practices can be compatible with these traditional habitus dispositions, while at the same time encouraging assertiveness and physical courage. In this, Drwecki (2010
 : 105) emphasizes the aspect of flexibility within the habitus, regarding the deployment of predispositions, self-reflection, and the possibility of retraining; the introduction to a more personalized, experiential view of self-defense and of the participant’s 
 corporeity, effected by WenDo courses, can help to loosen up some of the original conditioning, just as some core beliefs are retained.

Perhaps inevitably, studying subjects in their environment also invites reflection on the “fuzzy logic of practical sense” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 19), of habitus in relation to field. For instance, through multi-sited ethnographic fieldwork, participant observation, and interviews in Ho Chi Minh City, in 2000–2001, 2004, and 2005, Earl (2010
 : 88) has sought to establish “the changing use of social space and how neighborhood space is used to produce or mitigate social distance.” Specifically, Earl has used Bourdieu’s understanding of cultural capital, as developed in Distinction
 (1984)
 , including the phenomenon of self-elimination through selection and relegation, as forms of exclusion. Here the habitus facilitates the “shared social life of like-minded individuals who inhabit and appropriate particular social spaces” (Earl 2010
 : 90). The research, reported through rich vignettes, illustrates the operation of all of these mechanisms of amassing and asserting cultural capital, the emergence of certain social types and practices “demonstrating that the use of social space has been adapted to meet the demands of an increasing social differentiation emerging after reform” (Earl 2010
 : 96), balancing the need for power and distinctiveness with the need for social belonging.

The ability to develop practical strategies to deploy resources embedded in local networks is essential for understanding the character of the post-communist economy, as well as strategies and tactics for survival. Researchers of the post-communist world often read the subjects’ embeddedness in social networks as social capital, as thoroughly documented in fieldwork research by Round (2006)
 and his colleagues (Round and Williams 2010
 ; Round et al. 2010
 ) in Russia and Ukraine during 2000–2008, for instance. They show the imbrication between the official and informal economies through corruption, which is itself related to a habitus trait, a kind of malleability and tolerance for multiple and sometimes contradictory meanings for behavior in certain situations. Both the dominant and the dominated participate in corruption, but while the former can structure and control a particular space and set of practices, the dominated manifest their resourcefulness by designing tactics for survival, taking advantage of areas outside direct control or surveillance by the more powerful. Official measures of poverty acknowledge that between a quarter and a third of households have official incomes that place them below the already very low survival level in both countries. Worst affected are people on fixed incomes, such as employees in state enterprises, pensioners, and people who need disability benefits.

As the research shows, a minority of households survive on formal work alone; at one time, as few as 10% of households did not use informal work to survive. Crucially, participating in the formal economy allows access to a myriad of coping tactics for earning additional income, by working off the books, sometimes with the collusion of managers, or by pilfering materials or participating in an entire economy of favors dependent on networks, connections, and friendships. Collective solutions by groups of friends or neighbors, such as the bulk purchase of goods, the coordinated occupation of particular spots for selling produce in open markets to prevent intrusion by strangers, the sharing of work, and the organization of surveillance and support, bind individuals and families 
 to their particular locales. This makes moving to find work elsewhere impractical and reinforces the centrality of home ownership in their survival strategies, even when selling apartments in an expensive city such as Moscow to relocate to a cheaper area would make a certain rational economic sense. The long-term viability of such tactics is in question, but by the same token, the depth of these social interdependencies has acted as a protective shield against efforts to root out corruption. In fact, anti-corruption drives have mostly had the effect of pushing up the cost of bribes due to increased risk (Round and Williams 2010
 : 190). 
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Bourdieu’s concept of habitus has also been used to emphasize a focus on physical practice and bodies, with the caveat that “habitus, too, is shaped by narrative,” by the myriad conversations, explanations, and justifications offered by members of the group. The impact and influence of “objective conditions” are mediated by the way they are discussed, and the themes that surface and are reiterated in discussion can in turn become a constraint on how experiences are framed, understood, and politicized in a fluid negotiation of the personal, the group, and the society at large (Kideckel 2008
 : 18). Moreover, Kideckel reads and analyzes different layers within the stories: the elements of privately felt experience, traces of how perceptions are influenced by the relationships with the broader society, and the indications of possibilities for effective action within the existing hierarchies. In his remarkable book-length study of labor, the body, and working-class culture in post-socialist Romania, Kideckel (2008)
 thus explores the tactics and the broader implications of “getting by” for industrial workers, in this case miners, who have been marginalized in the new economy.

Here Kideckel (2008)
 investigates in detail how modes of discipline over the body have changed in the post-communist era. The trade-offs offered by the socialist state entailed a direct exchange between submission and access to education, meritocratic advancement, minimal creature comforts, and security. In the new economy, all of these goods have to be obtained via the market, and consumption serves as the dominant mode of individuation, highlighting the availability or otherwise of actual means for it. For many, this amounts to a net loss of previous entitlements, a loss that encourages nostalgia. Kideckel reconstructs the repositioning of the workers, from heroes of the revolution to a comparatively marginal status, the insecurities of the new workplaces, the worker communities, gender relations, and the connections between stress, health, and agency. Social isolation and fear of the future prevail: “current social forces make it difficult to define new possibilities. Money is short. Jobs are scarce. Alternatives are lacking. Friends and family are in similar or worse predicaments. People withdraw into themselves and their homes, at best distancing themselves from society and social action, and at worst falling prey to personal and domestic pathologies” (Kideckel 2008
 : 210). These are also the areas that would have to be tackled by any political interventions seeking to instill a new set of meanings and possibilities.
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Such nuanced understanding of habitus and field, agency and structure, is intimately linked to Bourdieu’s critical contributions and reflections on the nature of social research. Bourdieu’s critique of “our primary inclination to think the social world in a substantialist manner” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 228) as being constituted of 
 groups helps ground a constructivist research design that seeks to show “how ethnicity works—in politics and in everyday life—without automatically taking ethnic groups as our unit of analysis,” in a study probing another problematic area of the post-communist order, nationalism, this time in an urban setting, Cluj-Napoca in northwest Romania (Brubaker at al. 2006). This research seeks to sidestep the temptation, so common, and so aptly analyzed by Bourdieu, to take the common-sense analytical apparatus as the basis for social research. In pursuing a “strategy of analytical disaggregation,” “a relational, processual and dynamic understanding of ethnicity and ‘nation,’ ” Brubaker and his collaborators focus on “claims and counterclaims on the shifting discursive and political fields within which such claims are embedded, on the dynamics of nationalizing projects and processes, without reifying ‘nation’ ” (Brubaker et al. 2006
 : 10–11).

This landmark study is an account structured around categories, rather than groups, without presuming the relationships between categories, the politics of categories, how they are formulated, propagated, imposed, and fought over from above and from below. In macro-historical perspective this entails the elucidation of a number of “nested series of historical contexts,” from the national question in CEE, to Transylvania, to Cluj-Napoca from the emergence of nationalism during Hungarian rule before 1918 to interwar Romania, and then the communist and post-communist periods. At the same time, to reconstruct the perspective from below is to search for an adequate characterization of the role of nationalism and ethnicity in the everyday life of Cluj-Napoca’s citizens. In informal group discussions, interviews, and extended participant observation, the topic is introduced spontaneously as part of the general conversation about everyday concerns, seeking to determine exactly how actual preoccupations over nationalism fit with the seemingly intense and intractable politics of the city under the nationalist, divisive mayor Gheorge Funar. It is an approach that allows observations about how ethnicity is “embodied in the engrained dispositions and schemas of habitus, in the feelings of ease and unease, attraction and repugnance, that color relations to language and to other ethnicized or ethnicizable aspects of culture” (Brubaker et al. 2006
 : 359).


POST
 -COMMUNIST
 COUNTRIES IN THE
 INTERNATIONAL
 POLITICAL
 FIELD




The study of everyday nationalism led by Brubaker (Brubaker et al. 2006
 ) offers valuable suggestions for how concepts such as habitus and field, more usually understood to apply to studies of individuals in fields, might be scaled up to account for the agency of collective actors such as states. 
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 While methodological difficulties remain, it is nonetheless important to recognize the need for such an analysis and its potential in terms of insights gained. The international dimension was paramount in the transition from the communist to the post-communist order. Severe restrictions on the autonomy of the economy under the communist party-state had prevented the emergence of an 
 alternative economic class. Rather, it was vulnerabilities created by participation and competition in the global capitalist system that created the opening for change. After some initial decades of great strides toward modernization and industrialization, in the 1980s growth slowed down in the European communist countries, and the deepening gap between aspirations and reality provided conditions for mobilization for political change (Kornai 1992
 : 168–196). The increased attractiveness of the Western economic and political models (Verdery 1996
 : 19–38) and the corruption and loss of appeal of the communist ideals (Jowitt 1992
 ; 1998
 : 87–91) created both pressure for change from below and a degree of willingness to reform from above.

Thus, it was the participation of the communist states in the global political economy that ultimately provided the challenge and the reality check for their otherwise opaque, self-referential hold on power. This international realm of relations between states is also where considerations of victory, failure, and saving face are paramount, and a certain reading of the logic of honor in Bourdieu’s work could help us map the range of issues confronting post-communist states.

In his study of Kabyle society, Bourdieu (1977
 : 10–15) draws on George H. Mead’s paradigm of the exchange of blows to explain the play of meanings in exchanges of honor, exchanges in which some profound element of self-identity and self-respect is engaged. Challenges confer honor, as they tend to occur only among people who are considered to have honor; they confer attention and importance to the challenged person and the exchange in question. However, such an initiative is marked by danger and uncertainty: “he who challenges a man incapable of taking up the challenge, that is incapable of pursuing the exchange, dishonors himself” (Bourdieu 1977
 : 11), just as “only a challenge (or offence) coming from an equal in honor deserves to be taken up” (Bourdieu 1977
 :12).

Cultural norms contain specific indications of what counts for an offense and what is an appropriate mode of redress. In his reworking of the empirical work on the Kabyle as a logic of practice, Bourdieu (1990
 : 100–103) seems to suggest that insofar as hierarchies are perceived and felt, actors behave as though a fundamental principle of equality in honor, a logic of honor, is always at work. Actors accept instinctively, and act unthinkingly, on the assumption that honor should and does accrue to actors in accordance with the socially recognized appropriateness of their actions to their position in the social hierarchy and to their goodwill and faith in the existing social order. This principle of judgment thus recognizes and tempers the effects of hierarchy. Material differences between actors are recognized in such a way, for instance, that “the defeated man who has done his duty incurs no blame” (Bourdieu 1977
 : 13). By acting as they are expected to act given the position they occupy in a shared field, actors reinforce the stability of the field and accrue recognition, as well as a degree of symbolic power and social acceptance.

At first sight, given the norm of sovereignty and the formal equality between states, it seems plausible to say that states are mindful of honor and honor exchanges in their relations with each other. They strive to reconcile in their actions, as far as possible, their interests, which may be supporting or contesting the actual hierarchies of power, 
 with the concern to show appropriate respect for the collective norm of formal equality. For this reason, the great structural asymmetries in the power endowments of states or international organizations do not represent a license for “free” behavior on the part of the powerful.

Studying the relationship between Romania’s processes of democratization and marketization and International Monetary Fund (IMF) conditionality, for instance, I showed that negative judgments of failure made by the IMF were nonetheless compatible with continued cooperation (Pop 2007
 ). Both the IMF and Romania respected in their behavior the underlying norms within the international field, where both inequality (Romania is a rule-taker in relation to the IMF) and the formal equality of states (Romania is a sovereign nation) need to be demonstrated in behavior. The IMF issued its negative assessments of reform in Romania in a technical and thus respectful language, allowing for the resumption of negotiations at a later date. Romania did not contest these evaluations, but was able to demonstrate capacity, strength, and credibility by implementing reform even after agreements with the IMF had failed. Initiating negotiations for new agreements, Romania could demonstrate that it had corrected earlier failures, and indeed the objectives of the new agreements were more comprehensive, leading to a cumulative deepening of the reform process over time.

This careful dance of combining in appropriate actions and behavior both the power and the self-respect prerogatives of all concerned is also visible in the process of EU enlargement (Pop 2009
 ). To a certain extent, this is a process whereby European fields, in economy, politics, and culture, begin to emerge. Certain material transformations take place as interactions—in commerce, the migration of people, and cultural exchange—intensify. The motivation of the European Union to undertake such an opening has been explained as a case of “rhetorical action” (Schimmelfennig, Engert, and Knobel 2006
 ), whereby the CEE states were able to convince the members of the EU that they have a historical responsibility to live up to their initial promise that the EU is an organization open to new members. There are few immediate economic benefits in terms of trade, for instance, and in the absence of these it is difficult to see how the motivation could be rational and self-interested on the part of the European Union.

However, drawing on Bourdieu’s understanding of material and symbolic factors, one might observe the important implications of the fact that Western European companies begin to take material stakes in the economies of CEE through greenfield investment and by purchasing local firms. The credibility of Western companies, as actors already compliant with the EU laws and regulations, supports the credibility of the enlargement process, a process otherwise largely government-led and lacking in broader legitimacy. Moreover, as actors from applicant countries become accustomed to the new rules of the game, considerations of honorable behavior are felt and judged in accordance to to the distribution of capitals within the new, enlarged fields (Pop 2009
 ).

While we lack detailed, definitive studies about the relevance of the logic of honor as an explanatory concept in international relations, there are indications that some of the actors in this field make evaluations, sometimes explicitly, in these terms. Diplomats and international negotiators involved in making judgments—about what is appropriate 
 behavior given a set of deeply held values and power constraints—seem to regard honor considerations as indeed salient to contemporary international politics. This has been the case for instance, for the negotiations surrounding the end of the wars in former Yugoslavia. Two of the major international negotiators in this conflict, Robert Owen (1996)
 and Richard Holbrooke (1999)
 , spoke to such concerns. For instance, Owen (1996)
 understands the reluctance of NATO to intervene in the early stages of the conflict in Bosnia and Herzegovina as resulting from a desire to avoid possible embarrassment and humiliation. Intervention would have the quality of a challenge, in the logic of honor. Here an actor in a superior hierarchical position needs to consider whether it will in fact prevail or whether, by issuing the challenge toward an unpredictable opponent ignorant of the rules of engagement and deference, it risks embarrassment that can reflect on its position in the hierarchy of power. As these risks diminished later in the conflict, with relations between NATO members and Russia on a more secure footing, such intervention took place successfully.


Holbrooke (1999)
 is also clear that the decision to eventually exclude the Bosnian Serbs from the negotiation process occurred when they proved incontrovertibly that they were not honorable actors: their behavior was unpredictable, ungrateful, and eventually breached all trust when they overran the UN-protected enclaves and committed mass murder at Srebrenica in July 1995.

Potentially, an approach inspired by the logic of honor could shed light on how intractable conflicts arise when the honor implications of various exchanges are difficult to settle. It suggests that frozen conflicts, such as those between the Transniester region and Moldova, the stand-offs between Serbia and Kosovo, Georgia and Russia, and Russia, Ukraine, and the European Union, are instances where such direct confrontations over points of honor have already occurred. In order to move out of these seemingly intractable situations, it would be necessary to ensure that honor, face, and the sense of identity and self-worth are redefined and invested in more appropriate, attainable ways. This transfer of allegiances will depend on the skilful, artful re-channelling of attachments in such a way that the sense of humiliation and irretrievable loss are minimized for all parties. Such channelling remains very difficult to do at the scale of even relatively small societies. For instance, massive involvement by international actors in Bosnia and Herzegovina, during and after the war, is now, more than two decades later, almost successful, but it has come about in unusual circumstances, and the long-term prospects are only assured through continued EU involvement, conditions that are unlikely to be easily met elsewhere. How much more effort, then, will be required to resolve the current stand-off between Russia and Ukraine, on the one hand, and Russia and the European Union, on the other? However, by excluding the East Ukrainian separatists from the international negotiation and dealing directly with Russia as the state actor responsible for the resolution of the issue, the EU seems to have caused the fighting to lose its intensity. This is similar to Holbrooke’s decision in 1995 to exclude the Bosniak Serbs and to have Serbia’s president, Slobodan Milošević, a recognized head of state, represent them in the ultimately successful negotiations at Dayton.

A Bourdieusian analysis of honor and the logic of honor also holds potential in an area that so far has remained elusive for empirical research. Honor can mean very different things, and indeed has different levels of causal efficacy as a value held in different societies. According to Max Weber (1948
 : 180–181), the distribution of honor is tantamount to a particular social order, which is a composite of hierarchies of wealth and political power, among the groups that constitute a community. Veblen (2007
 : 24) also registers the circulation of meanings of honor between social fields, from the era dominated by aristocracy, whose honor was linked to military valor, to the bourgeois, noting that “wealth is now itself intrinsically honorable and confers honor on its possessor.”

Probing further, one may ask where the sources of such relative unity of the meaning of honor at the national level may be located. It is a unity that may arise from comparison: as soon as we try to describe, compare, and contrast national political-economies and identities, it becomes apparent that national fields have particular, distinctive traits. At one level, this national distinctiveness may be linked to basic, fundamental cultural premises that are shared in some way and to various degrees by all the participants in that field. As Bourdieu (2000: 98) notes, “common sense is to a large extent national because most of the major principles of division have so far been inculcated by or reinforced by educational institutions, one of whose main missions is to construct the nation as a population endowed with the same ‘categories’ and the same common sense.”

Additionally, Bourdieu often mentions in his work that, at the national scale at least, there exists a certain underlying structural similarity, a homology between fields (for instance, in Bourdieu 2005a
 and 2005b
 ). In a general sense, and this can only be suggested here in the most tentative terms, it may be surmised that conceptions of national honor may have a systematic relationship with configurations within the national fields—social, economic, political, cultural—and their homologies.


CONCLUSION




This exploration of Bourdieu-inspired scholarship on the post-communist world shows both its strengths and limitations. In regard to strategies for choosing from the Bourdieusian toolkit, interest has been spread widely across a number of concepts, especially habitus, field, capitals, symbolic power, hysteresis, taste, and lifestyle. Scholars working with this framework have been able to engage with the core questions defining research on the post-communist world. Moreover, while conventional approaches tend to take systemic change for granted, Bourdieu-inspired studies have offered insight both in relation to the mechanisms for change and the forces contributing to continuity, the reconstitution of patterns of stratification, through studies of class and the circulation of elites, as well as mechanisms of domination. Individual, more personal aspects of change, as change in habitus—hysteresis and malleability, mobilization of practical strategies for survival in the informal economy, adaptations of bodily dispositions, and practices of everyday ethnicity—have been reconstructed and illuminated in a variety 
 of social-geographical contexts. Finally, work in international relations suggests that Bourdieu’s general formulations about the logic of practice and the logic of honor might help us address some of the intractable conflicts of our time.

As the comparatively small number of studies suggests, this is not a set of research questions and methodologies to be undertaken lightly. The complex simultaneity of changes in the economy and politics, in the domestic spheres and internationally, represents a huge challenge. While considerable research effort has gone into many of the books and articles written about the post-communist world, their findings are qualified by inevitable limitations—of timing, availability of resources, and opportunities for validation. Undoubtedly, a certain amount of dialogue among scholars interested in these topics has taken place, but much more remains to be done. In this sense, announcing what these contributions are is also an implicit invitation to probe them further. Needless to say, where silence has fallen, where there are blank spots in this overall picture, these are spaces that invite investigation all the more.

At times, the work on post-communist transformations has added nuance rather than mounted a sustained, comprehensive evaluation of Bourdieu’s concepts. There is comparison and contrast, a dialogue with alternative disciplinary approaches in most of these works, and turning to Bourdieu’s concepts is often justified as the more satisfactory explanatory strategy. Elsewhere, having reconstructed compelling empirical patterns, studies then invoke Bourdieu’s concepts to provide a conceptual anchor, to generate additional layers of meaning, and to begin to situate findings in a wider comparative framework. Bourdieu’s concepts appear necessary, even indispensable, but the argument may be suggested rather than developed in detail.

Nonetheless, the serious study of post-communist transformations has also occasioned a needed return of concerns related to specialization in the social sciences. It is at least clear that the ability of scholars to design and carry out studies that cut across conventional boundaries and disciplines, between the economy and politics, domestic and international, past and present, has not been lost altogether. Under the pressure of sudden and comprehensive, systemic change, it is still possible to mobilize our collective intellectual inheritance to offer cogent descriptions of issues, powerful interpretations and explanations, and even seasoned guidance for policy—advice that might shape productively expectations about the speed and depth of change.

The examples we have are too few still. They are too few to constitute a coherent challenge for the rest of the scholarly community to begin to attempt similar integrations of evidence for the comparatively more complex political-economies of the developed West or the culturally different economies of the developing world. And yet, indications that such skills and insights for understanding large-scale societal change might become both useful and necessary are not completely absent. Think, for instance, of the accumulation of global climate threats and the acceleration of technological change that have begun to reshape dramatically developed and developing societies alike. With the fourth industrial revolution under way, the return of Gilded Age levels of inequality, and the threat of massive displacement of human labor by robots and automation, upheavals in democratic political systems are already being 
 felt in the West. Equally, new computational capabilities and big data also require a bold refashioning of hypotheses and concepts that may well amount to a radical refashioning of the intellectual order in the foreseeable future. Turning for guidance to the rich and rigorous legacy of Bourdieu’s sociology might yet prove to be the right place to start.

NOTES



1.
 To give but one example of this disconnect even within the study of the economy, recent debates surrounding the causes and consequences of the 2008 global financial crisis and the ensuing recession have highlighted the fact that, according to considered opinion in the United States, including the Federal Open Market Committee (FOMC) of the Federal Reserve, there is no accepted paradigm for understanding the linkages between the real economy and the financial sector (Madrick 2014
 ).

2.
 The fact that the political agents of change do not own the vast bulk of the national wealth is not unique to CEE. In the current advanced stage of capitalism, economic power is divided between owners and managers (Chandler 1992
 ). Piketty (2014
 : 138) also notes that after 1945, France “had a mixed economy, in a sense a capitalism without capitalists, or at any rate a state capitalism in which private owners no longer controlled the largest firms.”

3.
 Asking similar questions about elite trajectories and working from the same data sets, Paul (1997)
 uses regression analysis for the cases of Poland, Hungary, and Russia, and analyzes several sectors: agriculture, industry, services, education/media, and public services. The more reform there is in a sector, the more circulation and dynamism and the less simple reproduction “such that the academy is least reformed, followed by agriculture, service, and industry, with government/public service being the most extensively reformed” (Paul 1997
 : 107).

4.
 See, for instance, Uhlíř (1998) for a sensitive discussion of the skillful redefinition of social and symbolic capital, from belonging to the communist elite to validation in the Western economic system, at the level of the enterprise in the Czech Republic.

5.
 Steen and Ruus (2002)
 show that continuity of personnel among political elites between the communist and post-communist periods diminished during the 1990s in Estonia. See also Wasilewski and Wnuk-Lipiński (1995) for the case of elite circulation in Poland.

6.
 Zhuravlev, Kondov, and Savel’eva (2009)
 offer a similar study in the sociology of post-Soviet knowledge at the European University of St. Petersburg.

7.
 Bourdieu-inspired studies of advertising and consumption as part of cultural mechanisms of domination include Ouashakine (2000), Shevchenko (2002)
 , and Vargha (2010)
 for the case of Russia.

8.
 This article also draws on French-language studies using Bourdieu’s work in the analysis of post-communist societies.

9.
 A special case of Russian provincial specialists, committed to scientific values and devising coping strategies in the face of deprivation, is presented in Osinsky and Mueller (2004)
 .

10.
 Rivkin-Fish (2009)
 also explores class subjectivity, memory, and distinction in Russia.

11.
 The work of Pierre Bourdieu has been increasingly used in the field of international relations, with work focusing on particular ideas and concepts from his sociology for instance: power (Guzzini 1993
 ); capitals in international history (Jackson 2008
 ); security 
 fields (Bigo 2007
 ; Huysmans 2002
 ; Leander 2005
 ); the logic of practicality (Pouliot 2008)
 ; the habitus of Norwegian diplomats (Neumann 2005
 , 2008
 ); the European law field (Madsen 2007
 ); European integration (Kauppi 2003
 ); British and American imperial fields (Go 2008
 ); national strategies within European fields (Adler-Nissen 2008
 ); and the field of the whaling convention and commission (Epstein 2008
 ).
REFERENCES


Abdelal, Rawi E. 2001. National Purpose in the World Economy: Post-Soviet States in Comparative Perspective
 . Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press.

Adler-Nissen, Rebecca. 2008. “The Diplomacy of Opting-Out: A Bourdieusian Approach to National Integration Strategies.” Journal of Common Market Studies
 46: 663–684.

Balint, Blanka. 2013. “The Role of Social Capital in Avoiding Over-Education.” Revista Română de Sociologie
 23(1–2): 101–126.

Bigo, Didier (ed.). 2007. The Field of the EU Internal Security Agencies
 . Paris: L’Harmattan.

Blanchard, Olivier. 1997. The Economics of Post-Communist Transition
 . Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Blanchard, Olivier, Rudiger Dornbusch, Paul Krugman, Richard Layard, and Lawrence Summers. 1991. Reform in Eastern Europe
 . Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Blanchard, Olivier, Maxim Boycko, Marek Dornbusch, Richard Layard, and Andrei Schleifer. 1993. Post-Communist Reform: Pain and Progress
 . Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Borocz, Joszef, and Akos Rona-Tas. 1995. “Small Leap Forward: Emergence of New Economic Elites.” Theory and Society
 24: 751–781.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1977. Outline of a Theory of Practice
 . Translated by Richard Nice. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1984. Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste
 . Translated by Richard Nice. London: Routledge.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1988. Homo Academicus
 . Translated by Peter Collier. London: Polity Press.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1990. The Logic of Practice
 . Translated by Richard Nice. London: Polity Press.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1991. Language and Symbolic Power
 . Edited and introduction by John B. Thompson. Translated by Gino Raymond and Matthew Adamson. London: Polity Press.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 2005a. The Social Structures of the Economy
 . Translated by Chris Turner. London: Polity Press

Bourdieu, Pierre. 2005b. “The Mystery of Ministry: From Particular Wills to the General Will.” In Pierre Bourdieu and Democratic Politics: The Mystery of Ministry
 , edited by Loïc Wacquant, pp. 55–63. Cambridge: Polity Press.

Bourdieu, Pierre, and Loïc J. D. Wacquant. 1992. An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology
 . London: Polity Press.

Brubaker, Rogers, Margit Feischmidt, Jon Fox, and Liana Grancea. 2006. Nationalist Politics and Everyday Ethnicity in a Transylvanian Town
 . Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Carlin, Wendy, and Colin Mayer. 1994. “The Treuhandastalt: Privatisation by State and Market.” In The Transition in Eastern Europe
 , Volume II: Restructuring
 , edited by Olivier Jean Blanchard, Kenneth A. Froot, and Jeffrey D. Sachs, pp. 189–213. Chicago: Chicago University Press.

Chandler, Alfred D., Jr. 1992. “The Emergence of Managerial Capitalism.” In The Sociology of Economic Life
 , edited by Mark Granovetter and Richard Swedberg, pp. 131–158. Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Clague, Christopher. 1992. “The Journey to a Market Economy.” In The Emergence of Market Economies in Eastern Europe
 , edited by Christopher Clague and Gordon G. Rausser, pp. 1–22. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.

Clark, Ed. 2000. “The Role of Social Capital in Developing Czech Private Business.” Work, Employment & Society
 14(3): 439–458.

Cockerham, William C. 1997. “The Social Determinants of the Decline of Life Expectancy in Russia and Eastern Europe: A Lifestyle Explanation.” Journal of Health and Social Behaviour
 38 (June): 117–130.

Cockerham, William C. 2000. “Health Lifestyles in Russia.” Social Science & Medicine
 51: 1313–1324.

Cockerham, William C., Brian P. Hinote, Pamela Abbott, and Christian Haerpfer. 2004. “Health Lifestyles in Central Asia: The Case of Kazakhstan and Kyrgyzstan.” Social Science & Medicine
 59: 1409–1421.

Comisso, Ellen. 1986. “Introduction: State Structures, Political Processes, and Collective Choice in the CMEA States.” International Organization
 40: 195–238.

Dinello, Natalia. 1998. “Elites and Philanthropy in Russia.” International Journal of Politics, Culture and Society
 12(1): 109–133.

Drwecki, Abby. 2010. “A Woman’s Nature: Addressing Violence against Women thorough Femininity in Poland.” Journal of International Women’s Studies
 11(4): 97–114.

Earl, Catherine. 2010. “Vietnam’s ‘Informal Public’ Spaces: Belonging and Social Distance in Post-reform Hồ Chí Minh City.” Journal of Vietnamese Studies
 5(1): 86–124.

Eglitis, Daina. 2010. “Class, Culture, and Consumption: Representations of Stratification in Post-Communist Latvia.” Cultural Sociology
 5(3): 423–446.

Eglitis, Daina, and Taņa Lāce. 2009. “Stratification and the Poverty of Progress in Post-Communist Latvian Capitalism.” Acta Sociologica
 52(4): 329–349.

Elster, Jon, Claus Offe, and Ulrick K. Preuss. 1998. Institutional Design in Post-Communist Societies: Rebuilding the Ship at Sea
 . With Frank Boenker, Ulrike Goetting, and Friedbert W. Rueb. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Epstein, Charlotte. 2008. The Power of Words in International Relations: Birth of an Anti-whaling Discourse
 . Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Evans, Peter. 1995. Embedded Autonomy: States and Industrial Transformation
 . Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press

Eyal, Gil. 2000. “Anti-politics and the Spirit of Capitalism: Dissidents, Monetarists, and the Czech Transition to Capitalism.” Theory and Society
 29: 49–2000.

Eyal, Gil. 2003. The Origins of Post-Communist Elites: From the Prague Spring to the Breakup of Czechoslovakia
 . Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.

Eyal, Gil. 2005. “The Making and Breaking of the Czechoslovak Political Field.” In Pierre Bourdieu and Democratic Politics
 , edited by Loïc Wacquant, pp. 151–177. Cambridge: Polity.

Eyal, Gil, Iván Szelényi, and Eleanor Townsley. 1998. Making Capitalism without Capitalists: Class Formation and Elite Struggles in Post-Communist Central Europe
 . London: Verso.

Fodor, Eva, Edmund Wnuk-Lipinski, and Natasha Yershova. 1995. “The New Political and Cultural Elite.” Theory and Society
 24: 783–800.

Fukuyama, Francis. 1992. The End of History and the Last Man
 . New York: Avon Books.

Gapova, Elena. 2009. “Post-Soviet Academia and Class Power: Belarusian Controversy over Symbolic Markets.” Studies in East European Thought
 61: 271–290.

Garcelon, Marc. 2006. “Trajectories of Institutional Disintegration in Late-Soviet Russia and Contemporary Iraq.” Sociological Theory
 24(3): 255–283.

Go, Julian. 2008. “Global fields and Imperial Forms: Field Theory and the British and American Empires.” Sociological Theory
 26: 201–229.

Goode, J. Paul. 2012. “Nationalism in Quiet Times: Ideational Power and Post-Soviet Hybrid Regimes.” Problems of Post-Communism
 59(3): 6–16.

Granovetter, Mark. 1985. “Economic Action and Social Structure: The Problem of Embeddedness.” American Journal of Sociology
 91(3): 481–510.

Granovetter, Mark, and Richard Swedberg (eds.). 1992. The Sociology of Economic Life
 . Boulder, CO: Westview Press.

Guzzini, Stefano. 1993. “Structural Power: The Limits of Neorealist Power Analysis.” International Organization
 47: 443–478.

Hankiss, Elemer. 1990. Eastern European Alternatives
 . Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Holbrooke, Richard. 1999. To End a War
 . New York: The Modern Library.

Hopf, Ted. 2002. “Making the Future Inevitable: Legitimizing, Naturalizing and Stabilizing the Transition in Estonia, Ukraine and Uzbekistan.” European Journal of International Relations
 8(3): 403–436.

Huysmans, Jef. 2002. “Shape-Shifting NATO: Humanitarian Action and the Kosovo Crisis.” Review of International Studies
 28: 599–618.

Jackson, Peter. 2008. “Pierre Bourdieu and the ‘Cultural Turn’ and the Practice of International History.” Review of International Studies
 34(1): 155–181.

Jowitt, Kenneth. 1992. New world disorder: The Leninist extinction
 . Berkeley: University of California Press.

Jowitt, Kenneth. 1998. “Challenging the ‘Correct’ Line: Reviewing Katherine Verdery’s What Was Socialism and What Comes Next?
 ” East European Politics and Societies
 12: 87–106.

Junghans, Trenholme. 2001. “Marketing Selves: Constructing Civil Society and Selfhood in Post-Socialist Hungary.” Critique of Anthropology
 21(4): 383–400.

Kauppi, Niilo. 2003. “Bourdieu’s Political Sociology and the Politics of European Integration.” Theory and Society
 32: 775–789.

Kerr, Ron, and Sarah Robinson. 2009. “The Hysteresis Effect as Creative Adaptation of Habitus: Dissent and Transition to the ‘Corporate’ in Post-Soviet Ukraine.” Organization
 16(6): 829–853.

Kideckel, David A. 2008. Getting by in Postsocialist Romania: Labor, the Body, and Working-Class Culture
 . Bloomington: Indiana University Press.

Kornai, Janos. 1992. The Socialist System: The Political Economy of Communism
 . Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Kornai, Janos. 2000. “What the Change of System from Socialism to Capitalism Does and Does Not Mean.” Journal of Economic Perspectives
 14: 27–42.

Kraaykamp, Gerbert, and Paul Nieuwbeerta. 2000. “Parental Background and Lifestyle Differentiation in Eastern Europe: Social, Political, and Cultural Intergenerational Transmission in Five Former Socialist Societies.” Social Science Research
 29: 92–122.

Leander, A. 2005. “The Power to Construct International Security: On the Significance of Private Military Companies.” Millennium: Journal of International Studies
 33: 803–825.

Linz, Juan J., and Alfred Stepan. 1996. Problems of Democratic Transition and Consolidation: Southern Europe, South America, and Post-Communist Europe
 . Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Madrick, Jeff. 2014. “Why the Experts Missed the Recession.” The New York Review of Books
 , September 25, p. 68.

Madsen, Mikael Rask. 2007. “From Cold War Instrument to Supreme European Court: The European Court of Human Rights at the Crossroads of International and National Law and Politics.” Law & Social Inquiry
 32: 137–159.

Martin, Monique de Saint. 2011. “Toward a Dynamic Approach to Reconversions.” Social Science Information
 50(3–4): 429–441.

Murrell, Peter. 1992. “Evolution in Economics and in the Economic Reform of the Centrally Planned Economies.” In The Emergence of Market Economies in Eastern Europe
 , edited by Christopher Clague and Gordon C. Rausser, pp. 35–53. Cambridge, MA: Blackwell.

Murrell, Peter. 1996. “How Far Has the Transition Progressed?” Journal of Economic Perspectives
 10: 25–44.

Neumann, Iver B. 2005. “To Be a Diplomat.” International Studies Perspectives
 6: 72–93.

Neumann, Iver B. 2008. “The Body of the Diplomat.” European Journal of International Relations
 14: 671–695.

Offe, Claus. 1996. Varieties of Transition: The East European and East German Experience
 . London: Polity Press.

Orenstein, Mitchell. 2001. Out of the Red: Building Capitalism and Democracy in Postcommunist Europe
 . Ann Arbor: Michigan University Press.

Osinsky, Pavel, and Charles W. Mueller. 2004. “Professional Commitment of Russian Provincial Specialists.” Work and Occupations
 31(2): 193–224.

Oushakine, Serguei Alex. 2000. “The Quantity of Style: Imaginary Consumption in the New Russia.” Theory, Culture & Society
 17(5): 97–120.

Owen, David. 1996. Balkan Odyssey
 . London: Indigo.

Paul, C. Edward. 1997. “Toward an Explanation of Variation in the Production and Circulation of Elites, Both within and between Countries, in the Transition from Socialism in Eastern Europe.” Journal of Political and Military Sociology
 25(1): 91–109.

Piketty, Thomas. 2014. Capital in the Twenty-first Century
 . Translated by Arthur Goldhammer. Cambridge, MA: The Belknap Press of Harvard University Press.

Pollack, Detlef. 2002. “Mass Pressures, Elite Responses—Roots of Democratization: The Case of the GDR.” Communist and Post-Communist Studies
 35: 305–324.

Pop, Liliana. 2007. “Time and Crisis: Framing Success and Failure in Romania’s Post-Communist Transformations.” Review of International Studies
 33(3): 395–413.

Pop, Liliana. 2009. “Strategic Action Is Not Enough: A Bourdieuian Approach to EU Enlargement.” Perspectives on European Politics and Society
 10(2): 254–267.

Pouliot, Vincent. 2008. “The Logic of Practicality: A Theory of Practice of Security Communities.” International Organization
 62: 257–288.

Pridham, Geoffrey. 2005. Designing Democracy: EU Enlargement and Regime Change in Post-Communist Europe
 . Basingstoke, UK: Palgrave Macmillan.

Prizel, Ilya. 1998. National Identity and Foreign Policy: Nationalism and Leadership in Poland, Russia, and Ukraine
 . Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Rapaczynski, Andrzej. 1996. “The Roles of the State and the Market in Establishing Property Rights.” Journal of Economic Perspectives
 10: 87–103.

Rivkin-Fish, Michele. 2009. “Tracing Landscapes of the Past in Class Subjectivity: Practices of Memory and Distinction in Marketizing Russia.” American Ethnologist
 36(1): 79–95.

Round, John. 2006. “Marginalized for a Lifetime: The Everyday Experiences of Gulag Survivors in Post-Soviet Magadan.” Geografiska Annaler. Series B, Human Geography
 88(1): 15–34.

Round, John, and Colin Williams. 2010. “Coping with the Social Costs of ‘Transition’: Everyday Life in Post-Soviet Russia and Ukraine.” European Urban and Regional Studies
 17(2): 183–196.

Round, John, Colin Williams and Peter Rogers. 2010. “The Role of Domestic Food Production in Everyday Life in Post-Soviet Ukraine.” Annals of the Association of American Geographers
 100(5): 1197–1211.

Sachs, Jeffrey. 1993. Poland’s Jump to Market Economy
 . Cambridge, MA: MIT Press

Salheiser, Axel. 2012. “Socialist and Post-Socialist Functionalist Elites in East Germany.” Historical Social Research
 37(2): 123–138.

Schimmelfennig, F., S. Engert, and H. Knobel. 2006. International Socialization in Europe: European Organizations, Political Conditionality and Democratic Change
 . London: Palgrave.

Sedelmeier, Ulrich. 2005. Constructing the Path to Eastern Enlargement: The Uneven Policy Impact of EU Identity
 . Manchester: Manchester University Press

Shevchenko, Olga. 2002. “‘Between the Holes’: Emerging Identities and Hybrid Patterns of Consumption in Post-socialist Russia.” Europe-Asia Studies
 54(6): 841–866.

Stark, David. 1990. “Privatization in Hungary: From Plan to Market or from Plan to Clan?” East European Politics and Societies
 4: 351–392.

Stark, David. 1992. “Path Dependence and Privatization Strategies in East Central Europe.” East European Politics and Societies
 6: 17–54.

Stark, David, and László Bruszt. 1998. Postsocialist Pathways: Transforming Politics and Property in East Central Europe
 . Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Steen, Anton, and Jüri Ruus. 2002. “Change of Regime-Continuity of Elites? The Case of Estonia.” East European Politics and Societies
 16(1): 223–248.

Stoica, Cătălin Augustin. 2004. “From Good Communists to Even Better Capitalists? Entrepreneurial Pathways in Post-Socialist Romania.” East European Politics and Societies
 18(2): 236–277.

Szélenyi, Iván, and Szonja Szélenyi. 1995. “Circulation and Reproduction of Elites during the Post-Communist Transformation of Eastern Europe.” Theory and Society
 24: 615–638.

Tismăneanu, Vladimir. 1998. Fantasies of Salvation: Democracy, Nationalism, and Myth in Post-Communist Europe
 . Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Uhlíř, David. 1998. “Internationalisation, and Institutional and Regional Change: Restructuring Post-Communist Networks in the Region of Lanškroun, Czech Republic.” Regional Studies
 32(7): 673–685.

Vachudova, M. A. 2005. Europe Undivided: Democracy, Leverage and Integration after Communism
 . Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Vargha, Zsuzsanna. 2010. “Educate or Serve: The Paradox of ‘Professional Service’ and the Image of the West in Legitimacy Battles of Post-Socialist Advertising.” Theory and Society
 39: 203–243.

Veblen, Thorstein. 2007 [1899]. The Theory of the Leisure Class
 . Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Verdery, Katherine. 1996. What Was Socialism and What Comes Next?
 Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press.

Wasilewski, Jacek, and Edmund Wnuk-Lipiński. 1995. “Poland: Winding Road from the Communist to the post-Solidarity Elite.” Theory and Society
 24: 669–696.

Weber, Max. 1948. From Max Weber: Essays in Sociology
 . Edited with an introduction by H. H. Gerth and C. Wright Mills. London: Routledge.

Weber, Max. 1994. Political Writings
 . Edited by Peter Lassman and Ronald Speirs. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Zhuravlev, Oleg, Daneil Kondov, and Natalia Savel’eva. 2009. “The European University at St. Petersburg: A Case Study in Sociology of Post-Soviet Knowledge.” Studies in East European Thought
 61: 291–308.



P A R T
 I I





TAKING BOURDIEU GLOBA
 L






CHAPTER 7





FIELD THEORY FROM A TRANSNATIONAL PERSPECTIVE




GISÈLE SAPIRO

The notion of field makes it possible to transcend historicism without falling into essentialism.

—P. Bourdieu, “Champ typologie et limites des champs” seminar, May 11, 1973


INTRODUCTION




THE
 criticism of “methodological nationalism” and the development of transnational approaches have called into question the relevance of the nation-state as a unit of research (Wimmer and Schiller 2003: 576–610).
 1
 Furthermore, many phenomena and evolutions that one observes within nation-states are due to interactions with other societies, and it appears that the existence of similar elements in different cultures is often the product of the circulation of models and of exchanges, rather than the consequence of comparable causes (when it is not a question of common heritage). Should the concept of field and its uses be reconsidered in light of this change of perspective from the national to the transnational, and if that is the case, how so? These are the questions that will be examined in this chapter.

Even though the concept of field is generally employed in a national context, to such an extent that a number of scholars whose research focuses on transnational or international objects have abandoned its use, preferring the less constraining notion of “space,” nowhere in his work does Pierre Bourdieu say that fields are necessarily limited to the perimeters of the nation-state. The field is an abstract concept that allows for the methodological autonomization of an area of activity defined in a relational (following the 
 principles of structural opposition that configure a topography of positions according to the distribution of specific capital) and dynamic way (these positions evolve depending on the internal conflicts in the field, which impose their own temporality), provided that this autonomization is justified on socio-historical grounds. The boundaries of fields are related to the process of differentiation and specialization of activities, as well as to geographic borders, but these boundaries are not given, they evolve over time and are constantly reconsidered and challenged. Consequently, it is up to the scholar to define the relevant perimeters of a field, as Bourdieu (2013a: 58; my translation)
 explains in his seminars on the field:

The question of the geographical limits of a market can be a relevant question for certain markets and not for others. Consider a matrimonial market: the probability of a young woman from Haute-Savoie born above 2000 meters marrying a Parisian is Σ
 . The question of the geographical limits of a market can be relevant: Sometimes the theoretical limits of the field can be definable in terms of geographical limits. This is a particular case of a field where the limit mathematically speaking is a boundary in the geographical and political sense: there is a place where it stops and one can no longer get married (isolate). Consider the problem of the diffusion of cultural works: things that are very far away in the geographic space can be very close in the relevant space of the field. For example, in 1945, German philosophy was close to Paris, and Harvard was very far away; in 1973 German philosophy moved away and Harvard became closer. (The point of all these examples is to dispose of the realistic way of thinking).

In this chapter, I propose to reread Bourdieu’s field theory in a socio-historical “longue durée” and from a middle range perspective. After having addressed the process of the differentiation of fields, I will examine the phenomenon of nationalization and the role of the state in the formation of fields. Then I will analyze the modes and strategies of internationalization or of transnationalization, the tensions between the borders of the state, markets, and fields, and the indicators of the emergence of transnational fields, paying particular attention to the fields of cultural production (notably the literary field, which is interesting since it is both very “national” and very “international”) and the scientific field (through the case of human and social sciences, which are torn between their grounds in the nation and varying degrees of internationalization). In conclusion, I will return to the question of comparativism, which is contested by the partisans of a “global,” “entangled,” or “connected” history because of its reifying effect on national borders and its obliterating effect on the phenomena of circulation, exchanges, and transfers (for an overview of these debates, see Zimmerman and Werner 2003).

The Differentiation of Social Spaces

The emergence of relatively autonomous fields is linked to two processes, which are closely related, and which Durkheim and Weber both respectively defined: the social 
 division of labor and the differentiation of social activities. Nevertheless, this dual process is neither inevitable nor mechanical. The autonomization of a sector of activity generally results from the struggle led by a group of specialists (legal practitioners, for example) in order to obtain social recognition of their authority and jurisdiction over the sector in question, and to institute a clear division between professionals and laymen (for example, between clerics and laypersons). In this respect, field theory is closer to Weber’s approach, which involves the role of agents. Field theory systematizes the Weberian analysis while deriving methodological consequences from it, namely the possibility of autonomizing a field as an object of study, even though this autonomy is always relative. But autonomy can also result from conflicts of interest and from a new division of labor, which strips certain groups of their area of expertise (this is the case for men of letters in the nineteenth century; Sapiro, 2011
 ).

The most autonomous fields are those that have established their own rules and their own specific interest, free from religious, political, or economic constraints. Indeed, religion, politics, and the economy have been, or in the case of the political and economic fields, still are
 the dominant fields, consistent with the dominant position their agents occupy in social space. Equipped with their own rules, these fields compete in order to subordinate the other sectors of activity to their principles. For a long time, the religious interests overpowered intellectual, political, and economic interests; the autonomization of the political and economic fields happened later on (on the religious field, see Bourdieu 1971a
 and 1971b
 ). If revolutionary moments induce an autonomization of the political stakes, which suddenly take precedence over other concerns, as was the case during both the French and Bolshevist revolutions, the sustainability of a political field is linked to the parliamentary regime that institutionalizes a competition over votes and access to the dominant governmental positions, establishing a separation between professional politicians and laypersons (Bourdieu 2000
 ; on the professionalization of politicians, see Weber 2004
 ). This game contributed to the closing of national spaces, which we will return to later in this chapter. The economic field conquered its autonomy in relation to the political and religious fields not only by imposing the law of market forces and free competition, but also by pretending to make the economy a government science starting in the eighteenth century (Skornicki 2011
 ; on the field of economists and their social role in the second half of the twentieth century, see Lebaron 2000
 , and Fourcade 2009
 ).

The struggle for economic liberalism was closely associated with the fight for political liberalism (without the link between the two being a necessity). In authoritarian regimes, the economic field was largely subordinated to political power. In the states that opted for a market economy, the degree of regulation underwent large variations, from the recognition of social rights to the organization of competition, and to the policy of deregulation, which testifies to the reversal of the power relations between the political and economic fields (without this evolution being necessarily linear or harmonized from one country to another). “New Public Management,” a doctrine that since the 1970s had promoted the application to the public sector of management techniques 
 developed for the private sector, submitted the state itself to the criteria of economic rationality (through “performance indicators”), in opposition to the principle of disinterest underlying the notion of public service (Bourdieu 2012).

The struggle for autonomy is led by authorities who claim to embody the field’s specific interest. The degree of centralization of a field varies, depending on the aptitude of an institution to monopolize power, such as the Roman Catholic Church. When an institution achieves a high degree of monopoly in a field, one can speak of a “corps” rather than a “field”: “[ . . . ] there is a corps when a group of individuals is relatively homogenous, from the point of view of the dominant principles of differentiation in a given social universe, and united by a solidarity founded upon the collective participation in the same symbolic capital” (Bourdieu 1999
 : 11; see also Bourdieu 1985a
 ). Drawing from Ernst Kantorowicz’s book, The King’s Two Bodies
 , Bourdieu refers here to the reflection of medieval canonists (theologians specializing in canon law) on the notion of Corporatio
 , sometimes translated by the term “Universitas.” The use of numerus clausus
 and competitive exams to restrict recruitment is a way to control access to a field, and it could lead to its transformation into a corps. Drawing on a study done by Jean-Louis Fabiani (1988)
 , Bourdieu gives the example of the formation of a corps of professional philosophers during the French Third Republic.

However, it is rare that the social recruitment of a field is so homogenous, and the differences in status (or of “corps” in the French administrative field) often generate principles of structural opposition.
 2
 Indeed, the advantage of field theory in comparison to the sociology of professions is that it considers activities, even when they achieve a certain level of autonomy, as being still relatively heteronomous (for example, class relations play a role in them) and as more or less heterogeneous. This heterogeneity can result from working conditions and from status (for example, the status of self-employed, employee, or civil servant, which can coexist in the same sector of activity; Sapiro, 2006
 ) or from social recruitment (one’s social origins or education, for instance the difference between alumni from Oxbridge or the French Grandes Écoles versus graduates of other universities). Such cleavages often underlie the power relations that structure fields and the internal conflicts that are at the origin of their transformations, even if, as the autonomy of a field progresses, the principles of division (between forces of autonomy and of heteronomy) are less and less indexed to social properties and more and more to the distribution of specific symbolic capital.

The relations of dependence and of embeddedness between fields, as well as alliances established with exterior forces to affirm their autonomy, or, on the contrary, to reinforce their subordination, are, along with the internal conflicts, the main factors in their evolution, which is neither teleological nor linear. The state has the authority to arbitrate the power relations between groups in competition with each other, as was the case in France for writers confronted with the corps of academics controlled by the Church in the seventeenth century, when the king declared the Académie française an official institution (Viala 1985
 ), or in the following century, when it supported doctors against the clergy
 3
 —an arbitration that simultaneously consolidated the absolute monarchy opposite the Church.

After the inner heresy of the Reformation, starting in the seventeenth century, the Catholic Church’s authority was challenged from the outside by the absolute monarchy in France. In the nineteenth century, the Roman Catholic Church tried to reaffirm its transnational power against the emergence of national identities and nation-states. The competition between the state and the Church for hegemony was expressed in the harsh struggle surrounding the monopoly on education.
 4
 This struggle underlies the nationalization process, which became a general phenomenon in the nineteenth century.


NATIONALIZATION AND THE
 ROLE OF THE
 STATE IN THE
 FORMATION OF
 FIELDS




The nation-state is the most relevant frame of reference for the study of the differentiation of fields from the beginning of the nineteenth century onward, when nationalism became the principle of cohesion that replaced religion in order to form territorially grounded abstract entities. However, while thriving on “folklorized” reinterpretations of popular local traditions (in the style of Béla Bartók, who reworked folkloric melodies to integrate them into works of modern music), the construction of national identities occurred in a transnational process of circulation of a model from one country to another (Thiesse 1998
 ): the list of items that composed these identities included a language, a literature, “typical” paintings and musical works, and so on. This construction allowed dominated cultures to gain autonomy from dominant cultures (in particular from French culture), and resulted in the formation of an international space of competition between nation-states, defined upon a cultural (national) and territorial basis, first at the European level, then on a global scale (Casanova 1999, 2011; on the nationalization of the musical field, see Fulcher 2005
 ). The states played a significant role in this competition by introducing protectionist measures for national firms and the organized professions, and by providing financial support to national cultural production and its exportation abroad (for instance, in the interwar period, the fascist government in Italy, eager to compete with the cultural hegemony of France and Germany, actively supported the translation of Italian literature).

However, while entire regions around the world remained excluded from this process, the nation-States that were imposing legal and customs barriers were not drawing strict borders. On the one hand, the differentiation of national fields of cultural production in Europe occurred on the basis of a common culture—classical humanities—and of models imported from dominant cultures. Thus literature in Modern Hebrew produced in Palestine in the first half of the twentieth century drew its models from Russian literature (and what it borrowed from French literature was mediated by Russian translations; Even-Zohar 1990
 ). On the other hand, the logic of market expansion, the hegemonic ambitions, and colonialism are three factors that led to the formation of spaces of circulation and exchanges that extend beyond national borders.

The concept of field contributed to the renewal of studies on imperialism and colonialism. In this perspective, colonial states are conceived as meta-fields, including state fields within colonies, in which relations of power and competition between different factions of the field of colonial power coincide in a struggle to define indigenous politics (Go 2008
 ; Steinmetz 2008
 ). If colonialism deprived entire populations of autonomous political representation, its cultural dimension (which passes through education, the learning of the colonizer’s language, schooling) contributed to expanding the national borders of fields in two directions: on the one hand, the expansion of the market for cultural goods toward these territories that were becoming outlets for the products of the colonizing nation (books, for example); on the other hand, the rise of an elite of cultural producers in the colonized countries. Significantly, the struggle for independence in many places took on a national form, which was not the only option: for example, Pan-Arabism and Pan-Africanism were other alternatives, as was Pan-Americanism in Latin America; “négritude” as a social condition based on skin color also constituted an option promoted in literature by authors like Césaire. In his lessons on the state, Bourdieu reminds us that a real historical approach must take into account the “possibilities which did not occur” (Bourdieu 2012). National borders, which became so obvious to the point of being considered self-evident by generations of academics, must be historically relativized, given that this “nationalist” bias is the very product of this process of nationalization (literature and history are the disciplines that were the most closely linked to the definition of national identity, but sociology is also very national in its construction of objects of study, in part because of the social and political demands made upon it).

If national borders must be questioned, one must examine their real effects. Extending Weber’s definition of the state, Bourdieu describes the process through which the modern state monopolized not only physical violence but also symbolic violence, the latter having served to “justify” and legitimate the former, even for its worst abuses. The modern state has the power to produce legitimate identities. Education is the primary instrument: it not only shapes the identities of subjects, but also instills in them the sense of cultural legitimacy that defines “insiders” and “outsiders” (Merton 1957
 ), as well as a sense of the social hierarchy among groups (for example, through the hierarchy of dialects and accents, or that of ethnic groups), with the dominant group always having the capacity to make its particular attributes universal ones.

Before the process of secularization, in the context of the division of labor between temporal and spiritual power, this symbolic violence was exercised by the Church, which was in charge of education and the supervision of subjective identities. This spiritual power was defied first by the Reformation, then by the Philosophes who, in the eighteenth century, affirmed the autonomy of reason theorized by Kant. This principle underlay the process of the autonomization of the intellectual field in relation to the religious field (Chartier 1990
 ; Masseau 1994
 ; Roche 1988). In France, it resulted in part from the support, already mentioned, that the absolute monarchy gave to men of letters writing in French since the seventeenth century in order to promote a secular literary production in the national language, as opposed to the scholarly production from the 
 universities under the Church control, of which the language of communication was Latin and the space of reference, Europe. This emerging intellectual field would experience a process of differentiation a century later, in ways that varied across countries, depending upon the power relations between the religious, literary, academic, and political fields (Charle 1996
 ).

While the state allowed other fields of cultural production to free themselves from the Church’s commissions and patronage, notably the artistic and musical fields, it is the formation of a market of symbolic goods in the eighteenth century that is at the origin of the autonomization of the literary and artistic fields, progressively freeing them from the strict control of the state by reversing the temporal order of supply and demand (which contributed to ending the monopoly wielded by the academies, with the rise of intermediaries such as publishers and gallery owners) (Bourdieu 1971, 1992, 2013a). The (relative) autonomy achieved by these fields depends on a fragile balance between the different forces looking to monopolize them, in the present case the state and the market: the market loosened the constraints imposed by the state, but it imposed in turn its own law, that of profit, generating a growing heteronomy; the state can in return counterbalance the effects through funding policies for the pole of small-scale circulation in the fields of cultural production, as is the case in countries that implemented a cultural policy (Dubois 1999
 ; Sapiro 2003
 ).

The state also contributed to the autonomization of other fields, particularly the legal field (lawyers having in return played a major role in its consolidation, as shown by Bourdieu 2012),
 5
 the medical field, and then during the nineteenth century, the political field, the academic field, and a number of areas of specialization like psychiatry, psychology, history, sociology, architecture, and so on. These areas underwent a process of academic professionalization and institutionalization that in France allowed for the state’s progressive monopolization of the access to the professions, through the delivery of state-issued diplomas. In this sense, the state greatly contributed in France, as in a number of central and eastern Europe countries,
 6
 to what Andrew Abbott (1988)
 called the “division of expert labor,” arbitrating the struggles of competition between specialists for the monopoly of jurisdiction in sectors of activity on national territory.
 7
 This nationalization process did not prevent the circulation of people, knowledge, (symbolic) goods, and models among national fields.


FACTORS AND
 STRATEGIES OF
 INTERNATIONALIZATION




International circulation depends on many different factors. First, voluntary or forced migrations (exile) are sources of the potential renewal of national fields. However, their effects can be limited by state protectionism destined to regulate the competition in the professions. (For example, the 1933 law forbidding the practice of medicine in France to 
 those who did not have a French doctoral degree in medicine, and the 1934 law prohibiting foreigners from the practice of certain professional occupations: —lawyers, architects.) A second factor, the circulation of people and of models, is largely determined by the unequal power relationships between central and peripheral countries (or between dominant and dominated ones): this ranges from the migration of elites for educational purposes (as was the case in the first half of the century, for a significant share of eastern European elites going to Germany and to France (Karady 2009
 ), or for people from the colonies going to Great Britain and to France) to the recognition of the equivalence of degrees, which is the result of bilateral agreements that control these exchanges. Favored by the circulation of elites, the importation of foreign educational and professional models results in large part from these unequal cultural exchanges, all the while reinforcing them. Finally, international bodies like the International Committee on Intellectual Cooperation (ICIC) of the League of Nations, then UNESCO, which replaced the ICIC starting in 1945, played a significant role in the formation of international cultural, scientific, and professional spaces, while still maintaining the conception of a representation founded on national belonging. They supported the creation of societies of authors and professional associations, as well as journalism and teaching federations that favored the diffusion of the organizational model of the professions and the harmonization of regulations (copyright, intellectual property, codes of ethics). At the same time, despite the fact that the organization of research remains to this day national, US philanthropic foundations strongly contributed to the circulation of models and rules of the game in the natural and social sciences, even though the latter continues to be very much anchored—in varying degrees—in national traditions (Heilbron, Guilhot, and Jeanpierre 2008
 ; Heilbron 2009
 ). In fact, these bodies also favored the formation of national fields in countries where they did not exist.

The international ideology of the League of Nations and of UNESCO accompanied and reinforced, through explicit incentives, the formation of nation-states, along with the nationalization of professional, scientific, and cultural fields, while at the same time favoring exchanges between them. This ideology is one of the forms that political internationalism takes. Political internationalism varies between an essentialist conception of the nation (the fascist international) and an instrumentalist and temporary one (the communist international), but that is also a factor of circulation (of models and people) and exchange. Between these two extremes, one must situate cultural alliances with sometimes essentialist connotations (like Pan-Germanism and Pan-Latinism) and regional alliances based on geopolitical foundations (like Pan-Americanism and Pan-Africanism), which could adopt some forms that are more or less institutionalized (following the example of the European Union).

The European construction offers a particularly interesting observation site not only of the modes of internationalization of fields, but also of the obstacles and oppositions that this process faces. The emergence of the supranational entity that is the European Union did not call into question the autonomy of the national state fields, nor that of the national political and legal fields. Despite the formation of a true “field of Eurocratie” (Georgakakis 2012
 ) and of a “weak” European legal field (Vauchez 2008
 , Vauchez and 
 Witte 2013), the political and legal administrative cultures of the countries of origin of the participants continue to weigh on the positioning and the alliances or antagonisms. Likewise, the European Union is far from having performed the work of cultural integration achieved by the nation-states (De Swaan 2007
 ), despite multiple more or less autonomous attempts to create a collective imaginary: anthologies, collections, collective publications, historical series (Keller and Rakusa 2004
 ; Serry 2009
 ). This failure can be explained both by the history of the nationalization of fields (which explains that education remains extremely national) and by the actual state of international power relations. On the one hand, American hegemony draws the attention of many cultural producers and intellectuals (to the extent that the cultural and intellectual relationships among European countries are more and more mediated by the United States, as the worldwide success of “French Theory” illustrates); on the other hand, there exists a fear that the European construction will deepen the North–South gap (on these obstacles, see Sapiro 2009
 ).

One must differentiate between the internationalist ideology and the watchword of “globalization,” which replaced that of “development” at the end of the 1970s (Wallerstein 2006
 ). This watchword is the expression of a neoliberal ideology that aims to open the borders to the circulation of products by abolishing state monopolies and by spreading the law of market forces in regions where it is not applied (like the old communist regimes or third world countries whose economy is in part administered by the state). This ideology accompanied the formation of a global economic field dominated by multinationals and characterized by, among other things, outsourcing and uncontrolled flows of capital, as described by Bourdieu (2000)
 . Likewise, the legal field, so closely linked to the nation-state, has become much more international, as its heteronomous pole placed itself at the service of the market (Dezalay 1990
 ). The struggle against globalization favored in return the internationalization of political and social movements opposed to neoliberal ideology and the advent of the anti-globalization movement, whose anchoring remains rather local (Sommier, Filleule, and Agricoliansky 2008
 ).

The transformation of power relations between fields must be understood not only in light of internal conflicts, but also in certain contexts of internationalization. The importation of “New Public Management” in France, which subordinated the state field to the economic field, is a paradigmatic example (Bezes 2012
 ). While the degree of the internationalization of fields varies (for example, literature is less international than fine arts or music; humanities and social sciences more than natural sciences; law more than economy; on disciplines, see Gingras 2002
 ), for many different reasons having to do with their history, their social recruitment, as well as the medium (images or sounds versus language), or the degree of formalization (mathematization, modelization) and of standardization of procedures, a number of fields, such as the academic field and the literary field, are traversed by the opposition between national and international, which is to say between agents turned toward the accumulation of symbolic power at the national level and those who achieve it at the international level (Bourdieu 1984; Casanova 1999). These positions should not be regarded in an essentialist fashion. One can even make the hypothesis—or predict—that according to the position of a country 
 and of the given national field in international power relations, the dominant agents can sometimes be on the international side, sometimes on the national side. The more a national field occupies a dominated position in the international space, the more the dominants in this field tend to occupy positions turned toward the international (like the aforementioned elites in eastern European countries), and would be in return capable of imposing models imported to their country from abroad (because of the prestige attached to the international). Conversely, the more a national field occupies a dominant position in the international space, like French literature and German philosophy in the past, or American sociology today, the more the dominants concentrate on the accumulation of symbolic capital at the national level—which furthermore suffices or almost suffices to ensure them an international visibility because of the capacity of dominant fields to radiate beyond their borders. Revealing in this regard are the changes in strategies of agents or dominant institutions initially focused on the national space, who, in a moment of the relative decline of the position of their national field on the international scene, turn toward the new center of this international space (like the Paris Institut d’études politique, named Sciences Po, for example). At the dominated pole, the recourse to the international is a common strategy of agents in order to reinforce their position: for instance, specialties that were excluded from the university or were considered marginal within the system, such as statistics, demography in its early stages, or psychoanalysis, called upon foreign models in their struggles to institutionalize themselves as academic disciplines. Field theory proves its heuristic value by highlighting the issues at stake in the country of reception in order to understand the phenomenon of importation and the appropriation of foreign models and productions, through the study of their uses (Bourdieu 2002).

However, as there is a left-wing nationalism, which combats different forms of domination and/or political, economic, social, and cultural imperialism (for example, the French republican nationalism from the Revolution to the beginning of the Third Republic, or the Galicean or Québécois nationalisms), and a conservative nationalism, which excludes ethnic minorities and foreigners and aims to confirm its superiority over other nations, or even to conquer them, there are different strategies of internationalization, depending on types of state-political or economic heteronomy: thus, at the temporally dominant pole of the intellectual field, close to high society, best embodied in France by the academies (Académie française, Académie des sciences morales et politiques, etc.), a state conception of internationalism prevails, according to which the cultural and intellectual producers are supposed to “represent” their country of origin. At the pole of large-scale production, the multinational companies that import the constraints of the globalized economic field within cultural industries tend to “denationalize” the products destined for the largest, and therefore the most undifferentiated, circulation. At the pole of small-scale production or the autonomous pole of fields, the agents intervene in their own name, by means of their specific symbolic capital, as international conferences and scientific congresses illustrate. Finally, for the avant-gardes, who group together the newcomers at the temporally dominated pole of cultural production, internationalization has been a way to fight against the national means of 
 accumulating symbolic capital (institutionalization, professionalization, division of labor, separation of the arts) and often takes a politicized form (sometimes in conjunction with international political movements with which they share these characteristics, such as communism, Trotskyism, and the anarchist movement; the Surrealists and the Situationists are typical examples).


MARKETS
 , STATES
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 BORDER
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The attraction that dominant national fields exercise over others contributes to the blurring of geographic borders, and at the same time it is a source of renewal: one could think of Beckett or Ionesco, who disrupted the space of possibilities of the French literary field (Casanova 1997) or of subaltern studies, which undermined the foundations of Western domination from within (while simultaneously contributing to the reinforcement of American cultural hegemony, since this academic work was diffused from the United States, therefore weakening the position of European production on the world scene).

However, this integration of “foreign” elements was not automatic and regularly provoked protectionist reactions: we have already mentioned the laws forbidding or limiting foreigners from practicing certain professions. For non-institutionalized occupations, where entry is not controlled, the openness of the field is the object of constant tension. It suffices to mention the scandals triggered in 1921 by the awarding of the Goncourt prize to a black writer from Martinique, René Maran, for the novel Batouala
 , subtitled, Véritable roman nègre
 (A True Black Novel
 ) (Sapiro 1999). The notion of “French literature” came to include, in practice, works in French published by French publishers, whatever their geographic origin, therefore marginalizing other publishers from other francophone countries.

In the sectors where mastery of the language is a condition of entry (literature, the humanities, and the majority of the social sciences), two types of boundaries, linguistic and state, superimpose themselves without overlapping. Whereas the linguistic areas form a market where products and models circulate from centers toward the peripheries (for example, colonized regions or regions under cultural hegemony), the state borders constitute a protection for local production (customs, legal protection against counterfeit, protection of diplomas) favoring the emergence of national fields (through funding policies, or the creation of authorities such as academies or higher education and research institutions). Thus, the development of American publishing starting in the eighteenth century and publishing in Quebec beginning in 1945 both made the emergence of a national literary field possible while still being challenged by English and French domination, respectively. But this necessary condition is far from being sufficient, as the case of Belgium illustrates: indeed, contrary to the American literary field—which, 
 having developed during the nineteenth century, in addition to independent publishing structures, a literature emancipated from British models (drawing from biblical forms as Walt Whitman and Emily Dickinson), succeeded over a long period of time in reversing the power relations with English literature in the 1960s (with help from political and economic factors)—the Walloon, Swiss, and Québécois writers still see Paris as the location of ultimate consecration. As Bourdieu (1985b
 : 3) explains, “Everything happens as if all Belgian writers (just like every French writer originally from the provinces/countryside) balance between two strategies, and therefore two literary identities, a strategy of identification with the dominant literature and a strategy of withdrawing into the national market and claiming Belgian identity.” The literatures of Belgium, Switzerland, and Québec, like African literatures (Ducournau 2011
 ), also prove that the borders between fields are not necessarily those of the state, and that linguistic borders can prove to be more important in immediately circumscribing a potential public: the border between the Walloon and the Flemish literary spaces is more impervious than those with the French or Dutch fields, respectively; the situation is comparable to Quebec, even though, by a reversal of the historical moment that caused it to orient itself toward the French literary field, today one of the strategies used by Quebecois literature to become autonomous consists of turning toward Canadian literature in English, which positions itself with regard to American literature (Canada constitutes an important outlet for American literary production). Certain French Canadian publishers also adopt strategies to bypass the center through cooperation with francophone publishers from other countries, notably African countries, for co-publication projects (Doré 2009).

National borders, which for a long time made up the unconscious of literary history, also masked the strong centralization of cultural life in certain cities, particularly in the case of France and its capital city, Paris, where the degree of geographic concentration is much higher than in the United States or in Germany. (Cities can thus be a relevant unit of observation for tracing the circulation of cultural products, which depend on the localization of instances of distribution like publishing houses or galleries.
 8
 ) This concentration leads to phenomena such as the relegation of provincials, destined to withdraw into a regional identity, like the peripheral cultural areas, while the centers possess a power of universalization (Thiesse 1991
 ). Regional cultural productions have until now remained invisible, and attempts to give these productions international visibility generate scandals, such as the one provoked when Catalonia was invited to the Frankfurt Book Fair in 2007: the organizers of the fair were criticized for having promoted Catalan nationalism by only inviting authors who write in Catalan and excluding other authors living in Catalonia, but who write in Castilian. These controversies reveal the tensions between different types of borders—whether they be linguistic, national, or territorial—that do not overlap, a fact that the construction of nation-states has obscured.

Market logics confront more and more often those of the states, which through financial aid policies become responsible for the relative autonomy of the fields of cultural production faced with market-oriented criteria. In the sector of cultural industries, globalization has indeed translated into a strengthening of strictly commercial constraints, through the acceleration of the concentration around large conglomerates and 
 of merger and acquisition deals, as well as through the internationalization of these conglomerates. It has given rise to protests from the representatives of of the pole of small-scale production, who condemn the standardization of cultural products and defend quality, originality, and innovation (see, for instance, regarding the publishing industry sector, Schiffrin 2001
 ). The representatives of the pole of large-scale distribution defend the public’s preferences (measured by sales) as being the most important criteria, against what they consider to be elitism, and they condemn state funding of the arts as a form of monopoly that skews the competition between products (notably in the sectors of cinema and books).

These debates are inscribed in the context of the World Trade Organization/General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade (WTO/GATT) measures and the controversies surrounding “cultural exception.” The negotiations initiated in 1986 in the Uruguay round focused on the extension of the liberalization of exchanges to the trade in services (GATS), which include immaterial or intangible goods, especially cultural products. The debate was primarily centered around the question of audiovisual media that the US delegation wanted to include on the list of products subjected to free trade. This implied the abandonment of systems of financial support for national productions. This demand by the US delegation elicited a lively reaction in countries like France, driving the European Parliament to adopt in 1992 a rallying resolution in the name of “cultural exception,” according to which cultural goods are not like any other merchandise and therefore must benefit from a special status that gives these products the right to receive public funding (Gournay 2002
 ). Criticized for being defensive, protectionist, elitist, and Eurocentric (the resolution privileged the protection of cultural works recognized by Western tradition, to the detriment of other national and regional cultures), the notion of “cultural exception” was replaced, under the auspices of UNESCO, by the term “cultural diversity,” which refers to an entire system of values and practices from different societies, according to the anthropological definition of the notion of culture. UNESCO’s universal declaration on cultural diversity, adopted in 2001, stipulates that cultural diversity, a factor of development (notably economic), constitutes “the common heritage of humanity.” Denying the capacity of market forces to preserve cultural diversity, the declaration claims the recognition of the specificity of cultural goods and services “because they are bearers of identity, values and meanings,” and they therefore must not be considered like other merchandise. The declaration gave rise in 2005 to the Convention on the Protection and Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expressions, which aimed to harmonize the measures protecting cultural goods and services at the international level.

Now a frame of reference for cultural policies (which has required the construction of indicators), the notion of diversity quickly began having repercussions in cultural milieus, where the term was opposed to the word “standardization”: in 2006, the International Alliance of Independent Publishers for Another Globalization thus launched a call for action in favor of bibliodiversity (Alliance des éditeurs indépendants 2005). However, this notion was also reappropriated at the pole of large-scale production by multinational companies that made the hybridization of cultures another way to 
 diversify products, thus blurring the the principles of opposition the poles of large-scale and small-scale production.

The notion of diversity also underlies the long-standing categories of “world music” and of “world fiction” that since the 1980s have established themselves in the Anglo-American world as designating products emanating from non-Western cultures and from the periphery of the market of symbolic goods, and which found a translation in French first with the notion of “world music,” then “musiques actuelles,” and later “world literature in French.” Like the notion of “contemporary music,” the idea of “world cinema” has become, in France, a category of intervention for public policy, aiming to promote cultural diversity as a means of countering the crushing domination of American films (the funding policy for the translation in French of contemporary works of foreign literature, implemented in 1989, is the equivalent in the book sector). US production dominates the commercial pole of the world market of symbolic goods in all of the cultural industries: cinema, music, and books (the majority of translations of bestsellers or of works from the most commercial genres, like romance novels, are translated from English; these translations enter into competition not only with other foreign languages, which are barely represented at this pole, but also with local production; this domination is much more limited at the pole of small-scale production, where the national literatures are well established and there is a lot of linguistic diversity, if we consider the number of different languages translated (Sapiro 2008
 ). The cultural policies that try to counteract this domination are, however, two-sided: protectionism of the national market (for example, automatic funding for national cinema) on one side, and support for the pole of small-scale production on the other (financial aid based on criteria of quality, the study of which is referred to a committee of specialists, like the one allocated by the National Endowment for the Arts).

From the point of view of borders, these policies are also two-sided. On the one hand, they maintain (sometimes almost artificially) the relative autonomy of national markets embedded in the global market of symbolic goods; on the other hand, the policies promote the formation and the sustainability of a pole of small-scale production of this same market (which is to say, a relatively autonomous field). However, to the extent that the fields of cultural production require public or private funding (sponsorship, philanthropic foundations), the tendency of cultural policies to increasingly incorporate market logics (which has become a frame of reference for these policies) runs the risk of sacrificing the most innovative works.


THE
 CONDITIONS FOR THE
 EMERGENCE OF
 TRANSNATIONAL
 FIELDS




The existence of specific consecrating authorities distinguishes a field from a market; they should not be confused with authorities specific to markets (like book fairs), or 
 with national institutions like the Académie française, which, while providing a temporal power to those who are members, often suffer from a lack of symbolic recognition at the most autonomous pole of the field. Thus, the existence of specific authorities, whether international (like the Nobel Prize in Literature or the PEN Club), supranational (like the European social science journals and associations; Heilbron 2014
 and, on the case of sociology, Heilbron 2009
 ), or transnational (like the scientific conferences and congresses or festivals), constitutes an indicator of the formation of supranational spaces that still remain dependent on national fields and on the power relations between them (probably because of a lack of a supra-state authority powerful enough to transcend them).

The space of reception of symbolic revolutions is equally an indicator of the existence of a transnational field. By studying the importation process of symbolic revolutions, one can circumscribe the transnational field in space and in time. Such transnational reception has been seen for a very long time, not only in the fields where circulation is not hindered by language (like art and instrumental music, or the more formalized sciences), but also in the realms of literature, humanities, and social sciences, despite the linguistic obstacles, and of course in the intermediary field of film (Casanova 1999; Heilbron 2002
 ). Of course, beyond temporal discrepancies (that technological means help to reduce), this circulation and, consequently, the opportunities to achieve international visibility are largely determined by international power relations: evidence is provided by the inequalities between languages and countries on the global market of translation (the largest number of books translated are translated from English, even at the pole of small-scale production; Heilbron 1999
 ; Sapiro 2008
 ),
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 or between countries on the contemporary art market, a market globalized and relatively denationalized, whose claims to universalism mask the implicit hierarchies between the countries where there is a concentration of the galleries with the most symbolic capital (namely, the United States and Germany) and the others (Quemin 2006
 ).

As a result, symbolic goods circulate principally from the center toward the periphery at the pole of small-scale production of this global market, but the capacity of centers to reappropriate the inventions and innovations produced at the periphery, on the one hand, and the relative autonomy of the circulations in relation to global flows and to market logics, on the other, attest to the existence of fields at a transnational level (for example, although the largest number of titles were translated from English into French in the sector of humanities and social sciences between 1985 and 1992, German leads in the philosophy sector, which is a sign of the symbolic capital accumulated by the German philosophical tradition and the small amount of recognition that American philosophy benefited from in France ;Pudal, 2012
 ; Sapiro and Popa, 2008
 ).

Another indicator of the emergence of such spaces is the networks and scientific collaborations, which can be measured using the co-authorship of articles: in a study of the evolution of the share of scientific publications in the social sciences and humanities written in international collaboration by researchers from the main European countries, Yves Gingras and Johan Heilbron (2009)
 show that the period of globalization saw a significant rise in international and intra-European collaborations. Through this research, 
 in which they isolated a subset of European journals and compared them to national and international journals, they found that while the trend toward internationalization, which varies depending on the discipline, is increasing within Europe (probably taking advantage of the collaborative programs implemented by the European Union), the number of collaborations with US academics have increased much more. Their finding is evidence of the dominant position that Americans hold in the international space of social sciences. However, the authors also draw the conclusion that a large part of the production in the social sciences will remain local and national, because of spatiotemporal indexation of the objects studied in these disciplines.

The field of international criminal law offers another example of a transnational field. This field had developed at the intersection of three international fields—interstate diplomacy,
 10
 criminal justice, and human rights advocacy—and operates “as a central site for the use and exchange of the delegated, legal, moral and expert authority active in them” (Dixon and Tenove 2013
 : 393). Whereas it draws on delegated authority from the states to act as their agents in the pursuit of particular mandates, its legal authority is grounded in international law. And while it relies on expert knowledge from the three fields it intersects with, its moral authority derives from the response it provides to mass violence and crimes, and from the construction of a transnational constituency of victims of international crimes.


CONCLUSION




Thus, the national anchorage of fields is a historical fact that we can date, and that is neither universal nor inevitable, even if recent evolutions show how it can resist change, as much in practice as in the representations: nation-states continue to play a role in the markets of globalized cultural goods at different levels (through education, and through funding policies and other incentives), and in a number of fields, the well-founded fiction of national identities continues to frame perceptions of these goods. This is especially the case in literature, where notions of “French literature,” “American literature,” and “Italian literature” continue to prevail, just as in a number of disciplines like philosophy (“German,” “French”), sociology (“American,” “French”), and even mathematics (we speak of the French tradition), masking at once their heterogeneity (including from the point of view of geographic origins
 11
 ) and the fact that the space of possibilities is circumscribed to the national territory.

However, as we have seen, this anchoring has for a long time concealed the transnational history that underpins the formation of these national fields, as well as the exchanges that have contributed to their evolution and the various forms of extension or spatial reconfiguration that they have undergone (specifically through colonialism and hegemony and the conflicts that they sparked). The different modes of internationalization that one observes today must be understood in this “longue durée” history of the formation of nation-states and the power relations between them, as well as that of colonialism and of internationalist 
 ideologies, which have contributed to reconfiguring the geographic borders of fields. One must also take into account the mutual embeddedness of fields and markets on one side, and of subfields and fields on the other (like the specialties among the disciplinary and professional fields), as well as the relations of dependence between national fields (for example, the Belgian literary field in relation to the French literary field) or between different fields (like the aforementioned example of the political and economic fields). If the logic of market expansion is a factor of internationalization that favors circulation and exchange (and the growing synchronization of national fields), it can also be a factor of heteronomy, requiring strategies of resistance in order to defend the autonomy of fields, which develop at the local level just as at the international or transnational level (take, for example, the mobilization of the PEN Club for supporting translation against the domination of the English language; Sapiro, 2010
 ). The internationalization of strategies and struggles to defend autonomy is one of the factors in the emergence of transnational fields, with the creation of specific authorities, the extension of the reception space, and the formation of more or less informal networks leading to collaborations and exchanges.

Should comparativism therefore be banned as a method? Certainly not, as long as one practices a structural comparativism—which is to say, a comparativism founded on the principle of structural homologies between social spaces and between fields, but also on the principles of differentiation particular to each society,
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 which takes into account the exchanges, the relations of power, the relations of dependence and embeddedness, whether it is a question of the comparison in space (between national or supranational fields) or in time (between different historical states of the same field) (Boschetti 2010
 ; Charle 1996
 ; Sapiro 2012
 ). The abstract concept of field precisely allows for such a comparativist method. And the effects of the chronological difference resulting from the circulation of models (between different countries or between different fields—for example, the model of professional organization) remind us that contemporaneity is not synonymous with synchrony. Fields possess their own temporal autonomy, but they can synchronize in moments of crisis under the effect of politicization, for example, which creates an “event” (Bourdieu 1984). Thus the heuristic strength of the concept of field cannot so much be found in the spatial definition, but beyond its relational and dynamic properties, in the historicity and the specific temporality that it implies.

NOTES



1.
 This chapter is a revised and abridged version of “Le champ est-il national? La théorie de la différenciation sociale au prisme de l’histoire globale,” in Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 , 200 (2013): 70–85. Thanks to Jérôme Bourdieu, Christophe Charle, Johan Heilbron, Julien Duval, and Loïc Wacquant for their comments on the previous version and to Madeline Bedecarré, who translated it. The translation was funded by the Excellence Laboratory TEPSIS.

2.
 For example, the occupation of engineering consultants in France structured itself around the opposition between engineers who came from senior branches of the civil service and others recruited from engineering schools (Henry 2013
 )
 .

3.
 As shown by the historian Jan Goldstein, the notion of “moral contagion” allowed doctors to encroach upon the area of the psyche, which until then had been monopolized by the clergy, by showing their capacity to participate in the maintenance of social order in the case of “moral” epidemics (waves of suicides, for example), collective epileptic crises, and political riots (Goldstein 1984
 ).

4.
 On education as a major issue in the formation of modern states, see Gellner (1983)
 .

5.
 See Lucien Karpik, Les Avocats: Entre l’État, le public et le marché. XIII
 e
 –XX
 e
 siècle
 (Paris: Gallimard, 1995). On the use of Bourdieuan theory for studying the legal field, see Y. Dezalay and M. R. Madsen, “The Force of Law and Lawyers: Pierre Bourdieu and the Reflexive Sociology of Law,” Annual Review of Law and Social Science
 8 (2012): 433–452.

6.
 In bureaucratic and authoritarian states, as in the French, German, and Habsbourg empires, a part of the intellectual services, like teaching, was assimilated to the civil service, which freed these services from market constraints and prevented particular interests, especially economic ones, from outweighing the general interest, while at the same time controlling them ideologically (Siegriest 2004
 ).

7.
 In Great Britain, Germany, and Italy, the professions contributed to the unification of the state (Cocks and Jarausch, 1990
 ; Malatesta 1995
 ; McClelland 1991
 ; Perkin 1989
 ).

8.
 For the example of the flows of translations, see Sapiro (2015)
 .

9.
 It is significant that peripheral literatures having accessed a visibility on the international scene in this period of globalization, Dutch literature and Israeli literature in Modern Hebrew, were strongly supported by state policies adjusted to the world market of translation (see Heilbron 2008
 and Sapiro 2002
 ).

10.
 The concept of field was introduced in this sector as a way to understand diplomatic relations as a meta-field; Adler-Nissen (2011)
 ; Bigo and Madsen (eds.) (2011).

11.
 Thus, the writers published by a French publisher who have at least one book translated from French into English and published in the United States between 1990 and 2003 are from about 30 different countries (even though their representation is unequal: three-quarters of the translated titles come from a French author; Sapiro 2015
 ).

12.
 As Bourdieu explained concerning the model of analysis of Distinction
 during a conference in Japan in 1989: this model lets one “register the real differences that separate both structures and dispositions (the habitus
 ), the principle of which must be sought [ . . . ] in the particularities of different collective histories
 .” The transposability of the model across space and time relies on its relational character: the position of cultural practices in the social space does not result from their inherent properties, but from their usages by social groups as a way of distinguishing or differentiating themselves in relation to other practices. This is why Bourdieu insists that “comparison is only possible from system to system” (Bourdieu 1994
 ).
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TRANSNATIONAL SOCIAL FIELDS




NIILO KAUPPI


PRODUCING
 TRANSNATIONAL
 SOCIAL
 FIELDS




TAKING
 as its starting point field theory (see, for instance, Bourdieu 1982
 ; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1990
 ) and Bourdieu’s critique of neoliberal reason (1998), this chapter develops a political sociology approach to the study of the evolving relationship between the redistribution of resources and the structuration of social spaces beyond the nation-state.
 1
 It is not possible to document the full impact of Bourdieu’s work on research in transnationalization processes. Instead, this presentation will first discuss general features of transnational social fields and then move to an examination of the European Parliament as an empirical case that illustrates this approach.

The work of Bourdieu has provided a source of inspiration for numerous English- and French-language studies on transnationalization processes (see, for instance, Beauvallet and Michon 2010
 ; Bigo 2013
 ; Büttner and Mau 2014; Cohen 2013
 ; Dezalay and Garth 2013
 ; Favell and Guiraudon 2011
 ; Georgakakis 2012
 ; Häkli and Kallio 2014; Kauppi 2005
 ; Kauppi and Madsen 2013
 ; Kull 2014
 ; Kunz 2013
 ; Landorff 2016
 ; Madsen 2011a
 ; Mudge and Vauchez 2012
 ; Sallaz 2006
 ; Sending 2009
 ). The approach developed here is not a theory in the strict sense of the term, but rather an instrument in a process of scientific rationalization that attempts to make sense of reality. In this perspective the objects of this approach, transnational social fields, form the social infrastructure of globalization processes. They are historical constructions, subjected to a double historicity: the development of the position of the scholar or observer and the development of the objects that she tries to elucidate in relation to other objects. Transnational social fields enable one to highlight, through controlled contextualization, certain structural aspects that are crucial to a sociological understanding of the structuration of resources and spaces that cross nation-state borders. These structural aspects are both material and symbolic, that is, they combine social interactional elements with symbolic aspects, empirical 
 dimensions with an intellectualist or idealist dimension. The scholar constructs the structures on the basis of empirical materials, but the structures themselves are not directly visible. Metaphorically speaking, these form the lines that the scholar draws to connect the perceived points. This is the main difference between (linguistic) structuralism and more traditional empirical definitions of structures and sociological realism. The concept of field provides a tool for controlled contextual analysis (for a presentation see, for instance, Bourdieu and Passeron 1968
 ).

A social phenomenon never develops disconnected from other social phenomena. For this reason, analysis has to be relational and must involve the contexts of the existence of social phenomena. Research cannot isolate itself to either a macro- or micro-level, but has to combine these levels to a meso-level study (see Sartori 1970
 : 1053 for a similar point). Globalization’s structural aspects do not exist “out there” as such, but are products of the construction of reality by the researcher, of the interaction between the researcher, her tools of analysis, and the objects under study. But this interaction does not take place disconnected from the rest of the world. The autonomy of the research cannot be absolute and calls for a reflexive approach. In a broad sense of the term, the activity of the scholar is political both in terms of the links it has with other social activities (the political, the economic) and in relation to the more specific sectors of activity as an academic (for instance, disciplinary relationships). The value of these sociological constructions is dependent on the scholarly quality of the results they produce and on their use in academia and beyond (performative force).


TRANSNATIONALISM




The state nobility (Bourdieu 1989a
 ) is today more transnational than before. Technological developments in communications and transformations in the world economy have made transnational interactions a banal feature of modern life in many areas of social activity. Recent work on the transnational has grown out of the need to make sense of key aspects of politics. These include the growing social interactions between citizens and politicians in different national settings and mobility across borders, the structuration of various transnational spaces, the constitution of institutions and their impact on the denationalization of national political decision-making, and the reinforcement of global governance (see, for instance, Levitt and Schiller 2004
 ). However, despite these dramatic changes in the real world, scholarly ontologies relative to politics have not kept up with these developments. In mainstream political science, concepts such as sovereignty and state autonomy are still central to any research on modern politics. In mainstream international relations (IR), national entities are still framed as relatively independent from one another and as constituting the building blocks of the international. Political science and IR are still very much separate disciplines that are in competition with one another. Scholars are either political scientists focusing on the nation-state, or IR scholars exploring interstate relationships. Given 
 this disciplinary inertia, alternative ontologies, often from disciplines such as economics and sociology, are seen as illegitimate curiosities that merely supplement established scholarly classifications. Drawing a new political map that would replace old maps is a scholarly uphill battle.

The purpose of this chapter is to break from this mold. Understanding the dramatic developments at the nation-state level and between nation-states requires a double operation of recontextualization from the national level to the transnational level and from an institutional or sectorial (“functional”) level to a social level, as many non-sociological scholars do not consider institutions as necessarily being social. This recontextualization requires localized and historically sensitive but theoretically informed empirical work. The national and the supranational will be fused in a transnational research perspective.

Transnationalism has emerged as a major alternative to traditional approaches that are stuck in the dialectics between the national and the international. Transnational history has already developed both in Europe and North America (an overview is provided in Iriye and Saunier 2009
 ). Scholars working in the area of migration studies have adopted this perspective (Wimmer and Glick Schiller 2002), as have some sociologists of law (for recent work, see Dezalay and Garth 2013
 ; Madsen 2011b
 ) and scholars of European integration (Büttner and Mau 2014; Mau 2010
 ). At the moment there is exciting work on the transnational formation of IR theory (Guilhot 2010
 ) and on transnational professionals (Bigo 2013
 ; Sending 2009
 ); in sociology, some French-language work has been published on the international circulation of ideas (see Bourdieu’s groundbreaking study 1990; also Sapiro 2008
 and Heilbron et al. 2008
 ).

A transnational approach seeks to overcome the divide between the “inside” (the nation-state) and the “outside” (the global) by focusing on the interplay between several national contexts. It focuses on aspects neglected by the canonized form of IR. The neglected objects of IR include interest representatives, social groups, nongovernmental organizations, and “regular” individuals. But the national is not the opposite of the international, any more than it is the opposite of the transnational. In other words, studying the transnational level does not mean dispensing with the national level. Rather, national levels are, to varying degrees (which are to be determined empirically), transnationalized and thus take part in transnational transactions. In a way, from the scholar’s point of view, a transnational approach requires doing a double amount of work, at both national and supranational levels, compared to approaches that stay at one level. But there are clear differences in terms of how the concept of transnational is understood and how it is empirically constructed.


SOCIAL
 FIELD
 ANALYSIS




In order to get a sociological grip of transnational developments, the transnational dimension must be supplemented with another scholarly approach, that of social fields. 
 Already operationalized by social psychologist Kurt Lewin, today it is mostly known as having been developed by Pierre Bourdieu and his students (for an English-language presentation, see Swartz 2013
 ). In its most generic, essentially Weberian formulation, fields are relatively autonomous structured spaces where a variety of agents struggle for power. Established agents will try to maintain and even increase their power, whereas novices will often put into question the legitimacy of dominant values. Fields can be political fields, involving those who do politics as a profession, institutions such as political parties and parliaments, practices such as elections, and so on. An institution such as a parliament can also be analyzed as a field, involving conventions, the structuration of positions and resources, strategies to maintain the status quo or subvert dominant values, the stratification of social resources, and so on. They are historically formed. But in contrast to other field approaches (for instance, Fligstein and McAdam 2012
 ), the one developed explicitly in this tradition of structural constructivism (see Ansart 1990
 ; Bourdieu 1989b
 ; Kauppi 2013
 ; Kull 2014
 ; Landorff 2016
 ; for a discussion of political sociology approaches, see Zimmermann and Favell 2011
 ) focuses on the social infrastructure of modern life. Social fields cannot be reduced to organizational structures (DiMaggio and Powell 1991
 ), as they often encompass several institutional and organizational entities.

Like Weber or Marx, Bourdieu provides critical intellectual tools for a holistic analysis of power in the modern world. While Bourdieu’s own studies have concentrated on France (and earlier on Algeria), since the mid-1990s scholars inspired by Bourdieu’s work have applied and extended some of his ideas in the sociology of IR and especially of European regional integration (see, for instance, Favell and Guiraudon 2011
 ). Pioneering Bourdieu-inspired sociological studies have concentrated on supranational institutionalization in a variety of transnational fields that cannot be reduced to international spaces, paving the way for a theoretical reflection of the structuration of positions and resources beyond the nation-state. This structuration refers to the organization of a social space around struggles for specific forms of power that involve actors occupying a hierarchy of positions with different kinds of resources and dispositions. The concept of field has been particularly useful in mapping transformations in power resources, as it provides a non-normative basis for analysis of the social conditions of political action in radically transformed circumstances. But at the same time, the uses of the term have been varied, thanks in part to the flexibility of the concept itself. Empirically, this extension of Bourdieu’s approach has led to a re-examination of some tenets of Bourdieusian sociology: its reliance on static structures and its empirical focus on the nation-state framework (for a discussion of some of these points, see Daloz 2013
 ). Scholars (see, for instance, Dezalay and Garth 2013
 ) have introduced more dynamic elements: the changing power relationships between political institutions in transnational social fields; the increasing role of a variety of informal, transnational professional groups in policymaking; the embeddedness of regional integration in global economic and technological interconnections; and the deeper historical underpinnings of intra-European power relations between countries (colonial/non-colonial) and social classes.

In contrast to other field approaches, such as the organizational fields approach developed by American sociologists (DiMaggio and Powell 1991
 ) or strategic action fields elaborated by European and American sociologists and political scientists (Fligstein and McAdam 2012
 ; Schimmelfennig 2003
 ), transnational fields in the structural constructivist sense are social fields; that is, they are fundamentally based on interdependencies and power relationships that are not sectorial or institutional but social, involving actions, positions, resources, hierarchies, and dispositions. Furthermore, they are transnational, that is, they are not confined to a relatively homogeneous national entity such as France, and they can encompass several more established national and institutional contexts. Generally, they are less structured than fields at national or lower scalar levels. But they are not necessarily weak fields (Mudge and Vauchez 2012
 ) as opposed to strong fields. This formulation would bring us back to a static “once and for all” structural framework. A more dynamic and nuanced approach is required that takes as its object the historically and locally variable strength of fields or of field effects and their process of structuration. This is because of historical and scholarly reasons: fields are often historically more recent and less established, and therefore have been less studied and less objectified by scholarly and lay discourses. Certain sectors of a field can be more structured than others at a specific point in time. From a processual perspective, more structured means that some of the field’s entities are more clearly differentiated from one another. For instance, the dominant pole might be the object of more social control than the dominated pole. Social fields do not necessarily develop in a linear fashion from less structured to more structured either. They can also contract or expand. A case in point is the Eurozone as a social field. While it began as a zone of economic formal exchange, its effects have spilled over to other social sectors, such as external security, especially for new member states that share a border with Russia.

These ontological reorientations in terms of the transnational and the social need to be supplemented with an additional methodological principle: reflexivity (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1990
 ). In contrast to other field approaches developed by North American scholars, the analysis of transnational social fields from a structural constructivist perspective requires mobilizing a sociology that does not confound the scholar’s model of reality with reality itself. This means that transnational social fields are constructions, that is, scholarly rationalizations that aim at making intelligible a question or problem that the scholar seeks to elucidate. These constructions should not be confused with “reality.” Constructions can never capture the whole of reality, which is always overdetermined. The rapport between the scholar (or the observer) and observed reality is not static, but interactive. The choices the scholar makes can in part be understood in relation not only to broader social and cultural contexts, such as the current processes of globalization, but also to his or her professional habits, formation, position in academia, and so on. These are obviously evolving, just as the objects of study are. Interactivity between these levels also means varying mutual influence. The knowledge produced by the scholar is not just a more or less accurate reflection of a preexisting reality, but also a statement that to varying degrees takes part in processes of the social construction of reality. The performative effects of scholarly activity on “reality” 
 link it with developments outside the academic world, especially the political world. In other words, academic and non-academic action feed into one another, creating various forms of material and symbolic dependency and even symbiosis. European Union studies is a perfect contemporary example of this symbiosis between academia and politics (see, for instance, White 2003
 ). In other words, the transnational social fields that scholars are interested in are embedded in multiple institutional contexts. Actors involved in transnational transactions in various social worlds, including the academic world, contribute to the production of the object of their study, transnational fields. These transnational social fields are academic and non-academic co-productions. The aim of these considerations is not to lapse into relativism, but rather to provide ammunition for the development of better forms of objectivity.


THE
 EUROPEAN
 PARLIAMENT AS A
 TRANSNATIONAL
 SOCIAL
 FIELD




The European context has provided a “natural” terrain for studies of transnational social fields. After two disastrous wars that started in Europe but became global, European elites engaged in a process of incremental integration that started in strategic areas like coal and steel production. Deepening European integration was seen as the solution to European devastation. European unification has been one of the success stories of the second half of the twentieth century. Integration meant setting up new supranational spaces of interaction in key areas and the eventual creation of centers of political and economic power, such as the European Commission and the European Central Bank, central institutions of what was to become the European Union. Fundamentally, macro-level regional integration depended on the historical formation of transnational social spaces or fields of varying force to foster interactions between agents from formerly belligerent nations. This interaction ranged from the highest to the lowest level, from political and economic decision-makers and their neoliberal economic policies to miners, cleaners, housewives, and families.

Since the 1950s, social scientific research on European integration has been dominated by legal, political science, and economic approaches. A symbiosis between politics and research by social scientists developed. Seminal works such as those by Ernst B. Haas provided a rationalized history of integration and so-called evidence-based research results, as well as theoretical concepts (such as spillover) that were appropriated by scholars and politicians alike to plan their activities (Haas 1958
 ). European integration has fundamentally been a political and scholarly co-production.

Bourdieu’s field approach provides not only an alternative to basic textbooks on European regional integration and politics (see, for instance, Hix and Hoyland 2011
 ), but also the tools to explore policy structures and processes of integration, in other words, the stratification and differentiation of power in certain social configurations 
 (Cohen 2013
 ; Kauppi 2005
 ; see also Kauppi and Madsen 2013
 ). Restricting the analysis of power structures that go beyond the nation-state to the institutional level prevents understanding of the complexity of the transformations under way. These include the facts that boundaries are not always clear and often are challenged, and that political action takes place in spaces that combine several scalar levels. Institutions such as the European Parliament evolve in more or less stable contexts or environments that include not only other institutions, such as the Council or the Commission in the traditional institutional triangle of the European Union, but also national institutions such as parliaments and governments, as well as more regional institutions and events that structure political life, notably elections. From a social field approach, all these form a multilevel political field, structured around two dimensions: the supranational/national and the political/technocratic. The dynamic topography that the multilevel political field forms has its own temporal rhythm, punctuated and structured by national and supranational elections and unforeseeable political and economic events, such as the fall of the Soviet Union. The advantages of such a social field approach include a more nuanced analysis of political institutions such as the European Parliament. It is simply not possible to understand the internal structuration of the European Parliament without taking into account national elections and government formation and, more broadly, interdependencies that go beyond institutional limits. And the reverse is true also, that is, that national politics cannot be dissociated from European politics. As part of individual and collective political strategies, these determine the investment that individual actors and political groups make to the European Parliament. These social configurations are not reducible to transnational institutional configurations. In other words, the social networks in which individual actors such as MEPs (members of the European Parliament) are embedded are not limited to the institutional setting of the European Parliament. Social configurations vary a great deal depending on the previous political and social experience of MEPs and can include nongovernmental organizations (NGOs), media, business, academic institutions, and so on (for a fine analysis, see Landorff 2016
 ). These social configurations will provide indications of the social resources available to these actors. These social resources can be dependent on previous positions held in other fields, or to the existence of certain types of “multipositionalities” (Boltanski 1973
 ), that is, of holding several political positions at the same time at regional, national, and supranational levels. These available resources will give us clues regarding the political strategies that MEPs develop. They can be investments at the national level, when the newly elected MEP uses his or her European Parliament mandate to prepare for national elections, for instance to the national parliament.

The example of the French Front National
 (FN) illustrates this use of the European Parliament and the social configurations involved. According to Votewatch, an NGO following parliamentary work in the European Parliament, funded partly by the Soros Foundation, the three FN MEPs have not participated at all in the regular commission work of the European Parliament since 2009. They have instead been present in the plenary sessions that take place once a month in Strasbourg, France, in contrast to the regular commission work in Brussels, Belgium, where decisions are prepared. According to 
 the statistics of Votewatch, Marine Le Pen, president of the FN and an MEP, has been quite inactive in her European parliamentary work. Marine Le Pen displays a participation in plenary votes of 65.6%, while the average is 83.3% for all French MEPs. This is a score that allows Marine Le Pen to stay above the 50% threshold, below which MEPs lose half their daily attendance allowance. Among parliamentary activities, Marine Le Pen has written three parliamentary questions and has intervened 44 times in plenary sessions during her five years in office. She has not produced a single resolution, report, or written statement since 2009 (Barbière 2014). Marine Le Pen has used the position of MEP as a transnational power base for continuing activity at the national and regional levels. This political strategy was rewarded at the municipal elections in 2014, making the FN the most popular party in France at that time. Marine Le Pen aimed at the parliamentary elections in 2015. Another politican who has used the MEP mandate is Jean-Luc Mélenchon, charismatic leader of the extreme leftist Front de gauche
 , who has been a record absentee. During the parliamentary year 2013–2014, Mélenchon had not taken part in any meetings of the EU foreign affairs committee that meets in Brussels, of which he is a vice president (Laurent and Létenche 2014). His most visible mode of participation in parliamentary work was sending emails as written intervention after plenary discussions in Strasbourg. These national politicians clearly use the European Parliament as an external resource that is converted into domestic visibility and influence, while their parliamentary work has been nonexistent. But these are clearly a very small minority, as most, even “Euroskeptic” MEPs, take part in parliamentary work and develop their European political agendas. Le Pen and Mélenchon seem to have none.

The significance of ascendant resources in the institutionalization of the European Parliament cannot be overemphasized. For instance, in the recent election of vice presidents for the parliament, Brice Hortefeux, a former French conservative minister and protégé of former President Nicolas Sarkozy, was not elected to the post. According to one MEP, “Everyone knows that he is not the most assiduous and the most hard working. In [the European] Parliament, it is not his former position as a [national] minister that will protect him. He is not particularly popular in [the European] Parliament. He is not particularly invested. His fellow members know that” (Le Monde
 2014, my translation). Numerous other MEPs, such as Joseph Daul from the conservative Union pour un mouvement populaire
 (UMP), have invested heavily in work in the European Parliament. Daul has used his considerable political experience in agriculture to climb the political ladder in the European Parliament, converting these political resources into parliamentary work.

Analyzing the European Parliament as a transnational social field thus requires analyzing social resources that are both endogenous and exogenous to the institution, and mapping the transformations in the political value hierarchies in the parliament, that is, what kinds of resources are more valued than others. This will enable the scholar to see how actors succeed or fail to convert different types of resources (endogenous/exogenous, economic, political, etc.). This requires that the roles within the institution of different political groups and the European Parliament committees, for example, or the European Parliament’s rapporteurs
 , be analyzed in a multidimensional context. A social field analysis also requires exploring the development of political positions and discourses, as well 
 as political debate in relation to the positions of MEPs and their evolution. Differentiation and stratification lead to the historical formation of dominant discourses and policy positions inside the institution. These social processes take place in complex evolving transnational social fields that encompass several institutions and spheres of social action at both transnational and national levels. Scholars who approach the European Parliament as a closed institution will not perceive the complex interlocking relationships between European institutions and national institutions. These are, however, crucial to understanding the actions of politicians and the distribution of power.

According to the official rhetoric of the European Union, the European Parliament is a unique political experiment in the history of the world and one of the brightest achievements of European integration. Its members are elected by direct suffrage from the European Union member states. It is, of course, a paradox that while the European Parliament has gained political power, especially through the Treaty of Lisbon, it is still relatively weak compared to the European Commission and the Council (see Goetze and Rittberger 2010
 ). Not well known among the voters, it is often undervalued by leading politicians.

Over the years, the European Parliament has come to represent to some politicians a credible alternative political career to the traditional national or regional political careers. For example, in France, female politicians have used the European Parliament elections to integrate into the national political system (Beauvallet and Michon 2010
 ; Kauppi 2005
 ). Less publicly recognized and socially regulated than domestic institutions, the European Parliament has offered leading socialist politicians like French President François Mitterrand a way to reward ambitious young female politicians while avoiding a rebellion against party leadership by male politicians. To provide places for female politicians in the European Parliament and not in the lower chamber of parliament or the National Assembly was for Mitterrand a way to satisfy both groups. But, as the saying goes, what is thrown out of the window comes back in through the main door. It is no coincidence that Jacques Delors’s daughter Martine Aubry led the Socialist Party in 2008, and that several prominent socialist politicians with experience in the European Parliament today, such as Elisabeth Guigou, are women. Regional and local politicians have also benefited from the development of the European Parliament. The European Parliament provides them a way to bypass the national political center and its power structures and to use the European Union’s economic and political tools, such as the structural funds, to further their careers. This is the case in France, but even more so in federal states such as Germany. Some of the local and regional politicians’ career strategies have been convergent with the European Union’s attempts to create, in the name of the principle of subsidiarity (decision-making should always be as close as possible to the citizens), efficient “Euroregions” (uniting regions from different member states) that support the European Union’s tug of war with member states. The third group that has benefited from European integration is composed of politicians from extremist parties. French Front National
 founder Jean Marie Le Pen has been sitting in the European Parliament since 1984, using this as a supranational base for his national political game. Without the European Parliament, the extreme right in France would have been unlikely to become the most popular party in October 2013.

Though European parliamentary elections are still regarded by the political establishment and the scholarly community as second-class elections (Reif and Schmitt 1980
 ), they have a significant impact on the long-term development of national and European politics (see Kunz 2013
 ). It would be more accurate to say that the European parliamentary elections may be second-class for first-class parties (large parties that participate in government), but they are certainly first-class elections for second-class parties. Without this largely neglected use of the European Parliament—that is, how the parliament has saved and even favored European extremist political parties—it is impossible to understand the policies of the European Union and its member states today, when far-right parties are becoming more popular in France, Belgium, the Netherlands, Hungary, and other European countries. One could even argue that the normative classification of European parliamentary elections as second-class elections and, as such, not worthy of the same political and scholarly attention as first-class elections (elections to the lower chamber and presidential elections, essentially) has prevented scholars, politicians, and the public from detecting crucial longer-term political dynamics in European societies and the role of the European Parliament in these. The scholarly and lay ontology according to which Europe is “out there” and politics “in here” has also contributed to this blindness. In reality, the two spheres are intertwined in complex ways that require a transnational social field approach to disentangle.

The effects of European integration occur as transfers or better translations of institutions and practices into domestic political and administrative fields. It is a complex process that has been documented in numerous studies (see, for instance, Radaelli, 2003
 ). But it also involves less studied and publicized movements in the other direction and the constitution of hybrid transnational social fields. Symbolic and discursive effects, how formal changes are interpreted and used, vary depending on power relations and opportunity structures. The political value of the European Parliament varies from country to country and from party to party. In general, politicians from smaller member states such as Finland appreciate the European Parliament more than do politicians from large member states such as Britain or France. This means that in some member states the European Parliament’s political value is quite high, and working there is considered as being a good investment for an ambitious politician. Traditionally, French politicians have been skeptical of the European Parliament (see Kunz 2013
 ). This attitude resonates with the official French intergovernmentalist position in European politics, according to which European integration should be an issue decided by European governments instead of civil society, citizens, or parliamentarians.

The proportional representation of European elections in all EU member states favors smaller parties. Thus, political movements such as the far-right FN have been well represented in the European Parliament. It is no exaggeration to say that without the European Parliament, the FN probably would not even exist today as a political force. The European Parliament has provided the FN, as well as left-wing movements such as the Trotskyist Lutte Communiste révolutionnaire
 (LCR) and the Front de gauche
 led by Jean-Luc Mélenchon, a transnational base from which they have been able to continue their political activity. This example shows that European integration is not free 
 of contradictions, as all of these extremist parties are fiercely anti-European, yet are still represented in the European Parliament.

The key question is how individual politicians and political groups use European integration, its institutions and policies, and the opportunities that are presented to them. “Use” is defined very broadly, mostly instrumentally. It is understood as practices related to the development of careers and groups of politicians specialized in European politics. The connection between political institutions and individuals is crucial, as it brings together individuals with the constitution of policies. The aim of social field analysis is to analyze the positive or negative correlations between these different levels, the resources that are legitimized or delegitimized, new power structures, and, ideally, to find causal connections between individuals, groups, and policies. The latter part of the study is, of course, the most challenging.

If we start from individuals, the key is what kind of features are statistically typical of certain political groups that operate in European institutions or their vicinity. Age groups in the European Parliament can be separated from each other in terms of how long they have been members of the House (see, for instance, Scarrow 1999
 ). French MEPs typically invest weakly in the parliament. With regard to the second level, the research can explore which groups are using power in certain institutions or in certain parts of the institution. For the European Parliament, this would require studying, for example, the changing role of political groups such as the conservative EPP (European Peoples’ Party) that is with the S&D (European Socialists and Social-Democrats), the largest party in the European Parliament. Scholars have studied the formation of the cabinets in the European Commission (Egeberg 2013)
 and the characteristics and resources of European Parliament’s committee chairmen (Beauvallet and Michon 2010
 ). The third level of analysis aims to integrate social background and policy outputs. Research in this area is still nearly nonexistent.

Researchers have studied these issues using primarily three complementary research methods. The first is quantitative and concerns social groups such as the European Parliament’s or the European Commission’s members (Georgakakis 2012
 ; Page 1997
 ; Ross 1995
 ). This approach can lead to so-called prosopographic studies of collective life in the European Parliament. Another study technique is interviews. The purpose of the interview is to fine-tune the quantitative data by adding a subjective dimension to the research. The third approach is discursive and aims to analyze official documents and policy statements. Ideally, the research process is characterized by the constant movement between quantitative and qualitative, statistical and numerical methods—towards an analysis of positions, discourses, and institutional structures. The fourth dimension is historic. This is difficult to take into account because the systematic gathering of information can be virtually impossible, or because the information is not available or its collection would take too much time. Most of the research is therefore not diachronic but synchronic. This is, of course, a major drawback because the European Union’s institutional development and the understanding of its dynamic topography are crucial to the analysis of political institutions, power structures, and practical dimensions.

French political sociologists Beauvallet and Michon’s research focuses on the professionalisation of the European Parliament (Beauvallet and Michon 2010
 ). More institutional studies are those of Costa, Navarro, and Scarrow (Costa 2001
 ; Navarro 2009
 ; Scarrow 1999
 ). Beauvallet and Michon argue that the European Parliament has become more independent in relation to other political institutions in the sense that careers in the European Parliament have become more dependent on resources accumulated in the European Parliament (a similar examination can be found in Kauppi, 2005
 , 2010
 ); by this they mean resources such as seniority (experience), social capital, and knowledge. Seniority refers to the fact that the candidates who are close to the top of the European Parliament Bureau, committee, political group, or the presidency are not beginners, but rather have significant experience in working in the institution. They have internalized the institution’s culture and have developed a political role as the institution’s representatives (“institutional charisma”). Social capital refers to connections and networks. One must know the right people and be known by others, as an in-group member. Expertise is recognized competence in a specific area that is relevant to the functioning of the European Parliament. Political work in the European Parliament is very technical, and may be related to the environment or human rights, for example. One must be able to operate in English, French, and some other European languages. In practice, English and, to a lesser extent, French are the working languages of the European Union institutions. Of course, knowledge of less commonly used languages, such as Finnish, can be of considerable advantage in certain circumstances. For Beauvallet and Michon, these resources are necessary for leadership positions in the European Parliament. In this sense, since the first direct elections in 1979, the history of the European Parliament can be seen as being a history of the stratification of social resources: the value of the previously mentioned social resources has risen relatively more than social resources that are linked to social configurations external to the institution (ministerial and national parliamentary experience, for instance).

Beauvallet and Michon explore the value of exogenous resources such as national political experience. To simplify, if in the 1980s exogenous resources such as experience in national government were the condition for political success in the European Parliament, 20 years later they had lost their value. In the 1980s, many highly positioned MEPs had earlier national parliamentary experience and had been ministers in government. They were elite members of the national political systems of the member states. In the French case, this meant integration into political institutions in the capital, Paris, the only place that had real meaning for politicians. For French politicians, election to the European Parliament was not valued, as it was considered as being somewhere between that of a regional councilor and a national deputy. It was not a viable career move and was therefore less valuable than election to the National Assembly. In other words, since 1979, when members of the European Parliament were first elected by direct popular vote, the relative value of exogenous resources for political careers in the European Parliament has dropped, while the value of some endogenous resources has increased. For example, 45% of the first-term (1979–1984) MEPs had experience in the national parliament or in government. Twenty years later, for-fifth term (1999–2004) MEPs, the figure had dropped to 28%. This differentiation process has been concomitant with the uneven growth of the European Parliament’s political power in relation to other EU 
 institutions, mainly the European Commission, but also the Council of Ministers. In particular, thanks to the Treaty of Lisbon (2009), the European Parliament is poised to play a central role in the democratic development of the European Union.

Although abstention in European elections is still relatively common, many see the European Parliament as representing ordinary citizens, while the Commission is a supranational bureaucracy and the Council a collection of national ministers. This symbolic dimension is important, as the European Parliament may present itself as the representative of ordinary Europeans. Other transformations indicated by Beauvallet and Michon include significant changes in the practices of parliamentary work. As MEPs remain in office for a longer period than before, institutions and routines are stabilized. The European Parliament has also become more international, as a growing number of MEPs have studied abroad and are fluent in several languages, and it includes more women MEPs than ever before (see also Landorff 2016
 ).

Several researchers have made similar structural studies of the European Commission and the European Court of Justice. Page’s work is a fundamental sociological study of the European Commission officials and their social characteristics in different parts of the administration (Page 1997
 ). Applying a social field approach, Madsen’s work focuses on the Court of Justice lawyers, their backgrounds, and the networks that control the supranational legal game (Madsen 2011b
 ). Using as his starting point Bourdieu’s work on the French state nobility, Mangenot has studied the French elite school ENA (Ecole nationale d’administration
 ), its transfer from Paris to Strasbourg, and how this move has exacerbated tensions between the national and the international in the French political class (Mangenot 1998
 ). These studies provide us with important information on how political careers integrate and change the political power structures and institutions of the European Union and the European nation-states. These studies show that a separate European political class does not exist for the simple reason that political careers combine many institutional spheres vertically at the national and supranational level (the local/regional council, the national parliament, the Senate, the government, political party organization, the European Parliament, the European Commission, and so on), as well as horizontally or sectorially (academia, government, finances, and so on). Heterogeneity is still so high that a strong sense of exclusive common interests has not been able to develop, although some groups, such as the European Commission officials, defend the European Union’s achievements out of official duty. In this sense, they form the vanguard. But the defense of those interests does not necessarily mean that these officials would all have the same “European identity,” or that they would have swapped their national identities for a European identity.


CONCLUSION




Exploring transnational structuration processes has provided an opportunity to extend Bourdieu’s field approach. Transnational social fields are not reducible to institutional or organizational structures. In contrast to institutional approaches, they enable a more 
 holistic analysis of institutions. In the case of the European Parliament, this means an analysis of the social configurations in which individuals are embedded and the social resources they have access to. I have tried to show that the process of European regional integration as social field formation and collective action involving stratification (some social resources and values gain more power than others) and differentiation (institutional differentiation as a form of social differentiation) deepens our understanding of its social dynamics. The European Parliament is an example of how social field structuration shapes hierarchies, practices, and resources, as well as the interactions between individuals, groups, and political institutions. A Bourdieu-inspired political sociology perspective also reveals the deep, hidden structure that is tied to social resources, which (re)produce inequality between groups and individuals. Social resources are unevenly distributed. The effects of this deep structure on policy outcomes should be promptly investigated.

A field approach also enables one to develop a more nuanced analysis of the agents of these transformations. Is a unified political class with a uniform political and economic outlook developing in Europe? As I hope to have shown, the importance of endogenous resources in EU institutions such as the European Parliament may prevent the formation of a homogeneous European political class as each subgroup seeks to protect its resources and obstruct the development of common resources, thereby sharpening institutional differences between the European Parliament, the Council, and the Commission. More research is needed to explore how transnational groups manage to increase their power, and to create common interests and a subjective sense of membership, and how this process is linked to transformations in global governance, in particular private power users such as lawyers and law offices, security experts, and actors in the financial world. From this point of view, the European Union is a player in a wider political and economic game whose rules are set in part elsewhere.

An approach in terms of transnational social fields sustained by sociological concepts such as differentiation and stratification helps us understand the development of power resources in supranational institutions such as the European Union and the formation of power structures beyond the nation-state. Concepts such as field and strategy are useful when trying to make sense of political and economic developments that go beyond the nation-state and occur in a longer historical period. This approach has its challenges, and should be developed in two ways. The first one is the interaction of different temporal changes. Institutions and social fields are in a dynamic interaction in more or less volatile environments. Simultaneous analysis of a number of contradictory changes is difficult. Historical processes are never clear-cut. The second challenge is going to be the systematic collection of historical information on politicians, institutions, and discourses in Europe.

NOTE



1.
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CHAPTER 9





PIERRE BOURDIEU AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS




ANTONIN COHEN

BACK
 from Algeria in 1960, Pierre Bourdieu became the assistant of Raymond Aron (Aron 1990
 [1983]; Bourdieu 2008
 [2004]). Aron had just created the Centre de Sociologie Européenne with the monies of the Ford Foundation, and was working on the publication of Paix et guerre entre les nations
 (Aron 1966
 [1962]). In retrospect, the collaboration might seem a little odd, since Bourdieu generally ignored international relations (IR) as a discipline and seldom wrote about international relations as a phenomenon.

Here and there in his masterpieces, the “international” is touched upon, but merely as part of the strategies of distinction that national elites build in their accumulation of capitals. Of course, there is a comparative dimension in his works, explicit in his early research on European museums (Bourdieu and Darbel 1991
 /1969 [1966]). Only in his latest writings, however, did Bourdieu more directly tackle some of the issues of globalization, and in particular the emergence of “transnational fields.” Most of his thoughts were nevertheless published in short and heterogeneous pieces (interviews, conferences, forewords), sometimes after his death (see, for instance, Bourdieu 2012a
 , 2002
 , 2000a
 : 272–280, 1996a; and see Bourdieu 2000b
 [1997] for the only entry on “transnational fields” in the indexes of his works). To an IR theorist, therefore, there would not seem to be much ado about Bourdieu. Yet, the same would be true of Émile Durkheim or Max Weber.

On the other hand, some of Bourdieu’s fellow scholars and students have used his concepts in research aiming at analyzing the emergence of transnational fields, capitals, and practices. Some of this scholarship has had quite an impact on IR studies, in particular the works of Yves Dezalay and Bryant Garth (see, for instance, Dezalay and Garth 1996
 , 2002a
 , 2002b
 , 2002c
 , 2010
 ]. Nevertheless, some of this scholarship has remained outside the reach of IR studies, in particular works on the literary field (see, for instance, Casanova 2007
 [1999]).

In recent years, a wealth of studies more directly confronted IR theory, to suggest that the concepts of Bourdieu, and in particular the concept of field, offered a significant 
 alternative to rival concepts of (epistemic) community or (advocacy) network, and in any case that the logic of practice directly contradicted dominant rational choice theories (see, for instance, the contributions to Adler-Nissen 2013
 ; Bigo and Madsen 2011
 ; and a pioneering critique of IR drawing upon the work of Bourdieu: Ashley 1984
 ). Research on politicians, diplomats, bureaucrats, policemen, servicemen, lawyers, economists, bankers, and the respective agenda of these “statesmen” in transnational and global processes now offers a wide range of empirical studies building on Bourdieu’s concepts and theory.

Altogether, this scholarship challenged the conventional view that Bourdieu could be relevant only to analysis of French society. These studies proved that his work was not only useful to analyze other societies in a comparative way, but that it could also be beneficial to think of social processes labeled as international. Up to a certain point, these studies converged in a collective research agenda to tackle the pitfalls, not only of neo-realism and neo-functionalism, but also of constructivism. However, the wider these concepts spread, the fuzzier they grew, to the point that their usage became sometimes inconsistent with some of the key aspects of the theory of fields, at least as developed by Bourdieu.

As part of this underlying feature of the expansion of Bourdieu’s concepts and theory in international studies, a more or less silent confrontation developed about the paramount concept of field, whose significance stretches from the weakest (any set of relations forms a field) to the strongest (only some sets of social relations form fields). There are, of course, different theories of fields (see, for instance, Bourdieu, Champagne, and Wacquant 2013
 ; Fligstein and McAdam 2012
 ), or at least different usages of the notion, or of the tool, or of the metaphor of field (Levi Martin 2003
 ; Silber 1995
 ; see, in particular, DiMaggio 1991
 , 1986
 ; DiMaggio and Powell 1983
 ; as well as Warren 1967
 ; also see Rummel 1977
 ; Mey 1972
 [1965]; Lewin 1951
 [1943]; and see Bourdieu 1985a
 ). However, Bourdieu himself warned against “soft and vague usages” of this particular concept, “which make it a noble surrogate for notions just as banal as those of ‘domain’ or ‘order’ ” (Bourdieu 1996b
 : 375 n6; 1992: 254 n6; and see Champagne 2013
 ). In sum, although these studies somewhat extended the reach of Bourdieu’s theory to the international, they now call for a more coherent theory of transnational fields, beyond Bourdieu, but not aloof from Bourdieu. The paradox would be that the global spread of Bourdieu would demonstrate that his concepts are so robust as to analyze transnational fields, but to the cost of his theory of fields itself.

In this chapter, I review the works of Bourdieu and “Bourdieu
 sian” scholars regarding international relations, as well as the extant literature in IR using Bourdieu’s theory of fields, in order to show potential directions for future research. I use the concept of field as a thread of Ariane, given its prominence both in the theory of Bourdieu and in its usage by scholars studying the international, but also because linked concepts, such as capital, habitus, and practice, can be construed in varying ways according to the answer one gives to the preliminary question: What is a field?

The first section of the chapter will give an overview of Bourdieu’s thought on the international, both as a dimension of social capital and as social space across societies, 
 through his major works on taste or the state, as well as his shorter pieces on circulations or globalization.

The second section will show how a handful of pioneering scholars used the theory of Bourdieu to study the international. It will show the innovative ways in which his concepts have been sharpened to analyze the specificities of transnational processes. It will also take stock of recent Bourdieu-inspired scholarship on international relations.

The third section will confront the different usages of the concept of field to the core of the theory of fields and in particular will address the potentially contradicting interpretations of Bourdieu arising from notions like the multilevel parliamentary field, the field of Eurocracy, the meta-field of diplomacy, or the weak field of European law. It will also address the methodological issue of using (or not) the methodology that was developed by Bourdieu and others to reconstruct a field (i.e. geometric data analysis).

The fourth section will finally suggest some avenues to reconstruct a theory of transnational fields based on existing interpretations of Bourdieu and will propose directions for future research. It will in particular build on the notion of field of power to stress that the theory of fields could be particularly useful to think about processes of transnational state formation beyond the nation-states.


BOURDIEU AND THE
 INTERNATIONAL




Bourdieu developed the main concepts of his theory of fields in the 1960s and 1970s (on the early genesis of the concept of field, see Bourdieu 1969
 [1966], 1971a, 1971b, 1971c, 2013 [1972–1975], as well as the introduction and notes by Patrick Champagne in Bourdieu 2013
 [1972–1975]). But only in the 1990s did he really address international processes as such. In what follows, I will briefly review some of the core elements of the theory of fields as it was first developed by Bourdieu, with the strong implication that social fields were national
 , as well as its later extension to what Bourdieu preferably termed global
 fields. More often than not, the literature on transnational
 fields indeed tends to overlook both the national structuration of social fields, and thereof the specificities of emergent global fields. What I mean to show, in other words, is that the entire theoretical construction of Bourdieu is tied to his conception of the state, and subsequently that the concept of field should be regarded as a way, not to avoid, but to address the problem of the state in IR. In sum, the nation-state is not soluble in transnational fields.

The concept of field as used by Bourdieu himself has evolved over time: the “field of production” where cultural products are produced—including several “specialized fields (haute couture or painting, theatre or literature)” (Bourdieu 1984c
 : 232; 1979: 257)—and the “field of consumption” where tastes are produced—themselves embedded in the larger “field of the social classes” and “field of the dominant class”—in Distinction
 (Bourdieu 1984c: 230, 469; 1979: 255, 547)
 , in which he states that social classes themselves “can be described as a field” (Bourdieu 2013
 [1973]: 31; and see Boltanski 1987
 [1982]); the “field of institutions of higher education” and the “subfield of the grandes 
 écoles”—but also the university field, the intellectual field, the educational field—in The State Nobility
 (Bourdieu 1996c: 136; 1989
 : 188); the “field of single-family house builders” and the “field of effective agents with regard to housing finance” in The Social Structures of the Economy
 (Bourdieu 2005: 46, 105; 2000a: 67, 131)
 , and so on. Part of this diversity is the result of Bourdieu’s own refinement of the concept of field, “sort of an empirically validated theoretical induction” (Fabiani 1999
 : 76 [my translation]). However, it sometimes feels as if, in the reading of Bourdieu himself, anything
 is a field: the family, a profession, the army, a firm, the church, a party, the market, a class, even a constituency (Bourdieu and Wacquant 2014
 : 147, 302; 1992: 102, 243; and see various [rather confusing] formulations about the “territorial field”: Bourdieu 2005
 : 135–141; 2000a: 166–172). It is not so (see, in particular, Lahire 1999
 ). Most of the time, Bourdieu actually specifies that this or that “can be described as” or “functions as” a field (see, for instance, in the case of firms, Bourdieu 2005
 : 69, 197, 205–206; 2000a: 93, 241, 252–253; where he nevertheless suggests that the management of a firm is a “field of power”; Bourdieu 2005
 : 70, 205–206; 2000a: 94, 252–253; and see, on the issue of organization-as-field, Dobbin 2008
 ; Emirbayer and Johnson 2008
 ; Swartz 2008
 ; Vaughan 2008
 ). He also makes sure to distinguish fields from subfields. As it clearly appears when searching the indexes of his works, in any case, the list of actual fields altogether appears rather limited: the religious, the literary, the linguistic, the artistic, the intellectual, the political, the bureaucratic, the economic, the journalistic, the scientific, and a few more. This is a key point in understanding “global fields.”

The concept of field is indeed tied to the concept of capital. Each capital is defined according to the logic of a specific field and, conversely, each social field is defined by one specific type of capital. More so, the structure of one field is a state of the struggles over the distribution of one of the species of capital (Bourdieu 1993
 : 73; 1984b [1976]: 114). To the academic field corresponds the academic capital in the sense that to make a career in academia, one needs to accumulate specific titles (a doctorate) and positions (an associate professorship) according to a logic that is specific to the field (one needs to first hold a doctorate to then become associate professor, whereas there is no need to do so in other fields). In other words, “within a field, people fight to the death over things that are imperceptible to those who find themselves in the next room” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 318; 2012b: 502). As opposed to more generic forms of capital, economic and cultural, social and symbolic, a specific capital is therefore of little value in other fields (holding a mandate rather than a doctorate is of much more value in the political field as compared to the academic field). While this specific logic enhances the autonomy of the field, the latter is only relative. Partly determined by a logic that is irreducible to any other field (the pursuit of scientific discovery), the academic field is also partly determined by a logic that is dependent on other fields: the bureaucratic field (the decrees of the ministry of higher education), the economic field (the ups and downs of the endowments and donations of the alumni), and/or the political field (the imprecation against the left-wing take-over of campuses). Hence, all fields are defined by two poles, the heteronomous pole where external principles of legitimation are prevalent, and the autonomous pole where the internal principle of legitimation is prevalent: “The degree of autonomy of a 
 field of cultural production is revealed to the extent that the principle of external hierarchization there is subordinated to the principle of internal hierarchization” (Bourdieu 1996b
 : 217; 1992: 301–302).

At the autonomous pole of the field, academic capital can be specified as scientific—a symbolic capital (“the author of”). At the heteronomous pole of the field, academic capital can be specified as bureaucratic—an institutional capital (“the director of”). In other words, according to its position within a field, each agent can be defined more accurately by a portfolio of capitals. And this is particularly true of the dominant class:

The differences stemming from the total volume of capital almost always conceal, both from common awareness and also from “scientific” knowledge, the secondary differences which, within each of the classes defined by overall volume of capital, separate class fractions, defined by different asset structures, i.e., different distributions of their total capital among the different kinds of capital. (Bourdieu 1984c
 : 114; 1979: 128–129)

More so, according to their trajectory within a field (for instance, from the scientific to the bureaucratic pole of the academic field), agents are able to convert part of their capital (for instance, from the academic to the bureaucratic field). This being so, what often characterizes the dominant class is the multiplicity of positions (multipositionality) its agents hold in different fields (Boltanski 1973
 ). As Bourdieu put it,

This abstract operation has an objective basis in the possibility, which is always available, of converting one type of capital into another; however, the exchange rates vary in accordance with the power relation between the holders of the different forms of capital. By obliging one to formulate the principle of the convertibility of the different kinds of capital, which is the precondition for reducing the space to one dimension, the construction of a two-dimensional space makes it clear that the exchange rate of the different kinds of capital is one of the fundamental stakes in the struggles between class fractions whose power and privileges are linked to one or the other of these types. In particular, this exchange rate is a stake in the struggle over the dominant principle of domination (economic capital, cultural capital or social capital), which goes on at all times between the different fractions of the dominant class. (Bourdieu 1984c
 : 125; 1979: 137–138)

The structure and volume of capital of agents and institutions within a field is therefore a key to understand the logic of the field as more or less autonomous or heteronomous. This is even more important in emerging fields. Emerging fields are characterized by the conquest of autonomy (art for art, the pure logic of law, the administration of scientific proof, and so on) (Bourdieu 1996b
 : 47 ff; 1992: 75 ff). Conversely, they can be characterized by their high degree of heteronomy. Likewise, in times of crisis, the synchronization of fields might produce an increase in heteronomy (Bourdieu 1988
 : 173 ff; 1984a: 226 ff; and see Dobry 1986
 ).

The fact that society is differentiated in specific social fields does not mean that these are in isolation from one another. Actually, they all are interlocked in the field of 
 power. Bourdieu characterized the field of power as the locus of the struggle for power between different types of power holders (Bourdieu 1996c
 : 264–265; 1989: 375–376; and see Bourdieu 1971a
 , 1987a
 , 1994
 [1989], 1998b, 2011 [1985–1986]). As a “meta-field,” the field of power emerges with the state from the process of differentiation of the various social fields, primarily the juridical, the bureaucratic, and the religious, and subsequently the political, the intellectual, and so forth (Bourdieu 2014
 : 309–311; 2012b [1989–1992]: 486–490). Contrary to the other social fields, in which agents struggle to accumulate a specific capital, the field of power is a field of struggle between agents already holding an important volume of capital in their respective social field. As Bourdieu put it,

This struggle over the power to dictate the dominant principle of domination, which leads to a constant state of equilibrium in the partition of power, in other words, to a division in the labor of domination (at times intended and conceived as such, and explicitly negotiated), is also a struggle over the legitimate principle of legitimation and, inseparably, the legitimate mode of reproduction of the foundations of domination. (Bourdieu 1996c
 : 265; 1989: 376)

It cannot be too much emphasized that the concept of “field of power”—which, Bourdieu specified, “should not be confused with the political field” (Bourdieu 1998b
 : 34; 1994 [1989]: 56), or for that matter with the bureaucratic field or any other specific field—is the cornerstone of Bourdieu’s theory of fields, as it is the keystone of all social fields. It clearly situates Bourdieu in the controversy opposing pluralist and monist theories of elites, in an unspoken engagement with and challenge to Raymond Aron (Aron 1950
 , 1960
 , 1965
 ): elites form a dominant class, therefore united, but divided, as they struggle over the legitimate principle of legitimation (see, in particular, Bourdieu 1996c
 : 388; 1989: 558). As no power can endure as naked force, domination entails legitimacy (“Macht“ and “Herrschaft,“ in the terms of Max Weber) and, therefore, symbolic power: “The question of legitimacy is inscribed in practical terms in the very existence of concurrent forms of power that, in and through their very confrontation, and in the antithetical, and often irreconcilable, justifications they oppose to each other, inevitably raise the question of their own justification” (Bourdieu 1996c
 : 265, and see 382 ff.; 1989: 377, and see 548 ff.). This means that the field of power is much more heterogeneous capital-wise and more homogeneous class-wise than the social fields of which it is the keystone.

To sum up, society may be described as a social field (but see Patrick Champagne for Bourdieu’s early hesitations in Bourdieu 2013
 [1973]), divided into several specialized fields and subfields, structurally homologous (see, for instance, Bourdieu 1996c
 : 270–271; 1989: 384), and interlocked in the field of power. The genesis of this structure is embedded in the process of monopolization (Elias 1982
 and 1978
 [1939]; Tilly 1992
 ; Weber 1978
 [1956]; and see Bourdieu 2012b
 [1989–1992], 2014):

In fact, the genesis of the state is inseparable from the process of unification of the different social, economic, cultural (or educational), and political fields which goes 
 hand in hand with the progressive constitution of the state monopoly of legitimate physical and symbolic
 violence. Because it concentrates an ensemble of material and symbolic resources, the state is in a position to regulate the functioning of the different fields, whether through financial interventions (such as public support of investment in the economic field, or, in the cultural field, support for one kind of education or another) or through juridical interventions (such as the different regulations concerning organizations or the behavior of individual agents). (Bourdieu 1998b
 : 33; 1994 [1989]: 55–56)

Fields are circumscribed by the state—this we will come back to. But the concept of field is certainly not limited to being specific to one society (i.e., France). On the contrary, Bourdieu makes it very clear that the concept applies “in all class-divided societies” as “a necessary outcome” of “the division between the dominant and the dominated, and the division between the different fractions competing for dominance in the name of different principles, bellatores
 (warriors) and oratores
 (scholars) in feudal society, businessmen and intellectuals now” (Bourdieu 1984c
 : 470; 1979: 548). It might even be said that national fields are structured against one another. After Norbert Elias, Bourdieu reminds us, for instance, that taste is defined relatively among classes within a definite society, but also among societies in a systematic relationship that, for example, opposes upper classes according to national oppositions, with “culture” and “civilization” epitomizing the bourgeoisie and the aristocracy as much as Germany and France—the ascending German intellectual bourgeoisie, for instance, being very critical of both French and aristocratic “superficial” manners as opposed to the “deeper” culture of which it claimed to be the carrier (Bourdieu 1984c
 : 73–74; 1979: 80; and see Elias 1978
 [1939]: 1–50).

In the process of their reproduction, fractions of classes nevertheless develop strategies of internationalization. In the logic of distinction, of upper classes from middle classes, or, more accurately, of fractions of the dominant class from rival fractions of the dominant class, a foreign elite school, like Harvard, may appear like a costly and profitless investment at one point of time, and may become, though still costly, a profitable one at another point of time (Bourdieu 1984c
 : 296–297; 1979: 339). These strategies may indeed become efficient in the context of transformation of the structure of the economy, when international trade tends to increase drastically (what is actually called globalization), offering new positions in national corporations, or new opportunities in multinational corporations. In other words, the different fractions of the dominant class can be distinguished and distinguish themselves according to the more or less international or national or local structure of their capital [Bourdieu 1984c
 : 314; 1979: 360). The international dimension of capital, implicit in Distinction
 , is more explicit in The State Nobility
 . Facing the massification of higher education, and the difficulties of its heirs to meet the criteria of elite schools, the French higher economic bourgeoisie invested in relatively subaltern private management schools, more clearly geared at training international trade managers, which soon rose in the field of institutions of higher education under the impact of an increasing volume of positions offered in national 
 and multinational corporations as a result of a drastic increase in transnational trade (Bourdieu 1996c
 : 217; 1989: 310). In that sense, the international dimension of capital can be a structural dimension of a social field and of its transformations—as we shall see.

The process of internationalization is therefore deeply linked with class struggles. Strategies of internationalization add up with one another, in a direction that is not intended, but is the result of the struggles between classes and fractions of classes within national societies. The building of a “cosmopolitan” capital is but one aspect of the classification struggles (“luttes de classement”) that define social groups, from family to profession, from race to nation, or from parish to religion (Bourdieu 1984c
 : 482; 1979: 562). In The Making of a Class
 , Luc Boltanski very much developed this point (Boltanski 1987
 [1982]). In their struggle to impose the dominant principle of domination, classes and fractions of classes develop strategies of import-export of norms and practices associated with, for instance, the “American way of life” after World War II—a key issue being the introduction of a modern style of management in French corporations. These strategies of internationalization tend to produce (as much as they are the product of) an internal process of differentiation of classes along the international/national divide.

This was made even more explicit in Bourdieu’s foreword
 s to Yves Dezalay and David Sugarman’s co-edited volume Professional Competition and Professional Power
 (Bourdieu 1995)
 and to Yves Dezalay and Bryant Garth’s book Dealing in Virtue
 (Bourdieu 1996). For the first time, Bourdieu indeed attempted to tackle the theoretical problem of what he then terms “world fields.” To Bourdieu, the semi-scientific discourse about globalization is obscuring the phenomenon to be analyzed, namely “the world field which is in the process of being constituted in the various areas of practice, or, to put it in another way, the process of constitution of specific world fields (the economic field, the literary field, the legal field, etc.) into which the national fields have been drawn, while retaining a greater or lesser relative autonomy” (Bourdieu 1995
 : xi). As he further explains, the emergence of world fields is indeed the product of struggles within and between national fields, as in the case of law, or (“following a comparable logic”) economics, where “struggles between lawyers of different countries striving to impose legal forms or, better, modes of production of law” tend toward “unifying the world legal field and world market of expertise in law” (Bourdieu 1995
 : xii). In other words,

The international is constructed largely from the competition among national approaches. Since lawyers and others are trained nationally, and for the most part they make their careers nationally, it is not surprising that they seek as a matter of course to deploy their ways of thinking and practicing in the construction of international institutions. This process makes the international the site of a regulatory competition between essentially national approaches. (Bourdieu 1996: vi–vii)

Of course, this entails “the resistance of national legal fields threatened by the new world legal order” (Bourdieu 1995
 : xii; 1996: vii). Each national field is therefore a theater of conflict “between modernists, who take the position of the international, and traditionalists, who play for protectionist closure and the maintenance of national 
 tradition” (Bourdieu 1996: vii). Relying on the research of Dezalay and Garth on international commercial arbitration, Bourdieu finally reaches the conclusion that, “within each national field the partisans of ‘global’ and ‘local’ are not distributed randomly, since international strategies are really accessible only to those with (very) privileged social origin, possessing dispositions and competences (notably linguistic) that do not come from classroom instruction.” In other words, the international is here seen both as a facet of social capital within national fields and as a process of absorption of national fields into global fields.

To Bourdieu, in any case, fields are primarily national. In a “postscript” to The Social Structures of the Economy
 , he makes it clear from the first sentence that the “economic field was constructed within the framework of the national State,” through processes of territorial, cultural, or monetary unification and concentration, which “remained confined within national borders,” as such “limited by all the barriers, especially juridical ones, to the free movement of goods and persons (customs duties, exchange control, etc.)” (Bourdieu 2005
 : 223, 224; 2000a: 273, 274–275). Only after the consolidation of national fields did a “global economic field” emerge, which contributed to the “generalized delocalization” of economic firms (Bourdieu 2005
 : 230; 2000a: 274, 275). To Bourdieu, therefore, globalization seems to be a two-step process “from the national to the international field” (the title of the postscript)—at odds with theories that see globalization and nationalization as combined processes (Sassen 2007
 , 2006
 ; and see Mann 1997
 ; Tilly 1992
 ). In what follows, Bourdieu is even more explicit on his conception of global fields:

The global economic field presents itself as a set of global subfields, each corresponding to an “industry,” understood as a set of firms competing to produce and commercialize a homogeneous category of products. [Within each of these subfields, firms struggle, not so much reacting to impersonal forces manifest in prices, but directly to rivals, to which they are united and opposed by relationships of competition and cooperation.] The almost always oligopolistic structure of each of these subfields corresponds to the structure of the distribution of capital (in its different species) between the different firms capable of acquiring and maintaining the status of efficient competitor at the global level, the position of a firm in one country being dependent of the position occupied by that firm in all the other countries. The global field is strongly polarized. By the mere fact of their weight within the structure (which functions as a barrier to entry), the dominant national economies tend to concentrate the assets of companies and to appropriate the profits they produce, as well as to orient the tendencies immanent in the functioning of the field. The position of each firm in the structure of the national and international field depends not only on its own specific advantages, but on the economic, political, cultural and linguistic advantages that ensue from is membership of a particular nation, with this kind of “national capital” exerting a positive or negative “multiplier effect” on the structural competitiveness of the different firms. (Bourdieu 2005
 : 229; 2000a: 275–276; my translation in square brackets for one of the inexplicably missing sentences in the English edition)

Not only are fields national, but their being national produces a specific national capital which is (as all forms of capitals) unequally distributed among nations (see the discussion in Svendsen and Svendsen 2004
 ; Swedberg 2011
 ). And this takes us back to a key question as to the role of the state in globalization. Most of Bourdieu’s ideas on globalization were first expressed in political writings (most of the time transcripts of conferences), and there lies an important answer. Alternatively defined as the “unification” of the global economic field, or as the “expansion” of the economic field to the entire world, thus leading to “the integration of hitherto compartmentalized national economic universes” (Bourdieu 2003
 : 84, 86; 2001 [2000]: 95, 97), globalization (a portmanteau word to designate “the structure of the worldwide field”) is constraining the state, “the policy of a particular state [being] largely determined by its position in the structure of the distribution of finance capital (which defines the structure of the world economic field)” (Bourdieu 1998c
 : 39; 1998d [1996]: 45). One important aspect of globalization is thus that the state is not able to regulate the functioning of the global fields, as it used to, but is itself part of a global economic field tending toward unification. From the local to the national and from the national to the global, history repeats, but with a variance: “Unlike the unification that took place in centuries past at the national state level in Europe, present-day unification at the global level is carried out without the state” (Bourdieu 2003
 : 95; 2001 [2000]: 107).

To a large extent, therefore, the work of Bourdieu implicitly or explicitly considers national societies as the main unit of analysis: it is somewhat unusual that Bourdieu would specify “social space (national)” in a graphic representation of a field, like he does in The Rules of Art
 (Bourdieu 1996b: 124; 1992
 : 178), but he feels compelled to make it clear when he comes back to the genesis of fields in On The State
 : “When I wrote in my article on ‘Social space and the genesis of “classes” ’ of a global social space (in opposition to fields) as a space of spaces, a field of fields, I was in fact referring to the national social space that is constructed at the same time as the state is constructed, that the state constructs as it constructs itself” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 223; 2012b [1989–1992]: 353; and see Bourdieu 1991b
 , 1984d
 ). To the extent that fields emerged with the rise and within the limits of the nation-state and that the state played a major role in the nationalization of fields, as Gisèle Sapiro rightly puts it, the field is national, yes, because of a specific historical path (Sapiro 2013
 ). However, Bourdieu is very specific about the fact that a field has no physical boundaries, but only “dynamic limits”:

One of the most characteristic properties of a field is the degree to which its dynamic limits, which extend as far as the power of its effects, are converted into a juridical frontier, protected by a right of entry which is explicitly codified, such as the possession of scholarly titles, success in a competition, etc., or by measures of exclusion and discrimination, such as laws intended to assure a numerus clausus
 . (Bourdieu 1996b
 : 226; 1992: 314; and see Bourdieu 2013
 [1973])

In other words, a field may produce effects beyond the frontiers of nation-states and far away from its geographical center of gravity. More so, agents from one national field may 
 challenge the status quo in another national field, thus being an engine of transformation (Bourdieu 2005
 : 203; 2000a: 249). National boundaries are, however, the strongest of all rights of entry and, in the legal sense of the term, political borders of nation-states do have effects on fields, they create “discontinuities within the continuity of the field” (Bourdieu 1985b
 : 5). In other words, the autonomization of a field tends to produce legal boundaries “protected by a right of entry which is explicitly codified” and which can be explicitly codified as national (e.g., the national recruitment of bureaucracy). This is actually what happened during the phases of nationalization and specialization of the European states (Tilly 1992
 ). As a consequence, in all fields directly linked to state power (i.e., the political field, the bureaucratic field, the legal field), many positions are indeed the monopoly of nationals—this being a key issue of European integration. The fact that, in the conception of Bourdieu, fields are, as a historical construct, primarily national helps to explain why, in one of his rare and early programmatic writings explicitly aimed at “a science of international relations” between fields of cultural production and consumption, he analyzes the international circulation of ideas as a process of import and export “from one national field to another,” in which “international struggles” to impose “the dominant principle of domination” are linked to the “struggles within each national field” (Bourdieu 2002
 [1989]: 3, 4, 8 [my translation]; and see Bourdieu 1999
 ).

Reading Bourdieu from an IR perspective, therefore, is somewhat puzzling. In his political interventions, he repeatedly expressed his conviction that “internationalist dispositions” are “the precondition for all effective strategies of resistance” (Bourdieu 2003
 : 60; 2001 [1999]: 20), whereas, in his scientific writings, he only alluded to the international. At the end of his life, in particular, he frequently expounded that, at least, “some of the aims of effective political action are situated at the European level” (Bourdieu 2003
 : 15; 2001 [1999]: 11), whereas, in his scientific activity, he devoted but very little time to European integration. In other words, Bourdieu could be described as politically convinced of the salience of the international, but scientifically focused on the national.


THE
 INTERNATIONALIZATION OF
 BOURDIEU




Although Bourdieu himself was elusive about international relations, except for his late writings, several fellows and students at the Centre de Sociologie Européenne, as well as scholars elsewhere, soon developed a Bourdieu-inspired approach to international relations. This started in the 1990s. However, Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 only dedicated an issue to globalization in 2004 (Dezalay 2004
 ). In addition, although Bourdieu never paid much attention to IR theories, which are hardly ever cited in his works, a handful of IR scholars challenged dominant IR theories from a Bourdieu-inspired perspective. This occurred in the 2000s. Before that, citations of Bourdieu in IR journal were scarce.

One scholar in particular played a leading role in the early development of a Bourdieusian approach to international processes: Yves Dezalay. In Marchands de droit
 , 
 published in 1992, Yves Dezalay opened up the way for using Bourdieu’s concept to analyze processes of internationalization (i.e., the internationalization of the legal field)—“the restructuring of international legal order by multinationals of law,” as the subtitle of the book claimed. (Bourdieu was also a benevolent supporter of the endeavor, and the first person to be thanked for that in the acknowledgments) (Dezalay 1992
 : 7; and see Dezalay 2015
 ). However, Marchands de droit
 was more about the internationalization of national legal fields under the impact of transnational mergers and acquisitions, resulting in the intrusion of American mega law firms on the European market, combined with the negotiations of new regulations at the European Community level, than really about the emergence of a transnational legal field. In other words, the book, based on a comparative approach of American and European (French) cases, gave one a lot to think about, but did not properly construct a theory of the emergence of transnational fields—that Dezalay himself deemed incomplete (Dezalay 1992
 : 181). In this perspective, internationalization is analyzed as a process, being both the cause and the effect of a battle between rival fractions of specific professional groups, the legal ones, in a more general struggle between contending professions, the legal, the accounting, or the banking ones, to refashion business law and create a market in their own interest (Dezalay 1992
 , 1991
 , 1990
 ). The notion of “professional field” (Dezalay 1992
 : 11), which Dezalay uses in preference to the notions of “profession” or “system” or “system of professions,” nevertheless combines the approaches of Andrew Abbott (the claims of jurisdiction of rival professions) (Abbott 1988
 ) and Bourdieu (the struggles between rival fractions of classes) (Bourdieu 1986
 , 1987b
 , 1989
 ) to show that the internationalization of the legal field is primarily the result of national processes.

In a subsequent publication, stemming from his first transatlantic research collaboration, this was made even more explicit. While the aim is to study globalization, it is forthrightly stated that “the national ‘legal field’ is the primary unit of analysis”—with, however, an implicit dichotomy between “fields,” often labeled as “national,” and “arenas” or “regimes,” often labeled as “transnational”:

It may seem strange that a study of law and global restructuring takes the national legal field as its focus and point of departure. Some might argue that as the nation-state loses its primacy in the regulation and structuring of economic relations and the protection of individuals and community, the focus should shift to transnational and supranational arenas and the legal fields that might exist or could emerge at such levels. While we agree that transnational analysis is important, we think the national field is a necessary point of departure for such studies. In the first place, the logic of practice still plays itself out primarily on a national plane. To focus only on transnational arenas and lawyers, we believe, would be to lose sight of the vast range of legal actors and practices who are being influenced by and who influence global processes. Yet it is these embedded practices of lawyers, judges and academics which constitute the legal field as we understand it, whose logics are being transformed directly, and indirectly, by transnational interactions. And in a circular fashion, it is the transformed logic of practices in multiple national legal fields that is, in no small way, contributing to the increasing integration of economies and the parallel transformation 
 of systems of governance in many parts of the world. (Trubek, Dezalay, Buchanan, and Davis 1994
 : 411)

To Dezalay, the fact that a “market of expertise” is undeniably booming at the international level does not necessarily mean that “products and producers circulate freely” across the national boundaries of fields (Dezalay 1995
 : 2, 4). In other words, “the international field of expertise does not exist—at least, not yet” (Dezalay 1995
 : 4).

Nowhere does this tension between the logics of national fields and the emergence of a transnational field appear more clearly than in Dealing in Virtue
 that Yves Dezalay then wrote with Bryant Garth (Dezalay and Garth 1996
 ). As much as the transnational is here again understood as “a virtual space that provides strategic opportunities for competitive struggles engaged in by national
 actors” (Dezalay and Garth 1996
 : 3), the theorization on transnational fields is taken yet a step further. Over the years, legal practitioners indeed tended to develop enclaves within national legal fields as a response to the expanding demand of multinational corporations seeking to circumvent the local mechanisms of dispute resolution. At the pace of creation of novel states and the growth of global trade, international commercial arbitration strongly developed—“as long as the economic exchange between north and south proceeded under a more or less colonial regime, the issue of the applicable law was hardly posed” (Dezalay and Garth 1996
 : 85–86)—nevertheless remaining within national settings and, precisely because it was devoid of legitimacy, under the auspices of prestigious national institutions, like the Court of Appeal of Paris exercising a “quiet oversight” over the Court of Arbitration of the International Chamber of Commerce (Dezalay and Garth 1996
 : 121). As Dezalay and Garth put it, “the social structures of arbitration are conceived to produce this delocalization (or deprovincialization) of legal legitimacy” (Dezalay and Garth 1996
 : 296; and see 302), according to patterns that nevertheless vary from national legal field to national legal field as a function of the degree of state monopoly over legal authority and of the specific division of labor between legal practitioners—foreign factory litigators disrupting the local arrangements between grand notables of law (Dezalay and Garth 1996
 : 58–62). The international and the national are therefore intertwined—“the international is structured out of the national” and “the national is transformed by the international” (Dezalay and Garth 1996
 : 115)—in such a way that the international legal field is not a coherent social space, but rather a heterogeneous set of social spaces according to the particular local mixes of national and international, full of beachheads where mega law firms could settle at the expense of local practitioners (“born on the margin of the legal field, in the civil-law world, international commercial arbitration can thus be seen as predestined to develop into an offshore justice dominated by lawyers from elsewhere” (Dezalay and Garth 1996
 : 213–214), and of free ports born out of the strategies of modernist fractions of the dominant classes “to exchange their capital of local reputation for a portion of international authority guaranteed collectively by the cosmopolitan community of international arbitration” (Dezalay and Garth 1996
 : 296). While breaking national legal monopolies, international practices do not necessary mean a demise of the states:

The international legal field, in sum, should not be seen simplistically (or positivistically) as a putting aside or negation of the national dimension. The relevant research question is not in fact whether the international legal field exists or not. For our purposes, it is a question whether the tool of the international legal field is useful for examining and analyzing strategic opportunities. The international legal field, therefore, should be seen as a virtual space for battles that may vary in intensity in different places and times—and that have more or less strong echoes in national and local power relations. Internationalization can in fact best be characterized as the opening of breaches in national spaces that are otherwise more or less closed, at times almost watertight. The opening leads potentially to a redefinition or a blurring of the boundaries established and maintained in the national settings. Internationalization allows individuals and groups to construct strategies that go beyond national space. (Dezalay and Garth 1996
 : 316)

This approach was further developed in The Internationalization of Palace Wars
 (Dezalay and Garth 2002a
 , 2002b
 ). Focusing on “strategies of internationalization,” at one and the same time determined by the positions of agents in the class structure of national societies, and determining their positions within national fields (Dezalay and Garth 2002a
 : 7, 9; 2002b: 31, 34), Dezalay and Garth show, in a comparative approach to Latin American countries, how the structuration of national fields of power facilitates or, on the contrary, hinders imports and exports of legal or economic expertise. In their own words, “the results of particular exports of state expertises will depend on the extent to which there are structural homologies in the respective state fields of the importers and exporters” (Dezalay and Garth 2002a
 : 14; 2002b: 43; in the translation from English to French, “state fields” is actually rendered as “champs du pouvoir d’État” [“fields of state power”], which is actually closer to the original concept of “field of power,” and farther from the concept of “bureaucratic field”). The field of power of each society indeed differs according to the specific division of labor between power elites, which are therefore more or less homogeneous (Dezalay and Garth 2002a
 : 33; 2002b: 73), and strategies of accumulation of international capital are triggered by the state of power relations between these elites: “elite investment in cosmopolitan strategies tends to relate inversely to the strength of the elite’s connection to local state institutions” (Dezalay and Garth 2002a
 : 38; 2002b: 80). This comparative approach to national fields of power is key to understanding the international circulation of economic and legal expertise, since “distinctly different structures of state power produced utterly divergent outcomes” (Dezalay and Garth 2002a
 : 95; 2002b: 161). To Dezalay and Garth, nevertheless, there is only but an “embryo of an international field” (Dezalay and Garth 2002a
 : 185, and see 191; 2002b: 285, and see 294).

In sum, Dezalay and Garth not only helped to introduce the concepts of Bourdieu in the English-speaking world and among scholars interested in international relations, but also contributed to push the theory of fields beyond the nation-state—and beyond Bourdieu. At about the same time, Didier Bigo also developed a Bourdieusian approach to the international, but with a rather different take on the field.

In Polices en réseaux
 , Bigo showed the emergence of a specific “field of security” that cut across institutional boundaries and national borders, as well as international organizations in Europe (Bigo 1996
 ; and see Bigo 1994
 , 2000
 ). To Bigo, the European field of security emerged out of the struggles between professionals of security—including police, customs, intelligence, or even military officers, as well as more generally politicians, diplomats, magistrates, academics, activists, or industrialists—transcending the boundaries of the internal and the external, the national and the international, as in a Möbius ribbon (Bigo 2001
 : 113), although he acknowledges that the core agents of the field do not differentiate according to their specific capital, which is uniformly bureaucratic, but according to their specific statements on the enemy (Bigo 1996
 : 48–51). Rooted in long-term police international cooperation, the European field of security emerged in the 1970s through the proliferation of informal networks, sometimes objectified in issue-specific “clubs” (TREVI, PWGOT, STAR, etc.), in which some agents held a multiplicity of positions and contributed to the circulation of discourses, repertoires, technologies, and so forth (Bigo 1996
 : 74–98). In particular, the formation of the field was driven by the investments of hybrid agents, liaison officers, who successfully built a central position in this transnational field out of their marginality in national fields “by interconnecting various fields of activity, all of which had formerly been independent” (Bigo 1996
 : 29–39; Bigo 2000
 : 79; and see 70, 73). From this process ensued the institutionalization of European Union policies and agencies, like Schengen or Europol, which are really a “field effect” (Bigo 1996
 : 112 [my translation thereafter]), reinforcing the logics of competition between institutions and agents in a seemingly never-ending “internal dynamics of field extension” (Bigo 1996
 : 174, 340). This led to a complete redefinition of “security,” aligning terrorism, crime, drugs, immigration, asylum, and poverty in one “continuum of threats” (Bigo 1996
 : 263; or “security continuum”: Bigo 1994
 : 164).

“Inspired by Pierre Bourdieu,” the purpose of Didier Bigo was nevertheless heterodox: “It should be evident that our approach here is a fusion or crossed reading of Bourdieu and Foucault rather than an application of a single grid of meaning.” (Bigo 2000
 : 87; 1996: 49; and see Bigo 2011
 ). Hence the later characterization of the field as a “field of in-security,” as being both and at the same time a field of professionals (of security) and a field of discourses (about insecurity). In later publications, Didier Bigo made even clearer that his approach “differs from a strict application of the theories of Pierre Bourdieu and involves a redefinition of the notion of field” (Bigo 2005
 : 71 [my translation hereafter]). The relabeled “field of unease management professionals” (Bigo 2005
 : 54; 2006: 109) or “field of professionals of in-securitization” (Bigo 2005
 : 86) is “not a series of autonomous sub-fields (police, military and judiciary entering in interaction) or/and national subfields (French, German, Polish), but an actual field” (Bigo 2005
 : 93), resulting from a de-differentiation of once differentiated professional activities (Bigo 2005
 : 67; 2006: 111), the police and the military, the transnationalization process transcending the internal/external security dichotomy (Bigo 2005
 : 73; 2006: 113). Therefore, it is a “transversal field” (Bigo 2006
 : 128). To Bigo, indeed, Bourdieu “was wrong and was not careful enough to the transnational and transversal characters of the globalization process” and his ideas of “a rate of conversion of capital via a field of the state 
 are scarcely convincing, and are confined by their dependence on thinking the nation-state” (Bigo 2006
 : 129, 150). To summarize, Bigo too insisted on the professional rivalries as an engine of internationalization/transnationalization (although he never refers to Abbott), but reached a significantly different conclusion than Dezalay (that in turn never refers to Foucault).

In the wake of The State Nobility
 , several long-time fellow scholars of Bourdieu had also started developing comparative studies of national elites, as another way to address processes of internationalization. Christophe Charle initiated a broad comparative historical sociology of intellectuals in nineteenth-century Europe (Charle 1996
 ), which later resulted in a series of books on the press (Charle 2004
 ) and theater (Charle 2008
 ). In his view, “[a]ll European national areas and Western national areas more generally, insofar as they have participated in a common heritage, an intertwined history, and continuous rivalry and emulation for at least three centuries, may be considered as interconnected fields requiring, on a larger scale, an approach in terms of a transnational or international field, depending on the case” (Charle 2013
 : 81–82). In parallel, Monique de Saint-Martin and others organized several conferences aiming at analyzing, among other things, the internationalization of elites’ formation (Broady, Palme, and de Saint-Martin 1995
 ; Broady, Chmatko, and de Saint-Martin 1997). In this trend of research, Anne-Catherine Wagner in particular showed in what ways globalization had an effect on the socialization of elites (Wagner 1998
 ). Expatriation of senior executives from the public or private sectors, which grew at the pace of globalization in the twentieth century, entailed the creation of specific high schools, likely to provide for a more “international” and less “local” education, so as to ensure the convertibility of cultural capital, a “return on international investments” (Wagner 1998
 : 86), at home or abroad—this we will come back to. Altogether, this scholarship opened up new avenues to analyze the internationalization of capitals, but the issues raised by Dezalay and Garth, by Bigo, and by Bourdieu himself, about the internationalization of fields remained in the shadows.

Special attention should thus be made to The World Republic of Letters
 , in which Pascale Casanova more directly tackled one of the key issues of the theory of fields, that is, the national and international dimensions of national and international spaces (Casanova 1999
 , 2007
 ). According to her, a “world literary space” does exist, since at least the second half of the nineteenth century. It is relatively unified. But it is structured by a tension between the various national literary fields, the oldest cumulating more capital and being therefore more autonomous than the newest (Casanova 2007
 : 83, 85; 1999: 120, 123). As well, there is an inherent tension between the national and the international in each national literary field, with a nationalistic definition of literature at the heteronomous pole, and an autonomous pole leaning toward internationalism (Casanova 2007
 : 86–87; 1999: 125). To understand this, one must go back to the genesis of the process. Simultaneously with the emergence of the world literary space, Paris became the world capital of letters, the conquest of autonomy of the literary field being achieved in France more than in other countries, thus becoming a model as well as an attraction for writers searching for autonomy around the world (Casanova 2007
 : 87; 1999: 126). In other words, (national) fields may produce effects at a distance in other (national) fields. 
 This accounts, for instance, for the exile of numerous writers in Paris, at a time when literature became part of the assertion of national identities and folklores, including in France. (As Anne-Marie Thiesse puts it, “Nothing more international than the formation of national identities” (Thiesse 1999
 : 11 [my translation]). Two mutually reinforcing processes therefore led to a chiasmatic and homologous structuration of each national literary field between an autonomous (internationalist) and an heteronomous (nationalistic) pole, as well as of the emerging international literary field between an autonomous pole, gravitating around the French national field where the concentration of literary capital was high, and a heteronomous pole, fragmented in several national fields with low literary capital (Casanova 2007
 : 104–105, 108; 1999: 149–150, 155): “The world of letters must be conceived as a composite of the various national literary spaces, which are themselves bipolar and differentially situated in the world structure according to the relative attraction exerted upon them by its national and international poles, respectively” (Casanova 2007
 : 108; 1999: 155). Although the global literary field transformed during the second half of the twentieth century, with the emergence of New York and London as concurrent capitals, and a greater interference of commercial strategies (Casanova 2007
 : 169; 1999: 234), it remains a complex assemblage of national fields.

Until the end of 1990s, therefore, studies on the international, by Bourdieu himself, and by Bourdieu-inspired scholars, were relatively confined. If one were to briefly summarize what then occurred at the turn of the 2000s, one could say that, while the “field” of Bourdieusian studies on the international expanded in several new directions, it nevertheless remained path-dependently concentrated on three objects and one terrain: law, security, and culture, in Europe. Isolated publications had already started to develop a Bourdieu-inspired approach of European integration (Cohen 1997
 , 1998
 ; Kauppi 1996
 , 1999
 ; Schepel and Wesseling 1997
 ), in a more general sociological turn of European studies (Guiraudon 2000
 ; see, in particular, Favell 2000
 ; Georgakakis 2002
 ), eventually resulting in a special issue of Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 on European constructions (Cohen, Dezalay, and Marchetti 2007
 ). Likewise, a wealth of studies expanded the reach of Bourdieu-inspired approaches of transnational processes (for the tip of the iceberg, see Bourdieu, Dezalay, and Poupeau 2008a
 , 2008b
 ; Carroll 2007
 ; Fourcade 2006
 ; Glick Schiller 2005
 ; Go 2008
 ; Hagan and Levi 2005
 ; Hammerslev 2015
 ; Kauppi 2005
 ; Lebaron 2008
 ; Levitt and Glick Schiller 2004
 ; McCourt 2011
 , Mudge 2011
 ; Sacriste 2015
 ; Sallaz 2006
 ; Sending 2015
 ; Stampnitzky 2011
 ). However, the issues raised by the “internationalization” of the theory of fields were more particularly addressed on law (besides Dezalay and Garth 2010
 , 2011, 2012, and Dezalay and Madsen 2002
 , 2012
 , see, in particular, Cohen 2006
 , 2010
 , 2012
 , 2013
 ; Cohen and Madsen 2007
 ; Cohen and Vauchez 2005
 , 2007a
 , 2007b
 , 2010
 , 2011
 ; de Witte and Vauchez 2013
 ; Madsen 2004a
 , 2004b
 ; Madsen and Vauchez 2005
 ; Marchand and Vauchez 2011
 ; Mudge and Vauchez 2012
 ; Vauchez 2007
 , 2008
 , 2009
 , 2010
 , 2011
 , 2012
 , 2013a
 , 2013b
 , 2015
 ); and security (besides Bigo, see, in particular, Abrahamsen and Williams 2009
 ; Bigo, Bonelli, Chi and Olsson 2007
 ; Boy, Burgess and Leander 2011
 ; Davidshofer and Ragazzi 2007
 ; Götze 2006, Leander 2005
 , 2009
 , 2010
 , 2011a
 , 2011b
 , 2012
 , 2013
 ; Leander and Aalberts 2013
 ; Mérand 2003, 2006, 2008, 2010; Mérand, Foucault, and Irondelle 2011; Mérand 
 and Pouliot 2010; Pouliot 2006
 , 2007a
 , 2010a
 , 2010b
 ; Villumsen Berling 2012
 , 2015
 ; Villumsen Berling and Bueger 2007
 , 2015
 ); as well as on diplomacy (for instance, Adler-Nissen 2011a
 , 2011b
 , 2014
 ; Adler and Pouliot 2011a
 ; Neumann and Pouliot 2011
 ; Pouliot and Neumann 2015; Sending 2014
 ; Sending, Pouliot, and Neumann 2011
 ); and culture (for instance, Heilbron 1999
 ; Heilbron and Sapiro 2002
 ; Jurt 2007
 ; Sapiro 2008a
 , 2008b
 , 2009
 ; see, in particular, Jurt 2009
 ; Sapiro, Pacouret, and Picaud 2015
 ).This research opened up new avenues, in (again) a return to sociology in European studies (Favell and Guiraudon 2009
 , 2011
 ; Kauppi 2013
 ; Mérand and Saurugger 2010), as well as more generally in IR (Bigo and Walker 2007a
 , 2007b
 ), with a practical twist (Adler and Pouliot 2011b
 ; Neumann 2002
 ; Pouliot 2008
 ). However, some disagreements began to appear (Adler-Nissen 2013
 ; Bigo and Madsen 2011
 ; Kauppi and Madsen 2013
 ; and see Hopf 2010
 ). Indeed, the theory of fields of Bourdieu might come out more damaged than enhanced by a proliferation of misinterpretations and misunderstandings.


USAGES OF
 BOURDIEU IN
 INTERNATIONAL
 RELATIONS




While, until the late 1990s, most of Bourdieusian research came from sociology, or from sociological subsets of political science or history, the early 2000s witnessed a new investment in Bourdieu arising from international relations. Paradoxically, IR scholars invested the theory of fields of Bourdieu, disregarding the tentative theory of fields already available in IR, in the work of Quincy Wright and Rudolph Rummel and, more generally, the work of Paul DiMaggio and Walter Powell or Neil Fligstein and Doug McAdam, who offered alternative theories of field to those of Bourdieu. In other words, the usages of the concept of field do not necessarily equate with the specific theory of fields of Bourdieu. This raises a series of questions as to the relevance of Bourdieu in IR theory. Is “Bourdieu” sort of a toolkit? Or is “Bourdieu” part of a paradigm? A positive answer to the first question offers the possibility to pick and choose the tools for ad hoc usages, but in that case it is not illegitimate to ask why the BFT (“Bourdieu-Field-Theory,” as George Steinmetz put it) and not the DPFT (“DiMaggio-Powell-Field-Theory”) or the FMFT (“Fligstein-McAdam-Field-Theory”), and, more specifically, why “capitals” instead of “resources,” why “habitus” and “practices” instead of “ethos” or “social skills” and “roles” or “routines,” and so on. A positive answer to the second question is more constraining as to the ultimate coherence of the theory, as well as of the paradigm, and this is where the issue of the national/international structure of fields comes back with the force of a boomerang. Bourdieu made a tremendous effort at always thinking together the process of monopolization, the process of differentiation, and the process of stratification. This is why we should really talk about “social fields,” (i.e., national). If one posits from the start that fields are international, then the three core structural processes in which his theory is voluntarily embedded fall apart.

First, it is important to come back to the genesis of field theory. Allegedly, Karl Mannheim was one of the first sociologists to explicitly use the notion of field in the 1940s (Mey 1972
 [1965]: xv). In Man and Society
 , Mannheim sought to explain influence, and distinguished direct and indirect “methods of influencing human behaviour,” among which are fields: “There are social controls which are based on the interdependence of human action without being centred in concrete groups, communities, or associations” (Mannheim 1941
 : 295) More so, the example given by Mannheim of such a “field structure” is the “international relationships” of merchants in the towns of the late Middle Ages making up the “world of commerce.” To Mannheim, the merchants were indeed embedded in a “network of interdependent activities” in which they acted and reacted:

New trade, economic exchange, transport, commercial travelling, correspondence, bookkeeping, and speculation formed a sector of coherent activities and of new forms of behaviour cutting clean across the world of concrete groups. In order to describe this world, which as we have seen does not express itself as a concrete group either in terms of a community or of an association, we must draw on the conception known to physics as the magnetic field. (Mannheim 1941
 : 296)

In other words, if the behavior of individuals cannot be explained by interactions in concrete groups, it should be by interdependencies in fields, of which the only example given by Mannheim is that of an “international” field.

In the 1950s, international relations were more directly reached by the influence of field theory, through the psychologist Kurt Lewin (Lewin 1951
 [1943]). In The Study of International Relations
 , Quincy Wright indeed made the first attempt to analyze international relations in terms of field: “It should be the function of a discipline of international relations to analyze the entities, processes, forces, and relations in the international field, and to seek means for so regulating and balancing them that the opportunity for individuals and groups to achieve their values may be maximized” (Wright 1955
 : 59–60). Among several conceptualizations of international relations (“the world as plan”; “the world as equilibrium”; “the world as organization”; “the world as community”), Wright asserted that “the conception of the world as a field is perhaps best adapted to a synthesis of the other conceptions of the world” (Wright 1955
 : 494). To Wright, a field may be characterized as follows: “A field is a system defined by time and space or by analytical co-ordinates, and by the properties, relations, and movements of the entities within it. The concept assumes that the characteristics of the field and of the entities within it reciprocally influence one another” (1955: 524). The goal is thus “to analyze the relations
 between states by locating them in a multidimensional field defined by geographical and analytical coordinates” (Wright 1955
 : 534). Not only can a state be located in this field, but it is also the case for “each international organization, national government, association, individual, or other ‘system of action,’ or ‘decision-maker’ ” (Wright 1955
 : 543). To this aim, the research design should be based on “quantitative variables” (Wright 1955
 : 534) and “multiple correlation and regression” 
 (Wright 1955
 : 546). On these premises, Wright built a multidimensional field, including capabilities and values represented in six diagrams of opposing variables, such as strength versus weakness, or isolation versus cooperation, thus defining quadrants in which states are positioned (Wright 1955
 : 547–549).

In the 1960s and 1970s, in the footsteps of Quincy Wright, another IR scholar developed a “social field theory.” According to Rudolph Rummel, the behavior of a social unit is the consequence of its interactions to another social unit, thus coupled in dyads, whose relative position to other dyads is a function of the attributes of these social units. In other words, the behavior of a nation-state toward another nation-state, such as “threats, boycotts, state visits, international conferences, war, trade, and the like,” is correlated to a series of variables, such as distance, on the one hand, and income, education or values, on the other hand. Therefore, “the heart of the theory is a mapping of the position of a dyad in behavior space into the attribute space,” both forming the “social field of nations” that Rudolph Rummel later turned into the first axiom of this theory: “international relations is a field consisting of all the attributes and interactions of nations and their complex interrelationships” (Rummel 1965
 : 183, 185; and see Rummel 1966
 ; 1972
 : 414, 415; later developed in Rummel 1975
 , 1977
 [1969]: 74–75). Based on an imposing data set of several hundred variables (the dimensions of nations program), which were factor analyzed mainly using the component model, field theory was a “mathematical skeleton” (Rummel 1977
 [1971]: 200) that Rummel soon developed into an all-encompassing “status-field theory” comprising nine axioms, seven corollary, and 13 theorems (Rummel 1977
 [1971]: 252–255), to reach the conclusion that the foreign behavior of a nation-state toward another is the outcome of similarities and differences in status, such as wealth, power, and ideology.

Although “field theory” was well identified among existing currents, like “game theory” or “integration theory” (see, for instance, Rosenau 1969
 [1961]: 442–456), it seems to have had few followers (but see, for instance, Whiting 1970
 ; and more particularly, Tanter and Rosenau 1970
 ; also see Vincent 1971
 , 1972
 ). In his requiem for integration theory, nevertheless, Ernst Haas developed a quite interesting notion: that of a “turbulent field” (Haas 1975a
 : 15–20; and see Haas 1975b
 ):

“Turbulence” is the term bestowed on the confused and clashing perceptions of organizational actors who find themselves in a setting of great social complexity: the number of actors is very large; each actor pursues a variety of objectives which are mutually incompatible, but each is unsure of the trade-offs between the objectives; each actor is tied into a network of interdependencies with other actors who are as confused as he, yet some of the objectives sought by each cannot be obtained without cooperation from others. A “turbulent field,” then, is a policy space in which this type of confusion dominates discussion and negotiation. It can be sub-national, national, regional, inter-regional, or global—or all at the same time. (Haas 1975: 18)

At the time, field theory had started to develop in French sociology with Bourdieu, of course, but also in American sociology, with Louis Zurcher and colleagues (see, for instance, Curtis and Zurcher 1973
 ), and later with Paul DiMaggio and Walter Powell 
 (DiMaggio 1986
 ; DiMaggio and Powell 1983
 ), eventually resulting in a parallel development of field theories.

In The Architecture of Markets
 , Neil Fligstein in particular suggested to analyze “markets as fields” (Fligstein 2001a
 : 17, 67ff, 242), but also and more generally to use the notion of “field” as a tool “to aid empirical analysis” (Fligstein 2001b
 : 115), which he later developed with Doug McAdam in a more comprehensive and alternative theory of fields (Fligstein and McAdam 2011
 , 2012
 ). To them, any set of social relations forms a field. Society is therefore a complex structure enclosing, like a Russian doll, “any number of smaller fields nested inside larger ones,” an office in a division, a division in a firm, a firm in an industry, the relations between fields being either hierarchical and dependent, reciprocal and interdependent, or unconnected (Fligstein and McAdam 2012
 : 9, 59). Thus, intra-national fields are themselves embedded in international fields (see, for instance, Fligstein and McAdam 2012
 : 125). More so, “to the degree that states interact with other states and large-scale organizations in the economy and nonprofit sectors come to operate across national borders, the possibility for the emergence of international fields increases” (Fligstein and McAdam 2012
 : 88). European integration, for instance, has generated “countless new strategic action fields” that Neil Fligstein analyzed in greater detail in Euro-Clash
 (Fligstein and McAdam 2012
 : 88; and see Fligstein 2008
 ).

What this short review of literature shows is that, as a “tool,” the notion of field does not belong to Bourdieu specifically. More so, IR theorists could have found some interest in the existence of other field theories, including indigenous ones. For instance, Ben Crum and John Erik Fossum are quite convincing in adapting the notion of “organizational field” of DiMaggio and Powell to what they labeled the “multilevel parliamentary field” (Crum and Fossum 2009
 , 2013; also see Ron 1997
 ). However, ad hoc adaptations of the concept of “field” in IR, albeit explicitly referring to Bourdieu, too often fall short of explaining anything that the concurrent notions of “network,” “domain,” “arena,” “configuration,” “game,” “order,” or “system” would have also been fit to describe. It is true that the sociology of Bourdieu belongs to a broader family of thought, characterized by a relational mode of thinking and a set of schemas that can be used in different contexts. Yet, the idea that the work of Bourdieu is a “toolkit” (Madsen 2011
 : 263) or a “toolbox” (Leander 2008
 : 19), from which notions like “field,” “capital,” “habitus,” and “practice” could be used to do-it-yourself empirically, if appealing, and stimulating, is not without raising some issues. It is generally admitted, for instance, that the expression of “epistemic community” can be used as a figure of speech, but the specificities of the concept expounded by Emanuel Adler and Peter Haas are such that no one would use it to describe any kind of network or arena or configuration, and so on (Adler and Haas 1992
 ; Haas 1992
 ). The same is true of Bourdieu, if one admits the famous formula: “[(habitus) (capital)] + field = practice” (Bourdieu 1984: 101; 1979: 112).

Most of the time, the notion of field is reduced to its weakest meaning: any set of relations forms a field. It would be tempting to see international fields as simple transpositions of national fields—as Yves Alexandre Chouala argues, for instance: “the interstate 
 field seems, with few exceptions, a reproduction of the internal state field” (Chouala 2002
 : 538). But this is actually closer to Quincy Wright’s notion of field, and Bourdieu’s theory of fields is of no added value if it comes down to the claim that states are interdependent. It can also be useful to think of one
 institution as a “field” or, maybe, to be more accurate, as a refraction of a “field,” with an uneven distribution of capitals between agents, both linked to their respective social trajectories and positions within the institutions, eventually explaining the enchanted or disenchanted discourse about the institution that they deliver to the scholar they agreed to meet for an interview. Didier Georgakakis and Marine de Lassalle did a great job in analyzing the European Commission as “a space of positions” in which the institutional capital is not equally distributed among the directorates-general (Georgakakis and de Lassalle 2007
 ). In that (weak) sense, the Council of Ministers of the European Union is a set of social relations that can be termed a space or, for that matter, a field—but it could also be called a configuration (Elias 1970). However, for obvious reasons, it is not a field “in a Bourdieudian sense” (Adler-Nissen 2008
 : 668), since it is completely embedded in national political fields, and it is accordingly impossible to say anything about the Council of Ministers without understanding the articulation of the political fields in Europe, which are genetically and structurally national—and still very strongly so. If the relational mode of thinking is the base on which Bourdieu built his theory, the theory of fields of Bourdieu is not limited to characterizing anything as a field, or at least a “social field.”

More generally, the inflation of fields induced by this loose definition raises the question of coherence both among authors and with the theory of fields. To take only one example in the realm of security in Europe: the “European field of security and defense” (Lavallée 2011), the “European foreign policy field” (Mérand 2010), the “fields of Community external action” (Buchet de Neuilly 2005
 [my translation]), the “European field of security” (Villumsen Berling 2011), the “field of in-security” (Bigo 2000
 ), and so on. Are there as many “fields” as there are observers? To what extent are these fields overlapping? Are they not the exact same “configuration” with different scientific names? Are they all part of a “field of Eurocracy” (Georgakakis 2011
 ; Georgakakis and Rowell 2013
 )? Are they embedded in the “international defense field” (Mérand 2010), the “field of international security” (Pouliot 2008
 ), and so forth? At a more conceptual level, is each of these fields or, assuming it is unique, is this field an “organizational field” in the sense of DiMaggio and Powell, a “strategic action field” in the sense of Fligstein and McAdam, or a “social field” in the sense of Bourdieu? Is it a field at all, or is it a transnational social space where different national fields intersect? To answer to all these questions implies answering yet another set of questions: What do the agents really do within transnational social spaces? Do they build a specific capital? Or do they build a specific variety (an international one) of a capital that they primarily accumulated in their respective national fields? Or do they convert a specific capital into another specific capital, for instance a scientific capital into a bureaucratic one, or a bureaucratic into a political one? The question, therefore, is whether the previously mentioned “fields” or “field” are
 or is
 (a) “social field(s),” or rather a transnational social space where specific
 agents in a dominant (or dominated) position in their respective national
 social fields 
 build an international capital or convert their specific capital to gain new national or international positions?

Inevitably, these questions raise the issue of methodology. As Vincent Pouliot notes, certain institutions or organizations are “not very open to welcome a participant observer in its ranks,” which, according to him, can be “palliated” with qualitative interviews (Pouliot 2007b
 : 369). When based on interviews, however, in particular with militaries or diplomats, IR scholarship often rests on an agreement of confidentiality, to the point that elementary social characteristics of the agents too often disappear, at least to the reader, behind anonymity or, worse, behind the institutional title or rank of the agent: Judge W, General X, Director Y, Representative Z. This precludes relating discourses to positions, and positions to habitus, and habitus to class, which is at the heart of Bourdieu’s theory. On the contrary, Yves Dezalay and Bryant Garth argue that to be able to discuss kindergarden with their interviewees, and more generally about their socialization, it is crucial to understand the family ties and strategies of, in particular, cosmopolitan elites (Dezalay 2015
 ): the fact that Judge W, General X, Director Y, and Representative Z are relatives or classmates (school-wise or social-wise). Secrecy and anonymity are a way to secure elite strategies, in very much the same way as multipositionality. It is therefore one of the main obstacles to the study of elites, whereas most of Bourdieusian research strategy indeed being about biographies.

And this leads to a key aspect of the problem. The concept of field solidified when the relational mode of thinking met geometric data analysis (Lebaron 2009
 )—once Bourdieu met Jean-Paul Benzécri (see Champagne in Bourdieu 2013
 : 37). It cannot be emphasized enough that multiple correspondence analysis is what distinguishes former (and later) existing field theories and the theory of fields of Bourdieu (see and compare, for instance, the methodological considerations of Kurt Lewin on the “multitude of interdependent factors” (Lewin 1951
 [1943]: 44)). Bourdieu and Monique de Saint-Martin used this methodology for the first time in an article published in 1976 (Bourdieu and de Saint-Martin 1976
 ; and see 1978; de Saint-Martin 2013
 ). What fundamentally made possible the scientific operationalization of the concept was a specific use of statistics. What differs from the construction of typologies that Bourdieu loathed (“la sciences des ânes”), what differs from the logics of regression analysis of separate variables, what differs from the traditional IR methodology of independent and dependent variables, is the analysis of multiple correspondences.

In other words, the theory of fields of Bourdieu comes with a methodology. It does not prohibit other qualitative or quantitative methods. But it has an “elective affinity” with geometric data analysis (GDA) (Lebaron and Le Roux 2013: 107; see, for an excellent presentation of GDA in “natural” language [natural here meaning “non-mathematical,” not “French”]: Duval 2013
 ; and see: Le Roux and Rouanet 2010
 ). This methodology implies in-depth prosopographical data collection—see, for instance, the description of the collective research started in 1966 that will ultimately lead to the publication of La noblesse d’État
 in 1989, more than 20 years later, after countless interviews, questionnaires, archives, and so on (Bourdieu and de Saint-Martin 1987
 ; also see: de Saint-Martin 2013
 ; and see recent GDA on the Norwegian [Hjellbrekke, Le Roux, Korsnes, 
 Lebaron, Rosenlund and Rouanet 2007], Swiss [Mach, David and Bühlmann 2011], and French [Denord, Lagneau-Ymonet and Thine 2011
 ] fields of power). And, here, the international comes back with a vengeance. Elites from different countries, with different languages, carrying differing views of the world, anchored in differently structured social fields, in which the weight of respective capitals is varying, may be hard to compare, but may be even harder to enter into a standardized database. Nevertheless, to construct such a prosopographical database is a key experiment to sense and make sense of the national within the international and vice versa, and to avoid the trap of the transnational field fallacy, which consists in seeing at once a transnational field where there might only be the field effects of various interdependent national fields.

One of the muffled debates about the existence of transnational fields could be summarized as follows: either transnational “fields” are genetically transversal, or transnational “fields” are structurally intersectional. The first option has been explicitly taken by Bigo, and more implicitly by several scholars in international relations and European studies. To Bigo, the notion of a transversal field is a better way of describing hybrid social spaces, such as the field of in-security, rather than an intersection where the effects of several specific and national social fields, such as the bureaucratic, legal, police, and military fields of European countries, are being felt (Bigo 2005
 ). As he himself remarked with fellow scholars, “such an approach however risks considering security-professionals as an all-encompassing and all-inclusive category embracing all professionals that are part in a way or another of this network” (Bigo, Bonelli, Chi, and Olsson 2007
 : 8). On the one hand, Bigo considers that the main problem of the theory of fields of Bourdieu is the problem of the boundaries of the different social fields. On the other hand, he acknowledges that the difficulty of transversal fields is to find their boundaries (Bigo, Bonelli, Chi, and Olsson 2007
 : 10, 55–66; and see Bigo 2005
 : 92–93). Not surprisingly, the second option has been taken by scholars more in line with Dezalay and Garth, but in particular by Antoine Vauchez, who suggested that transnational fields are “interstitial.” Drawing on the work of Christian Topalov, who described the French “reforming field” of the early twentieth century as a “weak field” (Topalov 1999
 : 469), Vauchez argues that, given their “perennially hybrid structure,” transnational fields should be analyzed as “weak,” their “weakness” referring both to their “interstitial
 position” in the midst of several social fields (or even merged in several social fields), and to their “related blurriness
 ” resulting from an internal in-differentiation (Vauchez 2011
 : 342; 2008: 137; and see Mudge and Vauchez 2012
 ). As Vauchez himself rightly notes, however, the theory of fields is “deeply embedded in a more general narrative of state-building processes” (Vauchez 2011
 : 340)—which might explain why Bourdieu himself never used this notion of a “weak field.”

Indeed, Bourdieu’s theory of fields should be viewed not only as a toolkit, but also as an essential piece in a broader paradigm that is too often overlooked as such. This could not appear more clearly than in his lectures on the state at the Collège de France, immediately following the publication of La Noblesse d’État
 (Bourdieu 2012b
 [1989–1992]; 2014). To Bourdieu, the process of monopolization of physical and
 symbolic violence, the process of stratification in hierarchical classes, and the process of differentiation into 
 social fields are deeply intertwined. More so, the three processes are interlocked in the structure of the field of power. Each national society is indeed the product of these joint processes, albeit with specific but interdependent paths and paces of state formation, nation building, and elite differentiation. In other words, national societies differ and diverge from one another according to the degree of differentiation of their respective social fields and field of power, determining the ability of agents to cumulate positions in different fields and to circulate across fields. This means that the specific structures of national fields (like the literary field) differ considerably from one another as a result of the interdependent specificities of their genesis. It also means that the structure of national fields of power may be completely different in societies where the state exerts an enduring monopoly of physical and symbolic coercion and in societies where the state, if existing, never could get hold of anything.

As a consequence of all this, there is no reason to think that “transnational fields” should resemble each other according to this varying alignment between state, nation, and society. And this leads us to a key point: many studies on “transnational fields” are actually studies on Europe (e.g., the European field of security, the field of Eurocracy, the European legal field, the field of European studies, the field of European defense, etc.). There is a chance, here again, that several blind men touching different parts of the same elephant are reaching opposite conclusions about the “nature of the beast” (Puchala 1971
 : 267). In what follows, I therefore argue that it is necessary to take into account the specificities of European state formation, nation building, and elite differentiation, and more so, the specificity of the process of re-monopolization, re-stratification and re-differentiation that is now continuing beyond the nation-state, leading to the formation of what I suggest we call a European field of power. From there, it might be necessary to distinguish different processes of field structuration or restructuration according to varying sociohistorical trajectories.


A RECONSTRUCTION OF
 INTERNATIONAL
 RELATIONS
 INTERPRETING
 BOURDIEU




The theory of fields of Bourdieu, if correctly interpreted and amended to take into account the complexities of “international relations,” offers a credible alternative to existing IR theories. To the heirs of Aron, the neo-realists, it could demonstrate that the world is not so much in a state of anarchy as in a state of complex hierarchies of fields and capitals, historically constructed as a structured space of relations between states. It could also demonstrate to the neo-liberals, like Andrew Moravcsik, that the state is not so much a rational actor than an object of struggles between contending elites in the field of power, in which not only economic interests, but also the value of all capitals are at stake (Moravcskik 1998). It therefore could offer an improvement to the governmental politics model of Graham Allison to show that foreign policy is the outcome of 
 power struggles between contending elites to speak in the name of the state (Allison and Zelikow 1999
 [1971]). It could also offer an improvement to constructivist theories showing that discourse, and more so from spokesmen, is never suspended in thin air, as Bourdieu made very clear in the introduction of The State Nobility
 : “While it is no doubt true that agents construct social reality and enter into struggles and transactions aimed at imposing their vision, they always do so with points of view, interests, and principles of vision determined by the position the occupy in the very world they intend to transform or preserve” (Bourdieu 1996c
 : 2; 1989: 8; and see Bigo 2011
 : 234). The various studies cited in the preceding all make convincing steps in this direction. Here, I would like to focus on a slightly different issue.

The fact that most studies on transnational fields actually focus on Europe (“European integration”), even when they arguably involve a transatlantic dimension, should really attract our attention to the construction of the object. Indeed, in the case of Europe, I argue that most of the effects that have been documented in the literature, and have so far been analyzed as the result of different transnational fields, are in fact the effect of (either or both), on the one hand, the emergence of a European transnational
 field of power, and/or, on the other hand, the intersection of several national
 social fields—the European field of power being embedded in the national fields of power and therefore in the differentiated national social fields. This complex configuration could be depicted as a rosette with a central rose window: an overlap of intersecting sets, at the center of which is a specific set of intersections. Overlapping national social fields (military, political, bureaucratic, academic, legal, economic), now transnationally intersecting, tend to produce effects that are reinforced by the concomitant emergence of a European field of power. To think of these mutually reinforcing processes in terms of international organizations, or even in terms of multilevel governance, is profoundly misleading, as the fields go across organizations and have no levels.

The intersectional structuration of transnational spaces in Europe
 accounts for most of the turbulence. It looks like a “peat.” These intersections or interstices can be described as weak fields, as Vauchez suggested (Vauchez 2011
 ), when a specific segment of one or of several national social field(s)—for example, the academic field(s)—interact(s) with a specific segment of another or of several other national social field(s)—for example, the political field(s). Think tanks are quite typical effects of weak fields. As Thomas Medvetz showed, think tanks constitute hybrid organizations cumulating capitals from different social fields, but also forming a specific social space at the intersection of various social fields (Medvetz 2009
 , 2012
 , 2013
 ). The difference is that, in the case of transnational spaces, the heterogeneity is further reinforced by the fact that national
 social fields intersect. In a transnational
 think tank, the variety of, say, legal capital might be very different from one “legal” expert to the other according to their nationality, refracting the respective national hierarchies of the different varieties of legal capital. These European transnational intermediate social spaces of relations, however, do not function as national social fields within European countries. In many ways, these transnational social spaces known as weak fields could also be termed turbulent (in the strong sense) field(s) (in a 
 weak sense). A turbulent field is a transnational social space of relations where national social fields overlap.

In my view, however, what we are witnessing in Europe since the late 1940s is a little more than this: it is really a contest between elites with distinct capitals or portfolios of capitals struggling on the “dominant principle of domination” and the “legitimate principle of legitimation,” not only nationally but also internationally (Cohen 2006
 , 2011
 , 2013
 ). This struggle is both a contest on the creation and re-creation of European institutions (the polity, so to speak), through which elites seek to reproduce the specific power they hold nationally (the politics), and a contest on the vision and division of European societies (the policies), that elites seek to impose through the power that these institutions give them “supra”-nationally over the states. As it has developed, the European field of power is hard to apprehend empirically. However, going back to its genesis—which is probably the best methodological “tool” suggested by Bourdieu (see, in particular, Bourdieu 2012b
 [1989–1992]; 2014)—clearly shows, at a relatively smaller scale, in infancy, “emergent,” what the early cleavages were about and how the early process of field formation unfolded thereof. For specific historical reasons (the failure to create an encompassing overarching constitutional structure), the dynamics of the emergent European field of power led to the creation of distinct European “organizations” (the Council of Europe, the Organization for European Economic Cooperation, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization, the European Coal and Steel Organization, the Western European Union, the European Economic Community, the European Atomic Energy Community, among others), institutionalizing a division of labor that makes it difficult to recognize this configuration as one
 swing-wing institutional structure at the core of the emergent European field of power.

The institutionalization of this invisible state
 triggered a massive process of densification of the emergent European field of power, accentuated by the growing interconnection of national social fields, the central part of the rosette, the rose window, being made of a fantastic variety of organizations, associations, parties, foundations, institutes, consultancies, and so forth, not only in Brussels, but also here and there in Europe—in terms of fields, the European University Institute in Florence (sociogenetically a pure field effect) is indeed much closer to the European Commission in Brussels than it is in terms of topography. Altogether, this constitutes the emergent European field of power. As Bourdieu noted many times, fractions of the dominant class tend to struggle over the legitimate principle of domination, but they also are united by their common interest in the conservation of their domination, and this occurs through

mechanisms, institutional or not, which contribute to favor exchanges among the different fractions, and from there, their integration, like salons, clubs, but also commissions, committees and conferences where representatives of the different fractions meet, and where is elaborated, by the effect of neutral place, a common ideology that contributes to the neutralization of conflicts among the different fractions as much as the mystification of the dominated. (Bourdieu 2011
 (1985–1986): 138 [my translation]; and see Bourdieu and Boltanski 1976
 )

The European field of power is indeed full of these neutral places where elites with different capitals and contending interests meet, and where reforming plans and programs emerge endlessly: research centers that are actually think tanks, which function as clubs, in turn setting up committees sponsored by lobbies and political institutions, which simultaneously convene conferences to launch consultations in parallel with working groups where people co-opt each other in a chain of legitimation that goes around and around until the deed is done (sometimes several decades after the first step): a new treaty, a new regulation, a new directive, and so forth.

The case of law perfectly exemplifies this dual process of interconnection of national social fields and emergence of a European field of power: European legal fields remain relatively autonomous, not only from other social fields but also from other national legal fields (e.g., it is improbable for a Spanish judge to be appointed in a Danish court, but it is also very difficult for a French court to have its rulings recognized in the German legal system, and so on), which makes it artificial to speak of a “European legal field” other than as a “European set of national legal fields”; these national legal fields nevertheless produce effects beyond the national frontiers—increasing exchanges between European societies mechanically leading to greater interdependencies between national legal fields (e.g., it becomes more and more likely that lawsuits involve individuals or companies from different countries, but also quite common that legal professionals meet in transnational forums, and so forth)—that are reinforced by the emergence of the European field of power—transnational legal institutions such as the Court of Justice of the European Union and the European Court of Human Rights trying to impose law, and more precisely “European” law, as the dominant principle of domination, thereby actively restructuring national rules of law (e.g., it is almost impossible in the present phase of the process to find any branch of law that has not been pervaded by European Union law or human rights law)—and so on, and so forth. The Court of Justice of the European Union offers a perfect example of two concurring types of fields effects: on the one hand, its composition is in part the outcome of the various national fields of power’s cumulative effects (over time, for instance, the French Conseil d’État and Cour de Cassation succeeded in monopolizing the positions of judges and advocate-generals there, hence reproducing the internal hierarchies of the French legal field in a European institution, therefore refracting logics of national fields) (Cohen 2012
 ); on the other hand, this composition is in part the outcome of the proper effects of the emerging European field of power (over time, for instance, the Court of Justice succeeded in imposing its own prerequisites as a pre-condition for an appointment to the court, through symbolic strategies of assertion of the qualities of an ideal judge or advocate general, therefore generating a specific esprit de corps) (Vauchez 2012
 ).

Given this dual process, it is hard to predict or even to simply grasp the practical shape of this “transnational European state,” as Bourdieu put it (Bourdieu 2014
 : 207; 2012b [1989–1992]: 327), and its present institutional structure is far from anything that could have been predicted at the creation. However, the process may be characterized by several general features that are no different mutatis mutandis
 from what Bourdieu characterized as key features of nation-state-making: a tentative socialization of all core 
 monopolies of the states (from a near-complete socialization of the means of economic policy to an incomplete socialization of the means of warfare), a de-monopolization of about all the by-monopolies that where constructed nationwide by the state (markets, professions, bureaucracies), a re-concentration of primarily legal and bureaucratic capitals, a progressive synchronization of the rhythms of the various national fields (e.g., the relative synchronization of political agendas in Europe through the meeting of the Council of Ministers, or of academic paces through a pan-European license-master-doctorate system), a series of struggles for re-categorization and re-classification in numerous areas of state symbolic power (constitutional law, socio-professional statistics), and so on, and so forth.

Here the paradigm is so important. To confuse what has been going on in Europe for several decades (i.e., the formation of a transnational field of power and of a state structure beyond the nation-states) with what has been going on in other parts of the world (i.e., the formation of “global” or “international” fields) is to forget the specificities of the European process of monopolization. The theory of fields of Bourdieu in many ways reinforces and goes beyond the Weber-Elias-Tilly paradigm. In this paradigm, there is nothing that should lead us to believe that the process of monopolization stopped at the edge of the twentieth century, and that the nation-state is the final stage of a several centuries-long process. On the contrary, everything should concur to let us think that, at some point in the twentieth century, the process of monopolization entered a third stage that the Cold War epitomized (Elias 1987). In this light, the emergence of a European field of power is to be understood as convergent with a continuing process of monopolization beyond the nation-states. And this is where the Weber-Elias-Tilly-Bourdieu paradigm could be very powerful to explain what contending theories have so far failed to do. To a large extent, nation-states building went hand in hand with globalization (Mann 1997
 ). Today, “world society” continues to rest on nation-states (Meyer, Boli, Thomas, and Ramirez 1997
 ). There are also convincing arguments that the process of globalization is essentially a process of regionalization (Beckfield 2010
 ; Carroll 2009
 ; Fligstein and Mérand 2002). However, these processes can hardly be described as the emergence of a “Western state” (Shaw 1997
 ) or of a “transnational capitalist class” (Sklair 1997
 ).

The challenge, therefore, is to clearly delineate what are the global (general) and what are the more specific (regional) processes of transnational field formation, or of national fields’ interconnection. Bourdieu himself argued that global fields were now emerging. Allegedly, an emergent global field of power is also in structuration (Lebaron 2008
 ). As we saw, several transnational fields have been identified in the literature. Too often, however, the indisputable existence of a transnational
 social space of relations is equated to the existence of a transversal
 field. Arguably, Bourdieu never set any limit to the number of existing fields, neither nationally nor a fortiori
 internationally. Therefore, to the fields that Bourdieu himself studied, some feel free to add as many fields as they see fit, as Gil Eyal put it (Eyal 2013
 : 162–163). There is indeed a strong tendency in international relations or European studies to call any social space of relations a field (of practice) (of expertise). Contrary to other theories of field (Fligstein and McAdam 2012
 ), however, 
 it seems that social
 fields are not in infinite number in the theory of Bourdieu. One way of tackling the issue, in the future, might be to return to the question of elites and elite schools.

Over the years, various efforts have been made to translate/transpose the theory of fields of Bourdieu to analyze different societies and their elites in different times and situations (see, in particular, on former communist countries, Eyal 2003
 ; Eyal, Szelényi, and Townsley 1998; Roger 2004
 )—with no report (so far) of its idiosyncratic nature. Actually, the theory of fields offers a unique opportunity to bridge comparative and international studies in analyzing the processes of inter- and intra-national co-constitution of societies and elites. One important aspect of these studies is the national/international dimension of elites’ trajectories and capitals and thereof the national/international dimension of elite schools. In the twentieth century, these schools were meant to produce a national, or even a nationalistic elite, a state nobility, as Bourdieu put it, benefiting from the power and legitimacy of the monopolies of the state, refracted in monopolistic institutions and professions, but only “within the limits” of one state—“endowed with a universally recognized title (within the limits of the reach of the state in question) entitling its members to a determined category of positions of power, as well as to recognition and respect” (Bourdieu 1996c
 : 117; 1989: 164).

A key question is therefore to understand, and test, the complex relations between “global” fields and “local” elite schools: how processes of globalization are resulting from or resulting in the production of an international (or even internationalistic) elite. Internationally, it could be pretty much the same way as it was nationally, that is, uprooted from its local (i.e., national) breeding ground: “a group cut off from its local ties” (Bourdieu 1996c
 : 408 n; 1989: 147 n). As Michael Hartmann remarked, nevertheless, the making of transnational classes most of the time remains in the shades in the existing literature (Hartmann 2011
 ). Indeed, a preliminary issue would be to understand if and to what extent the emergence of a global field of power results from or results in the transformation of certain national elite schools into international elite schools and, thereof, if and to what extent elite schools constitute a field, only this time worldwide, “[producing] effects upon one another from afar” (Bourdieu 1996c
 : 132; 1989: 187). As Bourdieu put it,

The strictly political struggles whose stake is power over the state, and, at one and the same time, over the rules and procedures that contribute to determining the relations of power within the field of power and controlling their manipulation, must not cause us to forget the subterranean struggles constantly being played out in the apparent anarchy of reproduction strategies, as well as in the collective struggles among corps, interests groups, parties, etc., which, like today’s struggles over the preservation or transformation of the educational institution, or, more precisely, over the structure of the field of educational institutions charged with the reproduction of the field of power, profoundly and durably affects [sic
 ] the relations of power within the field of power and contain the true principle of stances in political struggles for power over the state. (Bourdieu 1996c
 : 388; 1989: 558)

The internationalization of the “field of institutions of higher education” is multifaceted. According to Niilo Kauppi and Tero Erkkilä, “there is no single, fully structured field of global higher education,” but we might nevertheless be living in its “prehistory” (Kauppi and Erkkilä 2011: 316, 315). In the case of France, clearly a case of “internationalization” (from the national to the international), the times of Bourdieu—when the École Normale Supérieure, the École Polytechnique, and the École Nationale d’Administration exclusively
 acted in reaction to one another—are changing: all three are now acting partially
 in reaction to the Shanghai ranking, the European Union, Harvard University, and so forth. In the case of Singapore, however, the field of power and the field of higher education were both global from the start (Kenway and Koh 2013
 : 273, 275). As Jane Kenway and Aaron Koh show, “the capitals with the greatest exchange rate” are not built in Singapore alone, but also in the Ivy League and Oxbridge, not only as an investment in positions of power abroad, but also (and mainly) as a way to reach the “high-level and high paying public service careers” of Singapore (Kenway and Koh 2013
 : 287).

Maybe, as Kenway and Koh argue, Bourdieu “did not consider the possibility of a nobility unattached to a national field of power,” what they call “a nobility without a state” (Kenway and Koh 2013
 : 287). As we saw earlier, however, it would probably be more accurate to say that Bourdieu envisioned the avenues that his theory opened up for exploration beyond the nation-states, although he hardly had the time to pursue them himself. In any case, these avenues are immense for future research. Transnational spaces of relations offer a wide array of situations other
 than a transversal field: emergent fields of power, overlaps of national fields, distant effects of a national field onto another national field (an enclave possibly connected to another enclave), a nebula (sort of a genetic soup from which emerges fields), a transnational subfield of a national field, a strongly transnational interplay between subfields in otherwise strongly national fields, and so on.


CONCLUSION




All this takes us back to the academic field (Bourdieu 1976
 , 1991
 ). As many Bourdieu-inspired scholars in IR have pointed out, reflexivity is a powerful means of constructing the object (Kauppi and Madsen 2008
 ; Madsen 2011
 , 2006; and see Eagleton-Pierce 2011
 ; Leander 2002
 ; Villumsen Berling and Bueger 2013
 ). As Mikael Madsen put it, “the most significant contribution Bourdieusian sociology can make to international (and European) studies is not achieved by adaptation or transplantation of key concepts to a set of research objects,” but rather “by deploying the underlying sociological practice of Bourdieusian sociology to international objects” (Madsen 2011
 : 260). As he further pointed out: “The key component of a Bourdieusian reflexive sociology is the ‘double historicization’ of both the object and the academic construction of the object.” (Madsen 2011
 : 262).

Paradoxically, the very demanding research program that Bourdieu undertook went along with considerable freedom in the publication formats that were admitted in the early Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 . The format adopted by dominant IR US journals, like International Organization
 , is quite like what Bourdieu saw, directly inspired by Erwin Panofsky in his landmark book Gothic Architecture and Scholasticism
 (that Bourdieu translated to the French in 1967), as the most powerful force of all, a “habit-forming-force”: a habitus (Bourdieu 1966
 : 903–904; 1967; and see Bourdieu 1985a
 , 1980
 ; Sapiro 2004
 ). This format not only impacts on the form of the publication (length, summary, style, etc.), but also on the conception of science itself: the collection of data, the teaching to students, and ultimately the thinking of future homo academicus
 .

Ironically, the international circulation of the concepts of Bourdieu itself tends to illustrate the fact that global fields still remain deeply embedded in national fields, and that “forms of internationality” are very specific to each national field (Gingras 2002
 ; on the case of the United States, see DiMaggio 1979
 ; Lamont 2012
 ; Sallaz and Zavisca 2007
 ; Swartz 2006
 ,). To what extent are the various subfields of the scientific field international? Despite all wishes, they are not really (Heilbron 2014
 ). How international are international relations? According to all accounts, they are not truly (Waever 1998
 ). Actually, the “field” of Bourdieusian studies on the international (which is actually a series of glocal dots on the map, from Berkeley to Paris, from Copenhagen to Montreal) is quite an interesting (and reflexive) test case of not only the not-so-international structuration of IR as a subfield, but also the insidiously national structuration of transnational fields. The current trend of clinical-cynical analysis of IR theory points at the relationship between certain theories and certain academic institutions (Hamati-Ataya 2012
 ). As Hamati-Ataya put it, “a Bourdieusian sociology of the discipline would therefore investigate the formation and nature of IR scholars’ social, intellectual and academic dispositions; how they affect their cognitive worldviews, career choices, ethical attitudes and overall academic ‘being’ ” (Hamati-Ayata 2012: 638). But this should be brought beyond the West/Rest or the American/European divide.

As Sonja Amadae clearly showed, for instance, rational choice theory was a Cold War enterprise born out of the specific relationship between a certain type of academic institution, a certain type of think tank, and specific segments of the United States’ field of power (Amadae 2003
 ). But its extraordinary resilience in the United States is only explainable by the affinities of rational choice theory with the very goal of dominant elite schools: to train decision-makers to make rational choices, or in more constructivist formulation, to legitimize the decisions of the future elite as rational choices (and not as the reproduction of the dominant position of the United States in the world). The first avenue of research opened up by a Bourdieusian approach of international relations is therefore about the historical sociology of the discipline, as recently exemplified by the groundbreaking works of Amadae, Nils Gilman, on the birth of modernization theory, or Nicolas Guilhot, on the invention of international relations theory (Amadae 2003
 ; Gilman 2003
 ; Guilhot 2011
 ; and see Heilbron, Guilhot, and Jeanpierre 2008
 ; Heilbron, Lenoir, and Sapiro 2004
 ). This means, in particular, understanding the 
 articulation of national scientific fields and the international scientific field (Heilbron 2008
 ; Wallerstein 2004
 ).

In sum, the theory of fields of Pierre Bourdieu offers avenues for future research with a clear collective agenda. But this can only be achieved with a robust, not a weakened, version of the theory.
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THE SCIENTIFIC METHOD AND THE SOCIAL HIERARCHY OF OBJECTS




PIERRE BOURDIEU

WHEN
 Parmenides, to embarrass him, asks Socrates whether he acknowledges that there are “forms” of things that “could seem rather ridiculous, a hair, a bit of mud, dirt, or any other object devoid of importance or value,” Socrates admits that he cannot resolve himself to do so, for fear of falling into “an abyss of silliness.”
 *
 It is, Parmenides tells him, that he is young and new in philosophy and he still worries about the opinion of men: one day philosophy will take ahold of him and will make him see the vanity of these disdains in which logic plays no part (Parmenides
 , 130d).

The philosophy of professors of philosophy has scarcely retained the lesson of Parmenides, and there are few traditions that affirm more strongly the distinction between noble objects and ignoble objects or between ignoble manners and noble—that is, highly “theoretical” and thus derealized, neutralized, euphemized—manners of treating them. But the scientific disciplines themselves are not foreign to the effects of these hierarchical dispositions that divert us from the genres, objects, methods or theories that are less prestigious at a given moment in time: thus it was shown that certain scientific revolutions were the product of the importation, within socially devalorized realms, of dispositions that have currency in the more consecrated domains.
 1


The hierarchy of legitimate, legitimizable or unworthy objects is one of the mediations through which is imposed the specific censorship
 of a determinate field which, in the case of a field whose independence from the demands of the dominant class is ill-affirmed, can itself be the mask of a purely political censorship. The dominant definition of the things good to say and of the subjects worthy of being of interest is one of the ideological mechanisms that ensure that some things equally good to be said are not said and that some subjects no less worthy of interest can only be treated in a shameful or vicious manner. It is this definition that explains that 1,472 books have been written on Alexander the Great, of which only two would be necessary, if one is to believe the 
 author of the 1,473rd who, despite his iconoclastic furor,
 2
 is badly placed to wonder if a book on Alexander is necessary or not and if the redundancy observed in the most consecrated domains is not the ransom of the silence that enshrouds other objects.
 3
 The hierarchy of realms and objects orients intellectual investments
 through the mediation of the structure of the (average) chances of material and symbolic profit that it contributes to define: the researcher always partakes of the importance and value commonly attributed to his object and there is very little chance that he will not take into account, consciously or unconsciously, in the placement of his intellectual interests, the fact that the (scientifically) most important works on the most “insignificant” objects have very little of having, in the eyes of all those who have internalized the system of classification in currency, as much value as the most (scientifically) insignificant works on the most “important” objects, which are also very often the most insignificant, that is, the most anodyne.
 4
 This is why those who approach objects devalorized by their “futility” or their “indignity,” such as journalism, fashion, or cartoons, often expect from another field, that which they are studying, the rewards that the scientific field refuses them in advance, which does not contribute to incline them to adopt a scientific approach.

One would need to analyze the form assumed by the division, typically taken for granted, into noble or vulgar, serious or futile, interesting or trivial realms in the different fields at different times. One would no doubt discover that the province of possible objects of research always tends to organize itself according to two independent dimensions, namely, the degree of legitimacy and the degree of prestige inside the limits of the legitimate definition. The opposition between the prestigious and the obscure, which can concern realms, genres, objects and manners (more or less “theoretical” or “empirical” according to the reigning taxonomies), is the product of the application of the dominant criteria that determine the degree of excellence within the universe of legitimate practices. The opposition between the orthodox objects (realms, etc.) and the objects vying for consecration that can be said to be avant-garde or heretical, depending on whether one sides with the defenders of the established hierarchy or with those who seek to impose a new hierarchy of legitimate objects, manifests the polarization that obtains in any field between the institutions and the agents occupying opposite positions in the structure of the distribution of the specific capital. This is to say, obviously, that the terms of these oppositions are relative to the structure
 of the field considered, even if the functioning of each field tends to be such that they cannot be perceived as such and that they appear to those who have internalized the systems of classifications that reproduce the objective structures of that field as intrinsic, consubstantial to the objects, deemed genuinely important, interesting, vulgar, chic, obscure or prestigious. It will suffice, to beacon this space, to mark out some points by examples taken from the social sciences: on the one side, we find grand theoretical synthesis with no supporting link in reality other than the sacralizing reference to canonical texts or, in the best of cases, to the most important and noblest objects of the sublunar world, that is preferably “planetary” objects constituted by an old tradition; on the other side, we have the village monograph, twice lowly, both by its object (miniscule and socially inferior) and by its method, vulgarly empirical; and, opposed to both of these, the semiological analysis 
 of roman-photos
 , weekly cartoon books or fashion, as the application of a method just heretical enough to draw the prestiges of avant-guardism upon objects condemned by the guardians of orthodoxy but predisposed by the attention they receive at the borders of the intellectual and the artistic fields—fascinated as these are by all forms of kitsch—to be the stake of strategies of rehabilitation that are the more profitable as they are more risky.
 5
 Thus the ritual conflict between the great orthodoxy of the academic priesthood and the distinguished heresy of the snipers armed with blanks partakes of the mechanisms that contribute to maintaining the hierarchy of objects and, by the same token, the hierarchy of the groups that draw their material and symbolic profits from these objects.

Experience shows that the objects that the dominant representation treats as inferior or minor often attract those who are the least prepared to treat them. The recognition of indignity still dominates those who venture on forbidden ground when they feel themselves obliged to flout the indignation of a puritan voyeur who must condemn in order to consume or a concern for rehabilitation that presupposes an intimate submission to the hierarchy of legitimacies, or yet a skillfully shrewd combination of distance and participation, disdain and valorization, that allows one to play with fire, in the manner of the aristocrats who “go slumming.” Here as elsewhere, the science of the object has for absolute condition the science of the different forms of the naïve relation to the object (including that which the researcher can entertain with it in her ordinary practice), that is to say, the science of the position of the object studied in the objective hierarchy of degrees of legitimacy that governs all forms of naïve experience. Indeed, the only way to escape this naïve relation of absolutization or counter-absolutization consists in grasping as such the objective structure that governs these dispositions. Science does not choose sides in the struggle for the preservation or the subversion of the dominant system of classification but takes it as its object. It does not say that that the dominant hierarchy that treats conceptual painting as an art and cartoons as an inferior mode of expression is necessary (except sociologically); it does not say either that it is arbitrary, as do those who arm themselves with relativism to overturn or modify this hierarchy and who, in the end, do no more than add another degree, the last one, onto the scale of cultural practices deemed legitimate. In short, science does not oppose a judgment of value to another judgment of value but it takes due account
 of the fact that reference to a hierarchy of values is objectively inscribed in practices and in particular in the struggles of which this hierarchy is the stake and which is expressed in antagonistic value judgments.

Fields situated at an inferior rank in the hierarchy of legitimacies offer a privileged opportunity for the polemic of scientific reason to exert itself, in full freedom, and to attain by proxy
 , on the basis of the homology that obtains between fields of unequal legitimacy, the socially fetishized mechanisms that also function under the censorships and the masks of authority in the protected universe of high legitimacy. Thus the air of parody that all the acts of the cult of celebration assume when, abandoning their appointed objects, the Presocratic philosophers or Mallarmé’s poetry, they tackle an object as badly positioned in the current hierarchy as comic strips, betrays the truth of 
 all lettered accumulations. And the same effect of desacralization that science must produce to constitute and to communicate itself is more easily obtained when one is forced to rethink the utterly prestigious and utterly familiar universe of painting or literature through an analysis of the symbolic alchemy through which the universe of high fashion produces the faith in the irreplaceable value of its products.
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3.
 It is scarcely necessary to point out that this accumulation is highly functional—from the standpoint of the perpetuation of the system, that is—in that it constitutes in itself a veritable bulwark against external critique which must, to exercise itself, count on the—highly improbable—objective alliance of a specialist.

4.
 Scientific language puts the words of ordinary language in scare quotes to mark a rupture
 with common usage that can be that of objectivizing distance (“insignificant” or “important” objects are objects socially recognized as important or insignificant at a given moment in time) or that of redefinition
 , tacit or explicit, determined by the insertion into a system of concepts of ordinary words thus constituted as “entirely relative to theoretical science” (Gaston Bachelard, Le Matérialisme rationnel
 , Paris: Presses Universitaires de France, 1953, p. 216).

5.
 Just as the hierarchy of realms stands in a close (but complex, because mediated by school success) relationship to social origins, it is likely that the orientation towards one or the other point in the space of research objects expresses the position in the field and the trajectory that leads to it (read Luc Boltanski and Pascale Maldidier, “La défense du corps,” Information sur les sciences sociales
 , 10[4] [1971]).
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PIERRE BOURDIEU’S SOCIOLOGY OF EDUCATION



Institutional Form and Social Inequality




ELLIOT B. WEININGER AND ANNETTE LAREAU

PIERRE
 Bourdieu’s work has been highly consequential in the sociology of education, particularly in investigations of the role of schools in the transmission of inequality.
 1
 Studies of cultural capital and habitus have offered valuable insights into the ways that various aspects of family background, in conjunction with the features of educational institutions, shape educational outcomes. Nevertheless, problems remain. As we explain in the following, numerous critics have faulted Bourdieu’s educational sociology for offering a model of social reproduction that is overly deterministic, rigid, and insufficiently attuned to cross-societal variation. However, as we demonstrate here, much of the secondary literature rests on an inaccurate and incomplete understanding of Bourdieu’s ideas.

In this chapter we argue that Bourdieu’s early writings on the role of schools in society (particularly Reproduction
 ) need to be distinguished from later writings (such as Distinction
 and The State Nobility
 ). As we show, Bourdieu’s early work argued that educational institutions are suffused with cultural standards that favor children from the dominant class. The cultural knowledge possessed by these children constitutes a powerful resource in maneuvering through the educational system. Bourdieu also asserted that working-class youth are excluded from higher education, in part because they do not put themselves “in the game.” More specifically, he argued that their habitus triggers self-exclusion. In later work (particularly in his book State Nobility
 ), Bourdieu offered a markedly different theoretical assessment of the role of schools in society. He continued to portray schools as suffused by standards that favor the dominant class. But noting the tremendous expansion of higher education, he acknowledged that working-class youth do enter the field of higher education. However, in part because they lack sufficient cultural capital, they remain less likely to obtain educational credentials, and are less able to translate the credentials they do obtain into highly rewarded positions 
 in the labor market. This model, unlike the earlier work, allows for far more dynamic relations between subjective aspirations, cultural resources, and institutional pathways. Moreover, in contrast to the earlier writings, the model sketched in the later work aspires to cross-national validity. We argue that Bourdieu’s later analysis of the role of schools in the transmission of inequality remains one of the most compelling available on the issue.

Thus, the purpose of this chapter is twofold. First, we show how Bourdieu’s sociology of education changed over the course of his long career. For scholars interested in the work of Bourdieu, the chapter seeks to offer a corrective to prevailing interpretations. Second, and more important, we seek to explicate the key elements of Bourdieu’s model of the role of schools in society. We see Bourdieu as offering valuable conceptual tools for analyzing educational institutions. Our chapter provides a succinct account of these tools, especially as they were developed in Bourdieu’s later work.


BOURDIEU’S
 RECEPTION
 : INFLUENCE AND
 CRITIQUE




The work of Bourdieu has proven to be a fertile resource in the sociology of education, where researchers frequently draw on his concepts in order help analyze the mechanisms that lead to both social mobility and immobility, and the central role that educational institutions play in these processes. There have been numerous strands to this work, addressing an exceptionally wide range of topics.
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 One group of studies has focused on the cultural knowledge or orientation of students (see Lareau and Weininger 2003
 for a review). For example, a number of researchers have examined whether and how familiarity with beaux arts culture is related to academic achievement (DiMaggio 1982
 ; DiMaggio and Mohr 1985
 ). Others have studied children’s participation in extracurricular activities (Lareau 2011
 ) and its relation to admission to elite colleges and universities (Kaufman and Gabler 2004
 ). Another group of studies has centered on linguistic skills and habits (Heath 1996
 ; Lareau 2011
 ) and their educational consequences. Scholars motivated by the work of Bourdieu have also examined the way that social class impacts social interactions between teachers and students (Calarco 2011
 ), and students’ understanding of the criteria that faculty members use to assess them (Collier and Morgan 2008
 ; Lareau 2015
 ; Stuber 2011
 ). Still others have drawn on Bourdieu to examine the formation of educational aspirations and their implications for students’ educational careers (Dumais 2002
 ). Interesting work has also analyzed the sense of “embodied ease” that students develop in elite boarding schools (Kahn 2012
 ; see also Gaztambide-Fernández 2009; Howard 2007
 ), while related research has examined variations in the degree to which students do or do not feel “at home” in the college setting (see Lee 2016
 ; and Stephens et al. 2014
 for a review). And the work of Rivera (2015)
 has made significant use of Bourdieu in demonstrating how recruitment into certain elite 
 business firms depends on an interplay between candidates’ formal credentials and their social characteristics.

While Bourdieu’s influence in the sociology of education has been extensive, it has also generated significant criticism—and critical vehemence. Among the critics, it is the putative “theory of reproduction” put forth by Bourdieu that is the object of ire. Writing in the early 1990s, Jenkins summarized the accusations as follows:

Bourdieu’s theory of social and cultural reproduction is deterministic. It fails to allow or account for social change at the level of the system and does not allow for meaningful agency at the individual level. It is ahistorical. In general, it is a self-perpetuating, mechanical model of society which sits ill with observed reality. (Jenkins 1992
 : 118)

The intensity of these criticisms is apparent not only in the blunt expression they often find, but also in their persistence. Indeed, a full 15 years after Jenkins, Goldthorpe felt compelled to repeat many of them, asserting that in Bourdieu’s educational work, “modern educational systems essentially confirm and stabilise the processes through which individuals and families maintain their social positions over time,” with the result that “the children of subordinate classes are alienated from the educational system and deprived of all hope or aspiration for success within it” (Goldthorpe 2007
 : 7, 9).

In the view of these critics, Bourdieu regarded modern educational systems as little more than machines for shunting youth into class destinations that mirror, quite perfectly, their class origins. Two of Bourdieu’s most famous concepts—habitus and cultural capital—denote the key mechanisms. First, the socially generated dispositions constitutive of the individual’s habitus lead him or her to expect—typically without reflection or consideration—a social future that amounts to nothing more than a recapitulation of the social past. Consequently, the individual is inclined to self-select
 into or out of tertiary education simply as a function of his or her class origins. Second, because the efficacy of modern educational systems is heavily contingent on the acculturation that children attain (or do not attain) within the early domestic milieu—that is, on children’s inherited cultural capital—class origins directly condition the amount of learning that takes place in school settings, and hence, the distribution of “rewards” (e.g., certificates and degrees). Consequently, institutional selection
 is tightly bound to class origins. When coupled with the meritocratic ideology of modern schooling, these two mechanisms yield an unbreakable apparatus of social reproduction. The critics thus surmise that “[f]or Bourdieu, social reproduction is, in effect, doubly guaranteed” (Goldthorpe 2007
 : 7).

To be sure, these two mechanisms—habitus and cultural capital—do occupy a central place in much of Bourdieu’s sociology of education. Moreover, there can be no doubt that Bourdieu did author texts (principally, the first chapter of Reproduction
 ) in which, as a result of these mechanisms, modern education is depicted as an institutional system that perpetuates social reproduction. Nevertheless, as we argue, the attribution of such a position to Bourdieu is exceptionally indiscriminate, since it relies disproportionately on early work and does not reflect the development of his ideas over time. We will demonstrate, in contrast, that Bourdieu’s views on education evolved significantly during his 
 career, with a sharp break occurring during the early to mid-1970s. Across these periods, the weight and significance attributed to these two types of selection change dramatically, with important consequences for Bourdieu’s positions on issues such as social mobility and class composition.

The argument we develop can be summarized as follows:


1.
 During an early phase, Bourdieu and his coauthors do indeed emphasize the effects of both self-selection and institutional selection, attributing considerable power to them in perpetuating class position across generations. However, what is also apparent is that this argument is devoted to identifying peculiarities specific to the (then) contemporary French
 educational system of the 1950s and 1960s. Indeed, rather than formulating a “general theory of reproduction,” these studies explicitly seek to situate the French system on a continuum, loosely inspired by Weber, which contrasts educational institutions that operate on a “traditional” basis with those that operate on a “rational” basis. It is only once this is acknowledged that another central feature of Bourdieu’s early educational work makes sense—namely, its insistent reformism.
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2.
 Over the course of the 1970s, Bourdieu’s sociology of education shifts substantially. Whatever the proximate reasons for this change, the underlying cause is undoubtedly the need to come to grips with the massive expansion of tertiary education in France during the preceding decade, and the consequent dramatic increase in the representation of working-class students in colleges and universities. The change is apparent, above all, in Bourdieu’s de-emphasis of the role of habitus (understood here in the limited sense of dispositions leading to self-elimination from higher education). Subsequent to this, Bourdieu sharply revises his views on the nature of social mobility, moving toward what is often described as a “relative” position. These changes are thoroughly worked out by the time of the publication of Distinction
 , when Bourdieu formulates a theory of what he refers to as the “scholastic mode of reproduction,” and which can be succinctly described as a theory of imperfect social reproduction
 . This argument, unlike the earlier one, evolved to have cross-national scope, but it is also more hesitant on the question of reform.
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As this implies, the role that the concept of habitus plays in Bourdieu’s view of educational processes—at least as it pertains to self-selection—shifts substantially over the course of his career; by contrast, the concept of cultural capital remains central throughout. Because they play important parts in Bourdieu’s sociology of education, we begin with brief discussions of these concepts.


HABITUS AND
 CAPITAL




The habitus concept took on numerous implications in Bourdieu’s work. These varied significantly in scope. In the case of his arguments concerning educational attainment, 
 the most relevant aspect of the concept of habitus was temporal.
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 Formed within the domestic milieu during early childhood, the class habitus leads individuals to project the past into the future—that is, to eventually develop subjective aspirations
 that mirror the objective “destiny” already attached (albeit probabilistically) to their class position.

Thus, in the earliest educational research by Bourdieu and colleagues, we find statements such as the following: “The socially conditioned predisposition to adapt oneself to the models, rules, and values which govern the school system . . . make pupils feel ‘at home’ or ‘out of place’ in school, [and] result—other abilities being equal—in an unequal rate of scholastic achievement” (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 : 13–14). Similarly, Bourdieu and Passeron declare that the determinations issuing from the class condition “do not have to be consciously perceived in order to force subjects to take their decisions in terms of them, in other words, in terms of the objective future
 of their social category” (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 : 27; emphasis in the original). This “causality of probable,” as Bourdieu (1974a)
 later put it, leads young people to develop aspirations typical of their social class and, in some discussions, gender. In the case of working-class students, even if they exhibit aptitudes that would enable them to succeed in higher education, the habitus instills a propensity toward self-elimination from higher levels of education.

However, habitus is also operative in a second manner. In addition to constituting general educational aspirations, it also affects how students navigate the system while they are passing through it. More precisely, the habitus specific to a particular class or gender regulates choices for particular institutions, educational tracks and majors, and individual courses:

Girls internalize an external necessity which imposes a definition of female studies on them. For an objective destiny to be transmuted into a vocation, and literary studies into the most appropriate calling, girls and their families need to adhere to the traditional image of feminine qualities. . . . Even when they enroll in an arts course through deliberate choice or a clearly felt need, their “choice” still takes into account . . . the social destiny which condemns women to a limited range of activities. (Bourdieu, Passeron, and de Saint-Martin 1994: 45)

Similarly, the concept of cultural capital can be found in Bourdieu’s earliest educational sociology, well before he coined the term itself. Indeed, the early works often speak of a class-specific “cultural heritage.” In its simplest form, the argument Bourdieu and his collaborators make maintains that academic performance is heavily dependent on the socialization children have received in the family prior to their entry into school; that this socialization varies substantially, primarily by class; and that differences in academic performance are generally perceived by teachers (and eventually by students themselves) as differences of innate “talent” and “giftedness.” As Bourdieu and Passeron write,

the abilities measured by scholastic criteria stem not so much from natural “gifts”. . . , but from the greater or lesser affinity between class cultural habits and the demands of the educational system or the criteria which define success within it. (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 : 22)

For Bourdieu, an initial “domestic transfer” of cultural capital occurs prior to children’s formal schooling, and over the course of their educational careers, the effects of initial discrepancies cumulate. However, as these careers unfold, differences in performance come to be seen and evaluated solely as differences of “talent” and “ability.” Thus, for children with the most advantaged class background, the school progressively “transmutes privilege into merit” (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 : 68).

As is widely noted, when making this argument Bourdieu often emphasized the saliency of familiarity with extracurricular elements of culture—above all, the fine arts—as well as more strictly academic components. For example, he frequently drew on survey data that demonstrated large class discrepancies in knowledge of and attendance at museums and theater performances (e.g., Bourdieu 1973
 ). However, as has been shown (Lareau and Weininger 2003
 ), the identification of cultural capital with the fine arts is, for Bourdieu, an empirical function of the society under consideration (i.e., France); inherent in the concept of cultural capital is the presumption that its particular contents are variable both across societies and over time. Indeed, at a more general level, cultural capital merely refers, as noted earlier, to mastery of those elements of culture that enable individuals to satisfy the “criteria which define success” within the educational system—or even more simply, to “symbolic wealth socially designated as worthy of being sought and possessed” (Bourdieu 1973
 : 488).

Taken together, habitus and cultural capital comprise the central mechanisms at work in Bourdieu’s early sociology of education. And, in this work, they operate in tandem so as to help effect a highly stable form of intergenerational social reproduction. However, as we show in the following, the majority of Bourdieu’s work during this period, far from exhibiting an ambition to script some kind of general sociological theory, was clearly and demonstrably oriented toward identifying the “pathologies” of the particular system it was analyzing—namely, the French educational system of the 1950s and 1960s. In the diagnosis Bourdieu and his collaborators propose, both habitus and cultural capital come into play, although it is the latter which figures more heavily.


TRADITIONALISM AND
 RATIONALITY IN
 FRENCH
 EDUCATION




As we have already suggested, Bourdieu’s early writings on education were different in both their content and their goals from his later ones. In this section we show that the early work was directed toward a specific historical context—France, during the 1950s and 1960s. Bourdieu’s later writings, by contrast, seek to develop a view of schooling applicable to a broader set of social contexts. Unfortunately, scholars have focused almost exclusively on the early period. In this section we discuss the early work so as to better highlight the evolution in Bourdieu’s ideas.

Bourdieu’s early educational studies deploy the evolving concepts of cultural capital and habitus in an analysis of the behavior of students and teachers (Bourdieu et al. 
 sometimes speak of “roles” in this early period). The wider framework that animates their analyses lies in a typology borrowed from the famous Weberian account of authority. It is most explicit in the 1965 volume Rapport pédagogique et communication
 (Bourdieu, Passeron, and de Saint-Martin 1994). The opening pages of the first essay, authored by Bourdieu and Passeron, ponder the implications of evaluating pedagogical communication in terms of its “efficiency,” and declare that “[p]edagogy loses all meaning unless it reflects the intention to communicate rationally, and thus to completely rationalize the means of communication” (Bourdieu, Passeron, and de Saint-Martin 1994: 5). The emphasis on rational communication
 within the educational setting is coupled with a standard definition of rational conduct
 —that is, the methodical application of well-adapted means to the achievement of a clearly defined objective. It immediately becomes obvious that, together, these are intended to establish an ideal-typical standard against which the existing system of higher education can be appraised.

From this perspective, of course, Bourdieu and colleagues arrive at a largely negative judgement: the educational system is shot through with irrationality (or as the authors sometimes say, “pathology”): the layout of classroom space, professorial lecturing, examination instruments, grading practices, interaction styles (especially in the classroom), study habits, library use, and so on are all suffused by entrenched customary rituals that subvert the possibility of effective teaching and learning. This traditionalism
 , it is argued, has long been upheld by teachers and students alike—a complicity that exists because it serves the interests of both groups. However, it is becoming increasingly brittle: “the ambiguity which . . . underlies our education system springs from the fact that, while remaining traditional, it operates in a cultural context dominated by rationalization and the values of rationality” (Bourdieu, Passeron, and de Saint-Martin 1994: 29, n1).

The phenomenon of “democratizing” access to higher education—understood as central element of societal “rationalization”—is directly implicated in the problematization of the traditionalistic, heavily ritualized “misunderstanding” that binds teachers and students (see especially Bourdieu, Passeron, and de Saint-Martin 1994: 95ff.). This is because the “enchanted” pedagogical relation does not easily encompass the working-class and middle-class students who are beginning to enter the system. It is in this context that Bourdieu and colleagues turn to the themes for which they have become famous—in particular, the consequences of class- and gender-specific cultural endowments for student outcomes, and thus, social mobility.

For Bourdieu et al., it is language that is important above all else, since vocabulary, syntax, grammar, style, and so on are both components of culture and the vehicles through which schools must transmit culture. Schematically put, traditionalistic teaching entails a specific language—Bourdieu refers to a “code”—and a specific orientation toward the use of language, both of which the school refuses to teach
 . Since individuals arrive in the school system with different linguistic endowments, the inevitable result is a “class ethnocentrism”:

Academic language is a dead language for the great majority of French people, and is no one’s mother tongue, not even that of children of the cultivated classes. . . . [But] it is very unequally distant from the language actually spoken by the different social classes
 .

Upper-class students display a disposition to erudite knowledge and eclectic taste akin to the kinds of habits which school requires, or at least encourages. . . . Working-class and middle-class students, on the other hand, often fail to adapt to the demands of the school system, despite a cultural goodwill which is manifest in a thousand ways. (Bourdieu, Passeron, and de Saint-Martin 1994: 8–9, 10)

Thus, in an analysis that makes frequent reference to the work of Basil Bernstein (see 1975), Bourdieu and colleagues argue that adequate (to say nothing of excellent) performance of the everyday rites and rituals that higher education demands is contingent on linguistic competencies and dispositions that are rooted in the early domestic milieu, and thus class linked.
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 They further assert that the disparate impacts of cultural endowments are cumulative, commencing in the earliest stages of formal schooling, and that these endowments are liable to be misrecognized, over the course of a school career, as “gifts” and “talents,” by both teachers and students themselves (Bourdieu, Passeron, and de Saint-Martin 1994: 40).

The analytic framework that is developed in this work comprised a constant feature of Bourdieu’s educational sociology through the end of the 1960s. More specifically, the whole analysis of the role of culture in perpetuating stratification across generations that Bourdieu and colleagues elaborated during this period remained situated in the context of a particular
 institutional arrangement—that is, the “traditionalistic” education system. Indeed, the notion of a traditionalistic system was already central to the 1964 text The Inheritors
 , even if it was not developed in the same detail there. Thus, an argument dealing with the cultural pre-conditions of teaching culture—of the kind that Bourdieu is so closely associated with—refers explicitly to “traditional schooling” (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 , 22). Long passages describe the “irrational” behavior of faculty and, especially, students, followed by an assertion that

a truly rational pedagogy would have to be based on an analysis of the relative costs of the different modes of teaching . . . and the different types of pedagogic action by the teacher. . . . It would have to take account of the content of the teaching or the vocational goals of the training, and, when considering the different types of pedagogic relation, it would have to bear in mind their differential efficiency according to students’ social origins. (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 : 74)

Furthermore, the analytic opposition between “traditionalism” and “rationalism” established in these early works not only persisted into Reproduction
 (Bourdieu and Passeron 1990
 : 99, 111, 126–128, 198–199, 205–206, etc.), but in fact stands at the heart of the set of propositions that form Bourdieu’s well-known “theory of social reproduction”—notoriously presented in deductive form and abounding in subordinate clauses—as found in its first chapter. Indeed, a whole set of propositions (Bourdieu and Passeron 1990
 : 42–54) reprise the argument familiar from the earlier works, albeit in more elaborate form. In class-differentiated societies, Bourdieu and Passeron assert, 
 variation in material conditions of existence lead to class-specific differences in the cultural orientations inculcated during primary socialization, and especially, in the propensity to master practices “symbolically”—meaning, in particular, a propensity to the verbal “codification” of practice. These class-based differences in socialization have definite consequences for secondary pedagogical work (i.e., schooling); however, these consequences depend on how schooling is carried out
 . Any form of secondary pedagogical work can be placed on a continuum between implicit, “unconscious” inculcation, on the one hand, and explicit, methodically organized inculcation, on the other: the former rests on the imitative assimilation of “exemplary conduct,” whereas the latter relies on the “explicit” transmission of “codified formal principles.” “Traditionalistic” secondary pedagogy can be defined precisely as pedagogical practice that relies on a propensity to symbolic mastery previously acquired in the family setting (e.g., verbal fluency, vocabulary, etc.), rather than explicit inculcation. The effectiveness of this type of pedagogy is thus directly dependent on the degree to which students have previously acquired such mastery. Under these
 conditions, the subsequent withdrawal from schooling of certain categories of adolescents tends to be misrecognized—that is, “the arbitrariness of the de facto delimitation of . . . [the] public” to which secondary pedagogy is addressed remains concealed.
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Given that Bourdieu and his colleagues sought to pinpoint the pathologies of the French educational system by locating it on one side of an analytic continuum, their work clearly implies a further development by means of the comparative study of other systems. Bourdieu never undertook such work. Gestures in this direction, however, are clearly evident. In particular, “L’examen d’une illusion” (Bourdieu and Passeron 1968
 )—lightly reworked for inclusion as a chapter in Reproduction
 —uses the question of student assessment to sketch a brief account of the origin of the traditionalism which, following the authors’ earlier argument, pervades the French educational system. In the first part of the essay, Bourdieu and Passeron declare that

[w]hen one sets out to describe the most marked effects of the preponderance of examinations in intellectual practices and institutional organization, the French system offers the most perfect examples and, because it constitutes a limiting case, raises with particular force the question of the (internal and external) factors that can explain the historical or national variations in the functional weight of the examination within the educational system. Consequently, there is no alternative to using the comparative method. . . . (Bourdieu and Passeron 1990
 : 144)

The authors thus postulate a similarity between the French system—and, in particular, its role in allocating individuals to positions of power and prestige—and the system of Confucian China, per Weber’s famous description. They further argue that the peculiar traditionalism of the French system has its roots in the Jesuitical institutions of the eighteenth century. And, they claim, it is those European countries in which the Jesuit influence became the most deeply entrenched—they mention Austria, Spain, and Italy, in addition to France—that contemporary university systems most resemble 
 their medieval predecessors (Bourdieu and Passeron 1990
 : 148–150; see also 114–115, 129, 198–199).

In sum, the research program that Bourdieu and his colleagues developed in the 1964–1970 period, and which culminates in the notorious “theory of reproduction,” was intended to apply to a specific incarnation
 of the modern educational system—one encapsulated, with clear reference to Weber, in the term “traditionalism.” Bourdieu’s work throughout this period, we maintain, is thoroughly consistent in its claim that it is in this form
 that modern education functions as “one of the most effective means of perpetuating the existing social pattern” (Bourdieu 1974b
 : 32)—that is, as “l’école conservatice.” Simply put, the discussions of the role of education in mobility processes contained in these works make no pretention of having universal scope.

Readers have also failed to recognize the reformist streak that animates Bourdieu’s educational writings during this early period. Indeed, in many of these writings it is evident that the authors felt that their analysis of the French educational system had direct implications for school reform. Thus, in The Inheritors
 , Bourdieu and Passeron explicitly identify the interests of different social classes with different positions on the traditionalism/rationalism continuum:

if there can be debate about the goals of the sort of education [i.e., curriculum] most likely to serve the interests of the disadvantaged classes, the fact remains that in the present state of the French system and of the ends to which it is oriented, the rationalization of pedagogic methods and institutions is always immediately consistent with the interests of the most disadvantaged students. (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 : 66; our addition)

(Though less explicit, a similar position can be imputed to the authors with respect to gender.) Following from this identification, Bourdieu and his colleagues propose a specific agenda for making schools more amenable to children from non-privileged backgrounds. This agenda is geared toward purging traditionalistic elements from the education system: “Rationalizing the uses of language in teaching could constitute a decisive step forward in democratizing the academic universe” (Bourdieu, Passeron, and de Saint-Martin 1994: 22; see also 9).
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 They further specify a number of concrete areas in which reform should be exercised, including, especially, assessment practices (see, e.g., Bourdieu, Passeron, and de Saint-Martin 1994: 14). And they explicitly connect their recommendations to the issue of stratification that their analysis brings to light:

The optimal [i.e., rational] use of language in teaching requires that we recognize the things that separate communicator from receiver and, in particular, the receiver’s knowledge of the codes of communication and the dependence of this knowledge on factors such as social origin and school career. (Bourdieu, Passeron, and de Saint-Martin 1994: 6; our addition)

But their reformist orientation is tempered by a pessimistic note: “our . . . analysis suggests that the propositions aimed at a rational teaching practice . . . remain strictly 
 utopian under present conditions” (Bourdieu, Passeron, and de Saint-Martin 1994: 23). The reality that the educational system builds on a specific form of inherited cultural capital is deeply obscured, for both the teachers and students who populate it. We thus find Bourdieu and colleagues insisting that sociology can function as an important corrective to these ideologies, helping to unmask the centrality of cultural privilege to the operation of the traditionalistic school (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 : 76).

By the time of publication of Reproduction
 , this reformist streak had undergone a subtle but noticeable change. Bourdieu and Passeron still wish to claim an anti-ideological function for their work, insisting that the sociology of education can uncover subterranean mechanisms implicated in social reproduction (Bourdieu and Passeron 1990
 : 218). However, the identification of rationalization with working-class interests is phrased in the hypothetical (“It may be wondered whether . . .”). Moreover, denunciation of the “utopian” character of the corresponding reform program is no longer qualified by reference to “present conditions”; instead, a theoretical
 claim, based in the logic of power politics, is now invoked (Bourdieu and Passeron 1990
 : 53–54, see also 127). The upshot is that the critical function claimed for sociological analysis can no longer be connected to a concrete reform agenda.


THE
 SCHOLASTIC
 MODE OF
 REPRODUCTION




Sometime around the mid-1970s, Bourdieu’s views on education began to change. The shift was gradual, and was not accompanied by any grand pronouncements. In retrospect, however, the reasons for the change are readily apparent. During the 1960s, French society had undergone a “schooling boom,” with the educational system expanding in size and incorporating significant numbers of working-class and female students (see Lane 2000
 for a good discussion). Thus, more and more, the class destination of members of these groups became bound up with their experiences in post-secondary institutions. Simultaneously, it had become increasingly necessary for those wishing to secure top positions in large corporations to hold credentials from elite educational institutions. Hence, in Bourdieu’s view, the educational system had become more and more central in mediating the relation between social origins and social destinations for all segments of society. As this “schooling boom” proceeded, Bourdieu was compelled to rethink the critique he had developed previously of the “traditionalistic” educational system. He undertook this project in a series of empirical studies (Bourdieu 1984
 : 125–168; 1988), culminating in The State Nobility
 (Bourdieu 1996)
 .

The most obvious aspect of the alterations of his views concerned self-selection. The influx of students from non-privileged backgrounds into higher education had been sharp enough to render untenable the idea that the young people’s educational aspirations were formed simply by internalizing the objective probabilities attaching their class background. Instead, in a context where post-secondary education had become feasible—if not normative—Bourdieu argued that working-class students no longer 
 exhibited the truncated aspirations of earlier generations. Thus, in a text published in French in 1978 (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 : 77–97) and later reworked as part of Distinction
 , he writes:

Whereas the old system with its strongly marked boundaries led to the internalizing of scholastic divisions clearly corresponding to social divisions, the new system with its fuzzy classifications and blurred edges encourages and entertains . . . aspirations that are themselves blurred and fuzzy. Aspiration levels are now adjusted to scholastic hurdles and standards in a less strict and also a less harsh manner than under the old system. . . . (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 : 93; and compare Bourdieu 2000
 : 234-236)

In this context, the class habitus no longer directly impedes working-class students from pursuing secondary or post-secondary degrees by restricting aspirations. Indeed, Bourdieu emphasizes that the increased centrality of education to social destinations implies that members of all groups, from working class to dominant class, now engage in a competition for educational credentials (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 : 81). However, this competition is in no way a level one, for two reasons. First, students’ choices—with regard to particular institutions, tracks and majors, and courses—continue to be guided by a class habitus that is often out of date. Because of this, they are led to expect rewards from a particular diploma or certificate that no longer obtain in the labor market (what Bourdieu calls “hysteresis”). Students from the dominant class are more capable of recovering from these “mistakes” than their working-class or middle-class counterparts, since they usually inherit social and/or economic capital that can compensate for a devalued degree to some extent (see Bourdieu 1998
 : 25).

Second, the influx of new students into the higher reaches of the system does not obviate the effectiveness of inherited cultural capital. To the contrary, students from the dominant class continue to enjoy a competitive advantage when they come into contact with the education system. Nevertheless, Bourdieu is quite clear here that while early socialization into the culture of this class provides a substantial head start, it in no way guarantees their success. Thus, we now find him devoting significant effort to analyzing the reactions of young people from the dominant and middle classes who are faced with the prospect of downward social mobility (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 : 77–90; Bourdieu 1984
 : 147–154).

Bourdieu’s view of the relation between education and mobility during this period crystallizes into a position considerably more complex than the one apparent in his early work. He notes the swelling numbers of working-class students obtaining post-secondary credentials. But he also notes that members of the dominant and middle classes have increased their levels of educational attainment, to a roughly proportional degree. This leads him to formulate a notion of social reproduction in which what is preserved over time is not the exact positions that people occupy, but the “gaps” that separate groups from one another. He thus speaks of a process that takes place as if

the efforts of the groups competing for a determinate type of asset or entitlement tend to balance one another out in a race in which, after a series of scrambles in which various groups forge ahead or catch up, the initial gaps are maintained. . . . (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 : 94)

The point behind this claim is straightforward: although the absolute
 probability that a student of working-class background will obtain a post-secondary degree has increased substantially over time, corresponding increases have also occurred for members of higher classes; consequently, the relative
 probabilities of attainment have remained (roughly) constant throughout the upheavals of the “schooling boom.” As Bourdieu says elsewhere, it is the maintenance of “ordinal properties” that is effected by modern education (see Lizardo 2008
 ).
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 This is, needless to say, far from the simple notion of reproduction that animated much of his early work, and which continues to be attributed to him by less attentive readers.

Bourdieu’s argument for the constancy of relative probabilities was founded on two basic—indeed, simple—premises: first, that students from all class backgrounds immerse themselves in a general societal competition for educational credentials, and second, that inherited cultural capital confers a significant advantage on students from privileged backgrounds in the course of this competition. Thus, Bourdieu argued that, given the saliency of inherited cultural capital, students from the dominant class would inevitably fare much better, on average
 , than their less-privileged counterparts; however, he insisted that for individual young people from this class, social reproduction is by no means guaranteed
 . The resulting “model” was one in which members of the dominant class enjoy a significant head start, yet also face a real risk of downward mobility. This conjunction defines what Bourdieu now comes to refer to as the “scholastic mode of reproduction”:

The specific contradiction of the scholastic mode of reproduction lies in the opposition between the interests of the class which the educational system serves statistically
 and the interests of those class members whom it sacrifices, that is, the “failures” who are faced with déclassement
 [downgrading]. . . . (Bourdieu 1984
 : 147; our addition)

It is in this sense, we argue, that Bourdieu’s later educational sociology may be summarized as a theory of imperfect
 social reproduction. More precisely, this sociology is one in which downward mobility out of the dominant class (and by extension, upward mobility out of the working class) are routine enough occurrences to be unexceptional; but simultaneously, class gaps in attainment are large and persistent.

The later phase of Bourdieu’s research on education lasted throughout the remainder of his life, and culminated with The State Nobility
 (Bourdieu 1996)
 . During these decades, Bourdieu developed several new foci. Many of these were triggered by the introduction of the notion of “field” into his conceptual repertoire. This enabled Bourdieu to undertake structural analyses of both the internal hierarchies that stratify educational 
 institutions and disciplines, and the complicated relations between them and various sectors of the economy and the state. While we cannot inventory all of these foci, we will note one thread of the later work that closely reflects Bourdieu’s revised views on education and mobility. This concerns the various strategies by means of which families transfer their capital—their economic, cultural, and social “patrimony”—across generations. This work focuses, in particular, on the strategies pursued by the different “fractions” of the dominant class. The key parts concern the contrast between direct transfer (as with an heir who takes over a company founded by his father) and indirect transfer—that is, a situation in which the success of the “heir” depends on her ability to obtain an elite educational credential. Bourdieu declares that

[i]n contrast to the direct transfer of property rights between a holder and the heir he himself designates, the transfer carried out by means of the school rests on the statistical aggregation of the isolated stocks of individual or collective agents, and it guarantees properties to the class as a whole that it withholds from one or another of the elements taken separately. (Bourdieu 1996
 : 287)

As this remark indicates, one of the distinguishing features of the “scholastic mode of reproduction,” for Bourdieu, is that parents attempting to engineer the intergenerational transmission of class position face a considerable degree of uncertainty, since the “inheritance” of class position now depends on the child’s ability to successfully navigate the education system.

However, if Bourdieu’s later writings on education paint a more nuanced picture of the institution’s role in connecting social origins to destinations, his analysis maintains its critical edge. This is the case for at least two reasons. First, Bourdieu insisted that education continues to be an institution deeply implicated in the legitimation of inequality—one in which the cultural capital inherited from the family early in life is transmuted into individual “merit” and “achievement.” Indeed, Bourdieu persisted in arguing that education was an especially potent mechanism of legitimation, precisely because its effects were so frequently misrecognized. And, second, Bourdieu remained convinced that, whatever the possibilities created by the “democratization of education,” the privileges conferred by dominant class origins were significant enough that the outcome of the “race” for credentials—and hence for valued positions in the economy and state—was rarely in doubt. Thus, he declares that

[t]he school-mediated mode of reproduction undoubtedly tolerates a greater distortion in social structure than the familial mode of transfer; but, given that its transfer mechanisms are doubly hidden, once by concealment related to aggregate statistics and then by the concealment of the direct transfer of cultural capital, . . . academic transfer compensates for its lesser reproductive return through an increased effectiveness in its concealment of the work of reproduction. The educational system, only apparently very similar to a stochastic system . . . that would inevitably lead to a redistribution of positions with each successive generation, functions with the apparent impartiality of a chance drawing that is actually systematically biased, 
 innocently producing effects that are infinitely closer, at any rate, to those produced by the system of direct hereditary transfer than to chance redistribution. (Bourdieu 1996
 : 288)

To summarize, the view of education that Bourdieu and his colleagues developed in the late 1970s—and which animated his work through the end of his life—differed markedly from the early arguments, especially as found in the opening chapter of Reproduction
 and similar work from the period. In contrast to the earlier arguments, the revised view insisted on (1) a conception of educational mobility that asserted the reproduction of relative (rather than absolute) positions over time—that is, on the conservation of “gaps” between classes; and (2) the “statistical” nature of this reproduction—that is, the fact that the preservation of class privilege entails a non-trivial degree of mobility between classes. As we have seen, Bourdieu nevertheless continued to dispute vociferously the premise that the education system served the interests of young people of all classes equally.

The second phase of Bourdieu’s sociology of education was also notable for the fact that the reformist impulses that had so visibly animated the earlier research tended to recede. While occasional references to the “traditionalism” that pervades certain elite schools and universities (1996: 85) still appear, in the later period, one no longer observes anything comparable to the earlier blanket demands for a “rationalization” of teaching. Indeed, Bourdieu’s published research from this period contains little in the way of overt calls for change. Nevertheless, it would be wrong to simply displace onto the later Bourdieu the “bleakness” often (mistakenly) attributed to his earlier work. In fact, during the 1980s, as his stature as a public intellectual grew, Bourdieu increased his more directly political involvement in issues surrounding education. Most notably, he joined two high-profile government-sponsored commissions on educational reform during this period, chairing one at the behest of the Mitterand government. These efforts, although the object of considerable controversy at the time (see Bourdieu 2008
 : 143–182; Swartz 2013
 ; as well as some of the documents in Corbett and Moon 1996
 ), had relatively little impact among policymakers. Subsequently, as his level of activism increased, he became engaged in educational politics through different avenues—for example, by introducing the voices and perspectives of students and teachers from failing schools into debates concerning schooling (Bourdieu et al. 1999
 : 421ff). In short, although the reformist impulse became less apparent in Bourdieu’s writings, it became more visible in his activism.

Equally notable, during this period the strictly analytical ambitions of Bourdieu’s sociology of education increased significantly in scope. As we demonstrated in the preceding section, nearly the entire thrust of Bourdieu’s early work on education was devoted to unmasking the peculiarities of the French system. However, as his later understanding evolved, he came to ascribe a wider validity to many of the premises developed in his work from the 1970s and 1980s. This is most apparent in a lecture delivered in Tokyo in 1989 (Bourdieu 1998
 : 19–30). Here Bourdieu argues that the centrality of schooling to social reproduction he documented in France finds parallels in other 
 developed countries (he mentions the United States as well as Japan), eliciting different strategies from families depending on the composition of their capital. Subsequently, Bourdieu’s frequent collaborator Loic Wacquant (1996
 : xii–xvii) offered a stimulating sketch of an application of Bourdieu’s model to the United States, dwelling on the relevant similarities between countries, as well as the notable differences wrought by their respective histories. These works remain touchstones in the project of formulating a cross-national sociology of education.


CONCLUSION




We have contended that Bourdieu’s sociology of education evolved considerably over the course of its author’s long career, and must be seen to have, at a minimum, two relatively distinct phases—neither of which resembles the caricatural views often attributed to him. During the first phase, Bourdieu and his collaborators, drawing on the concepts of habitus and cultural capital, sought to identify those peculiarities of the French educational system that—rather uniquely among developed nations, from their perspective—predisposed it to play such a central role in social reproduction. The work from this period exhibited an unambiguous reformist orientation, evident in Bourdieu’s frequent calls for the “rationalization” of schooling. Work from the later phase differs in important ways. Here, Bourdieu and his colleagues acknowledged the reality of the “schooling boom” by de-emphasizing claims concerning self-elimination from tertiary education and developing a notion of “social reproduction” that centered on the conservation of relative (i.e., “ordinal”) positions across generations. This work construed education in terms of a sorting process that was systematically “biased” in favor of young people from the dominant class, but which nevertheless confronted them with the real possibility of downward mobility. We have hence termed it a theory of “imperfect” reproduction. Although more hesitant on the question of reform, the later work is more ambitious in its analytic scope, with Bourdieu having claimed a degree of cross-national validity.

By way of conclusion, we would like to draw attention to Bourdieu’s frequent admonition that sociologists must not let their work be balkanized by the logic of academic specialization. Bourdieu’s own adherence to this principle is evident in his insistence that the educational strategies that families pursue must be seen as part of a larger ensemble of practices geared toward conserving or improving their positions over the generations. Therefore, Bourdieu asserted, the sociology of education must be integrated with studies of the practices families undertake with regard to marriage, fertility, inheritance, wealth accumulation, and network formation (1996: 273–274). It is clear that, for Bourdieu, schooling occupied something of a privileged position in this ensemble, given the centrality of credentialing processes to class destinations. Nonetheless, it is also apparent that he wished to see the study of education incorporated into a wider sociology focused on the myriad ways that families endowed with different quantities and types of capital pursue social reproduction and social mobility. This no doubt constitutes one of most 
 daunting challenges—but also one of the most important—that his work poses to those who occupy themselves by studying education.

NOTES



1.
 We are grateful to David Swartz, Kevin Diter, Omar Lizardo, and the editors of this volume for comments and suggestions on earlier drafts; the chapter is considerably stronger as a result. We are also grateful to the School of Arts and Sciences of the University of Pennsylvania for their financial support of the project. Any remaining errors, of course, are solely the responsibility of the authors.

2.
 Due to space limitations, the research we mention in this paragraph is focused on the US educational system. However, as many of the other chapters in this volume demonstrate, Bourdieu’s influence has been global in scope.

3.
 The main works we have in mind from this period are The Inheritors
 (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 ), Academic Discourse
 (Bourdieu, Passeron, and de Saint-Martin 1994), and Reproduction
 (Bourdieu and Passeron 1990
 ). Two widely cited articles, “Social Reproduction and Cultural Reproduction” (Bourdieu 1973
 ) and “The School as Conservative Force” (Bourdieu 1974b)
 , belong to this group as well.

4.
 The main works from this period include Distinction
 (Bourdieu 1984)
 , Homo Academicus
 (Bourdieu 1988)
 , and The State Nobility
 (Bourdieu 1996)
 .

5.
 In Distinction
 (Bourdieu 1984)
 , the habitus also comprises a sort of spatial operator, enabling individuals to map out the contours of the class structure (“social space”)—and to position themselves appropriately within it—through the medium of consumption objects and practices (see Weininger 2005
 ).

6.
 Bourdieu and his co-authors tell a similar story with respect to gender. It should be noted that both the class and gender stories are more complicated than the presentation we have given, with significant emphasis on intervening factors such as differential selection over the various schooling transitions, differences of academic track, and variation in field of study.

7.
 For the sake of completeness (but without wanting to make the main text of this chapter more repetitive than necessary), we will note in passing that the two articles from this period most heavily cited in Anglophone educational sociology both rely on the same analytic framework when making arguments about schools, culture, and social reproduction. “The School as Conservative Force” (Bourdieu 1974b)
 , originally published in 1966, denounces the French system for its lack of a “rational and really universal pedagogy, which would take nothing for granted initially, [and] would not count as acquired what some, and only some, of the pupils had inherited. . . .” And it goes on, interestingly, to declare that “higher elementary education” (l’enseignement primaire superieur), “when it was in competition with the lycée
 in its traditional form,” “. . . attracted the scorn of the élite precisely because it was more explicitly and technically methodical [i.e., rational]” (Bourdieu 1974b
 : 38; our addition).
The popular article “Cultural Reproduction and Social Reproduction”—first published in 1971—essentially repeats the argument put forth in Reproduction
 , albeit without actually using the terms “traditional” and “rational” pedagogy to label the corresponding concepts (see Bourdieu 1973
 : 493–494). Indeed, the only thing in this article that is novel is its attempt to knit together Bourdieu’s arguments concerning education with an early version of the 
 conception of social class that would later inform Distinction
 . As such, it is interesting primarily from the perspective of Bourdieu’s class theory, not his educational sociology.


8.
 As Lane (2000: 63ff)
 documents, these positions—which in some ways echoed Durkheim’s educational reform program—put Bourdieu at odds with both the liberal and leftist commentators of the day, in terms of diagnosis and prescription.

9.
 Omar Lizardo (2008)
 , in his dispute with John Goldthorpe (2007)
 over these points, is entirely correct.
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CHAPTER 12





BOURDIEU AND ORGANIZATIONS



Hidden Traces, Macro Influence, and Micro Potential




TIM HALLETT AND MATTHEW GOUGHERTY


INTRODUCTION




ALTHOUGH
 Bourdieu was a premier scholar of social organization, formal organizations were rarely the primary focus of his sociology. Nevertheless, since the 1980s scholars have utilized aspects of Bourdieu’s work to gain leverage for understanding organizations and the institutional environments in which they are embedded. In particular, his concepts of field and capital are commonly used, if in a rather piecemeal manner, to understand the macro-cultural contexts that shape organizations (DiMaggio and Powell 1983
 ; Dobbin 2008
 ; Emirbayer and Johnson 2008
 ; Lounsbury and Ventresca 2003
 ). The macro strands of Bourdieu’s work had an indirect influence on what became known as the “new institutionalism” (Powell and DiMaggio 1991
 ), which has long been a dominant paradigm in organizational sociology.

Our purpose in this chapter is to examine this influence, to chart some of the ways that Bourdieu’s ideas have proven useful, to trace the implicit ways that he himself examined organizations, and to identify different possibilities and new opportunities. Toward these ends, the chapter is organized into two main sections. In the first section we set the stage by reviewing the broader context in which Bourdieu’s work diffused into American sociology. This diffusion was a part of the larger “cultural turn,” which also included the new institutionalism in organizational sociology, and we discuss some of the similarities and linkages between the two. Although Bourdieu did not explicitly theorize organizations, at times he did so implicitly, particularly in Reproduction in Education, Society and Culture
 (with Passeron 1977), Homo Academicus
 (1988)
 , The State Nobility
 (1996)
 , and The Social Structures of the Economy
 (2005)
 , and the next subsection reviews those works to make Bourdieu’s view of organizations more explicit. These 
 works reflect Bourdieu’s habitus-capital-field triumvirate, and the review illustrates the promise of his approach for understanding intra- and inter-organizational processes.

The second section of the chapter focuses more closely on organizational research. We examine the piecemeal ways that organizational sociologists have used Bourdieu’s concepts, and in particular how the field concept has been used in the macro tradition of new institutionalism. We juxtapose this against what Emirbayer and Johnson (2008)
 argue would be a fully Bourdieusian analysis of organizations. In discussing the limitations of such an approach, we transition into the emergent line of research on the micro foundations of institutions, and discuss how it can be strengthened via engagement with Bourdieu’s micro sociology. We also address what we see as a pitfall of Bourdieu’s work: his inattention to what Goffman (1983)
 called the “interaction order.” Whereas Bourdieu often critiqued interactionist approaches, we make the case for a Bourdieusian-inspired organizational interactionism. In doing so, we bridge the ideas of Goffman and Bourdieu in order to strengthen research on the micro foundations of institutions while recognizing the dynamic nature of organizational life.

Before proceeding, we offer some points of clarification. When we refer to “organizations” and the literature on organizations, we mean formal organizations
 and not entities such as families, gangs, or other groupings that are often the focus research on social organization
 . The term “institution” refers not to specific organizations, but to broader, common organizational forms and the governing rationales that characterize the environments within which organizations are embedded. While organizations can be conceived as meso phenomena, institutions are more macro.
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SECTION
 ONE




Bourdieu, Organizations, and the Cultural Backdrop

As this edited volume attests, Bourdieu’s influence is vast. In this section we seek not to rehash his broad and enduring influence on sociology (see also Sallaz and Zavisca 2007
 ), but to comment on aspects of this broader context in order to situate the relevance and ongoing potential of his ideas for organizational sociology. The diffusion of Bourdieu’s work from across the Atlantic and his indirect influence on organizational research went hand in hand with the larger “cultural turn” in sociology that began in the late 1970s and early 1980s (Friedland and Mohr 2004
 ).

Among the many things that happened in this period,
 2
 sociologists started to think about culture not only as a set of localized meanings in the symbolic interactionist sense (Blumer 1969
 ), nor as a holistic, seamless web of symbols that communicates social meaning in the Geertzian sense (1973), but rather as having a range of structuring properties. Swidler’s powerful “toolkit” metaphor depicted culture as something that people use to formulate activity. According to Swidler, culture structures activity not by defining the ends toward which action is oriented, but rather by structuring how people 
 pursue those ends—their cultural tools (Swidler 1986
 ). This resonated with Bourdieu’s earlier, richer, more complex formulation of cultural capital and its role in systems of domination, where cultural capital is not only a resource that people use to act, but also a source of arbitrary inequality (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977
 , Bourdieu 1984
 ). Cultural capital in particular became a central concept in American sociology (Lamont and Lareau 1988
 ; Sallaz and Zavisca 2007
 ).

These ideas, among many, helped to rehabilitate culture from the outdated normative tradition of Parsonian functionalism, which depicted culture as the internalized and subjectively held values toward which action is oriented (Parsons 1937
 ). Cultural sociology was on its way, and Lamont (2012
 : 229) goes so far as to say that “the face of U.S. sociology has been altered fundamentally in part because Bourdieu’s work has spearheaded a remarkable growth of cultural sociology (which went from being a minor subfield when it was funded in 1986 to being one of the largest sections of the American Sociological Association in less than 20 years).”

In a similar time span, an important turn toward culture was also occurring in organizational sociology, spearheaded by the work of John Meyer and his colleagues (Meyer and Rowan 1977
 , 1978
 ; Scott and Meyer 1983
 ). Although they were not engaging with Bourdieu, and although there are important differences,
 3
 what became known as “new institutionalism” also emphasizes the structuring role of culture. Interestingly, both Bourdieu’s work and new institutionalism were shaped by seminal studies of schooling, but whereas Bourdieu studied education as a means to understand the reproduction of economic and cultural advantage, Meyer studied schooling as a means to understand the surprising lack of heterogeneity in organizational forms. In other words, Meyer and his colleagues sought to answer the general question, if organizations have very different needs and purposes, why do their formal structures generally look so similar?

In answering this question, Meyer and his colleagues came to challenge the notion that organizational structures are the outgrowth of rational action in response to technical needs, for example the pedagogical needs of teachers and students in the classroom. If this were true, one would expect that the formal structure of schools—their bureaucratic rules, regulations, and policies—would be tightly coupled to classroom activities. However, in analyzing surveys of San Francisco schools, Meyer and Rowan (1977
 , 1978
 ) found the opposite: Reforms were announced and reports were written to signal compliance, but teachers remained unsupervised and their practices varied. Organizational charts established the authority of administrators, but principals reported little influence over teaching.
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From a technical institutional perspective, this mismatch, or “loose coupling,” was irrational, because organizational structures were presumed to be functional (Stinchcombe 1968
 ). Instead, Meyer and Rowan argued that schools and other “institutional” organizations adopt similar organizational forms because their formal structures reflect widespread cultural “myths” or “rationalized institutional rules” that reflect social expectations about how organizations “ought” to operate, regardless of whether those formal structures are actually efficient. When organizations conform to these cultural myths, they acquire legitimacy in the eyes of external audiences, legitimacy that 
 assures their survival (Meyer and Rowan 1977
 ). That is, organizational structures are not functionally rational in terms of efficiency, but they are culturally rational in terms of legitimacy. In this way, rationalized (not necessarily rational) cultural ideals about what organizations ought to look like construct organizational forms. With this insight, Meyer and his colleagues shifted analysis away from intra-organizational processes to the external, structuring dynamics of the macro-cultural organizational environment.

Bourdieu’s work and new institutionalism have both been hugely influential in the cultural turn, and some cross-fertilization between them began to take shape in work by Paul DiMaggio. DiMaggio was an important and early interpreter of Bourdieu’s ideas for American audiences (DiMaggio 1979
 ), bringing those ideas to cultural sociology (DiMaggio 1987
 , 1997
 ), the sociology of education (DiMaggio 1982b
 ), and organizational sociology (DiMaggio 1982a
 , 1983
 ; DiMaggio and Powell 1983
 ). In his 1982 article on how Boston’s upper class effectively established museums as a location to sacralize fine art and exclude more popular art forms, DiMaggio uses Bourdieu’s notion of cultural capital to understand the contestation and stakes involved in defining museums as “high” cultural organizations. DiMaggio was also among the first to import the concept of “field” into organizational sociology, citing Bourdieu and coining the term “organizational fields,” which he invokes “in the dual sense in which Bourdieu uses ‘champ,’ to signify both common purpose and an arena of strategy and conflict” (1983: 149).


DiMaggio and Powell (1983)
 also used the terminology of organizational fields in their seminal article that expanded the work of Meyer and his colleagues by articulating the forms of isomorphism that drive the vast conformity in organizational forms. Squarely in the emergent new institutionalist tradition, DiMaggio and Powell argued that organizations adopt similar forms not because those forms are ultimately more efficient or effective, but rather because of their positioning in particular types of organizational fields. In some organizational fields, state regulation compels conformity (coercive isomorphism). In other fields, uncertainty compels organizations to imitate similar others that are presumed to be successful (mimetic isomorphism). In still other fields, professional standards compel conformity (normative isomorphism). Interestingly, despite the prior connection to Bourdieu and his field terminology, DiMaggio and Powell did not cite him. Compared to Bourdieu, they defined fields more narrowly while emphasizing networks of mutual dependency (in contrast to Bourdieu’s emphasis on contestation and positionality relative to forms of economic and cultural capital).
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Despite this heterodox take on Bourdieu’s field, new institutionalism likewise advanced our knowledge of the structuring role of culture. Relatedly, another similarity between Bourdieu and new institutionalism involves their critique of homo economicus
 . For Bourdieu, economic conditions are paramount, but they operate in large part via a cultural mechanism: the inculcation of dispositions in the habitus—cultural tastes that reflect class positioning (Bourdieu 1984
 ). In turn, people do not act based on rational economic calculations. Instead, they act based on a “feel for the game” that reflects the dispositions of the habitus as it is put into play in whatever field they are acting in, and how that field values various forms of capital, capital that the actor may or not possess 
 (Bourdieu 1977
 , 1990). It is not simply that people do not have the perfect information needed to perform a rational calculus; that very paradigm is flawed:

How can it be denied that agents are practically never in a position to gather all the information about the situation that a rational decision would require and that they are in any case very unequally endowed in this respect? To escape this objection, it is not sufficient to tinker with the inadequate paradigm by speaking, as Herbert Simon does, of “bounded rationality,” limited by the uncertain and imperfect nature of the available information and the limits of the calculating capacity of the human mind (again in general . . .), and by redefining the aim of maximizing profit as a quest for “acceptable minima.” (Bourdieu 1997
 : 219)

Thus, for Bourdieu “the logic of practice”
 is not an individualistic, rational one. Instead, it is an activity that emerges from the relations between field, habitus, and capital.

As we have seen, new institutionalism critiques the notion that organizational structures are an economically rational product, created to promote efficiency and address technical needs. Drawing in part on Bourdieu, DiMaggio and Powell (1991
 : 13–18, 25–27) argue that not only do fields construct legitimate organizational forms; the cultural schemata that provide the dominant way of thinking within these fields also construct actors within organizations. Based on these schemata, people in organizations act in a way that is largely habitual and unreflective, and not based on a rational calculus. When they do act on “interests,” those interests are likewise culturally constructed (Scott 1995
 : 140).

To summarize this partial history, Bourdieu was important to organizational sociology in two ways. First, his work helped to grow interest in cultural sociology more generally, as did new institutionalism. Together, they cultivated a fertile ground in which both could take root. Second, Bourdieu’s influence is evident in DiMaggio’s early work, which represents a partial cross-fertilization. Against this backdrop, we turn our attention to what Bourdieu himself said about organizations.

Organizational Traces in the Bourdieusian Canon

Bourdieu was very much an economic sociologist, but beyond his general critiques of rational models (for example, the preceding critique of Simon), he was not speaking to American organizational sociologists. This is no shock, given his position as a French theorist. Perhaps more surprisingly, Bourdieu did not engage the tradition of Francophone organizational analysis featuring the likes of Crozier, Fournier, Friedberg, Friedman, and Touraine (see Chanlat 1994
 for a review). Promoted mainly by Crozier and Touraine, this work (“sociologie des organisations”) was much more strategic and “actionalist” than were Bourdieu’s commitments. Nor was it concerned with domination. It was also positioned on the “applied” pole of French social science, whereas Bourdieu was located on the “critical” side, and there was little dialogue between them.
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Nevertheless, in reading Bourdieu’s works one finds the traces of a particular kind of organizational thought. To reveal these traces we briefly review Bourdieu’s work on schools, namely Reproduction in Education, Society, and Culture
 (with Passeron), Homo Academicus
 , and The State Nobility
 . We organize this review based on how he used his core concepts of habitus, capital, and field to think about educational organizations, and how they relate to reproduction and change. Then we examine how he introduced the idea that firms could be considered as a field in The Social Structures of the Economy.
 In many ways, these books can be thought of as describing a number of inter- and intra-organizational processes.

Habitus and Capital in Educational Organizations

In Reproduction in Education, Society, and Culture
 , Bourdieu and Passeron focus mostly on habitus and capital, while more or less avoiding any discussions of educational fields and specific organizations. For our purposes, the book can be read as analyzing processes that occur within a range of organizational settings.


Bourdieu and Passeron (1977
 : 32) view education “as the process through which a cultural arbitrary is historically reproduced through the medium of production of the habitus productive of practices conforming with that cultural arbitrary (i.e. by the transmission of a training [formation] capable of durably patterning and ‘informing’ the receivers).” While this broad definition logically implicates schools as a main site of reproduction, it does not confine education to the institutions of formal schooling. As such, a major thrust of their focus is on more general “pedagogic actions.” The dominant pedagogic actions that reinforce class inequality depend on the habitus and capital of individuals: The success or failure of pedagogic action depends on whether one’s class-based habitus and cultural capital overlap with the pedagogical action and fit with the organizations that support those actions.

Adding some specificity to these different possible habitué, in Homo Academicus
 Bourdieu explores two different dispositions within the academic field. One disposition, which he characterized as a “taste for order,” aligned with the medical and law faculties. This disposition consists “of identifying unreservedly with the status quo, a way of life which is at the same time an assumption of duty” (1988: 51). In contrast, the other disposition is more aligned with science and arts faculties, and entails “detachment, that is the opposite of integration, the rejection of everything which enforces respect for the status quo” (1988: 51).

Extending his discussion of academic classifications from Homo Academicus, The State Nobilit
 y (1996) addresses academic classifications as a type of cultural capital, in which classifications take the form of “of schemata of perception and action, principles of vision and division, and mental structures” (1996: 5). Criticizing the overdetermined, “subjectless” theories of Althusser (1971)
 , Bourdieu argues that to understand domination, scholars need to “analyze in detail the relationship between the objective characteristics of the organizations that exercise it and the socially constituted dispositions of 
 the agents upon whom it is exercised” (1996: 3). In utilizing habitus and cultural capital in this way—as properties of individuals tied to their positioning in social space while operating inside of organizations—Bourdieu avoids the “death of the subject” common in some structuralist and post-structuralist theories. He also refers to organizations specifically, opening the possibility of bringing them into this theoretical framework.

The Fields within Which Organizations Operate


Homo Academicus
 is rather different from Reproduction
 , in part because it utilizes the notion of field in addition to capital and habitus. Specifically, Bourdieu examined the May 1968 events and how the responses of academics were tied to their positions in the academic field. However, he did not address how formal educational organizations mediate the relationship between habitus/capital and the academic field. As a result, he positions academics in scholarly fields and disciplines, but he does not position them within the organizations that they inhabit.

In Bourdieu’s framework, the field of power is organized around two different types of capital: economic and cultural. Within the field of power there are other fields, which are also organized around the opposition between economic and cultural capital. From this perspective, academics possess more cultural capital, but in the form of an institutionalized credential. Within the academic field there are similar oppositions between economic and cultural capital, with the science and art faculties having more cultural capital and the law and medical faculties having more economic capital. As a result, the academic field ends up being

organized according to two antagonistic principles of hierarchicalization: the social hierarchy, corresponding to the capital inherited and the economic and political capital actually held, is in opposition to the specific, properly cultural hierarchy, corresponding to the capital of scientific authority or intellectual renown. (1988: 48)

Correspondingly, one might think about how organizations are structured by antagonistic principles of hierarchicalization, although Bourdieu had yet to take that step.

In The State Nobility
 , Bourdieu does a field analysis of higher education in France. Unlike his analysis in Homo Academicus
 , here he includes the actual universities in his analysis, rather than the professors working in those organizations. First, he analyzes the overall field of higher education and notes that the organizations can be distinguished by their social and academic prestige and by where they are positioned between “an academically dominant but economically and social[ly] dominated scientific and intellectual pole . . . and an academically dominated but socially and economically dominant administrative and economic pole” (1996: 133). Second, he analyzes the subfield of “grandes écoles” within the higher education field. Both the overall field and the subfield of schools exist in homologous relationship to the field of power. While Bourdieu puts his focus on how the schools are positioned in relationship to each other in a field, he 
 does acknowledge that each school has an internal culture that includes a habitus and cultural capital:

It is only by breaking with the arbitrary absolutization produced by ordinary intuition and semilearned description that one is able to see the different schools for what they truly are, miniature closed societies that, like insular universes so dear to ethnologists, share a single lifestyle, visible not only in coherent and distinctive systems of cultural references and ethical or political values, but also in bodily hexis
 , clothing, ways of speaking, and even sexual habits. . . . (1996: 180)

By recognizing that there are processes occurring within formal organizations (such as preparatory schools and universities) that matter, Bourdieu opened the door to applying his conceptual framework to the internal workings of organizations.

Explaining Reproduction and Change

In Bourdieu’s conceptual framework, the interplay between habitus and field can explain the reproduction of educational institutions. Assuming a fit between an agent’s habitus/capital and the field, he argues:

It is logical that these areas of the university space should be occupied by agents who, being produced for and by the academic institution, have only to follow their natural dispositions in order to produce ad infinitum
 the conditions of reproduction of the institution, starting with the most important: setting limits to cultural needs and aspirations at the same time as encouraging ignorance of those limits, restricting people’s visions of the world and canvassing their support for this mutilated vision, which leads to people to perceive as universal, under the guise of “general education,” an extremely singular culture. (1988: 99–100)

Similar to his arguments in Reproduction
 , educational institutions reinforce an arbitrary dominant culture, which is misrecognized as universal. If there is a disjuncture between an agent’s habitus and the field, she may decide to seek opportunities in different fields (1988: 99). Even if there is the potential for misalignment, any agent entering the academic field has to be “willing to play the competitive game, and accept its objectives” (1988: 88). In other words, while there may be differences within the academic field between the types of capital of the agents and their class-based habitus, they all accept at some level the illusio
 of the field, that the game is worthwhile.

Tying his analysis of the academic field back to the events of May 1968, Bourdieu found that there was overlap with position in the academic field and whether one supported the May 1968 movement. Those in favor tended to be closer to the cultural pole of the field, those opposed closer to the economic pole. By focusing on the May 1968 events, he had the opportunity to address how change occurs. However, for the most part he points to how external factors, such as increases in the number of students and a shortage of qualified professors, filtered through the academic field, could explain the crisis.

In Homo Academicus
 , change is compelled by an exogenous shock. In the State Nobility
 , Bourdieu addresses a source of possible endogenous change in the form of a mismatch between one’s habitus and an organization. He argues: “the permanent dialectic between the properties of a school and the properties of its students is one of the major determinants of change in the field of the grandes écoles as well as the field of power” (1996: 183). Yet the mismatch between one’s trajectory and that of their group origin “always leads to unstable, unsteady positions favoring stances that are themselves entirely unstable, shaky, and often doomed to constant shifts or, in time, to reversal” (1996: 184). If the person is successfully integrated, she may come to over-identify with the organization. If the person is not integrated, a counter-identification may emerge, where the actors have “no other recourse than to exclude that which excludes them and to transform their destiny into a choice” (1996: 184), ending the mismatch by leaving the organization. Thus dynamic reproduction is the norm, and change is exceptional.

Intra-Organizational Processes and Firms as Fields

In The State Nobility
 , Bourdieu examines preparatory classes for the grandes écoles, and his examination includes internal processes. He argues that the schools produce the “nobility” by first confining the students, which “produces a very homogenous group whose homogeneity is further increased through the mutual socialization brought about by continued, prolonged contact” (1996: 75). The shared culture of the students becomes important in creating the group and symbolic capital for the group. Here Bourdieu recognizes that this culture includes not only embodied schemata, but also shared styles of expression and deportment:

here as elsewhere it is the imponderables of manners and deportment, the typical expressions of school slang (condensed from crystallized values), the shared turns of phrasing, the particular kinds of jokes, and the characteristic ways of moving, speaking, laughing, and interacting with others, and especially with like-minded individuals, that create and forever sustain the immediate complicity among schoolmates. (1996: 83)

What matters in such a context is not simply what is learned in the classroom, but rather, what is absorbed from the larger whole, as “an entire definition of education and intellectual work is imposed on students through the very organization of their schoolwork” (1996: 85).

Besides confining students and inculcating them with a particular culture, the elite schools consecrate the students. When there is a homology between the habitus of the students and the position of the organization in the field, what emerges is a


dialectic of consecration and recognition
 , at the end of which the elite school chooses those who have chosen it because it has chosen them, is one of the mechanisms that enables it, through the consecration that it bestows, to attract individuals who most 
 likely conform to its explicit and implicit demands and who are least likely to alter it. (1996: 104, emphasis in original)

Again, Bourdieu argues that if there is a fit between one’s habitus and an organization, the person is unlikely to challenge the organization, and the organization is likely to reproduce itself. Such a fit is common because of the academic criteria through which schools and students select each other, and through which schools evaluate students. Further, having fewer misaligned trajectories reduces the need to inculcate the illusio of the field, since the participants already believe in the game and its stakes.

In The Social Structures of the Economy
 (2005)
 , Bourdieu starts to develop the organizational sociology that was implicit in his work on education. Specifically, he applies his framework to the housing market and economics and first introduces the idea of a firm as field. He explicitly proposes what he was hinting at in The State Nobility
 , that the internal structure of an organization matters and that it could be analyzed using his conceptual framework. He argues that

we have to change the scale of our approach and shift our focus from the field of firms overall to each of the firms taken individually, which, at least in the case of the large firms, are relatively autonomous units functioning also as fields. It is clear that the firm is not a homogenous entity that can be treated as a rational subject—the “entrepreneur” or the “management”—oriented towards a single unified objective. It is determined (or guided) in its “choices” not only by its position in the structure of the field of production, but also by its internal structure, which, as a product of all its earlier history, still orients the present. (2005: 69)

As we will see, the idea that a firm could be analyzed as a field in and of itself is an important starting point for Emirbayer and Johnson’s recent exegesis of Bourdieu. In their 2008 article they provide an orthodox interpretation and extension of Bourdieu into organizational analysis, with special attention to the concept of “organizations-as-fields.” We discuss this work in time, but we begin the next section of the chapter by reviewing some of the more piecemeal, heterodox ways in which organizational scholars have used Bourdieu’s ideas.


SECTION
 TWO




Bourdieu in Organizational Scholarship

Organizational scholars have not been shy about using Bourdieu’s ideas, although in this encounter his ideas have undergone a certain amount of adaptation, particularly in the American context. This is perhaps inevitable, as scholars must respond to the publishing norms, empirical practices, and relevant literatures in which they are embedded 
 (Dobbin 2008
 ; Vaughan 2008
 ). As Bourdieu’s ideas have left the context of French philosophy and sociology and entered organizational scholarship, they have been modified and decoupled from his larger framework, as scholars pragmatically use aspects of his work for their own purposes.
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As this has occurred, it has become common for scholars to make reference to an “organizational habitus,” if not in published work, in their own informal parlance. In published work, the idea of an organizational habitus is more implicit.
 8
 Take, for example, Vaughan’s (1996)
 meticulously detailed study of the organizational practices that led to the Space Shuttle Challenger
 disaster. Utilizing a comprehensive set of archival materials and interviews with key actors, Vaughan documents how, in their routine efforts to manage the risks that are inevitable in space flight, NASA engineers unwittingly normalized a set of deviant practices, creating a culture in which the decision to launch on that fateful day was seen as acceptable, even unremarkable. Vaughan’s book is written in an accessible style, and it purposefully eschews theoretical jargon (Bourdieusian or otherwise). Yet in her 2008 rereading of her own work, she brings her concepts to light, and argues that NASA’s

organizational habitus reflected categories of judgment and perception of the organization field: “institutionalized beliefs, rules, and roles” that constitute shared cognitive systems (Scott 1991
 : 165). . . . The NASA case showed how sets of organizing assumptions institutionalized in the organization field trickled down through layered structures—the NASA organization, the Solid Rocket Booster Project, the Solid Rocket Booster work group—shaping individual cognitive processes and actions. (2008: 73–74)

The idea is that organizations, much like individuals, as a reflection of their positioning in fields, have largely unreflective dispositions that shape their practices. Moreover, when seen as a repetitive, largely unreflective disposition, it makes sense why, despite all of the public attention and condemnation, similar happenings occurred years later with the Space Shuttle Columbia
 disaster: The organizational habitus endured.

Perhaps not surprisingly given Bourdieu’s research on education, the idea of an “organizational habitus” has been used explicitly by scholars studying schools (Horvat and Antonio 1999
 ; McDonough 1997
 ). For example, Diamond, Randolph, and Spillane (2004)
 argue that “the organizational habitus is like a current that guides teacher expectations and sense of responsibility in a particular direction” (2004: 76). Based on a comparative ethnography of five urban elementary schools with a range of demographic characteristics, the authors found organizational patterns in how the schools conceptualized student assets and deficits. In the low-income and high-poverty schools that they studied, students were seen as having more deficits than assets, and this “current” structured the teachers’ beliefs about what the students could and could not accomplish in the classroom. The authors argue that, by lowering teachers’ expectations and their sense of responsibility for student learning, this organizational habitus has an important role in perpetuating the self-fulfilling prophecy of low achievement.

As Sallaz and Zavisca (2007)
 note, the Bourdieusian concepts of capital, and especially cultural capital, have had a large impact on sociology. There is hardly an area of sociology that has not been touched by these ideas, and research on organizations is no exception. For example, Spillane, Hallett, and Diamond (2003)
 use Bourdieusian notions of capital to understand organizational leadership in urban elementary schools. Importantly, instead of imposing a definition of leadership or presuming leadership, they instead examine how teachers themselves construct influential others as leaders, and on what bases. Examining data from interviews with 84 teachers at eight different urban elementary schools, the authors found that teachers constructed others as leaders based on their control over important material resources (economic capital), networks and relations of trust (social capital), embodied interactive style (cultural capital), and specific skills, knowledge, and expertise (human capital).
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 Whereas previous research presumed the importance of human capital for instructional leadership, the authors found that cultural capital was the most prevalent basis upon which teachers constructed both other teachers and administrators as leaders, and it was especially important in constructing administrators as leaders.

As mentioned earlier, the idea of cultural capital was central to DiMaggio’s historical analysis of museums and the institutionalization of high culture in nineteenth-century Boston (DiMaggio 1982a
 , 1991
 ). The Brahmins who sought to restrict the definition of museum art to exclude popular forms had cultural capital in two of the three ways that Bourdieu (1986)
 discusses, and they sought cultural capital in the third sense. First, reflecting the embodied state (closest to habitus), they had the dispositions necessary to appreciate fine art; that is, they had a taste for it. Second, they commonly owned this art, reflecting the objectified state. Third, they were pursuing an institutionalized state, over which the domination of museums would further objectify their view of art and, in turn, their social status. To encapsulate this collective endeavor, DiMaggio adroitly describes them as “cultural capitalists,” and explains how they succeeded with the founding of the Boston Symphony Orchestra and the Museum of Fine Art: “These institutions were to provide a framework, in the visual arts and music, respectively, for the definition of high art” (1982a: 40).

In these works DiMaggio was also sketching how the Brahmins were creating a distinctive organizational field, that of fine art. Various types of field theories have been gaining prominence in sociology in general (Fligstein and McAdam 2012
 ; Levi Martin 2003
 ) and of all of Bourdieu’s concepts, field is the one that is most frequently invoked in organizational scholarship, especially in new institutionalism (Dobbin 2008
 ; Lizardo 2012
 ). Powell and Colyvas (2008b
 : 977) go so far as to say that “[t]he signature of new institutionalism has been a focus at the field level.” The field concept is used so commonly that many organizational scholars do not acknowledge the original connection to Bourdieu or cite his work (Emirbayer and Johnson 2008
 : 3 n2), in much the same way that people no longer cite Lavoisier when acknowledging the chemical composition of water.
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Whereas Bourdieu emphasizes that fields are structured mainly by economic and cultural capital, the influential DiMaggio and Powell (1983
 : 148) definition of organizational fields jettisons these terms and instead focuses on networks within a larger totality 
 comprising “a recognized area of institutional life.” This reflected engagement with relevant bodies of research developed by US scholars Edward Laumann and Harrison White (Laumann et al. 1978
 ; White et al. 1976
 ), as well as Powell’s budding interest in understanding the relationship between institutions and networks (Powell 1990
 ; Powell et al. 2005
 ; Owen-Smith and Powell 2008
 ). This was an important development. Whereas Bourdieu never sufficiently analyzed the development of fields, instead taking their existence as a starting point (Ferguson 1998
 ), thinking in terms of networks allowed DiMaggio and Powell to make a turn toward Giddens, and to think about the “structuration” of organizational fields. They argue that organizational fields “only exist to the extent that they are institutionally defined,” and that “the process of institutional definition, or ‘structuration,’ ” happens through networked interactions among organizations (DiMaggio and Powell 1983
 : 148). This kind of network component adds another aspect of structure to the field concept, and Lounsbury and Ventresca (2003)
 argue the that field concept contributed to a “new structuralism” in organizational theory. However, with this revised focus, institutional scholars tend not to examine issues of power and the tensions between economic and cultural capital, themes that are central to Bourdieu’s work (Benson 1999
 ).
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This lack of attention to issues of power and domination is one of the many concerns expressed by Emirbayer and Johnson (2008)
 in their theoretical piece about the utility of Bourdieu’s ideas for organizational analysis. Emirbayer and Johnson also decry how organizational scholars have used Bourdieu’s ideas while divorcing them from the holistic field-capital-habitus framework, thereby stripping them of their relational power. They argue that the power of Bourdieu’s ideas are only realized when they are kept intact, and they criticize organizational research for focusing mainly on fields, at the expense of capital and habitus. Instead, they draw from the full field-capital-habitus framework, and attempt to develop the kind of analysis that Bourdieu hinted at. They present their interpretation of an orthodox Bourdieusian theory of “organizations-as-fields.”

Emirbayer and Johnson argue that “organizations must always be situated within the matrices of relations, the relational contexts, within which they are constituted in sometimes unseen or unrecognizable ways and with which they are ever dialogically engaged” (2008: 5). As a result, the structure (volume and composition) of an organization’s capital and its trajectory in the field become important sources of symbolic capital for the organization. Bringing culture into their argument, Emirbayer and Johnson contend that organizations exists in a space of position takings, which “presents itself as a cultural structure that imposes constraint on organizational innovation, delimiting the space of what can be conceivably attempted or accomplished, and as a set of openings or windows of opportunity for innovative action” (2008: 16). The space of position takings is interrelated with the space of positions or the social structure of the field.

Expanding on Bourdieu’s insights from The Social Structure of the Economy
 , Emirbayer and Johnson propose that organizations in general, and not merely firms, can be analyzed as fields. According to Emirbayer and Johnson,

an organization-as-field may itself be analyzed as a space of positions (occupied by intra-organizational entities, whether person, agencies, and so forth, possessing 
 different amounts and types of capital) and as a space of position-takings (a semiotic or cultural structure consisting of different statements, actions, etc., on the part of these intraorganizational entities). (2008: 26)

Like Bourdieu, they argue that organizational change or inertia is a result of the interaction between habitus and position in the organization-as-field. Expanding on Bourdieu, they argue that internal struggles in an organization may occur between those with differing types of capital, not just along the lines of the struggle between cultural and economic capital. The types of capital and habitus that are influential in an organization are tied to the field the organization is in, so that “the configurations of power relations within an organization . . . tend to display the structure of opposition roughly homologous to that found within the fields that are the source(s) of the most important forms of capital and habitus in that organization” (2008: 28).

Thus, where new institutionalism draws primarily from the macro concept of fields and focuses its gaze at that level, “organizations-as-fields” includes a kind of double vision, seeing both the field and all of the characteristics of the organization, including internal ones, through a Bourdieusian lens. By keeping Bourdieu’s main ideas intact at this organizational level, Emirbayer and Johnson include the relational component, and they do so in a way that can reinvigorate the study of positional power in organizations. They also adhere to Bourdieu’s critique of what he called the “interactionist fallacy,” the notion that interactions can be understood without reference to their extra-interactional constituent parts (Bourdieu 1984
 : 578–579; 1990a: 126–127; Emirbayer and Johnson 2008
 : 9–10). Although Emirbayer and Johnson counter new institutionalism’s macro gaze with one that also looks to intra-organizational processes, they, like Bourdieu, avert their gaze from interaction, under the guise that interactions themselves are of little consequence.

Emirbayer and Johnson provide a magisterial account of what an orthodox Bourdieusian analysis of organizations would look like, and it will no doubt prove useful to scholars seeking to analyze organizations in this way.
 12
 However, as Swartz argues in his comment on Emirbayer and Johnson’s article, “The critical point is not so much to get Bourdieu right, though there is virtue in properly interpreting one’s theoretical source, but to generate an object for empirical investigation that has been hitherto neglected” (Swartz 2008
 : 50). With this in mind, we offer a partial break and expansion of Bourdieu, as opposed to an elaboration of his existing framework. In doing so, we engage recent work that attends to intra-organizational processes as part of the “micro foundations” of institutions, and we place special importance on the role of social interactions in organizations. We seek a Bourdieusian-inspired organizational interactionism without the “fallacy.”

Micro Developments in Organizational Institutionalism

One of the great strengths of Bourdieu’s ideas are how they, when taken together, effectively erase the micro–macro distinction. Individuals act based on the dispositions of 
 the habitus, but these dispositions reflect a positioning in social space and particular fields, fields that are structured in part by forms of capital. Individuals likewise possess these forms of capital, but they do so in relation to others and in relation to the fields in which they act. In this way, even the micro concept of habitus has macro components and origins, and the utility of the more macro concept of fields is that it helps us to understand a “smaller” outcome: practice. However, in using Bourdieu’s field concept selectively, new institutionalism re-establishes these boundaries. As Dobbin notes, “Where Bourdieu’s insights have been picked up, they have been considered at the interorganizational, not intraorganizational, level” (Dobbin 2008
 : 53). The emphasis is on extra-local phenomena, and not the doings that occur inside the organization; note again Powell and Colyvas’s (2008b
 : 977) statement, “The signature of new institutionalism has been a focus at the field level.”

Fortunately, there is a rising tide of interest in what is coming to be termed the “micro foundations” of institutions (Barley 2008
 ; Powell and Colyvas 2008a
 ). This work is a response to the macro tendencies of its brethren, new institutionalism. It seeks to elaborate the more local, ground-level scaffolding upon which new institutionalism been built (Hallett 2010
 ; Hallett and Ventresca 2006
 ). This line of work is developing in ways that are both conducive to, and in tension with, Bourdieu’s sociology.

Although organizational sociology did not go in this direction until more recently, DiMaggio and Powell (1991: 25–26, 38)
 made early comments on the utility of the habitus for linking organizational fields to local activity, while embracing the role of past history and experience. However, as Emirbayer and Mische (1998
 : 978) note, agency in Bourdieu’s framework is largely iterative: it is oriented by the past and involves pre-conscious expectations and habit. This is why many scholars maintain that, despite his detailed examination of agency, Bourdieu’s framework is nevertheless overdetermined (Jenkins 1982
 ; King 2000
 ). It provides a dynamic for social life, but it is a deflated one that cycles toward reproduction. As organizational scholars began to grapple with ways to understand institutional change instead of isomorphism (Greenwood et al. 2008
 ), they reached toward a very different conception of agency.

Chief among these efforts is a burgeoning line of work on “institutional entrepreneurs” (see Hardy and Maguire 2008
 and Battilana, Leca, and Boxenbaum 2009
 for reviews). This term refers to actors “who have an interest in particular institutional arrangements and who leverage resources to create new institutions or to transform existing ones” (Maguire et al. 2004
 ). This work attends to the “on the ground” activity that new institutionalism obscures. The problem is that it creates an imagery of muscular, heroic individuals (Maguire et al. 2004
 ) that is rather inconsistent with new institutionalism’s critique of homo economicus
 . New institutionalism was developed as a critique of atomistic, utilitarian, rational-choice models where actors’ preferences and interests are treated as exogenous to the larger cultural order (DiMaggio and Powell 1991
 ). As discussed earlier, Bourdieu offers a similar critique. The attempt to solve the problem of agency and change with an approximation of the rational, interested actor that new institutionalism tries to reject creates confusion. In one moment DiMaggio (1988
 : 5) argued that institutionalism needs to incorporate “purposive, interest-driven, 
 and conflictual behavior” and he proposed the terminology of institutional entrepreneurship for doing so. In the next moment he critiqued that very model in his work with Powell (1991)
 .

Developed in part to move away from the heroic imagery of entrepreneurship, and to include dynamics of reproduction, a recent scholarship focuses instead on “institutional work”: the “purposive action of individuals and organizations aimed at creating, maintaining and disrupting institutions” (Lawrence and Suddaby 2006
 : 216). The emphasis on purposeful work is important, as it recognizes the force of institutions and the physical and mental effort involved in leveraging them. Although the approach is less heroic, it still takes pride in “[b]ringing individuals back into institutional theory” (Lawrence, Suddaby, and Leca 2009
 : 53). However, it has been critiqued for creating a voluntaristic bias that privileges the causal status of actors (Hwang and Colyvas 2011
 ; Willmott 2011
 ). This kind of methodological individualism runs against institutionalism’s “skepticism towards atomistic accounts of social process” (DiMaggio and Powell 1991
 : 3).

Research in this once promising “microfoundational” stream would seem to be in a quandary: Although useful, Bourdieu’s framework lacks sufficient dynamism, while proposed alternatives are inconsistent with institutionalism and the elements of Bourdieu’s work that helped to shape new institutionalism. We argue that the solution to the problem rests not in individuals or interests, but in social interaction.

Interaction: Fallacy or Dynamic Solution?

The problem with the Bourdieusian framework, when applied to the local level, is not its critique of homo economicus
 or the set of restrictions that the habitus imposes on agency, but rather, its lack of attention to what Goffman (1983)
 called the “interaction order.” We seek to bridge the ideas of Goffman and Bourdieu in order to strengthen research on the microfoundations of institutions while recognizing the dynamic nature of organizational life.

Given Bourdieu’s strong critique of the “interactionist fallacy” (1984: 578–579; 2005: 197–198) this may seem odd at first blush. However, interactions are an undeniable feature of organizations. They are a place in which organizational pressures and individual dispositions combine to create organizational outcomes, and just as interactions cannot be understood without knowledge of their extra-interactional parts (the interactionist fallacy), organizations cannot be understood without regard to interactions as a constituent part (the structuralist fallacy).
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While agreeing that interactions in organizations must always be examined in light of their extra-interactional components, we argue that the interactions themselves also matter, not sui generis
 (Rawls 1987
 ), but as a dynamic part of an organizational system. We seek a Bourdieusian-inspired organizational interactionism without the “fallacy.” We expand Bourdieu’s relational sociology by considering organizational interactions as social relations, pregnant with symbolic power and possible conflict; shaped by habitus, cultural capital, and the institutional landscape, but not completely determined by 
 them, and not inconsequential for understanding organizational life. To make this case, we draw from a trio of studies, all of which link Bourdieu and Goffman to understand organizational dynamics in corporate (Hallett 2003
 ), educational (Hallett 2007
 ), and governmental (Dubois 2010
 ) fields.

Hallett uses Bourdieu and Goffman to theorize how symbolic power (the power to define) operates in interactions inside organizations. He begins by emphasizing the important role of habitus:

When people enter organizations, they bring their habitus—and their relation to the broader social order—with them, and the individual practices within organizations are informed (but not determined) by the habitus (linked to a position in the broader social order). In completing organizational tasks, people act on the basis not only of formal organizational rules, but also of the habitus. (Hallett 2003
 : 130)

Habitus informs organizational practice, but people in organizations are not lonely isolates. Rather, their practices are a part of larger interactions. Drawing from Goffman (1959)
 , Hallett argues that during these interactions, people engage in impression management, but again, the habitus matters: “For a typical person to disregard the dispositions of the habitus—to engage in practices that are totally foreign—is to risk humiliation on the part of signs given off, manifestations of the habitus that is rejected. As such, the habitus shapes impression management, but the self-presented remains situated” (Hallett 2003
 : 132).

As people in organizations engage in practice, they are also engaging in rituals of deference and demeanor (Goffman 1956
 ): To acquire deference (respect), people must exhibit a demeanor that is appropriate to the situation, and in organizational contexts this means engaging in practices that audiences in the organization deem valuable. Hallett argues that, once acquired, this deference is a credit (symbolic capital in Bourdieusian terms) that can be deployed as the symbolic power (Bourdieu 1991
 ) to further define the situation and the very contours of the interaction order.

To demonstrate the merits of this theory of interaction and symbolic power, and how it can help us to understand organizational stability as well as conflict and change, Hallett draws from historical materials and initial reports of the demise of the Arthur Andersen Company. He describes how key figures in the company, Arthur Andersen and Leonard Spacek, had acquired specific dispositions through their strict upbringings. These dispositions compelled them to favor integrity over profit. As Andersen developed the company and then handed it to Spacek, they consolidated an audience that placed value in ethical practices. For example, Andersen fired his own brother, Walter, when he married an employee.

For those who remained, Andersen’s integrity—as a practice and not an abstraction—was legendary, and members of the organization regaled each other with stories of Anderson’s fortitude, for example how he stood his ground in the face of an autocratic railway president who wanted him to change a financial statement: “Mr. Andersen 
 informed the president that there was not enough money in the city of Chicago to induce him to change his report (Arthur Andersen and Co. 1963: 19–20)” (Hallett 2003
 : 136). This practice was not economically rational (the company lost the client), but it fit Andersen’s dispositions and his strict Scandinavian upbringing. In these interactions, the employees accorded deference to the likes of Andersen and Spacek, providing them with the symbolic power to further define these practices as legitimate, and to control the interaction order.

However, as the consulting arm of the company grew to rival the accounting arm, a different internal audience came to the fore, one that valued a different set of practices, referred to in the company lore as “The Merchant” as opposed to “The Samurai.” When Spacek retired, the interaction order changed; merchant practices eclipsed samurai practices as a source of symbolic power. Profit eclipsed integrity. It was economically rational for the company to sell as many services as possible to companies like Enron, but soon the Andersen Company found itself in a position in which it was auditing its own work, and it lost its independence. Merchant practices had been defined as legitimate, and, fearing the loss of clients, the company engaged in funky accounting practices, ultimately resulting in scandal, lost jobs, stock losses, declining public trust in corporations, and a sweeping corporate-reform bill.

All of this happened over time, via social interactions. The Arthur Andersen Company was situated in a corporate field, and Hallett’s conceptualization helps us to understand how competing rationales or “institutional myths” within the field—accounting integrity (“Samurai”) and profit maximization (“Merchant”)—were inscribed in and generated by key figures in the Arthur Andersen Company. In a related article, Hallett (2007)
 shifts his gaze to a different field: education. Based on two years of ethnographic research in an urban elementary school, Hallett examines how a new principal tried to introduce an accountability regime into a local order that had been based on classroom autonomy. The principal, “Mrs. Kox,” had a set of dispositions that fit the accountability polices that had come to dominate the field of education. Hallett describes how, “[l]ike these reforms, Kox is tough and direct. She makes decisions by the book and based on a worldview that values holding people accountable. In her own words, she is ‘like a rock’ ” (Hallett 2007
 : 155). Indeed, the Local School Souncil hired Kox for these very reasons, and they saw her as the perfect candidate to implement accountability in the school.

Expanding his earlier work and following Bourdieu, Hallett argues that Kox had a particular type of “embodied cultural capital”: “This form is tightly linked to the dispositions of the habitus, and it is manifested in behaviors or ‘practice.’ Bourdieu describes it as a ‘corporeal hexis,’ a ‘style of expression,’ (1988: 56) ‘a durable way of standing, speaking, walking’ (1990b: 70)” (Hallett 2007
 : 153). Kox’s efforts at impression management were based on this cultural capital, but her embodied style did not fit with a key internal audience: the teachers. Despite sincere efforts, during interactions she could not craft a demeanor that acquired deference from the teachers. As a form of cultural capital, her style was not of value to this audience, and without deference, she lacked the symbolic power to define her policy changes as legitimate. Turmoil ensued as teachers compiled a 
 115-page collection of complaint letters, prompting an investigation by the school’s central office. Kox survived the investigation, but the interactional well had been forever poisoned. All parties suffered from considerable strain, and standardized test scores declined for the first time in years.

From a policy perspective, Kox’s efforts to implement accountability were entirely rational, and they fit the broader institutional rationale or “cultural myth” that had come to dominate the field of education. However, based on the prior interaction order of the school, these practices did not fit, and the teachers experienced these changes as irrational. Teachers literally thought that Kox was crazy. They blamed her for disrupting an order that they thought was working, despite the fact that the school had long been scoring below state and regional averages on standardized tests, and despite the fact that the school continually underperformed in comparison to a similar school in the same neighborhood. The problem was not simply a mismatch between Kox’s capital and the school, as Bourdieu might contend. Kox’s habitus and embodied cultural capital mattered, but so did the failed rituals of deference and demeanor, rituals through which symbolic power is created and deployed. The turmoil at the school was an interactional phenomenon (see also Hallett 2010
 ).

Writing in France, Vincent Dubois (2010)
 also connects Goffman and Bourdieu in order to understand key features of organizational life. Although he does not engage the American tradition of new institutionalism, his work is centrally concerned with bureaucracy as an institutional rationale that governs modern organizations, namely French welfare offices. Drawing from Bourdieu (2005
 , 1997
 , 1991
 ), and based on fieldwork and interviews at two welfare offices, Dubois argues that the workers have “two bodies.” On the one hand, based on their jobs’ positioning, they embody the state, and they are responsible for distributing its services. When seen in the extreme, “[t]heir bodies merge with that of the institution, of which they are only avatars” (2010: 73). However, they also have their own dispositions and needs that reflect their particular social histories, which “cannot help but surface in one way or another during the confrontation with the public” (2010: 74). In other words, they comprise the habitus of the state, but they also have their own habitués. Moreover, they must respond to the needs, dispositions, and unique circumstances of a diverse clientele, and as “street level bureaucrats” (Lipsky 1980
 ) they have a measure of discretion. Thus, Dubois argues that neither the officers nor the clients can be “reduced to mere receptacles of institutional discourse, who submit to its [bureaucratic] injunctions with docility” (2010: 138).

These various tensions come together in the interactions at the bureaucrat’s desk, which serve as Dubois’s primary unit of analysis. As a place where officers and clients meet, the desks create a physical and symbolic boundary, but they are also a locale in which both parties seek recognition and a measure of deference. Despite their poverty, and while they must enact a demeanor that reflects their needs, clients do not want to be infantilized. Although the officials are in a position of power, problems inevitably arise that challenge their standing. Take, for example, the all-too-common irregularities that arise due to glitches in the system. One official recalled an especially sensitive snafu, in 
 which the office unwittingly sent multiple notices to a client inquiring about the housing situation of a child, which would affect the client’s housing benefit. However, the office had failed to record that the child had died in a car crash:

The parents had notified us they had sent the death certificate, it probably hadn’t been processed. When the mother came in, well, she got mad at me, right. She was angry. It makes sense. [ . . . ] She told me: “His situation is in the cemetery. If you want to see him, I’ll take you.” [ . . . ] That’s the most terrible situation. [ . . . ] I waited, I played dead, so to speak! I apologized on behalf of the benefit office. I explained the computer system to her, I told her I would do my best so that this wouldn’t happen again, because these things [the computers] are stupid, they don’t think. In those cases, I apologize. I lay low. (Dubois 2010
 : 140)

In these circumstances, officials must act to protect two faces, that of the institution of their employ, as well as their own (Goffman 1967
 ). Yet because the institutional body is already shamefaced by the bureaucratic gaffe, officials respond more as individuals, or more accurately, in ways that look to be individualistic. In these situations, they use what they call their own “instincts,” but these instincts reflect the dispositions of their habitus—their individual body—and their use of typifications reflecting evident stigmas (Dubois 2010
 : 99; Goffman 1963
 ).

In all of these ways, interactions have a key place in policy implementation, both in terms of how resources are distributed, and in what the state institution of welfare means to officials and clients. Because the officers have two bodies, they respond not only as bureaucrats but as humans, and Dubois found that clients routinely came to the office not merely for resources, and often, not even
 for resources. Instead, they came for social contact, concern, and advice. Both the officers and the clients recognized this, and through these interactions the institutional meaning of welfare changed to encompass not only bureaucracy, but also socialization. In all of these ways, Dubois is successful in his effort to “give reception desk relationships the necessary distinction between ‘the merely situated’ and ‘the situational’ (Goffman 1983
 : 3), keeping in mind that ‘the truth of interaction is never entirely to be found in interaction as it is available to observation’ (Bourdieu 1990a
 : 127)” (Dubois 2010
 : 12).

None of these three studies can be seen as “atomistic,” in large part because they focus on interactions, and interactions are a supra-individual level of analysis. These studies avoid methodological individualism because, although people matter, they only matter in relation to others. These people have “interests,” but those interests are constructed by the dispositions of their habitués and their positioning in the fields in which they are embedded. Habitus and embodied cultural capital bound these interactions, but interactions nevertheless maintain an element of spontaneity, because it is impossible to fully anticipate the number of people, the range of dispositions, the types of situations, or the relevant topics or tasks at hand. Introducing interaction into the Bourdieusian framework increases the dynamism of the model, and it does so without an incommensurate incorporation of homo economicus
 .


CONCLUSION




From the cultural turn and new institutionalism, to his own work, to organizational scholarship, and to the micro foundations of institutions, we have sought to chart the multiple ways in which Bourdieu’s ideas have been useful for scholars studying organizations. Given that Bourdieu himself did not theorize organizations, his influence has been indirect, but nonetheless apparent. In some ways, his ideas are well-worn, if not in whole cloth, then in parts, as a range of scholars have used and modified his concepts of habitus, capital, and especially field to think about aspects of organizations.

As sociologists who are interested in local organizational processes in addition to the more macro forces that are the traditional focus of new institutionalism, when we read Bourdieu we see people acting on the dispositions of their habitués in relation to fields and capital, thereby generating and reproducing ongoing streams of practice. This “peopled” reading of Bourdieu is largely absent from organizational scholarship, and this is where we see new possibilities and enduring promise. The promise of Bourdieu’s work rests in how his concepts of habitus and embodied cultural capital help us to think about action in organizations without reverting to methodological individualism and overly utilitarian, rationalistic, actors. Yet we have also addressed a pitfall: his overall disregard for social interaction, a disregard that is also common in organizational sociology. By incorporating Goffman’s ideas concerning the interaction order, we have sketched the outlines for a Bourdieusian-inspired organizational interactionism without the “fallacy.” Such an approach will be useful for scholars interested in the micro foundations of institutions, as it helps us to envision both the dynamics and constraints of organizational life, while revealing how symbolic power is cultivated and deployed in social interaction, and how the act of policy implementation is both bureaucratic and human.

NOTES



1.
 As we will see, the closest that Bourdieu comes to analyzing organizations is his work on “firms as fields” (2005). Here firms are like corporations in that they larger than organizations but smaller than institutions.

2.
 There are many brands of cultural sociology that we do not touch on, and our discussion here is necessarily partial. For a much fuller review, see Friedland and Mohr (2004)
 .

3.
 In particular, Meyer was unconcerned with domination, and Bourdieu’s framework was far more materialistic in nature, reflecting the influence of Marx, in addition to his formulation of culture.

4.
 These empirical observations were published after the seminal 1977 article (Meyer and Rowan 1978
 ; Meyer et al. 1978
 ; Cohen et al. 1979
 ), but they were analytically prior. See Perrow (1986)
 and Hallett (2010)
 for a discussion of this progression.

5.
 However, DiMaggio and Powell did cite Bourdieu in an early draft of their 1983 paper (Levi Martin 2003
 : 27 n21). During the review process the reviewers were confused by the diverse stands of theory that DiMaggio and Powell were engaging, and as the paper 
 was streamlined the references to Bourdieu were removed (personal correspondence). In their published version, DiMaggio and Powell (1983
 : 148) define an organizational field as “those organizations as that, in the aggregate, constitute a recognized area of institutional life: Key suppliers, resource and product consumers, regulatory agencies, and other organizations that produce similar services or products . . . the field idea comprehends the importance of both connectedness . . . and structural equivalence.”

6.
 Vincent Dubois, personal communication. Bourdieu does briefly critique Crozier for analyzing schools in narrowly bureaucratic terms, arguing that schools are not merely systems of bureaucratic control, but also a source of domination and class reproduction (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977
 : 189–190, 212–213). Aside from that, he does not reference this body of work, and these scholars do not appear in the indexes of his main books. This includes An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology
 (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 ), where Bourdieu exhaustively lists the theorists and researchers he felt obligated to reference.

7.
 A review and critique of this body of work can be found in the four pieces by Emirbayer and Johnson, Swartz, Dobbin, and Vaughan in the 2008 special issue of Theory and Society
 . In this section we draw from parts of the special issue and some of the works reviewed therein, but we also address some works that have not been discussed.

8.
 This could be due, in part, to “the dangers of reification in such a usage [organizational habitus], dangers to which Bourdieu himself points whenever he invokes such generalizing notions of class or group habitus” (Emirbayer and Johnson 2008
 : 18–19).

9.
 The authors acknowledge Bourdieu’s (1986)
 critique of human capital as a form of misrecognized cultural capital, but treat it as analytically distinct for the purposes of the paper.

10.
 We are indebted to Minna Bromberg for this turn of phrase.

11.
 There are entire book chapters dedicated to reviewing the concept of organizational field in institutional research. For much fuller reviews, see Wooten and Hoffman (2008)
 and Scott (2014
 : Chapter 8
 ).

12.
 Indeed, Dobbin (2008)
 argues that Vaughan’s (1996)
 case study of NASA and the Challenger
 launch can be read in this way, and not only in terms of organizational habitus.

13.
 We acknowledge the important ethnographic aspects of Bourdieu’s early work, and his emphasis on local activity in the form of practice; notably, he was moving more toward interactions at the end of his career (State Nobility
 includes some data on interactions between real estate agents and their clients). Nevertheless, social interactions do not have a vibrant place in his work.
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CHAPTER 13





PIERRE BOURDIEU AND THE STUDY OF RELIGION



Recent Developments, Directions, and Departures




TERRY REY

THOUGH
 Pierre Bourdieu is one of the most widely cited theorists in the social sciences and humanities today, relatively few scholars of religion have employed his “theory of practice” to pivotally craft their analyses. Slowly, however, this is beginning to change, as the number of incisive commentaries, germane translations, and illuminating Bourdieu-oriented anthropological, historical, sociological, and theological studies of religion has grown considerably in recent years. This chapter first introduces Bourdieu’s work generally and its engagement with religion particularly, reflecting on how religion was a profound influence on his thought at large, even if his own publications on the subject were infrequent and, taken together, amount to a small fraction of his expansive oeuvre. Via summaries of several recent relevant scholarly books, the chapter then takes stock of developments, directions, and departures in the Bourdieusian study of religion. The chapter concludes by suggesting possible trajectories that the influence of Bourdieu on the academic study of religion could well take in the future.


BOURDIEU AND THE
 STUDY OF
 RELIGION




The towering influence enjoyed by Bourdieu in the social sciences and humanities began in francophone academia soon after he published Esquisse d’une théorie de la pratique
 in 1972 (English translation: Bourdieu 1977
 ), an ethnographic and highly theoretical study of peasant life in Algeria. Though he had already tested his signature concepts of habitus, social field
 , and symbolic capital
 in earlier publications, including two major articles on religion that first appeared in 1971, it was in Esquisse
 that Bourdieu applied them more systematically to a substantive social world, namely the rural Algeria of his early 
 fieldwork, demonstrating the social-structural networks in which they, along with the people embedded therein, operated and functioned. Over the next 30 years Bourdieu published voluminously on subjects ranging from education and art, to sexism and globalization, ever refining his theory of practice. In all, one of his chief motivations was to reveal the ways in which distinctions between social classes are created and reproduced and how culture and power function in their creation and reproduction. And at the heart of Bourdieu’s massive scholarly project are age-old philosophical questions about knowledge and perception; hence Bourdieu (1990b
 : 3) referred to his approach to sociology as “fieldwork in philosophy.”

In light of these motivations and foci in Bourdieu’s work, it is not surprising that the earliest major studies of religion to be centrally oriented by his theory of practice were concerned with colonialism (Maduro 1982
 ) and popular religion (Isambert 1982
 ). In ensuing years, however, as Bourdieu became a predominant influence in cultural studies and educational theory, rare was the scholar of religion who adopted his social theory or any of its “thinking tools” in her analyses (Maduro 2007
 ). This is in part due to the facts that Bourdieu’s writings on religion are rather abstruse and translations of his 1971 religion articles into English, one of which is abridged, did not appear until 1987 (Bourdieu 1987b
 ) and 1991 (Bourdieu 1991
 ), respectively.

After the turn of the century, one could note an upswing in Bourdieusian analyses of religion. For example, in 2007 I published the first book on Bourdieu’s theory of religion and his influence on scholarly approaches to religion (Rey 2007
 );
 1
 in 2009 the Oxford Handbook of the Sociology of Religion
 devoted a chapter largely to Bourdieu (Furseth 2009
 ); in 2010 the first panel ever dedicated to Bourdieu at the annual meeting of the American Academy of Religion was convened;
 2
 in 2011 an English translation from the German original of an illuminating interview with Bourdieu about religion was published (Bourdieu, Schultheis, and Pfeuffer 2011
 ); and in 2012 a volume of the Bulletin for the Study of Religion
 (41, no. 2) was devoted to Bourdieu and religion.
 
 3
 As we will see momentarily, subsequent important developments, departures, and directions in the Bourdieusian study of religion are methodologically varied, as are the forms of religion that they analyze, and the results are quite impressive. As such, I would thus agree with Craig Martin (2012
 : 1) that “Bourdieu is as important for the study of religion and society as Marx, Durkheim, and Weber.”

Clearly, Bourdieu was a materialist steeped in a long history of French anti-clericalism; nevertheless, his entire intellectual project was deeply influenced by his observations about religion, especially European Catholicism (Dianteill 2004
 ). Furthermore, Bourdieu forthrightly admitted that religion is “a social fact” in the Durkheimian sense (Durkheim 1982
 ), and provides human beings with meaning, however delusory this might be. That said, in Bourdieu’s understanding of the social world, religion is not singled out for reduction or dismissal, as all “symbolic systems,” whether language, the arts, politics, or sports, are epiphenomenal (i.e., the products of human social creation). Consider the implications, for example, of the following arresting passage:

Doomed to death—that end which cannot be taken as an end—man is a being without a reason for being. It is society, and society alone, which dispenses, to different degrees, the justifications and reasons for existing; it is society which, by producing the affairs or positions that are said to be “important,” produces the acts and agents that are judged to be “important,” for themselves and for the others—characters objectively and subjectively assured of their value and thus liberated from indifference and insignificance. (Bourdieu 1990b
 : 196)

Many would find this claim to be altogether pessimistic and atheistic, which of course it is, but Bourdieu here is speaking about everything
 in human society, not just religion. In addition, Bourdieu (1990b
 : 196) asserts here that religion is a social construct and that believers in God are deluded—adding, for good measure, a proverb from one of the Algerian ethnic groups that he studied during his earliest field work, and reflecting the profound influence on his thought of two earlier giants in French intellectual history:

Pascal spoke of the “misery of man without God.” One might rather posit the “misery of man without mission or social consecration.” Indeed, without going so far to say, with Durkheim, “Society is God,” I would say: God is never anything other from than society. What is expected of God is only ever obtained through society, which alone has the power to justify you, to liberate you from facticity, contingency and absurdity. . . . “To quote,” say the Kabyles, “is to bring back to life.” The judgment of others is the last judgment; and social exclusion is the concrete form of hell and condemnation.

Thus, for Bourdieu, religion
 is not based on any transcendent supernatural reality or deity. It derives from society alone, but at least it provides people with a “mission” and a potentially liberating sense of meaning and purpose in an otherwise meaningless existence.

And just how is it that religion functions in human society? This, for Bourdieu, is a much more interesting question than that of the origins and meaning of religion itself, but no more interesting than the cognate question that could be asked of any social institution. The chief purpose of Bourdieu’s theory of practice is to help answer such questions, with the underlying concern being to elucidate the ways in which both social privilege and social marginalization are produced and reproduced. In this endeavor, in which the Marxist influence is clear (Fowler 2011
 ), Bourdieu’s theory of practice is an analytical recipe for understanding the social world that employs several key interrelated concepts, especially field, capital, and habitus. To be sure, there are many other important notions employed in Bourdieu’s work, some of which are considered later in the chapter.
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Bourdieu conceived of a contemporary, differentiated society, such as France, as an arena of competition and emplacement that is composed of discreet, overlapping, and mutually influential fields
 in which human beings variously accumulate or are denied forms of capital
 specific to the respective field
 in question. For example, in the academic field, people pursue university degrees, which are prized forms of symbolic 
 capital
 that can better position them to secure gainful employment and accumulate material capital
 , namely money and other financial assets. Such degrees are esteemed as worthy of pursuit chiefly because, from a very young age, people are socialized to recognize them as such, or, in Bourdieusian terms, because their habitus
 inclines them to misrecognize
 this to be the case, and such forms of inclination and misrecognition
 result from arbitrary notions of the value of education being inculcated in their habitus
 .

Being in part something like one’s personality, but much more, habitus
 thus comprises both perceptive and dispositional features. Bourdieu called habitus
 many things over the course of his long and fruitful career, but two catch phrases are especially instructive: “the matrix of perception” (1977: 95) and “history become nature” (1977: 31 n24). To further get at the dispositional aspect of habitus
 , meanwhile, I use the phrase “seat and generator of our tastes, dispositions, and inclinations.” Habitus
 shapes or inclines our practice
 and perception, after all, but it does not determine these things on its own. Generally it cannot, because most of us have limited choices in life due to our relative lack of symbolic capital
 ; hence, in order to improve our social position, our lot in life, we seek to acquire more, like “all the symbolic toys, decorations, crosses, palms or medals” that promise to liberate us from absurdity and meaninglessness (Bourdieu 1990b
 : 197).

In alluding to “crosses” here, Bourdieu obviously had religion in mind, in particular Roman Catholicism, the religion that, since childhood, he knew best. Though he would become altogether alienated from the Church and may well have been a lifelong atheist, Catholicism not only profoundly informed his understanding of the social world, but also would be the subject of Bourdieu’s most extensive empirical study of religion, “La sainte famille,” a dense sociological portrait of the French Catholic bishopric published with Monique de Saint Martin in 1982. For this study, Bourdieu himself actually did little to no fieldwork, as de Saint Martin (2003
 : 72) would later explain, because by that point in his life the Catholic Church had become a world that was “foreign to him”—meaning, I think, that it had been many, many years since Bourdieu had been in a church as anything resembling a believer.
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 The Catholic influence on Bourdieu’s reading of religion in general was so resounding, nonetheless, that certain scholars have identified his theory of the religious field to be “essentially Latin” (Robertson 1992
 : 154) and “first and foremost a sociology of Catholicism” (Dianteill 2004
 : 71). Such observations are sound, though it should be noted that they do not take into account Bourdieu’s earliest writing on Islam in Algeria (i.e., Bourdieu 1958
 ), which predates the maturation of his theory of practice and is far more influenced by Weber than by French anti-clericalism or Catholicism.

Readers may gain excellent insight into the fundamental concepts in Bourdieu’s theory of practice elsewhere in this book. Here, meanwhile, let us explore their manifestations in the study of religion, for each of the three signature concepts in Bourdieusian theory—habitus, field, and capital—has a religious variant (i.e., religious habitus, religious field, and religious capital). These are the heart and (dare I say?!) soul of the Bourdieusian study of religion.

Religious Habitus

Among Bourdieu’s multiple and sometimes confusing definitions of habitus (Brubaker 1993
 ), one of the most helpful appears in his 1990 book The Logic of Practice
 : “the structures characterizing a determinate class of existence produce the structures of the habitus, which in their turn are the basis of the subsequent perception and appreciation of all subsequent experiences” (1990a: 54). More specifically, one’s religious habitus
 is one’s habitus as manifest, perceptive, and operative in the religious field
 . Bourdieu twice explicitly defines religious habitus: (1) “a lasting, generalized and transposable disposition to act in conformity with the principles of a (quasi) systematic view of the world and human existence” (1987b: 126); and (2) “the principal generator of all thoughts, perceptions and actions consistent with the norms of a religious representation of the natural and supernatural worlds” (1971a: 319).

Elsewhere I (Rey 2007
 : 93, italics in original) have underscored how these two definitions of religious habitus reflect “one of the most central and important points that Bourdieu makes about religion”:


that the perception and appreciation of the meaning and function of religious symbols and doctrines (not to mention belief itself) are attributable mainly to the agent’s religious habitus and the power relations, both institutional and personal, that unfold in and structure the religious field; i.e., of the conflicts of interests and the struggle over religious capital
 .

Put otherwise, the religious habitus is “that fundamental dimension of the individual as a social being in the religious field that is at one and the same time the ‘matrix of perception’ of religious symbols, teachings, and practices, and the seat and generator of dispositions toward them” (Rey 2007
 : 155; Rey 2004
 ).

Religious Field

Society, for Bourdieu, is an amalgam of various interrelating and overlapping fields
 , or competitive arenas of social space. We humans are variously shaped by them and positioned therein, and we practice
 in them on a daily basis, seeking, investing in, or lacking various forms of capital
 , as largely determined by the inclinations and perceptions of our habitus
 . In a process that Bourdieu (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 127) refers to as “ontological correspondence,” the field and the habitus shape one another; whether religious, political, or other, “the field structures the habitus,” while at the same time “the field is rendered meaningful by the habitus.” In particular, the religious field “owes its specificity . . . to the fact that what is at stake is the monopoly of of the legitimate power to modify, in a deep and enduring fashion, the practice and worldview of lay people, by inculcating in them a particular religious habitus” (Bourdieu 1971a
 : 305).

Like any field, furthermore, the religious field is a social arena of struggle that is spatial, ontological, and epistemological. Being somewhat akin to a playing field, it is spatial in the sense that one occupies a position and circulates therein, either as a layperson or a “religious specialist”; ontological, in the sense that it is a “force field” that radiates a particular kind of power (derived primarily from religious capital
 ); and epistemological, in the sense that it shapes what one knows and feels about religion. Principally the struggle in the religious field pits orthodoxy (labeled generically by Bourdieu as “Church” [“Église”]) against the “heresiarch” over the adherence and loyalty of the laity, with orthodoxy going to great lengths to monopolize the field by inculcating into the laity’s habitus the belief that the Church alone possesses legitimate religious capital
 , and thus its “salvation goods” are worthy of pursuit and consumption, whereas those marketed by the heresiarch are illegitimate and assailable. The notion of salvation goods (Heilsguten
 ) is derived directly from Weber (Stoltz 2006
 ), who famously wrote of the competition of the priest, the prophet, and the magician, each marketing specific kinds of Heilsguten
 to lay consumers. By this term, both Bourdieu and Weber have in mind especially the sacraments, the promise of salvation, and the sense of meaning, purpose, and “worthiness” (Weber 1964
 : 106) that religion provides.

Thus, people operate in the religious field in search of sanctity, salvation, worthiness, and meaning, as habituated to do so through a process of religious socialization, or, in Bourdieu’s terms, through a process whereby the Church’s religious specialists inculcate into the laity’s habitus the perception that the Church is empowered to consecrate salvation goods and the inclination to practice the faith in accordance with a doctrinally based worldview. And, even though Bourdieu rejected the salvation goods on offer in the religious field (whether orthodox or heretical) as being illusory human artifices, he did affirm that people find meaning in the religious field, here further underscoring his indebtedness to Weber:

I am satisfied with the Weberian definition: religion is a systematic answer to the question of life and death. Actually, this is a beautiful definition. To be sure, there are “existential” questions that oblige us to reflect upon the “transcendental” . . . questions about life and death; the death of people we love; “ultimate” questions; illness, human suffering. These are all questions that people never manage to answer on their own. Religion gives systematic answers to these questions—or rather quasi-systematic, as in logic. Religion gives coherence to the “discontinuous” events of our life; it bestows abstract contingence with concrete coherence; in this respect, it resembles philosophy, a “total” explanation of the world. (Bourdieu, Schultheis, and Pfeuffer 2011
 : 120)

Some scholars have raised questions about the utility of Bourdieu’s notion of field for the study of certain dimensions of religion. David Swartz (1996
 : 83), for example, argues that “a popular form of study that Bourdieu’s field framework would not encourage would be the case of congregations, denominations, or religious leaders.” And for Roger Friedland (1999
 : 305), because “Bourdieu reduces all field relations to the power binary of the dominant and dominated,” his theory of the religious field is unhelpful for the 
 study of unifying social forces like religious nationalism. There is a measure of validity to each of these claims, as Bourdieu (1991
 : 9) does perceive of the religious field as a social arena of conflict that only first emerges in historical situations of cultural contact, especially colonialism. In a unified congregation, a culturally/religiously homogenous society, or the vortex of religious nationalism, however, the struggle between Church and heresiarch that is at the heart of Bourdieu’s notion of religious field would indeed appear to be absent. All the same, religious capital and religious habitus are clearly at play in such social phenomena, even if the scholar researching them chooses to abandon the notion of field.

Religious Capital

For Bourdieu, capital is either material or symbolic. Material capital takes the form of money and property, while symbolic capital takes many less tangible forms (e.g., social, cultural, political, religious) and is basically a power resource that, like material capital, enables distinction, domination, and consecration, which are the three key issues in Bourdieusian sociology at large. Religious capital is possessed by religious institutions and their clerics by virtue of the misrecognition
 of the laity that such entities and individuals are consecrated with the power to consecrate.
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 The Catholic Church, for example, ordains clerics and thereby invests religious capital in them; they are in turn, by virtue of that religious capital, enabled to market the goods of salvation to the laity, or, put more theologically, are ordained by the grace of God to consecrate the Eucharist, preside over other sacramental rites, exorcise demons, excommunicate heretics, and so on.

The Catholic Church has a long history of seeking to dominate other religious fields, and it is this history that Bourdieu obviously had in mind in developing his social theory of religion. To further illustrate Bourdieu’s key point about the power of consecration provided by religious capital and of how religious capital is “transubstantiated” into political capital, let us consider one of the most glaring cases of “symbolic violence” (not to mention actual violence!) in history: the Catholic sanction of the enslavement of Africans. The age-old Catholic doctrine “extra ecclesiam nulla salus” (“outside the Church there is no salvation”) (first formulated by Cyprian in the third century but softened by the Church at the Second Vatican Council in the 1960s) effectively invested the most valuable form of Catholic religious capital, that possessed by the pope, to legitimate and enable slavery via the following logically valid but ultimately and tragically unsound syllogism: If outside of the Church there is no salvation, and if Africans exist outside the Church, then to bring them into the Catholic fold via forced baptism and enslavement is infinitely better for their souls than were they to die free as pagans. Here are just a few lines from this logic’s embodiment in Pope Nicholas V’s world-transforming 1455 papal bull Romanus pontifex
 :

The Roman pontiff . . . seeking and desiring the salvation of all . . . [to] . . . bring the sheep entrusted to him by God into the single divine fold, and . . . acquire for them 
 the reward of eternal felicity, and obtain pardon for their souls . . . [bestows] special graces on those Catholic kings and princes . . . to invade, search out, capture, vanquish, and subdue all Saracens and pagans whatsoever, and other enemies of Christ wheresoever placed, and the kingdoms, dukedoms, principalities, dominions, possessions, and all movable and immovable goods whatsoever held and possessed by them and to reduce their persons to perpetual slavery.

As Valentin Mudimbe (1995: 53) rightly observes, Romanus pontifex
 is “terrifying” because “it gives the King of Portugal and his successors not only the right to colonize, but to forcibly convert to Christianity and enslave ‘Saracenos ac paganos
 ,’ ” like Africans and Native Americans, and this indeed did happen on a massive scale. Thus, we see here a disastrous and literally world-transforming example of how religious capital can be transformed into political capital. It should be added, though (and this is my observation, not Bourdieu’s), that religious specialists can and often do invest their religious capital to inspire acts of compassion or to sanction positive social change, as seen in the examples of, say, the martyrdom of Archbishop Oscar Romero for disenfranchised Salvadorians, or for gays throughout the world in a single question recently uttered by Pope Francis: “Who am I to judge?”


EMERGING
 PATHWAYS IN THE
 BOURDIEUSIAN
 STUDY OF
 RELIGION




The earliest major publications to employ Bourdieusian theory to study religion were few—actually, just two: Otto Maduro’s
 Religion and Social Conflicts
 , first published in Spanish in 1979, and François-André Isambert’s Le sens du sacré
 , which appeared three years later. Alongside Maduro’s text, in my 2007 book I summarize the work of three other scholars whose analyses of religion are centrally oriented by Bourdieu—Catherine Bell (1992)
 , Thomas Csordas (2002)
 , and Joan Martin (2000)
 —as well as my own (Rey 1998
 , 1999
 , 2005
 ). Bell’s
 Ritual Theory, Ritual Practice
 is a major influence in ritual studies, Csordas’s anthropology of charismatic Catholicism is the finest yet published on the subject, while Martin and I have respectively employed Bourdieu to explore the relationship between religion, race, and both symbolic and actual violence, the former focusing on questions of gender and labor embedded in slave narratives, and the latter on religion and social class in Haitian history.
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 The differences in the subject matters and methodologies of these four examples notwithstanding, it is worth recalling here what they share in common, namely their fundamental concern with perception:

Maduro’s Church, indeed like Bourdieu’s Eglise
 , strives to shape the laity’s perception
 of its symbolic production as orthodox and hence worthy, and that of the heresiarch as unworthy; Bell sees the field of ritual studies as impoverished for ignoring ways in which we come to perceive
 of ritual as somehow distinguished from other forms of human behavior; Csordas uncovers bodily dispositions in the Charismatic Catholic 
 habitus that allow Charismatics to perceive
 of screams, unintelligible speech, and falling as manifestations of divinity; Martin finds in slave narratives evidence of a fusion of African and Christian dispositions in the habitus of enslaved women in the United States to perceive
 of the social order in ways contrary to the “public transcript”; while I have found great utility in the notion of habitus . . . to understand prophecy and syncretism in Afro-Atlantic religion. (Rey 2007
 : 129)
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Just the year before my book came out (unfortunately a bit too late to be considered therein), there appeared one of the most significant Bourdieusian studies of religion to date, D. F. Pilario’s Back to the Rough Grounds of Praxis: Exploring Theological Method with Pierre Bourdieu
 . In this 584-page intellectual tour de force
 , Pilario carefully explores the influence of Aristotle, Marx, and more recent thinkers on the development of Bourdieu’s own “praxeology,” before placing Bourdieu’s theory of practice in critical conversation with notions of praxis in liberation theology. Pilario reaches some suggestive conclusions, and it will be very interesting to see whether many other theologians follow suit in employing Bourdieu’s “adequate epistemology which can respond to the complex demands of theological discourse” (Pilario 2006
 : 526).
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 Another major theological exploration using Bourdieu is Heinrich Schäfer’s Praxis
 —Theoligie
 —Religion: Grundlinien einer Theologie- und Religionstheorie im Anschuluss an Pierre Bourdieu
 (2006), which articulates a “well developed model that uses Bourdieu’s theory of practice to formulate both a theory of religion and a prescription for understanding ‘religious practice and theological production’ in our increasingly culturally interconnected world” (Rey 2007
 : 159–160).
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If more recent scholarly publications are any indication, there is no single area of religious studies, sociology of religion, anthropology of religion, biblical studies, or theology that is uniformly setting trends in Bourdieusian studies, with the patterns of inquiry and analysis being somewhat more dispersed than linear. Furthermore, those who publish in these fields using Bourdieu generally continue to employ his theory of practice in a usually piecemeal fashion, picking up one or two “thinking tools” for their tasks at hand while leaving the others unused in the rather packed and formidable toolbox that Bourdieu left behind when he died in 2002. There is nothing at all wrong with this, for Bourdieu himself did not intend to create a systematic model to be uniformly applied to the analysis of human practice, but rather, as Rogers Brubaker (1993
 : 217) explains, “to communicate a certain theoretical stance or posture, to designate—and inculcate—a certain sociological disposition, a certain way of looking at the world.” Let us now review seven recent examples of this theoretical stance at work in the study of religion; as we will see, its range of utility is remarkable, both in terms of the substantive subjects under analysis and the methodological approaches wed to Bourdieusian theory in the offing.

Sam Cherribi, In the House of War: Dutch Islam Observed


To my knowledge the only student of Bourdieu’s to have thus far employed his theory of practice in a book-length study of religion is Sam Cherribi, a native of Morocco and 
 erstwhile member of the parliament of the Netherlands. Cherribi (2010
 : vii) in fact intends his In the House of War
 as “a tribute to” Bourdieu for “his vast store of knowledge and experience” and his demonstration of “the great breadth and depth of humanity.” One of the few scholars of religion to have drawn upon Bourdieu’s earliest study of peasant culture in Algeria, furthermore, Cherribi (2010
 : 46–47) identifies five “laws” in Bourdieu’s 1958
 book Sociologie d’Algérie
 that are helpful for analyzing Islam in Europe today, with a particular focus on the Netherlands: (1) “the law of unequal opportunity”—that certain features of human society, like communications technologies and transportation systems, change rapidly, while systems of religious belief do not; (2) “the law of differential compatibility”—that there are “limits to what can and cannot be borrowed from the host culture and incorporated by the migrant communities” (in the case of the Algeria Bourdieu studies, rural migrants to urban centers, and in the cases studied by Cherribi, North African migrants to Amsterdam); (3) “the law of context”—that cultural forms adopted by migrants are perceived by them in new ways; (4) “the law of the scale of change and the change of the code of reference”—that migrant culture changes local hegemonic culture, and vice versa; and (5) “the law of interconnection”—that social positions of members of both host and migrant communities are subject to “radical change” through “interconnection.” For Cherribi, because “the colonial situation in Algeria in the 1950s is analogous to the situation of Muslims in Europe,” Bourdieu’s insights are centrally relevant for understanding Islam and social change in Europe today.

Cherribi makes extensive use of Bourdieu’s notions of religious field and religious capital, though, somewhat curiously, In the House of War
 does not feature any significant incorporation of the third side of Bourdieu’s triangle of theoretical forces as applicable to the study of religion, namely religious habitus. This is due chiefly to the large scope of his project and its concern with global sociopolitical forces; instead, Cherribi weds Bourdieu’s “concept of field with [Norbert] Elias’s concept of configuration,” which is nicely summarized by Tânia Quintaneiro (2006
 : 57) as concerning itself with

the structures that mutually dependent human beings establish, and the transformations they suffer, both individually and in groups, due to the increase or reduction of their interdependencies and gradients of power. Thus, instead of analyzing the conducts of isolated individuals—at times personified as geniuses, heroes, prophets or sages—, figurational and processes Sociology aims at the understanding of webs of social ranks.

If one takes this definition and specifies these “human beings” to be North African Muslim immigrants in Europe, one can well understand the appeal that this Bourdieu/Elias optic has for Cherribi, who deftly develops his own paradigm, “the trifecta of coercion, a model that illustrates how Muslim communities in Europe are shaped by, and respond to, coercion from below, from within, and from above” (Cherribi 2010
 : 220).

At a 2008 workshop at New York University entitled “Theories of Practice: Debates on a Pragmatic and Critical Paradigm,” the philosopher Akeel Bilgrami raised a question 
 about a paper that I delivered on Bourdieu’s notion of religious capital, suggesting that while it might well be fruitfully applicable to the study of the institutional Catholic Church, it was perhaps not as helpful for the analysis of a decidedly less centralized religion like Islam.
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 Bilgrami’s point is valid, and it may be conceded that the less centralized a religion is, the less incisive is Bourdieu’s theory of practice for the study thereof. All the same, imams, mullahs, and sheiks (to say nothing of caliphs in Islamic history) do possess (have possessed) some measure of religious capital in Islam, and any given Muslim’s habitus is inculcated with teachings and is shaped through rituals that reify the (mis)recognition that such religious specialists are empowered to preach, interpret the Quran, pronounce fatwas, and so on. This much, at any rate, is amply demonstrated in Cherribi’s work, both In the House of War
 and his 2000 doctoral dissertation at the University of Amsterdam, Les imams d’Amsterdam
 , which incidentally does effectively employ Bourdieu’s notion of habitus.
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Véronique Altglas, From Yoga to Kabbalah: Religious Exoticism and the Logics of Bricolage


Seldom did Bourdieu ever comment on Asian religions, though he was a great admirer of Jacques Gernet’s 1956
 book Les aspects économiques du bouddhisme dans la société chinoise du cinquième au dixième siècle
 , a study that he called “beautiful” for its materialism and frank economic analysis of monastic Buddhism in China (1998a: 114).
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 Thus, although Bourdieu never wrote on Asian religions, he was seemingly well read on them, and he also took an interest in Judaism, or at least in the influential work of Gershom Scholem and Martin Buber (Rey 2007
 : 79). Bourdieu was not drawn to exotic religions in any spiritual way, certainly; however, many in his native France today are, and Véronique Altglas, in her important 2014 book From Yoga to Kabbalah
 , employs his work to sociologically analyze this very phenomenon. In doing so, she (Altglas 2014: 8) challenges prevailing assumptions in the sociology of religion, being especially critical of its “current tendency to overestimate personal subjective ‘choice’ and ‘freedom’ in the making of bricolage, or in the study of ‘spirituality,” much “to the detriment of consideration of social class, family organization, power, and authority.”
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In thus distancing herself from those “social theories that inflate the significance of agency and subjectivity” (11), Altglas (2014: 23) draws upon her extensive fieldwork among yoga and Kabbalah practitioners in England and France to demonstrate that spiritual “bricolage,” or the mixing and adopting of exogenous religious practices, in fact “is not independent from cultural and historical contexts that make available certain religious resources,” and that “bricolage is a class- and gender-based practice, structured by the personal responsibility for realizing one’s self in the context of neoliberal politics.” While obviously sharing Bourdieu’s overarching concern with power and social structures, Altglas nowhere sees fit to adopt his notion of “capital,” which for Bourdieu is a key resource that structures the “religious field” and shapes (while being shaped by) 
 the “habitus” of the laity—notions that Altglas does employ to great effect. Here is thus another example of what might be called the “toolkit approach” among scholars who employ Bourdieusian theory to study religion, in this case “religious exoticism,” something that strangely enough has received little attention among sociologists of religion, underscoring the significance of Altglas’s book.

Although Altglas does draw significantly upon two of of Bourdieu’s explicit religion articles toward advancing a “critical sociology of religion” (Altglas 2014: 8) generally and portraying “personal growth” as a salvation good marketed by exotic religious entrepreneurs in particular (2014: 215), she gets more theoretical mileage out of Bourdieu’s most celebrated book, Distinction
 , whose 640 pages actually include only a few paragraphs about religion. The final chapter of Altglas’s book in fact uses a term introduced by Bourdieu in that tome, “New Petite Bourgeoisie,” to categorize what she identifies as an emergent merchant class in England and France, one that markets salvation goods drawn from exotic religions. Those who are drawn to religious exoticism are driven by what Bourdieu (1984
 : 370) called in Distinction
 “a sort of dream of social flying, a desperate effort to defy the gravity of the social field.” Altglas (2014: 320) finds this to be the case among the subjects of her study, like a former Rosicrucian named “Jean, a manager in the private sector and an active member of the Siddha yoga Parisian branch” for whom “[t]hese discourses express a general desire for social emancipation. . . . In other words, the ‘spiritual’ is perceived as a means to transcend the social constraints of this world”—a means of flying socially via religious bricolage.

Ultimately, for Altglas (2014: 320)), patterns of exotic religious consumption are determined not so much by individuals’ rational choices, as many other sociologists of religion would insist, but rather they are the product of social structures. That is not to say that partakers of the religiously exotic do not make rational choices in taking up a particular spiritual practice—for they certainly do—however, such choices are invariably shaped, limited, and largely determined by social status. In other words, adopting exotic religious “techniques for the enhancement of the self” is, for many, an effort to alter one’s social status, to fly socially: “It is through this enhancement that one hopes to ‘change’ and hence find a partner, have a harmonious family life, develop new professional skills and ventures, and so forth. As shown by Bourdieu, consumption is a matter of social distinction and social positioning” (Altglas 2014: 332). And those distinctions and positions are for the vast majority of people not chosen—they are simply the proverbial cards that life has dealt them.

Pradip Ninan Thomas, Strong Religion, Zealous Media: Christian Fundamentalism and Communication in India


If indeed, as Loïc Wacquant (1992
 : 14) claims, “the whole of Bourdieu’s work may be interpreted as a materialist anthropology of the specific contribution that various forms 
 of symbolic violence make to the reproduction and transformation of structures of domination,” then Pradip Ninan Thomas’s study of broadcast evangelicalism in India, Strong Religion, Zealous Media
 (2008), is quite in keeping with Bourdieu’s overarching modus operandi
 . After briefly tracing the history of Christianity in India, Thomas explores the recent impressive impact that broadcast evangelism (radio, TV, Internet) has had on the subcontinent, with particular focus on “new Christianity in Chennai” (Thomas 2008
 : xii), a large city in the state of Tamil Nadu on the Bay of Bengal. In Chennai and elsewhere in India, televangelists like Benny Hinn have, per Thomas, engaged in well-orchestrated (and robustly financed) acts of symbolic violence to spread the gospel and gain converts to the Christian faith in the overwhelmingly Hindu nation.

In his fifth chapter, “Bourdieu, Christianity, and Mediated Christianity in India,” Thomas (2008
 : 85) employs the central concepts from Bourdieu’s theory of practice to demonstrate how “[j]ust as the Hindu epics were used to create an essentialized version of the Indian identity, local and global Christian [media] channels, today, routinely claim the nation for Christ.” In the latter case, religious entrepreneurs effectively employ various forms of mediation to commit acts of symbolic violence, which Bourdieu (1990a
 : 127) defines as “that gentle, invisible violence, unrecognized as such, chosen as much as undergone, that of trust, obligation, personal loyalty, hospitality, gifts, debts, piety.” The subjects of Thomas’s study, Indian Christians or potential Indian converts to Christianity, are complicit in—even while being victimized by—symbolic violence each time they devote their attention to such satellite evangelical television broadcasts as GOD TV and the Christian Broadcasting Network or evangelical broadcasts on nationally owned television networks.

Unlike most scholars who employ Bourdieusian theory of religion via the toolkit approach, Thomas (2008
 : 95) proceeds more holistically, though not without lamenting “a certain rigidity” to Bourdieu’s model of the religious field. Inspired by Weber’s classic portrayal of the competition between priest, prophet, and magician, Bourdieu’s most important article on religion, “Genèse et structure du champ religieux,” takes a microeconomic approach, portraying the religious field as a marketplace in which a near monopoly over religious capital is enjoyed by the priest, who draws upon his rich stores of religious capital to inculcate in consumers’ habitus the “misrecognition” that his salvation goods are worthy, while those of the prophet and the magician (conflated by Bourdieu as “the heresiarch”) are unworthy. In the case of contemporary Indian Christianity, “[t]his misrecognition is reflected in what is a common subtext shared among many Christians and people of other faiths in India that Hinn and other tele-evangelists, whatever their shortcomings, are God’s representatives on earth” (Thomas 2008
 : 92).

In claiming that “[i]t is God working miracles, not me,” Hinn’s “material and political interests are hidden,” explains Thomas (2008
 : 95), by an “apparent concern for the spiritual welfare for people, their explicit hankering after transcendental rather than earthly rewards.” Thus, in the Indian religious field, ascendant religious leaders and institutions that deviate from and compete with longer-standing forms of Christianity (not to mention Hinduism) succeed in gaining millions of converts via acts of symbolic violence 
 through the technological manufacture and/or seizure of massive stores of religious capital—and, of course, massive sums of material capital in the form of money. In the end, Thomas’s book is a fine example of the use of Bourdieusian theory to devise strategies for exposing and confronting the “political, economic and cultural Caesars of our world” (2008: 198), an agenda that Bourdieu himself obviously embraced.

Terry Rey and Alex Stepick, Crossing the Water and Keeping the Faith: Haitian Religion in Miami


In an earlier study on religion in Miami entitled Churches and Charity in the Immigrant City
 , Alex Stepick, Sarah Mahler, and I developed a refined notion of Bourdieu’s concept of social capital to analyze specifically the function of symbolic capital in civic spheres, namely “civic social capital” (Stepick, Rey, and Mahler 2009
 ). In doing so, we did not heed Paul DiMaggio’s (1979
 : 1468) quite reasonable warning that “[a]s the number of capitals increases, the metaphoric currency undergoes inflation and its value declines accordingly,” nor have other scholars who have forged ahead in offering other novel twists like “liminal capital” (Haslund and Hydel 2010; Willey 2015
 ), “prophetic capital” (Reed 2010
 ), “spiritual capital” (O’Sullivan and Flanagan 2012
 ; Verter 2003
 ), “institutional religious capital,” and “popular religious capital” (Rey 2010
 ).

Though our concept of civic social capital has held appeal for other scholars (e.g., Baumann 2010
 ; Martikainen and Baumann 2010
 ) and we do believe that it is of considerable utility for analyzing the relationship between religion and politics,
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 in our subsequent study of Haitian religion in Miami, Crossing the Water and Keeping the Faith
 , Stepick and I return to a more straightforward use of Bourdieu’s notion of religious capital. Where we feel that we have advanced the Bourdieusian study of religion more significantly, however, is in adopting another concept that Bourdieu developed yet rarely employed, and which subsequently has been adopted by few other scholars, and exploring its usefulness for the study of religion, namely “collusio,” which Bourdieu (2000: 145) defined as “an immediate agreement in ways of judging and acting which does not presuppose either the communication of consciousness, still less a contractual design, [which] is the basis of a practical mutual understanding.” Ever fond of employing both sporting and religious metaphors in his work, Bourdieu compared collusio to the tacit agreement “established between members of the same team, or, despite the antagonism, all the players engaged in a game.” Notably, habitus is integral to the notion of collusio, being “the basis of an implicit collusion
 among all the agents who are the products of similar conditions and conditionings, and also a practical experience of the transcendence of the group.”

In its transcendence of individuals, who are themselves possessed of differently classed, gendered, racialized, or spiritualized habituses, the group consists of contours, structures, and tacitly accepted rules governing all members thereof. This is what Bourdieu means by collusio, and we employ the term modified with the adjective “religious” to theorize the collective space, or arena of struggle, in which all three 
 sides of Haiti’s “religious triangle of forces” operate, or the “Haitian religious collusio.”
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 Vodou has always been the majority religion among Haitians, though most Vodouists also practice Catholicism. The Haitian Catholic hierarchy, meanwhile, has a long history of demonizing (and at times persecuting) Vodouists, as more recently have Protestant religious specialists in Haiti. In addition to viewing the spirits of Haitian Vodou as malevolent beings, furthermore, many Haitian Protestants also harbor such ideas about Catholic saints. Nevertheless, most Haitian Protestants recognize that spirits and saints do exist, and this recognition across the three religions is a cornerstone to the Haitian religious collusio, one among several others:

(1) a deep respect for religious leaders . . . (2) a central concern with healing . . . ; (3) a profound belief that religious action or ritual . . . elicits supernatural response; (4) a deeply embodied sense of religious participation and a “pneumacentric” understanding of one’s relationship to the divine . . . ; (5) a belief in prophecy and various methods to see into the future; (6) a belief that dreams can and do relay knowledge or prescience; (7) “a persecutory conception of evil” and the need to take religious action to protect oneself from evil . . . ; (8) an incorporation of music not just as an expression of praise but as a means of communion with the sacred; (9) an intuitive sense that healing is a central purpose of religion . . .; and (10) a profound faith that religion enhances one’s luck (chans
 ) and furnishes forms of magic (maji
 ). (Rey and Stepick 2013
 : 196–197)
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While Crossing the Water and Keeping the Faith
 also employs the signature notions of Bourdieu’s sociology of religion, namely religious capital, religious field, religious habitus, and salvation goods, it is its development of the notion of religious collusio that has elicited praise from scholars who have thus far reviewed the book. Flore Zéphir (2014: 341), for example, writes that “[t]he metaphor is well chosen, as the authors document throughout the various chapters that the line of demarcation between the three major Haitian religions and various social classes is not as rigid as one might think.” Likewise, Jake David Eller (2013)
 concludes that our “portraits of three different yet linked Haitian religions, in Haiti and translocally, unified by a religious collusio are valuable to anthropology and suggest paths of research and analysis for the future,” while Chelsea Cormier McSwiggin (2014
 : 260) concurs that “[t]his is one of the study’s major theoretical contributions,” which in part allows for the book to make “important interventions into the sociology of religion and to immigration studies more broadly” (2014: 261).

Jennifer A. Glancy, Corporal Knowledge: Early Christian Bodies


Across diverse academic fields, many scholars have found Bourdieu’s work to be especially compelling for its centering of the human body in the theorization of practice, and the work of Bell and Csordas, mentioned earlier, are shining examples of this in 
 ritual studies and the anthropology of religion, respectively. Much like Bell and Csordas, any scholar who observes religious rituals can appreciate how bodily that such performances indeed are. Yet, understanding the function and place of the human body in religion is, of course, more challenging for the historian of ancient cultures. Jennifer Glancy recognizes this challenge in Corporal Knowledge
 (2011
 : 7): “While we are likely to be alienated from at least some of the corporal narratives of Christian antiquity, we know the world as mediated through our own corporal narratives.” Like Csordas, tellingly, Glancy (2011
 : 22) quotes Bourdieu’s teacher Maurice Merleau-Ponty (1962
 : 146) on the centrality of the body in human perception: “our general medium for having a world.”
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Glancy successfully employs Bourdieusian theory to develop a “corporal epistemology” (2011: 193) of early Christianity: “The practice-oriented social theory of Pierre Bourdieu, with its notion of habitus, embodied knowledge, is a backbone of my exploration” (2011: 9). Opening her reflections by considering the fifth chapter of the Gospel of Mark (5:29), in which we read of a woman who “knew in the body that she was cured [by Jesus] of the scourge [some kind of hemorrhagic affliction],” Glancy reveals how in early Christianity “social location is known in the body,” and she proceeds “to demonstrate the significance of that insight for a cultural history of Christian origins” (2011: 4) by interrogating several important historical examples to illuminate forms of embodiment and bodily expressions of faith among the first Christians. She begins by considering the “bodily hexis” of persecuted martyrs, especially the Apostle Paul. “Bodily hexis” is Bourdieu’s (1977
 : 94) term for “political mythology realized, embodied
 , turned into a permanent disposition, a durable way of standing, speaking, walking, and thereby of feeling and thinking.” Through his bodily hexis, Paul reflects a “somatic rhetoric” that is reflective of “the storytelling bodies of the Roman World,” and Glancy (2011
 : 27) compellingly argues that “through the repeated violation of his body, Paul claims a corporal knowledge that unites him with Jesus . . . [and] presents his abject body as evidence of his authority.” Paul departs from Romanic notions of militaristic virtue by not boasting of his wounds, however, leading Glancy (2011
 : 47) to differentiate “between a battle-scarred body and a flogged body” to demonstrate that in Paul’s flesh “the story of Jesus’s death is legible in the scar tissue that has formed over the welts and lacerations inflicted by rod and whip.”

In addition to the Apostle Paul’s martyrdom, Glancy (2011
 : 48) examines “the perpetuation through late antiquity of a particular system of corporality, the system defined by slaveholding,” Mary’s birthing of Jesus, and (referencing both canonical and apocryphal texts) a range of understandings and debates concerning Mary’s menses, milk, and virginity. In all of these cases, Glancy (2011
 : 136), much like Bourdieu, envisions “bodies as constitutive of identities. Our bodies structure our engagement with the world, what we can know, and who we are.” As “sites of knowledge,” furthermore, the bodies of early Christians are both the repositories of beliefs and the tellers of stories, and Glancy’s study is a persuasive example of the utility of Bourdieusian theory in what might be called the historical sociology of religion. Though most of the scholarship that has thus far employed Bourdieu to study religion has been either anthropological or sociological 
 in methodology, there is clearly much to be gained by historians of religion seeking to orient their work via Bourdieu, as is compellingly reflected in Corporal Knowledge
 .

Bryan S. Turner, Religion and Modern Society: Citizenship, Secularisation and the State


Bryan S. Turner is a leading sociologist who has written on a wide range of topics, publishing his first book, Weber and Islam
 , in 1974 and proceeding to produce important work on such topics as globalization, the body, and the state. Given his long-standing interests in Weber and Islam and his eventual attentiveness to the human body, a subject largely ignored in the classical sociology of religion, it is unsurprising that Turner (2011a
 : 108) would find in Bourdieu “a powerful perspective, avoiding in my view many of the pitfalls arising from the exaggerated attention to religious beliefs rather than embodied practices in the work of many contemporary sociologists and philosophers of religion.” Like Csordas, Glancy, and other scholars of religion, however, Turner (2011a
 : 108) does not find such a perspective in Bourdieu’s explicit religion essays, which in fact he finds to be “not very interesting.”
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Entitled “Pierre Bourdieu and Religious Practice,” Chapter 6
 of Turner’s book provides a most welcome and insightful contextualization of the intellectual and cultural climates in which Bourdieu’s scholarly interest in religion emerged. For example, Turner argues that Bourdieu’s thinking on religion owes far more to the work of the Marxist theorist Louis Althusser than has previously been appreciated, particularly Althusser’s (1971)
 ruminations on the meaning of Christian subjectivity. Furthermore, “Bourdieu’s sociological reflections on religion have to be seen within the larger context of French secularism, that is, within the tradition of laicité
 and French republicanism” (2011a: 110). This observation sheds light on Bourdieu’s somewhat combative 1982 address to the Association Française de Sociologie Religieuse (Bourdieu 1987a
 ), which, at the time, was “primarily an arm of the pastoral outreach of the Catholic Church, providing useful sociological data on church attendance, recruitment, belief and so on.”
 20
 And, for another example, Turner’s (2011a
 : 114) expertise on Weber allows him to effectively refute Bourdieu’s criticism of Weber’s theory of charisma, which, Bourdieu (1971b)
 argues, woefully ignores the function of the social in the emergence of charismatic religious leaders. In this regard, for Turner, Bourdieu’s “interpretation of Weber is, in fact, completely misplaced and misleading” because in fact “Weber recognized that disciples or followers of a charismatic figure want demonstrable and tangible proof for charismatic powers . . . that ‘it is only under very unusual circumstances that a prophet succeeded in establishing his authority without charismatic authentication.’ ”

As I have argued earlier and elsewhere (Rey 2007
 , 2010
 ), the sociology of religion would do well to place Bourdieu’s theory of practice in conversation with one of the dominant approaches in the field today, rational choice theory, and Turner proceeds in his Bourdieu chapter to make an essential contribution to just such a conversation. Although both rational choice theory and Bourdieu’s theory of practice do conceive of 
 the religious field as a competitive marketplace, Bourdieu was highly critical of rational choice theory for overestimating the freedom enjoyed by those who supposedly make rational, calculating choices in the field. Bourdieu (1999b: 63–64) explicitly refuted this “scholastic illusion which tends to see every action as springing from an intentional aim” with his “theory of habitus,” which has the “primordial function of stressing that the principle of our actions is more often practical sense than rational calculation.” For Turner (2011a
 : 120), this is the greatest value of Bourdieusian theory for the sociology of religion: “The distinctive characteristic of Bourdieu’s theory is the idea of ‘structuring structures’ shaping the dispositions of the social actor. The contribution, therefore, of Bourdieu to the sociology of religion is the idea of religious interests and the role of institutions in organizing the field.” This is not a wholesale endorsement by Turner, however, for while Bourdieu’s “notions of embodiment, habitus, practice, and field offer a fruitful way of thinking about religion that avoids many of the pitfalls that one finds in recent philosophical approaches . . . Bourdieu failed ultimately to transcend the problems that he so skillfully identified in classical sociological theory” (2011a: 123).

Manuel A. Vásquez, More than Belief: A Material Theory of Religion


One of the most impressive book-length theories of religion to have appeared in recent years, More than Belief
 is Manuel Vásquez’s (2011: 185) conceptualization of a “non-reductive” materialist interpretation that builds upon a wide range of theoretical and methodological foundations, including Bourdieu’s theory of practice. In focusing on “three key sites where some of the most innovative and potentially influential non-reductive materialist work in religion is taking place” (2011: 11), namely “embodiment, practice, emplacement” (2011: 16), it is quite understandable that Vásquez would find much value in Bourdieusian theory. Lauding Bourdieu for providing “one of the most sophisticated theories” of human practice, Vásquez (2011: 242) is especially appreciative of “the notion of habitus” as something “very useful to study embodied religious practices.” Habitus can only be fully understood, furthermore, by situating it in “various intersecting fields of power,” as Vásquez (2011: 243) helpfully reminds us, for “[o]ne’s embodied competences, dispositions, and aspirations are determined by one’s shifting positions” in such fields.

Vásquez (2011: 243) further endorses Bourdieu’s signature notions of “symbolic power” (i.e., symbolic capital) as being of “especial relevance in the study of religious practices”; “doxa” as being “central to the effectiveness and legitimacy of religion” (2011
 : 244); and “misrecognition” as a mechanism by which “religious specialists” are enabled “to present what is a positioned perspective as a universal and binding message.” Nonetheless, Vásquez (2011: 245) finds “significant weaknesses” in Bourdieusian theory, and surprisingly he identifies the most crippling of them precisely in that area where other scholars of religion have found Bourdieu to be most useful, namely in his bodily epistemology: “Although Bourdieu highlights the role of the body in practice, 
 he tends . . . to view the body as a blank slate that is molded by history and culture.” Whether or not this criticism is valid is open to debate, as Vásquez is not at his most convincing here, for other scholars of religion, such as Csordas, Glancy, Turner, Matthew Wood (2007)
 , and Karen Richman (Rey and Richman 2010
 ), have identified Bourdieu’s work on the body to be precisely one of the most important dimensions of his work for the study of religion.

That debate aside, Vásquez’s book is of considerable importance for the Bourdieusian study of religion, especially for its advancement of the conversation between cognitive science, social theory, and ascendant paradigms in religious studies. As a scholar trained in religious studies, Vásquez takes seriously two recent important advances in his field, namely the emphasis on “lived religion” (i.e., religion as lived by believers beyond institutions), as exemplified above all by the work of Robert Orsi (1997
 , 2005
 ), and Thomas Tweed’s (2006)
 “hydrodynamic” approach, which itself is characterized by the use of aquatic metaphors to elucidate the “confluences” of organic and social forces that shape and drive religious belief and practice. Though praising both, Vásquez finds shortcomings in each: Tweed’s “fully reflexive, non-reductive materialist spatial theory of religion” (2011
 : 289), despite being “one of the most fruitful attempts to build a framework for the multi-scalar study of religion” (2011
 : 286), ultimately fails to get at “the specific mechanisms of interaction among different forms of materiality,” such as “the net-like neural infrastructures of cognition, ecological webs, and power-laden networks of social relations” (2011: 307); while the lived religion approach lacks “the benefit of ‘ascending analysis’ that places the religious practices of concrete individuals in larger socioeconomic fields that include the modern nation-state, global capitalism, and (post)colonialism” (2011: 254).
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 For Vásquez, this is where Bourdieu comes in, along with Antonio Gramsci (1971)
 , Talal Asad (1993)
 , and Raymond Williams (1980)
 , not to mention recent advances in cognitive science. His points are very well taken, and here Vásquez helps to chart the way forward for the study of religion at large and the Bourdieusian study of religion in particular.


CONCLUSION




As these impressive recent books demonstrate, Bourdieu’s influence on the study of religion is clearly on the rise. Although only one of his own students, Cherribi, has thus far published a book in the field that is centrally oriented by Bourdieu’s theory of practice, there is a notable enthusiasm among scholars of religion that is by now quite international, aided in part by significant translations of relevant texts. For instance, Andreas Pfeuffer has recently produced a wonderful translation in German of Bourdieu’s most extensive empirical study of religion, “La sainte famille,” which is especially laudable given the essay’s complexity and the many text boxes, tables, and illustrations that it contains (Bourdieu 2011
 ). Similarly, Bourdieu’s single most revealing interview on religion, which was evidently conducted in German, also appeared in English translation 
 in 2011 (Bourdieu, Schultheis, and Pfeuffer 2011
 ). Also in German, a recent anthology carrying an English title, Doing Modernity
 —Doing Religion
 , contains two excellent essays on Bourdieu and religion
 (Kleinod and Rehbein 2012
 ; Weinold and Schäfer 2012). Meanwhile, in anglophone scholarship, the second-ever panel on Bourdieu at the annual meeting of the American Academy of Religion was convened in 2014 (the first was in 2010), and more recently a volume of essays focused entirely on the “dynamics of religious fields” in Africa has been published (Echtler and Ukah 2016
 ), while Richard King’s essential new volume Religion, Theory, Critique
 (2017), includes an essay on Bourdieu (Rey 2017
 ). Not to be outdone, in francophone scholarship of religion Bourdieu maintains the attention of leading voices, like Danièle Hervieu-Léger (1993) and Camille Tarot (2008)
 , who have each carefully engaged elements of his field theory of religion.

In should be observed, however, that despite the growth in interest in Bourdieu among scholars of religion around the world, he remains largely out of view to many key figures in religious studies, such as Orsi and Tweed, as well as among such giants in the sociology of religion as Robert Bellah, Peter Berger, Rodney Stark, and Robert Wuthnow. Furthermore, a 2012 volume entitled Fifty Key Thinkers on Religion
 does not include a Bourdieu entry (Kessler 2012
 ); a 2009 collection of essays entitled Contemporary Theories of Religion
 mentions Bourdieu but once in a footnote (Stausberg 2009
 ); and a 2003 anthology entitled Religion as Social Capital
 alludes to Bourdieu merely once in passing (Smidt 2003
 ). This is not to criticize, however, as there are, of course, more ways than one to approach the subject, especially when dealing with such a complex phenomenon as religion.

But those of us who have profited from Bourdieu’s social theory to advance the study of religion have done so while analyzing a wide range of substantive examples of religious history and practice, with an equally wide range of methodologies, and with quite impressive results. In just the few books summarized in this chapter, for instance, religious traditions under analysis include Christianity, Hinduism, Islam, Judaism, and Vodou. These books are part of a critical mass of scholarly inquiry that now spans and intertwines an equally wide range of theoretical and methodological approaches in the humanities and social sciences, such that the Bourdieusian study of religion may now be said to be in itself a robust subfield of academic inquiry. There is no single road map for where this will lead, certainly, which is quite in keeping with the textured subtlety of Bourdieu’s theory of practice, just as it is in keeping with an important insight that Jonathan Z. Smith (1978
 : 293) made about the study of religion in a highly influential book entitled Map Is Not Territory
 : “In most cases one cannot escape the suspicion that, in the locative map of the world, we are encountering a self-serving ideology which ought not to be generalized into the universal pattern of religious experience and expression.”

Map, indeed, is not territory, and religion is not a uniformly structured story of beliefs about gods and rituals enacted in the pursuit of salvation. Post-colonial theory has done much to reify Smith’s concern in the generation since he first coined his famous geographic metaphor, as have advances in theories of globalization, secularization, 
 de-secularization, post-secularization, and the future of religion, while concerns with “lived religion” and powerful insights from cognitive science will ever re-center and reshape ways in which we understand homo religiosus
 , as well as her social and natural worlds and the place of religion therein. Yet, through it all, power remains a determining force, as it ever shall, and Bourdieu’s ultimate concern with the function of power in the creation and perpetuation of distinctions in human society, social domination, and the acts of consecration that underlie them, and the brilliance with which he conceptualizes these elements in developing his signature theory of practice assure a long and fruitful future for the Bourdieusian study of religion.

The surface has been much more than scratched by now, the depths of the iceberg have begun to be plumbed, whether via the toolkit approach, as exemplified by Csordas and Glancy, or in more holistic Bourdieusian forays, as seen in the work of Thomas. Bourdieu’s uniquely fertile theoretical imagination will continue to result, furthermore, in new insights for the study of religion, as with the recent exploration of the notions of religious “social flying” by Altglas, and “religious collusio” by Rey and Stepick, just as other scholars will conceive of new and exciting ways to adopt and adapt Bourdieu to enhance the scientific understanding of religion. “Lived religion” is embedded in power-laden social fields, after all, as are the bodies of the faithful whose brains are being carefully mapped today in cognitive science. Thus, the social and the biological dimensions of things like alienation, charisma, habitus, and collective effervescence are on the verge of being brought to confluent light, with Bourdieu holding one of the torches—or at least having passed it to others, to shine in similar or different directions.

NOTES



1.
 On this book and some of my subsequent reflections on Bourdieu and religion,
 see also Schaefer (2010)
 .

2.
 In 2012, however, the AAR rejected a panel on Bourdieu that aimed to explore Asian religions, and the same panel was also rejected by the North American Association for the Study of Religion.

3.
 The Bulletin
 volume was edited by Craig Martin and consists of eight items, including an unprecedented and tremendously helpful bibliography on Bourdieu and religion
 by Jody Caldwell (Caldwell 2012
 ), and some illuminating reflections on teaching Bourdieu and religion
 by Otto Maduro (Maduro 2012
 ).

4.
 For fuller consideration of other Bourdieusian concepts and their implications for the study of religion, see Rey (2007)
 .

5.
 In one of his last books, published posthumously, Bourdieu (2004)
 briefly reflected upon his experience in church as a child, while in another of his religion articles that has yet to be translated into English (1994a), he visited a church in Florence, though as a sociologist and not a worshipper.

6.
 It should be noted that generally in American sociology of religion something considerably different is meant by the term “religious capital,” as reflected in Laurence Iannaccone’s (1997
 : 137) definition: “Religious capital
 denotes a person’s accumulated stock of religious knowledge, skills, and sensitivities.” On these divergent definitions, see Rey (2010)
 
 .

7.
 For an important study using Bourdieu to theorize social class in American religion, see McCloud (2007)
 .

8.
 Karen Richman and I have subsequently further explored syncretism in Afro-Atlantic religion using Bourdieu (Rey and Richman 2010
 ). The term “public transcript,” as employed by Martin, derives from Scott (1990)
 .

9.
 For other theological studies drawing upon Bourdieusian theory, see Flanagan (2007)
 , Pitts (2013)
 , Sanks (2007)
 , Tanner (2005)
 , Wigg-Stevenson (2014)
 , and Wijsen (2001)
 . In biblical studies, see Berlinerblau (1999)
 and Hultin (2008)
 .

10.
 Heinrich Schäfer (forthcoming) is presently compiling a volume of considerable importance for advancing the Bourdieusian study of religion.

11.
 Much of this chapter, in revised form, was published as Rey (2010)
 .

12.
 Bourdieu, in fact, was on Cherribi’s dissertation committee. Other recent impressive doctoral dissertations employing Bourdieu to study religion include Krueger (2010)
 , Kupari (2015)
 , Roose (2012)
 , and Seibert (2013)
 .

13.
 Bourdieu (Bourdieu, Schultheis, and Pfeuffer 2011
 : 118–119) greatly admired Weber’s
 Sociology of Religion
 for essentially the same reasons, as being “an exemplary way of bringing concrete forms of ‘religious labour’ together . . . precisely the juxtaposition between these ‘types’ demonstrates very vividly what we are actually dealing with: the stakes in the struggles over the monopoly of the legitimate power over the sacred goods
 . To be clear about this, it is precisely Weber’s concrete, sometimes brutal, materialism . . . which is so incredibly insightful.”

14.
 For a similar argument, see McCloud (2007)
 .

15.
 Led by Martin Baumann (Baumann., 2011–2012), a team of researchers at the University of Luzerne have recently conducted a major study of civic social capital among immigrant Muslim youth in Europe. On the concept of civic social capital as applicable to the study of religion, see also Stepick and Rey (2011)
 .

16.
 We adopt the term “religious triangle of forces” from Woodson (1996)
 , who adapted it from Clifford Geertz’s (1973
 : 389) discussion of “a cultural triangle of forces” in Bali.

17.
 The terms “pneumacentric” and “persecutory conception of evil” are taken from Chesnut (2003)
 and Corten (2001)
 , respectively.

18.
 Glancy (2011
 : 21–22) in fact cites Csordas (1995) in this regard.

19.
 For further insight into his reading of Bourdieu on religion, see also Turner (2011b)
 and Turner (2013)
 .

20.
 Altglas and Wood have helpfully translated this essay as Bourdieu (2010)
 . The Association Française de Sociologie Religieuse was renamed the Association Française de Sciences Sociales de Religions in 1998 and is no longer a predominantly Catholic organization.

21.
 For a recent study that weds field theory with the “lived religion” approach, see Kupari (2015)
 .
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CHAPTER 14





THE TRANSDISCIPLINARY CONTRIBUTION OF PIERRE BOURDIEU TO THE STUDY OF THE ACADEMIC FIELD AND INTELLECTUALS




CHRISTOPHE CHARLE TRANSLATED BY KRISTIN COUPER

ANY
 endeavor to summarize Pierre Bourdieu’s contribution to the study of the academic field and intellectuals and to contextualize him in the development of present-day French research means making choices. Given the multiplicity of articles, books, and communications of all types, any review of the theories of the author of Homo Academicus
 is a delicate task. Even if the work were done systematically, the final result would be unsatisfactory and would in reality betray the very essence of the theoretical dimension of Pierre Bourdieu’s thinking. Indeed, it would be tantamount to adopting what he himself denounced as the scholastic posture, which he defined as erroneously treating knowledge as a fixed and scholarly corpus rather than an “always-in-the-making” achievement, subject to permanent revision, critique, and commentary:

My work is a series of maiden voyages. There is something misleading in texts which are finished, definitive or even “hyper finished,” so to speak, like La Reproduction
 for example (I am referring to the first part) where every effort has been made to eliminate any trace of hesitation or erasure, in a word, anything denoting a working copy.
 1


Similarly, isolating this trend of thought from the rest of his work is already in itself problematic, since one of his contributions is always to think critically about the actual choice of the subject and to consider the approach that the historian or the sociologist would have adopted. When intellectuals or academics study intellectuals or the academic field, 
 they find themselves in a novel relationship to their subject, since, whether they like it or not, they are themselves included therein. This is all the more true for an academic intellectual or for academics who consider themselves intellectuals according to the meaning that this word acquired in the Dreyfus Affair. As we know, this is the preliminary theme of the first chapter of Homo Academicus
 (“A Book for Burning?”).

The literature on intellectuals or the academic field constantly treads a fine line between two genres, namely the whistle-blowing essay or the public defense. To avoid this trap, which says more about the state of the morale and the position of the intellectuals and academics in a given society than it does about what they claim to be discussing officially, Pierre Bourdieu made a series of detours and invented a series of concepts or methodological rules. We will focus here on three of these, which I have used frequently in my own research:


1.
 The use of history and the historical method; this point is too often forgotten by commentators who tend to be philosophers and sociologists and, literally, do not see their debt to history.


2.
 Intra-European comparison, mainly with Germany or for the later works with the English-speaking world;


3.
 The organic link between the study of the intellectual field and the study of the field of power and the critical and political implications of these links.


HISTORY
 , HISTORICAL
 METHOD
 , AND THE
 SOCIOLOGY OF
 INTELLECTUALS AND THE
 ACADEMIC
 FIELD




This little-known link between Pierre Bourdieu and history and the historical method can be demonstrated on the basis of two quotations.
 2
 One dates from 1995 and is taken from an important article that was discussed extensively in both France and in Germany:

I would say that one of my constant struggles, particularly with Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 , has been to promote the emergence of a unified social science, in which history would be a historical sociology of the past and sociology would be a social history of the present. (Je peux dire qu’un de mes combats les plus constants, avec Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 notamment, vise à favoriser l’émergence d’une science sociale unifiée, où l’histoire serait une sociologie historique du passé et la sociologie une histoire sociale du présent.)
 3


The other comes from a paper to a conference that I had organized in 1984 entitled Le personnel de l’enseignement supérieur en France.
 In this paper, Bourdieu had summarized the main findings of Homo Academicus
 and the principles of the method he had 
 adopted to carry out his survey. In particular, he had explained how he had combined the historical and sociological method:

Before beginning I decided that I would use the methodology of a historian. I wanted to break with the image of the sociologist as revolutionary or police officer. I therefore used only written and public sources even if this “public” was frequently difficult to access [ . . . ] However the way I work differs from the historian’s method. I consider that we cannot understand what is happening in the academic field if we do not relocate it in a space which could be referred to as a field of power or the space of the dominant class.
 4


A whole series of consequences concerning the principles implemented by Pierre Bourdieu for the study of the intellectual and academic fields ensues from these two quotations. In the first instance, to obtain prior critical distance from an object that implicates the researcher studying it, the historical method must be combined with sociology. A consideration of academics and intellectuals in historical terms implies leaving behind the aspects taken for granted in one’s own world (of which one has inside knowledge). But this initial criticism is not sufficient. It will only lead to a genealogy along the lines of those approximately reconstituted in the classical essays on intellectuals from Julien Benda to Régis Débray. Their brilliance hardly conceals their complacent historical errors and the teleology of their vested interests.
 5
 In reality, all they have done is to write a historical description that leads to a covert defense of intellectuals or academics who act as reference points in relation to whom, for better or for worse, they locate themselves. Some they denounce, others they praise.

This is where we find the second remedial precept stated by Pierre Bourdieu in the preceding quotations, namely, the refusal of official barriers between disciplines. This refusal implies combining the historical method with sociological conceptualization, while at the same time correcting the latter by the dynamic viewpoint implied in a historicized approach (any field is a field of struggles located in time) and a relational approach (the autonomy of each field is only relative, and this has to be associated with the effects of its position in relation to other fields and, in particular, the field of power). Finally, the structure of a field at a given point in time necessarily entails knowledge of its specific history.
 6


This historical perspective therefore implies, at the same time, a critique of the traditional historical method and the practice of ordinary historians. As historiography develops, it is subdivided into sub-disciplines that approximately match the empirical contours of their objects. It therefore admits of the imposition, from without, of the principles of the breakdown of historical reality as self-evident. Thus we have diplomatic history because there is a corpus of diplomatic sources produced by the international relations bureaucracies; a religious history because religious institutions leave immense written traces; and a history of universities and intellectuals for the same reasons.

Pierre Bourdieu regretted the almost atavistic distrust of theory prevalent among the majority of historians, in particular the French. In his opinion, this distrust stemmed 
 from the history of the disciplines and the processes of intellectual training specific to each historiographical tradition. These processes create misunderstandings, not only between disciplines, but between representatives of the same discipline in two different countries. Thus, French historians are also trained in geography, whereas German historians can choose philosophy, sociology, or political economy as a minor subject, all of which predispose scholars to very different relationships to the real world and to theory.

Historians frequently misunderstood this criticism, which Bourdieu, who was an ardent admirer of critical history, assured them was “for their own good.” They reiterated the two lines of defense used by Charles Seignobos when confronted with François Simiand over a century ago (1903): specificity and the information gaps in the sources, which rarely provide an answer to the a priori questions that the sociologist asks and the risk of anachronism arising from the application of concepts posterior to the period studied. These were inadequate, stereotypical replies for a sociological undertaking such as that of Pierre Bourdieu, obsessed as he was by the link between theory and the practice of research and with a concern for the historicization of analytical categories; he referred to this humorously as “handling the concepts with kid gloves.”
 7
 This requirement is particularly important for the object chosen here. While we may be able to identify trans-historical realities that we refer to as “intellectuals” or “academics,” we do not have the right to make of them catch-all concepts. This would lead to a lack of understanding just as serious as that engendered by empiricism in history or sociology. A structural genealogy of these concepts should be conducted on the basis of a comparative state of the lexical and social fields in which they are produced and develop. This is the meaning of the subtitle of The Rules of Art: Genesis and Structure of the Literary Field.
 Each state of the literary field (and of what is considered in a given period as “literary”) is dependent not only on the history of the previous state (therefore on preexisting structures), but also on the ongoing dynamics produced by the symbolic struggles of the holders of various positions at a given point in time. This analysis is all the more true for the academic field and the universities, which are much slower than the literary field in reacting to internal and external issues and developing over time. They are dependent to a varying extent on a diverse external public, on an editorial market that is regularly restructured, on developments in the media, and on international exposure that is constantly evolving.

In addition to mobilizing the resources from several disciplines (history, the history of literature, of art, of education, the media and publishing, the sociology of taste, etc.), this perspective on genesis and structure therefore implies the choice of critical turning points. At these special moments when the balance of power wavers, we observe the ongoing struggle between established orthodoxies and non-traditional heterodoxies; these must therefore mobilize all their symbolic resources in defense of the order that is provisionally dominant, or they must permanently change it. This is why the initial research that ultimately culminated in the Règles de l’art
 focused first on the years around 1848, when three conceptions of the writer and the artist competed: romanticism with a social commitment, art for art, and the middle-class writer or artist who is market-oriented and already subject to the commercial injunctions of an expanding press.
 8
 Similarly, Bourdieu’s work on the academic field in France chose the defining moment 
 of 1967–1968 to understand both the subsequent crisis and the positions in relation to it taken by the various academic groups.
 9
 In my other work on these themes, I chose analogous key moments. In La crise littéraire à l’époque du naturalisme
 and Naissance des “intellectuels”
 I analyze the decade of 1880–1890, in which the partial equilibrium produced by the resolution of the crisis preceding 1848, previously discussed by Bourdieu in an article entitled “L’invention de la vie d’artiste”
 10
 is, in turn, challenged as a result of four major changes:


1.
 The expansion of the mass-circulation press and publication of cheap editions for the masses, which radically changed the status of the novel in relation to other genres;


2.
 The gradual separation of the literary field into three poles (academic, mainstream, and avant-garde) and no longer into two sectors (a restricted sphere of production and a broad sphere of production). This growing complexity led to new career perspectives and prospects, and a dual role for newcomers in the field, with the multiplication of intermediate bodies: magazines, literary journals, columns, associations, public lectures, alternative theatres, and so on. This is what I have referred to as “the period of ‘hommes doubles
 ’ or multi-connected professionals and the ‘temps des groupements
 ’ ”;
 11



3.
 The change in the relationship between the literary field and the field of power, with the permanent establishment of parliamentary democracy, which posed the problem of intellectual commitment in other terms, given the professionalization of politics. It led to the emergence of the new figure of the pro-Dreyfus “intellectual” who claimed to be politically active in instances other than the traditional political settings and to appeal to opinion on the basis of a shared symbolic capital and the defense of the independent values of pure political issues (truth, justice, human rights), whereas anti-Dreyfus intellectuals supported politically conservative social or national values and denounced the “irresponsibility” of their opponents. In comparison with 1848, the terms of the discussion had radically changed;


4.
 Finally, the change in status of the man of letters was the outcome of parallel changes in the academic field (specialization and closure in disciplines) and in the field of journalism (which was becoming a profession).
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The application of this transdisciplinary, genetic, and structural perspective therefore implies breaking with another practice customary in previous work, that of strictly separating historical periods and of asserting the specificity of individual personalities, which reduces the cumulative findings of research. A Flaubert specialist will always find something to criticize in the details of the interpretations advanced by Bourdieu in Les Règles de l’art
 , and doubtless, a Manet specialist will do the same following the publication in 2013 of the unfinished manuscript of the Collège de France lectures.
 13
 Despite its specificity, the Dreyfus affair was the basis for lasting divisions between sectors in the intellectual field. If long-term (longue durée
 ) historical structures are given priority over events, these divisions are re-enacted in other key conjunctures, for example the 1930s, 
 the period of the Occupation, and political involvement during the Algerian war.
 14
 Every leading writer or artist has in effect become a “world” in him- or herself with tens, or even hundreds, of specialists producing critical editions, articles, and lectures at seminars, conferences, and congresses, which are published in specialized journals or bulletins (sometimes rivals). By definition, the average historian or sociologist will never be able to fully master these, unless she is part of this circle, and has therefore abandoned a critical external and relational view on the writer being sanctified. However, armed with the foregoing principles, the historian or the sociologist of intellectuals, writers, or academics may be able to identify in this mass of learning, which is frequently repetitive, the empirical proof of the validity of a specific global schema. Bourdieu demonstrates this on the basis of the sociological interpretation of Flaubert’s notebooks (published by Marie-Jeanne Durry), which ends the Prologue to the Règles de l’art.
 
 15
 He discovers therein the principles that generate the mental and social schemas at work, which are no longer visible when writing has implemented their transposition into the final state.

This approach thus aims at eliminating the frontier produced in literary studies between formalistic and historical analyses, monographs, and studies of trends, literary history, history itself, and so on. To understand the positions (whether intellectual, aesthetic, social, etc.) adopted by various writers or intellectuals, we must analyze the space of what is possible in the structure of the literary or academic field at different points in their trajectory, the various types of capital that they do or do not have at their disposal to secure a place for themselves in this field, the hierarchies among genres, disciplines, literary, or intellectual forms that make certain options unequally plausible or possible, the previous models of career or intellectual figures that are in their path or that attract new entrants—factors that moreover weigh unequally, depending on their social or geographical origin, gender, or national origin.

As early as 1972, I had myself attempted a similar undertaking in relation to a rather special novel by Zola, L’Argent
 , in which we can discern a structural schema concerning the relationships between the fractions of the dominant class in part inherited from L’Education sentimentale.
 (Furthermore, the plan of what was to become the Rougon-Macquart,
 of which L’Argent
 is a part, was drawn up by Zola in the same year as the publication of Flaubert’s novel.) But this structuralist schema was changed in line with the changes in the literary field over the 30 years that separated the two books. In particular, despite the distinctly autobiographical dimension of the novel, Flaubert used irony to indicate the difference in viewpoint between the author and Frédéric Moreau, his hero. Zola replaced this by duplicating the main characters: we have the central hero, the speculator, Saccard, and a woman, Caroline, the sister of an engineer, who observes his activities with considerable admiration but is also increasingly critical. This duplication enables the novelist to offer a contradictory vision of the various facets of the world explored and thus to retain his position of observer, while putting forward conflicting interpretations of the social world, represented by various characters who disagree about the future of capitalism in crisis in a period of limited companies and speculation in stocks. These characters, who personified hypotheses, are clearly the counterparts of the discussions in the 1890s, whereas the novel is supposed to take place 30 years earlier. 
 The author thus plays constantly with involvement and distancing in his attitude toward the real world and thus abandons the so-called objectivity and objectivation of realism, which prepares the way for his change in attitude to the political commitment that he previously had rejected.
 16


The research of Anne-Marie Thiesse on popular novelists, Anna Boschetti on Sartre and Apollinaire, Anne Simonin on the Editions de Minuit, Gisèle Sapiro on the writers in the 1930s and during the Occupation, all along similar lines, demonstrate the fecundity associated with cumulation and with possible transpositions, mutatis mutandis
 , of these methods and concepts. Taken together, they now provide an authentic historical sociology of the literary field from the nineteenth to the twenteith centuries in which authors, works, and reception are no longer separated and are at the same time set in a social history of symbolic power (in France, in particular, writers and power structures have always been hand in glove).
 17



THE
 INTRA
 -EUROPEAN
 COMPARISON




Some critics of Pierre Bourdieu’s theses concerning the intellectual or literary field have claimed that the analyses that he advanced are based on empirical research associated mainly with France and could not be applied to other national situations with very different structures. In fact, the first observation fails to take into account the comparative sub-structures that underlie Bourdieu’s concepts and method. One of the original schemas, on the basis of which Bourdieu constructed his analysis of the intellectual field in Distinction
 , was his critical reading of Max Weber’s The Sociology of Religion
 , which is itself based on a comparative study of the major religions.
 18
 This theoretical genealogy, which Bourdieu himself in part set out in some of his lectures and reflective writings,
 19
 is at the same time a historical genealogy, since the leading intellectuals, from the Middle Ages to the present day, have been formed as a result of the gradual secularization of figures in the field of religion. The same remark applies to the academic field given that the universities in Europe were originally affiliated with religious institutions.

In the second place, in Homo Academicus
 , Bourdieu set out his scheme for the analysis of the Parisian academic field in the 1960s by drawing a parallel with the analyses of the conflict between faculties set out by Kant in the publication of the same title using the example of Prussia at the end of the eighteenth century. Finally, Bourdieu also proposed an application of his model to foreign situations: thus in the article on Heidegger, published in 1975 and republished as a book in 1988, he links the social philosophy implicit to Heidegger with the crisis in the German academic field, itself linked to the social crisis in Germany in the Weimar period, by drawing on the classic work of Fritz K. Ringer,
 The Decline of the German Mandarins.
 
 20
 In 1988, in a Swiss journal, he also published an outline of a study of the Belgian literary field.
 21
 The following year, he presented a theoretical analysis of the “social conditions for the international circulation of ideas,” a lecture given in Fribourg on October 30, 1989, published in Germany in 1990, and in France only 
 in 2002 in Actes de la recherché en sciences sociales.
 
 22
 On many occasions he also compared the situation of French and American academics, intellectuals, and sociologists, describing
 23
 the two countries in terms of two “imperialisms of the universal.” He also contributed to broadening the comparison of the study of intellectuals and the academic field in the journal Liber
 , both with his own articles and with thematic issues devoted to European intellectuals (in particular the series on intellectuals in various countries).

Having personally worked with Bourdieu’s approach and concepts in a comparative perspective in three books devoted to these subjects,
 24
 I am convinced that the charge of Franco-centrism that some ill-intentioned German- or English-speaking theoreticians have brought against this sociology is unfounded. The flexibility of the concept of field as a space for forces and positions facilitates its adaptation to cultural configurations that are less centralized than those in France. It is obviously clear that French centralism and the historical depth of state intervention in cultural life facilitate the perception of common issues by agents in the literary or academic fields, but the studies based on the method in linguistic spaces that are configured differently show its potential for universalization and its present capacity for use at an international or transnational level.
 25


However, the concepts borrowed from Bourdieu do enable two things. One is to update certain rules that are invariable and which organize the various literary or national or international fields (including, for example, universal presence, hierarchies between genres, faculties, or disciplines, etc.). The other is the permanent recomposition of these hierarchies when new disciplines, new trends, or new groups of intellectuals appear or when there are changes in the global social or national configuration. Thus, the social sciences were introduced in the same years in the various academic fields in Europe, but gave rise to very different modes of institutionalization, rejection, and relegation, depending on previous modes of organization and depending on the social or disciplinary origin of the proponents of these new sciences and the social uses that are made of them. Thus in France, sociology is in the faculty of arts, while economics is in the faculty of law in some of the grandes écoles
 and top institutions of higher education. In Germany, sociology is associated with political economy and is in the faculty of law but is challenged in the faculty of philosophy. These procedures or exclusions lead to considerable differences in students, social prestige, and research practices, and partly predetermine the conceptual frameworks, and the methodology and customs in these disciplines, despite their apparent similarity.
 26


A fair comparison also helps to establish the variable autonomy of intellectuals, not only as a function of the history of the relations between these fields and the field of power and/or the religious field or, more recently, between the field of economic power and that of the media. But above all it emphasizes that these different symbolic spaces have long been communicating at the European level, and do so today even at a worldwide level, and that the different national or international variants are also involved in a competitive struggle that conditions not only the international relations, but also the international relations of these fields and, at the individual level, of intellectuals and academics in Europe. The relationships of domination that one finds within a given linguistic or intellectual sphere can in fact be found between individual literary fields, as Pascale Casanova has shown in La République mondiale des lettres.
 Thus Italy dominates at the 
 Renaissance, as the direct heir of classical culture, while “classical” France dominates in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, when language and literature are deployed in the service of royal power and national glory. This is followed by the appearance of what Blaise Wilfert describes as a “conflictual Anglo-French condominium” (condominium conflictuel franco-anglais
 ) in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. This is the outcome of the demographic expansion of English throughout the world, which supplied a mass market with novels, the new dominant genre, against a background of contesting claims from the new emerging nations like Germany, Russia, the United States, and others, which were endeavoring to assert their own identity by means of their own literature, free of external models, like their predecessors.
 27


These hierarchies or antagonisms are not only due to relations of political domination between large and small nations, for example, or to the resumption of diplomatic rivalries (France vs. Germany, for example) in a given period. They also recall the role of the literary field and of literature in the construction of national identities. The issue of the linguistic unification (or not) of a given geographic area confers on the national language (or those languages that lay claim to this status), and therefore those who use it professionally, a symbolic and political function that may or may not be important. These hierarchies are also the outcome of the relationships between the academic field and the literary field and their respective relative hierarchies in different parts of Europe.

It would appear that the Parisian model (which is, at the same time, the French model) of centralization and proximity of the various literary, academic, political, media, and other fields is an extreme case, which is doubtless only found in a few recent nations.
 28
 Since Bourdieu, like the majority of French intellectuals, is a direct product of this system, it probably gave the author of Raisons pratiques
 a degree of insight into the inter-relations between these dominant social spaces because they are more visible in France than elsewhere. But one should also bear in mind that, as a result of having a degree in both philosophy (which in the French educational system in the 1950s implied an education strongly influenced by German thinkers) and social anthropology (which assumed the confrontation with radical alterity, whether that of the rural populations of his native Béarn or the uprooted and impoverished peasants in Algeria at war), Bourdieu also developed his thinking on the basis of the confrontation of grassroots research in extraordinarily heterogeneous areas (the rural working class, photographs, museums, literature, philosophy, fashion, institutions of higher learning [les grandes écoles
 ], students, teaching, etc.). This led him to make comparisons constantly and to be flexible where over-rigid regulations were concerned (whence the return of the word “practice” in several of the titles of his books).


THE
 INTELLECTUAL
 FIELD AND THE
 FIELD OF
 POWER




Bourdieu was faced with the task of comparing two rather unusual objects (and particularly difficult to compare): namely, the literary and academic fields and the intellectuals. 
 This was not only a reflection of the growing interest in his work worldwide, or of his involvement in intellectual or collective initiatives on an international level. It was primarily because he had always remained faithful to the universalist stance, the classical conception of the French intellectual since the Dreyfus Affair. He explained this on several occasions, in particular in the postscript to the Règles de l’art
 , entitled “Universal Corporatism: The Role of Intellectuals in the Modern World.” Over and above the political and social commitment that accompanied this standpoint and which is not my concern, this link between a theoretical work, dealing with the nineteenth century, and this text, which is deliberately focused on the present and the future, demonstrates that the historical sociology of the intellectuals and the academic field held, for him, a dual function, one of knowledge and one of practice. Setting previous outstanding intellectuals and academics in France or elsewhere in a comprehensive perspective and the comparative study of conflicts and struggles in other historical conjunctures provides a repertoire of action and a tool to analyze other historical situations either in the present or in the future. In particular, if we take the example of the crises in the French university and the recurrent difficulty of their resolution, we cannot understand this specificity without relating it to two phenomena that we find described, with variations, in Homo Academicus
 and in my two books Naissancedes “intellectuels”
 and La République des universitaires.
 The conflict between faculties in France is extreme and peculiar because, since the abolition of the universities in 1793, the field of power has always been the final arbiter in intra-university struggles, a phenomenon that is not found anywhere else to this extent, except perhaps in Russia and in Spain under authoritarian regimes, where the autonomy of the academic field is equally restricted.
 29
 This explains why, whether it be the Republic reforms (1880–1900), the Dreyfus Affair (1898–1899), the crisis in the 1930s or in May 1968, internal conflicts between dominant and dominated faculties, between disciplines that tend to be autonomous and those that tend to be heteronomous, even between generations in the academic world, have been reconfigured in terms of the conflicts in the global political field. As a result, it is the struggles in the field of power that have determined the internal struggles in the academic field, despite the fact that French “intellectuals” have considered themselves to be the most advanced and the most autonomous since the end of the nineteenth century.

This is also why the application of a unified system of operation comparable to that in other countries proves impossible, and why each reform process arbitrated by those in power leads to increasing heterogeneity in the academic field, generating new divisions between categories of academics and therefore new struggles to be settled by those in power. This strong association between the literary and academic fields and that of power, while it is a theoretical proposition central to Pierre Bourdieu, is also therefore a product of a consideration of French specificity in this respect. Many foreign research studies frequently refute this because they rightly link it with this history, so specific to France. However, the following studies all do seem to me to demonstrate the possible generalization of this perspective to other national academic fields:
 30
 Fritz Ringer’s book based on Bourdieu’s method, which is an attempt to compare academic culture
 31
 in France and Germany; the first part of La République des universitaires
 in which 
 I compare professors in the universities of Paris and Berlin; Sergio Miceli’s work on élites in Brazil; and the issue of Actes de la recherché en sciences sociales
 entitled “Entreprises académiques.” It is even probable that the academic fields that, until now, might have harbored illusions as to their autonomy in relation to politics, are now increasingly faced with the need to develop transversal academic policies, as a result of neoliberal policies that involve them in international competition and permanent negotiation with external political or economic institutions as partners in a one-time funding project. This therefore assumes discussions between disciplines and specialities for the control of representation vis-à-vis the outside world, which becomes an even more decisive power struggle and turns each academic institution into a miniature political sphere in which we find, on a micro-political level, mutatis mutandis,
 the major external divisions in the academic field and the field of global power.
 32


These analyses are political at a second level, since they provide an equivalent number of moral and critical weapons for the present—moral weapons against the strain of developments that seem to be unraveling what two centuries of intellectual struggle since the Aufklärung
 have patiently constructed, and critical weapons against the temptations that have already occurred and the paths to nowhere already trodden by the intellectuals or academics of yesteryear in France and elsewhere.

The practical implications of these theoretical choices are not always either very well received or understood, precisely because, since the start of the twentieth century, in both the German and the Anglo-American sphere, the total separation of what Bourdieu called “scholarship” and “commitment” has become dominant.
 33
 Even in France, where the tradition of academic commitment was less stigmatized, as I have shown for the Third Republic, it was a rather minority attitude and highly dependent on conjunctures.
 34
 Today, the social conditions for the expression of intellectuals and academics have been transformed by the changes in the media (the predominance of electronic media over paper media), by the differentiation between intellectual categories and academic institutions, the blurring of boundaries between disciplines, and the diversification of forms of symbolic power. As a result, the conditions and the aims of mobilization tend to encourage withdrawal into the ivory tower or into the function of expert specialist, rather than adapting old models to the present.

Nevertheless, in contrast to the neoliberal and neo-conservative discourse of the beginning of the 1990s, predicting the end of history and of critical intellectuals, we are witnessing the development of new sources of challenge, more or less linked to the intellectuals and to the contribution of the social sciences. In line with Bourdieu’s numerous interventions, new forces are simultaneously developing an alternative critical discourse about the social world and establishing networks and “counter-powers” in opposition to the dominant media linked to multinational powers, which cannot be controlled by classical political procedures. The research in the history of the sociology of intellectuals and previous movements of mobilization warns us of the danger of indulging in social or utopian romanticism, as did the intellectuals in 1848; their failure led to the disenchanted skepticism of Bourdieu’s favorite author, Flaubert. As Bourdieu said or wrote on many occasions, we must adhere to a “Realpolitik of reason”
 35
 and reinvent 
 the collective intellectual associated with new social movements, a difficult challenge and one not always met. However, the formation of some of the new political parties, which in Europe recruit among certain critical intellectual strata (even in the United States, as witnessed by the relative success of Bernie Sander’s run for president), shows the possibility.

Understanding our social world, historically and sociologically, as academics and intellectuals, is therefore another way of fulfilling the vocation and profession of the scholar: not being subjected to obsolete laws inherited from the past (in the name of “tradition”); not getting trapped in convention and routines (in the name of “discipline,” a word with two meanings, which is a little alarming); not allowing our tasks and our aims to be dictated by others (in the name of so-called modernity or reform); in short, fully exercising our capacities to become autonomous, which has nothing to do with what the dominant neoliberal discourse means by that, namely a struggle involving everyone against everyone else. We also know that this was the last message in Bourdieu’s last lecture, Science de la science et réflexivité
 .
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BOURDIEU’S CAPITAL(S)



Sociologizing an Economic Concept




ERIK NEVEU

USED
 as a well-defined concept or a loose metaphor, borrowed from economic reasoning or sociologized, capital
 (and its cousin resource
 ) is one of the most extensively used notions in the social sciences. It is thus not so surprising to notice that capital—and more specifically, cultural capital—is, among Bourdieu’s concepts, the most commonly borrowed and used by American researchers (Sallaz and Zavisca 2007
 ). But usually the more extensively used a concept is, the more its semantic content hollows. Is it possible, however, to supply, if not “the” definition, at least something like the common denominators of the notion’s use within the varied quarters of sociology? Let us suggest a provisional definition of capital(s) as a collection of goods and skills, of knowledge and acknowledgments, belonging to an individual or a group that he or she can mobilize to develop influence, gain power, or bargain other elements of this collection
 .

This minimal definition has four corollaries. A capital must have at least part of the value or power listed here (one million Deutschmarks at the end of the Weimar Republic were worth close to nothing). A capital’s yield varies depending on the social situation (being able to teach Russian does not have the same value in the Poland of 1948 as it does in the Poland of 2008). A capital can be, more or less, converted into other capitals. The final corollary mirrors the difference between thinking sociologically about capitals and staying within the economic episteme
 : A sociology of capitals must question the work needed for their appropriation or embodiment.

Conversely, one must care about how capitals may “own” their owners by structuring lasting dispositions (the “scholastic bias” of academics) and creating ascription effects (noblesse oblige
 ). A century and a half ago, in Chapter 33 of Das Capital
 , Marx referred to the story of M. Peel, a British industrialist who shipped everything needed to open a factory to Swan River in Australia, including 3,000 industrial workers and their families. Alas, upon landing, the workers instantly escaped to become small farmers on the lands freely supplied by local authorities. “Unfortunately, Mr. Peel, who had forecast everything, had only forgotten to export to Swan River the English relations of production,” 
 writes Marx, tongue in cheek. Marx (1969
 : 569), who was not a bad social scientist, comments: “He discovered thereby that instead of being a thing, capital is a social relation between individuals, a relation which is settled by things.”

If capital(s) is used as a precise concept or a metaphor by many sociologists, the notion belongs—along with habitus
 and field
 —to the core of Bourdieu’s conceptual system. Making sense of this strategic notion means facing at least three challenges.

The first is common in any discussion of Bourdieu’s sociology: the author of Homo Academicus
 was not a lover of definitions. For many of his concepts, even the most central, the definitions he supplies are often short, and sometimes soft or cryptic. Bourdieu believed that concepts were made to solve puzzles and to aid in the task of empirical investigation, not to provide the basis for hermeneutic games or chewing gum for academics. Many researchers working within Bourdieu’s theoretical framework would argue that this reluctance for “padlocked” and multi-criteria definitions helps more often than it threatens research, giving it tools that allow invention and prevent dogmatic uses. More critical sociologists (Lahire 1999
 ) would argue, mobilizing sometimes precise and contradictory quotes, that light or soft definitions may work as an elegant alibi for hiding theoretical contradictions. Let us admit that this definitional minimalism does not help the author of a textbook chapter.

A second problem comes from the fact that Bourdieu’s capitals are not the same as those used by most members of the sociologist’s tribe. He invented cultural capital; his social capital is not exactly the same as Coleman’s or Putnam’s. Third, and finally, the number of capitals that Bourdieu identifies is itself a puzzle. A scrupulous reader of Bourdieu’s work would probably identify more than a dozen “capitals” (including even a “capital of nobility”; 2012). But if one aims to identify the core types of capital, rather than producing a shopping list of those appearing once in a footnote, the list would be shorter. Alexandre Dumas’s famous novel The Three Musketeers
 tells the adventures of four soldiers in an elite troop of the French king. Bourdieu’s capitals are like Dumas’s musketeers: there are three basic kinds of capitals (cultural, social, economic), but they give rise to a fourth kind, symbolic capital.

This investigation of Bourdieu’s theory of capital will be structured in three parts. The first and longest part will try to identify and define the core species of capital: cultural, social, and economic. It will also supply, for each type of capital, a sketch of the most common objections triggered by the French sociologist’s approach. The second part will question the limits of the capital analogy. Bourdieu is probably one of the fiercest opponents of Rational Actor Theory, which he describes as being more a professional ideology within some quarters of academia than a convincing explanation of all social behaviors. And yet he borrowed many notions and concepts from the vocabulary of economics. How can we account for this paradox, and which profits of understanding was he searching for? And where does he locate the limits of the analogy to account for the symbolic dimensions of action, and to reassert that sociology is not a subfield of economics? Finally, the third part of this contribution will question the current trend, even among Bourdieu’s followers, toward the exponential production of new kinds of capitals in sociological research. Is discovering a new capital at the end of each case study the 
 best way to capture the richness and complexity of social institutions and organizations? Isn’t the cost of this approach, which slowly splits and multiplies the concept, a permanent devaluation of any clear meaning or explanatory potential?


IDENTIFYING
 CAPITALS




Cultural Capital

The importance of the invention of “cultural capital” as a sociological concept, the centrality that this notion occupies in many studies, its importance in the reproduction of social stratification (Lamont and Lareau 1988
 ): all of this suggests that this concept is both highly specific and central to Bourdieu’s approach. Champagne and Christin (2004)
 , two of his close colleagues, even suggested that “cultural capital” could have been another title for Distinction
 .

This discussion of cultural capital will have four parts. The first part will show how the concept appears to make sense of the intergenerational transmission of cultural resources. The analysis will then shift toward the search for a definition of cultural capital and its “states.” Third, the discussion will focus on the question of hierarchy. How can sociology face the double-bind of fighting a class and civilization ethnocentrism, ranking cultural behaviors and goods as high or low, and simultaneously pay attention to the objective fact that all cultural productions are not equal for powerful institutions of consecration (no detective novel writer ever received the Nobel Prize)? Bourdieu’s answer is a theory of cultural legitimation. But if the idea that each society institutionalizes a legitimate culture is fruitful, it also opens the door to new questions and debates that a last analytical moment will briefly suggest.

It was not until the publication of Distinction
 (1979) that cultural capital became a central concept in Bourdieu’s sociology. If the notion appears in the pages and index of The Love of Art
 (1969) and Reproduction in Education, Society, and Culture
 (Bourdieu and Passeron 1970
 ), it is not visible as such in the earliest books. The need for such a notion was triggered for the research team of the Centre de Sociologie Européenne (CSE)—where Passeron was the co-author of Bourdieu’s major books—by the question of inheritance. Most of CSE’s research activity during the 1960s was focused on the question of culture and social stratification. What is the empirical truth of meritocratic discourse—so powerful in French social and political mythologies—that describes school as an emancipating institution, promoting the best and the brightest, whatever their social background? Do all students make the same use and profit of courses and knowledge during their time at the university? Who visits and enjoy museums? All of these studies highlight the importance of social reproduction and of huge inequalities in access to cultural and academic institutions. Common sense suggests, however, that we can only inherit money or material goods (real estate, paintings, etc.). But—if they do matter—the cost of a ticket to visit Le Louvre, or even the fees (low in French academia) 
 for studying at the university cannot explain the lasting social differences associated with them. Bourdieu and Passeron initially use notions such as privilège culturel
 (cultural privilege) and, conversely, describe some social groups as culturellement défavorisés
 (culturally disadvantaged). Many of their writings from the 1960s on cultural institutions and practices highlight the importance of a culture savante
 (high culture) strongly connected to culture scolaire
 (scholastic culture), and then of the “transmission of cultural inheritance.” Two major ideas emerge from this. First, the cultures—systems of organized knowledge, know-how, and lifestyles—of different social groups fit very unequally with the cultural patterns valued by schools and artistic institutions. Some children live from their earliest years in environments of crammed bookshelves and mothers playing Schubert sonatas; they visit the major European museums during their holidays and are encouraged to express, in elaborate language,
 1
 their experiences, feelings, and opinions. Other children do not have such cultural incentives. Their cultural background is structured by television and popular music, and their experience of travel may be limited to the trips organized once a year by their schools before the summer holidays. The first group has a much greater chance of becoming scholarly achievers.
 2
 This difference of outcome, linked directly to the process of social transmission, invites one to think of a “cultural” kind of capital that may at least be partially transmissible from one generation to another.

La notion de capital culturel s’est imposée d’abord comme une hypothèse indispensable pour rendre compte de l’inégalité de performances scolaires des enfants issus de différentes classes sociales en rapportant la “réussite scolaire,” c’est-à-dire les profits spécifiques que les enfants de différentes classes et fractions de classe peuvent obtenir sur le marché scolaire de la distribution du capital culturel entre les classes et les fractions de classe.

The notion of cultural capital initially imposed itself as an indispensable hypothesis for making sense of the unequal academic achievements of children from different social classes. It connected school success—i.e. the specific profits that children from different classes and class fractions can gain in the academic market—to the distribution of cultural capital between these classes and class fractions. (Bourdieu 1979
 b: 3)

In several texts, Bourdieu mentions that the term cultural capital
 could have been replaced by informational capital
 . The reference to information suggests a core definition: cultural capital is made of knowledge and know-how, of the skills and analytical tools that allow one to manage and produce social relations, cultural products, and technical devices. But the principle of its ambivalence is easy to show. Even the poorest and most dominated of social agents have some knowledge, skills, and cognitive landmarks to find their way in the social world. Levi-Strauss’s structuralism (1962) shows clearly that even “savage” thinking can be sophisticated. On the one hand, strictly speaking, the idea that an individual or group could not have cultural capital is sociologically absurd. But on the other hand, the kind of informational capital that may be highly efficient for dealing with everyday tasks and challenges in a social microcosm (the fishermen’s 
 hamlet, the shop floor) may be useless in the upper echelons of society, or may even be stigmatized by institutions in charge of defining and reproducing culture with a capital C. Here is probably a major sociological—and political—contribution of the concept: It challenges all theories that would purport to explain unequal academic and cultural achievements as the result of innate, natural, or biological differences among humans. Simultaneously, it suggests that if all cultural resources deserve the same level of attention and respect, epistemologically speaking, then it does not follow that they are all socially
 equal.
 3
 Beyond the fact that cultural resources and objects can trigger passionate disagreements about “taste,” powerful institutions (academia, official commemorations, prize juries) have the mission of defining and promoting which culture and cultural behaviors should be considered the right ones. One more distinction is worth noting: Cultural capital is not a simple sociological adaptation of the theory of human capital developed by Gary Becker. Bourdieu acknowledges the importance of such contributions from economic theory when they question the outcome of educational investments (Champagne and Christin 2004
 : 133). Simultaneously, he criticizes the blind spots of these theories. Focusing on public or monetary investment in education, economic theory does not pay much attention to the transmission of cultural capital within the family or household, or to the huge differences in levels of cultural and educational investment from one social group to another. If economic theory highlights the role of organized education in supplying the needs of the job market, it does not pay attention to another contribution the educational system makes to social stability: reproducing social hierarchies, which are transfigured as results of excellence and fair competition.


Bourdieu (1979b)
 distinguishes between three states of cultural capital. The first is embodied
 cultural capital, which depends on a time-consuming learning process. It is, strictly speaking, embodied in perceptual or interpretive dispositions. The ability to identify, after the first few bars, the voices of Kathleen Ferrier or Janis Joplin, to understand the meaning of a religious painting from the Quatrocento, to sail a yacht against the wind, or to prepare the blueprint for a sociological investigation are examples of this form of cultural capital. Bourdieu speaks here of “un avoir devenu être,” of “having come to be.” He even suggests that such cultural capital can be so deeply embodied that it works like a habitus
 (1979b: 4), deeply linked to its owner. It vanishes with her death, and can be devalued by aging (with the loss of memory), or simply by the lack of practice. However, it can also be—at least partly—transmitted hereditarily by training or mimetic understanding. If many children of musicians have musical skills themselves, then these come partly from the experience of listening, hearing, and practicing music from an early age. Such mimetic, often silent or lowly-institutionalized ways of transmitting cultural capital within the family or peer group create a higher “level of concealment” of inheritance than in the case of economic capital. This almost invisible processing also makes it possible to describe the possession of valued cultural capital using the languages of natural superiority or “giftedness,” the vision of some children as “gifted” and others dull. Second, cultural capital can be objectified
 in the form of physical goods: dictionaries, libraries, paintings, historical monuments, and so forth. Cultural 
 goods are open to a double appropriation, both economic and cultural. The hundred most celebrated classics of sociology may nicely fill the living room shelves, but using them as a cultural capital requires reading time and carries the prerequisite of some sociological training. Finally, cultural capital can be institutionalized
 . Here it takes the form of diplomas, or qualifications that act as guarantees—often given by state authorities—that the owner has a certain kind and level of cultural capital. A PhD from Yale or a driver’s license certifies that a legitimate authority has positively evaluated the bearer’s level of knowledge or know-how. A Czech student who scores 112 on the TOEFL does not have to “prove” that she speaks English when applying to a North American university; her TOEFL is a guarantee. Institutionalization can also transform tiny differences into deep gaps. The difference in quality between the Booker Prize–winning book and the novels on the short list is often small and difficult to objectify, even for the jury. However, the winner becomes “The Booker” and quickly becomes a bestseller, while the excellent short-listed stories may face a confidential reception.

One may ask, isn’t the notion of cultural or informational capital too capacious? Should one suspect that the notion encompasses too much: goods, skills, and certifications? Such objections receive an interesting expression by Lamont and Lareau (1988)
 who highlight how multi-notional Bourdieu’s cultural capital is:

alternatively an informal academic standard, a class attribute, a basis for social selection, and a resource for power which is salient as an indicator/basis of class position [ . . . ]. Unfortunately, the forms of cultural capital enumerated by Bourdieu, which range from attitudes to preferences, behaviors and goods, cannot all perform the five aforementioned theoretical functions. (1988: 156)

The objection is a useful warning, revealing how complex is the notion and suggesting possible problems in its mobilization. But if Lamont and Lareau can rightly suggest that all the “functions”—a concept Bourdieu would be more than reluctant to mobilize—that they are listing appear in one or another text on cultural capital by their French colleague, it would be hard to quote Bourdieu claiming that such “functions” should have a simultaneous and compulsory presence. What is the volume and structure of the cultural capital of an individual, group, or institution? How does it work as an indicator of class position, and which position does it signify? Which outcomes can cultural capital produce (or not)? These are empirical questions, and their answers can only come from fieldwork, which would show in many cases that all varieties of cultural capital cannot be linked to a “five functions/five outcomes” law.

Is it possible to compare and rank the cultural capital owned by different individuals or institutions? Surely it is, if one evaluates strictly homogenous varieties of cultural capital. The Rijkmuseum owns more, and more famous, paintings than the small Pinacotteca Agnelli in Torino; having a PhD from the London School of Economics certifies more academic cultural capital than graduating from a Moldovan secondary school. But the theoretical challenge lies elsewhere. We have already mentioned that certain types of cultural capital can be extremely useful and rewarding in a specific social 
 field and almost worthless in another. Comparable skills can have extraordinarily different values: until the 1960s, the most skilled blues guitar player was considered close to nothing in a hierarchy of artistic skills compared to a classical orchestra or a quartet violinist. The first stake is thus to understand the complex correspondence between a kind of cultural capital and, on the one hand, the social profile of its owners and the nature of the social spaces where it is valued, and, on the other hand, its social perception and evaluation. Skeggs’s (1997)
 and Cartier’s (2012)
 reflections on caring are illuminating here. In her ethnographic investigation of British working-class women, Skeggs shows that they value a warm, comprehensive, and caring style of interpersonal relations and enjoy the strength of emotional investments. The ability to care (for children, the elderly, or sick people) is both a type of competence for which girls have been mimetically trained and one of the few skills that working-class girls with few educational degrees can use to find employment and self-esteem in a society where industrial jobs are crumbling. Cartier suggests identifying care as a gendered, working-class cultural capital that can be converted into job opportunities, wages, and careers. Caring activities allow women to escape their working-class destinies and build positive feminine identities. But this form of cultural capital is also fragile and weak. It is more often identified with the “natural” qualities of women as mothers or spouses than with technical or sophisticated skills. It is rarely considered worthy of a high level of academic institutionalization or wages. Caring ability is a form of cultural capital whose usefulness in many social situations is unchallenged, and yet it is a “small” capital. Being able to host a TV show or to bargain over bonds as a trader is rewarded with more money and prestige. Why some forms of cultural capital are considered more important than others cannot be explained in terms of objective usefulness or nature. One needs instead a theory of cultural legitimacy, which would highlight how the cultural capitals owned and embodied by dominant groups are transformed into the highest accomplishments of human creativity and skill by a complex of institutions, in which the school occupies a central position. Such a theory would also highlight how this consecration of good and desirable cultural capital is the result of a permanent and competitive process. Studying the definitional struggles over the “good student” at Harvard, Stampnitzky (2006)
 emphasizes the lasting opposition between a policy based only on academic performances and a policy that gives more importance to interviews and/or physical skills in identifying the young men with leadership qualities. Defining the kind of cultural capital that makes a student worthy of joining Harvard mirrors a social struggle that aims both to exclude Jewish students—“effeminate” and “dull” “grade-chasers”—and reward leadership skills that would be more common among the youth of socially leading families. The triumph of the French nouvelle cuisine
 in the 1970s as the standard of real gourmet taste offers another example (Bourdieu 1979
 : Chapter 3
 ; Fridman and Ollivier 2004
 ). This “revolution of the menu” was also a redefinition of food ethics. It expressed the rise of the values of innovation, authenticity, and sophisticated simplicity carried by the new petty bourgeoisie and the modernist fringe of the professionals against the heaviness, routine, and unsubtle ostentation in the use of expensive ingredients in the tradition of the old bourgeois haute cuisine
 .

Understanding cultural capital brings back classical questions about the sociological point of view regarding the opposition between distance and commitment. Sociologists must consider all forms of cultural capital as deserving of attention and respect, and able to produce a meaningful world and useful results for their owners. But they cannot ignore the fact that these capitals are the objects of an endless and systematic process of ranking between the poles of legitimate and commercial culture. These two points underscore the challenge of finding a sociological balance between several fallacies. How can one be “comprehensive,” mindful of the diversity and dignity of cultural capitals in their plurality, and simultaneously cold and objectifying enough to always have in mind—to use Orwell’s phrase—that if all cultural capitals are normatively equal, some are more equal than others? Some answers to these questions can be found in the pages of Distinction
 . But it is worth noting that the discussion of Bourdieu’s sociology of culture has also taken the form of criticism, even from his former co-authors—Grignon and Passeron’s
 Le savant et le populaire
 (1989)
 here being a must read.
 4
 A major dimension of this discussion can be expressed in the idea that debating culture and cultural capitals means walking in a minefield with three major traps. The first is the legitimist trap
 . Here the sociologist does not pay enough attention to the fact that cultural hierarchies and distinctions between highbrow and lowbrow culture are not objective facts, but rather social constructions. From this point of view, one can consider Bourdieu one of the greatest sociologists of culture and still notice that the chapter dedicated to the cultural universe of the working class in Distinction
 is much smaller than those focused on the upper and middle classes. But there are two more traps. Often inspired by the wishes of do-gooders to value working-class culture, the populist fallacy
 is a systematic celebration and overrating of any cultural resource coming from working-class groups, a celebration often blind to the fact that these groups are often conscious—sometimes ashamed—of the social illegitimacy of their culture. Conversely, the misérabiliste fallacy
 refers to the pessimistic vision and mourning of working-class cultures. The cultures of the poor are seen here as poor cultures, always associated with the idea of “less” (dignity, quality, and sophistication). This approach is more often inspired by compassion than contempt, but its result is to deny the autonomy of the common people or the richness of their cultural capital.

To understand cultural capital, this chapter opts for a broad and extensive definition. If cultures and cultural capitals are made of hierarchies and distinctions, then they must be understood in all their diversity and variety. This choice seems close to Bourdieu’s approach, which treats culture as an anthropological fact, not as something limited to the masterpieces
 5
 of some civilizations, and which uses a vocabulary (“informational”) mirroring this extensive vision of the cultural. Such a choice also prevents the bias of legitimism, which may exist in Lamont and Lareau’s proposal to redefine cultural capital as “institutionalized, i.e., widely shared, high status cultural signals (attitudes, preferences, formal knowledge, behaviors, goods, and credentials) used for social and cultural exclusion, the former referring to exclusion from jobs and resources, and the latter to exclusion from high status groups” (1988: 156). Such conceptualization flirts with legitimism, as it suggests—beyond the indisputable fact that high-status groups (but only they?) use cultural capital as a weapon of exclusion—that there are no cultural capitals but for those “institutionalized” or “high status.”

It has often been argued that the clear-cut opposition between legitimate culture and profane leisure and activities, or the state’s celebration of high culture, were specifically French. More recently, the theory of culture “omnivorousness” and its variants (Peterson and Kern 1996
 ; on the French situation, see Lahire 2006
 ) argues that the old distinctions between highbrow, middlebrow, and lowbrow cultures were fading. Now, the theory argues, members of varied social groups enjoy and consume cultural goods belonging to the most different styles and genres, commercial as well as “classical.” This debate is worth a discussion of its own. Let us just suggest here—mobilizing the rich discussions of the Parisian conference on “Distinction
 , thirty years after” (Coulangeon and Duval 2013)—some tracks or directions for a theory of cultural capital’s legitimacy. Significant empirical facts can be mobilized to challenge the current relevance of Bourdieu’s description of cultural borders, which in Distinction
 are based on data gathered during the late 1960s. Many studies, in France and other countries, suggest the rising weight of a culture coming from the media, the shrinking authority of, and audiences for, cultural products that were once symbols of legitimate culture (especially classical music and theater), even among social elites (Pasquier 2005
 ). A less deferential, less formal relation to cultural learning and consumption is also apparent (Collovald and Neveu 2013
 ). Such facts would be devastating if Bourdieu’s theory of cultural capital had claimed that some cultural goods and habits were, by their essence, the symbols and weapons of the rulers. But he suggested, more sociologically, that culture was a resource within relations of power and distinction between classes, that it was a battlefield between social groups for the consecration of cultural styles and products in keeping with their values, imaginations, and interests. And indeed, the vast majority of the international research on these questions suggests three trends that fit perfectly with Bourdieu’s vision of culture as a form of capital. First, the crumbling of old oppositions between legitimate and profane culture is accompanied by the endless reinvention of cultural differences and legitimacy. For example, whereas the common tourist stupidly consumes sea, sun, and maybe sex, the more intellectual “traveler” pays attention to local cultures and has “true” contact with indigenous populations (Munt 1994
 ). Second, when in-depth investigations can identify real omnivores who consume a large variety of cultural goods, both commercial and elite, these omnivores have very specific social profiles (Warde, Wright, and Gayo-Cal 2007
 )—a very Bourdieusian conclusion. And finally, the trend toward a partial convergence of cultural tastes and practices is linked with the lasting strength of cultural repulsions—“Anything but Heavy Metal,” to quote the title of Bryson’s (1996)
 famous paper—and ignorance. Even the most vocal supporters of the omnivorousness thesis do not claim that working-class teenagers listen to Shostakovich string quartets on their smartphones.

Social Capital

References to social capital may sound more familiar since the concept is mobilized by a variety of sociological traditions, and even beyond sociology (Portes 1998
 ). This literature has become a cottage industry in anglophone academia (Burt 2005
 ), a fact inviting a comparison of the concept’s definitions and uses. Coleman writes (1990: 302), “Social 
 capital is defined by its function. It is not a single entity but a variety of different entities having two characteristics in common: they all consist of some aspect of social structure, and they facilitate certain actions of individuals who are within the structure,” and Putnam mentions “features of social organization, such as trust, norms and networks, that can improve the efficiency of society by facilitating coordinated action” (1993: 167). When Bourdieu explains his use of social capital, he writes,

“The notion of social capital presented itself as the only way of pointing out the principle of social effects which, although one perceives them at the level of individual agents—the compulsory level of statistical investigation—cannot be reduced to a complex of properties belonging to a specific individual. These effects, which vulgar sociology readily identifies as the product of “logrolling,” are highly visible in cases where different individuals get unequal results from comparable amounts of capital (economic or cultural), depending on the degree to which they can mobilize, by proxy, the capital of a group (family, alumni of an ivy league university, select club, nobility, etc.), more or less organized as such, more or less rich in capital. (1980: 3)

A full definition is even available: “Social capital is the sum of the resources, actual or virtual, belonging to an individual or group, by virtue of possessing a durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition, in others words the sum of capitals and powers that such a network allows mobilizing” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 95).

At risk of oversimplifying its diversity, the peculiarity of the American contribution to understanding social capital can be typified by three observations. First, American scholarship has been more focused on the social capital of groups and communities, exploring questions about the effects of social control, of civic output, and conversely of resource closure in the hands of groups or networks. These stakes are less central to most of Bourdieu’s research, in which social capital is often analytically linked to individuals or institutions. Second, management studies and economics weigh heavily on the American literature. Research supplies sophisticated quantitative studies that map clusters and nodes, structural holes and bridges; it finely explores the production of trust and reputation, and processes of closure and their outcomes. But if the individuals who are the spots in these network maps may have a profession, the level of analysis rarely mobilizes variables such as age, education, and gender, nor does it pay great attention to the social ecology in which they interact. This is clearly visible in the research overview produced by Burt (2005)
 . Finally, if researchers like Putnam go to great lengths to operationalize social capital, they are prone to taking the “consequential shortcut.” Social capital being often defined in terms of its effects, the risk of tautology is strong. (If social capital produces better governance and more civic behavior, then the existence of good governance and civic behavior prove the presence of dense social capital, which in turn explains civic behavior.)


Portes (2000)
 identifies “two visions of social capital,” whereas Bourdieu’s approach develops a distinct framing of the concept. Being based more on the individual level, Bourdieu’s approach is an invitation to connect the question of a person’s social 
 capital to his or her other capitals and social peculiarities, preventing social capital from becoming a sponge, or from absorbing and hiding other forms of influence. This is strongly illustrated by Portes (2000
 : 7) concerning the school performances of young immigrants in the United States. Bourdieu also pays much more attention to the practical conditions for the production, accumulation, and maintenance of social capital. Whereas the American tradition focuses on social capital outcomes, Bourdieu explores “social capital work”: Which institutions work as machines for producing or pooling social capital? Which kinds of individual investments are needed in such processes? Studying the Italian elite clubs in Milano, Cousin and Chauvin (2010)
 highlight different dimensions of this social capital work. At the Giardino or Clubino, for instance, the aim is to strengthen and cultivate the feeling of we-ness between members of the old elite; at the Rotary, the stake is pooling social capital for newcomers within the elite. Bourdieu’s vision is also an invitation to think of social capital not as an abstract, almost geometric system of connections, but as something embedded in everyday sociability, or within the social ecology of institutions. In a study inspired by Bourdieu, Retière (2003) explores the “capital of autochthony” as a specific kind of social capital linked to a multigenerational presence in a local space, especially among the working classes. Being the “son of” boosts the chances of getting a job in the local factory, or of being co-opted among the candidates for city council. Another scholar inspired by Bourdieu, Wagner (1998)
 highlights how, at the other side of the social hierarchy, the new elites of globalization weave their own social capital. The fact that the Bourdieusian uses of the concept of social capital push more researchers to question its effects on power games than its effects on the production of macro-social cohesion or pathologies shows a central dimension of his approach.

Economic Capital

The analysis of economic capital by Bourdieu can be perceived as paradoxical. On the one hand, one can identify as a thread in his research—from his studies of colonial Algeria in the 1960s to one of his last books, the Social Structures of the Economy
 —an analysis of the emerging industrialized market in France of individual, Levittown-style houses (2000)—a permanent attention to the weight of economic capital and the economic field as the expanding force of modernity. As a public intellectual, Bourdieu was very active in the 1990s criticizing the growing weight of the economic field on the fields of cultural production, and mobilizing intellectuals and unionists against the steamroller of economic logic. Without being a specialist in economic sociology, he developed a rich, case study–based mapping of the world of French companies, managers, and owners (Bourdieu and Saint Martin 1978). And his journal Actes
 published papers on economic institutions. On the other hand, Bourdieu’s reluctance to engage in definitional games reached the level of paroxysm with respect to economic capital. Desai (2013
 : 332) writes wisely that “Bourdieu rarely attempts to define economic capital, saying that he did not want to dwell on the notion of economic capital because ‘it is not 
 his area . . . this abdication of conceptual definition is very surprising.’ ” It is practically impossible to find a definition that goes much beyond what could be described as “economic common sense.” Bourdieu’s implicit definition is not far from Piketty’s (2014) vision of capital as a force capable of gathering all non-human resources that can be bought and sold on a market. Economic capital is thus made of money (wages, dividends, and financial investments), real estate, and fine art products, and the means of production, such as machines, patents, and factories. When mobilizing indicators of economic capital in Distinction
 (table 6, p. 130), Bourdieu uses classical variables such as income, the ownership of powerful cars and leisure boats, and the habit of spending one’s holidays at a hotel.

How can one make sense of what seems a strange contradiction: the neglect of an in-depth definition of something that appears both as a central concept and a strategic resource of social power? The answer is threefold, at least. First, since the common-sense definition of capital in modern societies refers to economic wealth and resources, Bourdieu suggests that the task of sociology is to challenge common sense, to deconstruct such obviousness more than to invent a more sophisticated definition. This is crystal clear in a text titled “The Forms of Capital,” in which Bourdieu writes, “It is in fact impossible to account for the structure and functioning of the social world unless one reintroduces capital in all its forms and not solely in the form recognized by economic theory” (quoted in Richardson 1986
 : 241). He then develops precise definitions of social and cultural capitals—but not of economic capital! His sociology’s priority is not to refine the economic definition of (economic) capital, but to show that capital is a concept that must be understood as plural. Desai again supplies a stimulating remark, suggesting that for Bourdieu economic capital has something obvious “where exploitation is transparent, capital has no secrets to betray,” and therefore “does not require a conceptual definition separate from the way it appears to native experience” (2013: 333, 335). Conversely, the “concealed” dimension of cultural capital, its enchanted dimension, requires much more conceptual sophistication to be understood or deciphered. Being “Marxist” on this specific point, Bourdieu also invites us to think of economic capital not as a thing, stock, or figure, but as a social relationship. Revisiting his earlier Algerian fieldwork in the middle of the 1970s, he shows in Algérie 60
 (1977) how colonization and the development of market relations in Algerian cities triggered a practical and symbolic earthquake. Economic resources (money, cattle, land) existed in pre-capitalist Algeria, but their power effects were mediated, even enchanted, by the logic of honor. The compulsory migration of agricultural workers to the cities threw them into an inapprehensible world governed by a market logic that could only be perceived as morally scandalous: from that point forward, qualifications had greater weight than family ties for getting jobs, and wages were ruled by the cold logic of productivity. Finally, another major focus of Bourdieu’s approach to economic capital can be found in his attention to the social construction of economic institutions and the conditions for the diffusion of economic categories (rationalization, cost-profit balance) as common-sense cognitive tools. If Bourdieu is here a minimalist definer, his reflection nonetheless suggests a double analytical shift. First, economic capital is not a pleonasm, as capitals are plural. 
 Second, economic capital is not something natural or self-evident; its power depends on a complex network of institutions, regulations, and cognitive tools. The latter require tremendous production and maintenance activity, which are exemplified for Bourdieu (2000)
 in housing policies that restructured the real estate market and boosted the purchase of detached houses in France during the 1970s.

However, one can find in Bourdieu’s writing more on the peculiarities of economic capital. The French sociologist highlights a double and contradictory dimension. As I will elaborate later, economic capital has the highest fungibility of any form of capital. It crosses borders; it can be inherited. It can be converted at a very high speed from stock to real estate, or even to objectified cultural capital (paintings, antiquities). But focusing only on this dimension would be a mistake. Economic capital also requires time and acts of mediation to be properly converted and to maximize its effects. The nouveau riche
 will make a fool of himself by ignoring legitimate cultural behaviors and investing in the wrong cultural goods and symbols. Transforming economic capital into social capital can also require long and expensive investments of time, gifts, and rituals. Court societies offer a topical illustration of the investments needed to transform wealth and status into social and symbolic capital: “to be a duke, it is not enough (even if it helps) to be born a duke. One also needs to continually maintain this capital by a specific work. . . . From a petty bourgeois point of view, one would say: ‘these people, these fashionable, they bugger all day,’ without seeing that it is a substantial amount of work to attend inaugurations, support charities . . .” (Bourdieu 2015
 : 527).

Symbolic Capital

Bourdieu’s sociology includes a fourth major kind of capital: symbolic capital. If definitional work were an indicator of importance, symbolic capital is clearly, along with cultural capital, the variety to which Bourdieu dedicates the most precise and frequent explanations. How does he explain this fourth major capital? Paradoxically, symbolic capital is never anything other than a transfiguration of one of the three basic—social, cultural, and economic—capitals. It is the recognition or prestige an individual or institution enjoys by virtue of these capitals, depending on their amount, use, and conditions of acquisition. This starting point means that symbolic capital rests on “knowledge and acknowledgment”; by its double meaning—of acknowledgment and gratitude—the French word reconnaissance
 captures perfectly the core meaning of this “symbolic” capital. But one additional element needs some attention: There is no symbolic capital without a social space or audience for which the accomplishments of the capital’s owner means something. There is no symbolic capital for Pope John Paul II without respect from an audience of the faithful, no symbolic capital for the sociologist without some recognition of the importance of his concepts in a space of social science peers. “I call symbolic capital any kind of capital (economic, cultural, academic, or social) when it is perceived according to patterns of perception, principles of vision and division, classificatory systems, or cognitive schemes which are at least partly the result of the 
 embodiment of the objectives structures of the field in question, i.e. of the structure and distribution of capitals in this field” (Bourdieu 1994
 a: 161).

Symbolic capital can be partially converted into economic or social capital, but it cannot be bought; its fungibility is asymmetric. It can only exist through the double process of accumulation of another capital and the recognition of the extraordinary meaning of this accumulation by a public possessing the interpretive tools and the socialization necessary for making sense of the situation. Once more, we can see the link between the notions of capital and fields, understood as social spaces organizing “firstly and sometimes exclusively” evaluations and recognitions of capitals.


STRENGTHS AND
 LIMITS OF AN
 ECONOMIC
 ANALOGY




Bourdieu’s minimalist investment in the definition of economic capital can be interpreted for its epistemological meaning. Bourdieu’s sociology borrows a considerable number of concepts from economic science (capitals, investment, strategy, trademark, enterprise, etc.). At the same time, it is probably one of the most efficient weapons against the lazy trend, so visible in North American political science, of reducing all social interactions to the logic of economics. As “rational” and “rationality” are the catchwords of these economic approaches, it is worth emphasizing that such rationality is much more the ideology of academics lecturing undergraduates on “economics” than anything illuminating the real logic of economic life or the motivations of entrepreneurs. Schumpeter, who was able to see the “thrill of the game,” the excitement of invention, is here much more useful to social scientists. Bourdieu does not subscribe to the scholastic fallacy that sees all social actors as conscious profit-maximizers. More precisely, even an anthropology based on the idea that human beings prefer success to failure, or enjoy being rich and healthy more than being poor and sick, should explore how varied definitions of success and desirable capital are produced, embodied, and institutionalized. “One of the tasks of sociology is to establish how the social world forms the biological libido, an undifferentiated drive, into specific social libidos. There are as many kinds of libidos as there are fields, the work of libido socialization being precisely what transforms drives into specific, socially structured interests, which can only exist in relation to social spaces inside of which some things are important, others pointless . . .” (1994: 53).

This second part remains initially on the ground of an economic approach by showing that questioning the fungibility of capitals from an economic perspective could be sociologically stimulating. It then suggests the limits of a purely economic mode of reasoning—already challenged by the oxymoronic term symbolic capital
 , which fits better with notions such as charisma, moral authority, and peer recognition than with the core economic vision of capitals as something that can be bought and sold on a market. It 
 does so by bringing politics back into the struggles over conversion rates, and by suggesting a more complex vision of interests and rationality than the straightjacket of economic thinking provides.

Conversions and Fungibilities

Capitals can be converted into one another. A general principle of fungibility rules their relations. Cultural capital can be transformed into economic capital when an artist gets a high price for his or her work, or when an academic becomes famous enough to move to a more prestigious and better-paid position or sells tens of thousands of copies of a book on “Capital.” Social capital can be transformed into economic capital when belonging to a political boss’s network opens job opportunities, or when a social tie gives access to confidential information concerning some merger that creates a juicy opportunity on the stock exchange. Extending and upgrading one’s social capital can create opportunities for accumulating cultural capital, a process visible in the history of many European communist parties (Pudal 1989
 ), where the selection of leaders from the working classes involved a process of cultural training by party schools and close contact with artists and intellectuals. Economic capital can be transformed into social capital through the logic of the gift and counter-gift and its “clientelist” variations. It can be transformed into cultural capital—the art market being a visible illustration of this process (maybe a too-visible one). One thinks also of the blooming of business, management, and communication schools—the French case of the 1980s being topical (Bourdieu 1989
 )—where fees were as high as the academic standards were low; such schools worked like money-laundering machines by providing the offspring of wealthy families and the nouveaux riche
 with the academic credentials needed to assume leadership positions.

In this world of multidirectional fungibilities, Bourdieu emphasizes two points. The first involves the advantages of economic capital, which travels better across borders. Its fungibility is the highest, the fastest, and the most general, whereas a dense network of local connections quickly crumbles when one moves, and a professorship in Marxist studies or sociology may suddenly have no value or no legal existence after a change of regime, as in Bucharest in 1990 or Rio de Janeiro in 1964. More important and less visible is the fact that, even if expanding one’s economic capital can be a full-time job, economic capital does not require the permanent “work” and personal investment—apart from watching it grow (real estate, art)—needed to manage social or symbolic capital (Bourdieu 1987
 ). A second point on which Bourdieu often insists is that the management of capitals and their strategic reconversions (the phrase supplies the title for one of his articles: Bourdieu, Boltanski, and Saint Martin 1973) are at the core of the competition among social groups. The post-Soviet transition years in Europe can be read as a moment of frantic activity on the part of the ex-rulers to convert their political, legal, and social resources into economic capital (Shukan 2003
 ). Capitals’ management styles and tactics may even give something like the sociological definition of some groups among the petty bourgeoisie, with their typical “cultural goodwill” and its overly 
 deferential relation to legitimate culture, mobilized as sources of respectability and social success (Bourdieu 1979
 ).

Such a world, where capitals are endlessly converted into one another, and where individuals and groups invest their energies in planning the rational management and conversion of their capitals, could look like an economist’s dream. And Bourdieu may appear here like a cousin of the Rational Actor Theorists (RATs). It is precisely here, then, that we should reassert the limits of this analogy and the imperatives of sociological thinking.

The Struggle for Conversion Rates and Rules

Bourdieu’s theory of capitals is a central tool for the development of a political sociology of power struggles, not the Trojan horse for an economic explanation of all human behaviors. When questioning how the power balance in a society is built, Bourdieu always comes back to the importance of legitimation and capital conversion processes, a central—but insufficiently debated—point of many of his case studies.

The field of power is the space of power relations among agents and institutions who own enough capital to share leading positions in the different fields (especially the economic and cultural fields). It is the site of struggles among the holders of different kinds of capital or power. . . . The stakes in these struggles are the rules of transformation or conservation of the different kinds of capitals, their comparative values, which themselves rule, at any moment, the forces which can be invested in these struggles. (Bourdieu 1991
 : 5)

Here again, Bourdieu distances himself from Rational Actor Theory. Even if the agonistic dimension of social life can be described using the language of competing capitals, or of actors having highly different volumes and structures of capital, the metaphor of a market—conversion rates mirroring something like a natural balance between supply and demand of capitals—cannot make sense of how the social world works. La Noblesse d’État
 examines the struggles among the different French grandes écoles
 , the launching pads for positions of authority in business, administration, and politics. If the change in the balance of power among these institutions has many explanations, one of the key factors in the rise of influence of the École Nationale d’Administration (ENA) in the 1960s was the redefinition of the cultural capital needed for leadership (Bourdieu 1989
 : Fourth Part). The rise of the ENA—pre-dating the success of business schools—is based on the legitimation of managerial science and skills, and of economic reasoning against the old and now “useless” contribution from the humanities. But the competition to define the socially useful forms of capital, and to control their conversion rates and processes, also takes the form of legal rules, institutions, and organized fields with their own nomos
 . In French, the word pantouflage
 refers to the process by which a high civil servant goes to work for a private company.
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 In the early years of the ENA, the rules 
 concerning pantouflage
 were highly restrictive, as if the upper crust of the civil service should behave like a knighthood of the public interest, staying far away from the private world of money and business. As private companies gained more influence over state authorities in the 1970s and 1980s, the easier and less formal this process of pantouflage
 -conversion became.

Many studies by Bourdieu and the researchers of the CSE of the socio-history of cultural and artistic institutions and fields (Heinich 1987
 ) share an attention to the social production of the conditions of autonomy. How can cultural producers create the conditions for their work to be determined by something other than the command of a prince or bishop? How did cultural fields (literature, fine arts, universities) become institutionalized, and how did their members balance the influence of private patrons with public money and organize for themselves a partial autonomy against crude economic logic? One finds in a very short text by Bourdieu a stimulating reflection on the case of Beethoven, an exploration of why he was able to go much further than Mozart in this emancipation process (Bourdieu 2000
 b). The use of state resources is also central to the process of capital conversion. A system of publicly funded grants could help youngsters from poor social groups maximize the output of their cultural capital if they are overachievers at school. One can interpret the system of “affirmative action” as a proactive way of disrupting the mechanical effects of cultural and social reproduction of elites by the academic system. In a much more radical way, the redefinition of the conditions of access to higher education—based on the social background and commitment to the party line and community—during the Mao years in China can be understood as an extremely brutal and efficient tool for breaking both the reproduction of cultural capital in the same families and the use of this cultural capital
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 to gain access to positions of power (Wu 2008
 ).

At the risk of suggesting a conclusion that may go beyond Bourdieu’s own views, a history of the evolution, both of each type of capital and of the balance of power and rules of conversion among them, may supply a key for understanding history with a capital H. The pre-capitalist societies that Bourdieu studied in Algeria were organized around the domination of symbolic and social capitals, and by the logic of honor. Part of the construction of the modern state—especially welfare systems and the institutions supporting the democratization of cultural resources—is linked to the institutionalization of relatively autonomous fields of cultural production. Their institutions acquired, through public regulations and funding, a relative autonomy from economic domination, but also state control. It is possible to argue that cultural capital, especially in its “institutionalized” forms, had outstanding efficiency for the “baby boomer” generation. For tens of thousands of working- and middle-class children, it became a vehicle of massive upward mobility. Its legitimating power grew strong enough to compel some members of the old economic bourgeoisie to ensure that their offspring strengthened themselves with diplomas once regarded with condescension. Since the “conservative revolution” of the 1980s, a backlash of economic capital has been developing, re-establishing the importance of economic resources and family connections in access to higher education and professions, and imposing 
 its logic on fields of cultural production and welfare institutions that had slowly built bulwarks against it, often in the form of regulations that partially bracketed the rule of money.

Reasonable or Rational?

An economic vocabulary is central to Bourdieu’s sociology. And yet Bourdieu has nothing to do with Rational Actor Theory, as his peculiar combination of borrowing from economic and psychoanalytic terminology should make clear. But preventing such confusion does not come from the hermeneutic act of defining or refining the meaning of “capitals” by Bourdieu or Coleman. If social agents behave to improve their stocks of capital, it is not only because they are rational utility maximizers. It is also because their socialization gave them the proper illusio
 , or belief in the fact that some social games are worth (or not) playing, and gratifying enough to invest one’s vital social energies in.

Investing the time and energy to publish in a social science journal read by 600 subscribers or having a painting presented in an avant-garde gallery that attracts a narrow audience may not be the most rational action if rationality is maximizing the most universal capital: money. Some behaviors may even seem foolish
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 according to the standards of economic evaluation. In a famous phrase from the Communist Manifesto
 , Marx described capitalism as “drowning” all social relations in “the icy waters of selfish calculation.” Bourdieu shows how some social spaces and institutions could resist such a flood. The concept of field helps to understand how the social division of work gives birth to institutionalized sub-universes with “rules of the game,” goals, rewards, and values either weakly or strongly independent from the logic of economic competition. Fields attract actors with a specific habitus and illusio
 ; they select and strengthen dispositions that fit their rules. Even the most successful and rewarding achievements and trajectories can be experienced as free from any strategic anticipation or self-interested design. Participants are inhabited by a sense of the worth of the game they play, by the illusio
 of bringing a contribution to science, art, or innovation; they are entangled in the thrill of competition and the belief in something bigger than themselves. The socially structured encounters between, on the one hand, individuals or groups with systems of dispositions and illusio
 , and, on the other hand, institutionalized fields organizing specific activities with their rules, values, and nomos
 allow the existence of very different social games.

What meaning and importance does the logic of economic analysis finally have? Bourdieu’s answer is at least twofold. First, the notion of “rational” needs to be deconstructed. Economic reasoning may be correct when it suggests that social actors usually prefer to maximize their capitals rather than lose them, but these actors play a great variety of social games. They are reasonable
 , which means they have good reason to do what they do. But the organizing principle of their action cannot be reduced to the maximization of economic capital, which in some situations can even become a stigma. (Among the artists of the Surrealist school, the painter Salvador Dali received the unflattering 
 nickname Avida Dollars—an anagram of his name—as he became rich and conservative, selling his paintings at high prices and “selling out” the Surrealist label.) Rationality, as defined by Rational Actor Theory, is a specific expression of the larger notion of reasonable-ness.

But if Bourdieu challenges the confusion between the rational and the reasonable, he is also mindful of the rising importance of rationality, already identified as a major dimension of modernity by Weber. Weber’s most passionate writings, produced at the end of his life, criticize the steamrolling progress of economic logic and its ability to destroy the autonomy of cultural fields and reduce human creativity to the aim of profit-maximizing. Before and beyond taking a stand against theses trends, Bourdieu suggests both a theoretical choice and a set of analytical tools. The theoretical choice is an invitation to think of the embodied disposition to “rational” action as something to be investigated and explained sociohistorically, not as rooted in a utilitarian anthropology. Bourdieu suggests at least three tracks for making sense of the growing importance of “rationality” as the inspiration and yardstick of all human activity. As already mentioned, his research on Algeria in the late 1950s (1977) is precisely an ethnography of the painful experience of the transition away from pre-capitalist society—based on the logic of honor and family networks—and the discovery of the anonymous, market-ruled economy. The new urban poor are thrown into an undecipherable new cosmos, and their capitals (village and family networks, community-rooted good sense, agricultural know-how) become valueless. Their habitus becomes out of tune with this new world, where the cold evaluation of technical skills and the logic of cost-minimization replace autochtony and interpersonal networks in conferring access to jobs. Moving from his earliest to his latest texts, many of Bourdieu’s contributions as a public intellectual (the two volumes of Contre-Feux
 , 1998a, 2001) highlight another dimension of the growing weight of rationality as the result of organized “political work.” Hammered by columnists, media intellectuals, and business leaders, this discourse describes the maximization of audiences, ratings, and profits as the only unchallengeable proof of quality and success. It delegitimizes the old references to “public service,” the “welfare state,” and “cultural democratization” as nothing more than claims on public money from the undeserving poor, privileged civil servants, and a budget-greedy “cultural class.” In his contributions to economic sociology—and the work published in his journal Actes
 (Fligstein 2001
 ; Garcia 1986
 )—Bourdieu also explores how the so-called natural laws of economics and the image of the market as the “state of nature” of social interaction are in fact produced by intensive legislative activity, that is, by policies. Bourdieu does not deny the growing centrality of the economic field and economic rationality; instead, he defines it as a social construction to be explained. He questions its costs and the havoc it wreaks. He invites us to think about the possible discrepancies between habitus, fields, and economic rationality. And he shows how, through the accretion of social interaction in and out of structured fields, contradictory socialization experiences can produce in the same person sudden switches from rational action to modes of judgment and behavior whose reasonableness is based on belief, solidarity, or affect (Bourdieu 1997
 : Chapter 2
 ).


AN
 INFLATION OF
 CAPITALS
 ?



The concept of capital(s) has become so central within the toolkit of contemporary sociology that its success has given birth to a strange competition among academics. Too often, the act of inventing a new capital goes hand in hand with the bombastic claim of going “beyond” Bourdieu or climbing to the top of Grand Theory. The exponential multiplication of capitals certainly suggests that the concept is useful. But it also invites us to ask some unpleasant questions: What are the real stakes of this taxonomic frenzy? What becomes of the concept’s coherence when there are dozens of varieties of “capital”? Why does the list of capitals need to be updated each year? Some attempts to posit the existence of new or underrated capitals open up real and exciting debates. Such is the case when sociologists have explored the question of the body and its erotic dimensions as possibly being a major capital. But most of the time, the theoretical output of the discovery of new capitals is dubious. A study of the Syrian upsurge showed that one outcome (and one of the causes) of the mobilization, among its most committed actors, was the appearance of a specific “revolutionary social capital.” There is no doubt that this research (Baczko, Dorronsoro, and Quesnay 2016) highlights some peculiarities regarding the structure, distribution, and effects of social resources in today’s Syria. But if understanding the peculiarities of social capital among the actors of the Syrian civil war—or for that matter, French barristers or Mapuche Indians—is worth our attention, are these really, at the end of the day, something other than varieties of social capital?

Here I would suggest making a clear theoretical choice in the discussion about capitals. On the one hand, I would argue—with and partly against Bourdieu—that there are basically four kinds of capitals and no more. On the other hand, I would argue that any fieldwork invites the researcher to identify what he or she would spontaneously describe as local species of capital. No doubt, sociological work needs words to specify the nature and peculiarities of the infinite varieties and local combinations of capital in social space. But one should be careful to use words capable of preventing the theoretical confusion reflected in the “shopping list syndrome” of capitals (Neveu 2013
 ).

A Forgotten Capital?

The most interesting challenges to Bourdieu’s tetralogy of capitals have come from academics objecting to Bourdieu’s lack of attention to the body and its erotic dimension, or to the emotional dimension of social interaction.
 9
 Eva Illouz (2012)
 suggests the importance of an “emotional capital,” and Tristan Bridges (2009)
 explores the connection between Connell’s hegemonic masculinities and Bourdieu’s theory with the idea of “gender capital.” But Catherine Hakim’s (2011)
 “erotic capital” is probably the most ambitious and systematic contribution to this discussion. After expressing a positive appreciation for his theory of capitals, Hakim argues that, like almost all (male) sociologists, 
 Bourdieu seems blind to another central type of capital that she calls erotic capital. She pays great attention to the task of supplying a clear definition and lists seven indicators of this capital (2011: 11–12): physical beauty, sexual attractiveness, grace, liveliness as “a mixture of physical fitness, social energy and good humor,” social presentation, and sexuality itself, understood as erotic imagination aimed at gratifying a partner. Finally, Hakim adds that in some societies, feminine fertility could be a final element of this form of capital. She concludes by giving the following definition:

Erotic capital is thus a combination of aesthetic, visual, physical, social, and sexual attractiveness to other members of your society, and especially to members of the opposite sex, in all social contexts. In some cultures, fertility is a central element of women greater erotic capital. Erotic capital includes skills that can be learned and developed, as well as features fixed at birth, such as being tall or short, black or white. Women generally have more of it than men, even in cultures where fertility is not an integral element, and they employ it more actively. Erotic capital is an important asset for all groups who have less access to economic, social, and human capital, including young people, ethnic and cultural minorities, disadvantaged groups and cross national migrants. (2011: 15)

Hakim’s analysis is convincing when it highlights the importance of this erotic dimension of social relations for all humans, men and women. Her analysis of erotic capital as potentially a powerful weapon for women and her questioning of the reasons for the lack of sociological attention to this capital are thought-provoking. But more than a small doubt remains as to whether erotic skills and resources should be labeled as a form of capital unto itself. Looking back at the seven items in her definition, several are clearly social and not physical, a fact that Hakim mentions herself for “grace.” “Social presentation” depends both on economic capital, for buying clothes, cosmetics, or jewels, and on cultural capital for knowing how to combine them with taste. If “grace” is “certainly social,” so is “vivacity,” whose elements of social energy and good humor, and the ability to decipher them positively, can hardly be disconnected from “social” training and perception. And even if they are centered on the body, sexual skills themselves are the result of social experiences. They come from a learned process of de-inhibiting one’s body and sexuality, from the multiplication of sexual partners, and sometimes from explicit teaching. As suggested in the myth of Pygmalion, revisited by George Bernard Shaw in My Fair Lady
 , the most outstanding beauty can succeed socially only if “good manners” are added to bodily and sexual attractiveness.

If one neglects fertility, which appears to matter only marginally, the two first elements of Hakim’s definition—beauty and sexual appeal—remain the only ones with a purely physical basis. But how purely bodily is such a capital? Many contributions by historians and sociologists of sexuality (Laqueur 1992
 ) and the body (Perrot 1984
 ) show that there is no such thing as a purely objective and clinical perception or evaluation of a sexualized body. We perceive bodies through the lens of what Green (2008)
 calls an “erotic habitus,” which channels desire onto different bodies and generates sexual fantasies according to our socialization. The lasting weight of homogamy indicates that sexual 
 attraction is not ruled by the logic of a market of rational actors using universally shared norms of evaluation, who select the objects of their desire according to their objective amount of erotic capital. Should sociologists thus refrain from using any notion such as bodily, erotic, or sexual capital? Supporters of these concepts could argue that, even perceived through categories of evaluation that are socially produced, bodies and sexual attractiveness do matter, and they are resources. The debate is important enough that it should remain open. To progress, it would need a sociology that pays more attention to the variety of dispositions and schemes of body evaluation than Hakim’s approach, which is too often locked by the straightjacket of Rational Actor Theory. Two objections could summarize our disagreement with her stimulating research. First, erotic capital depends enormously on cultural perception, something which does not obtain to such a degree for the objective power of economic capital or social ties. Second, the fact that a resource matters (bodies and sexual attractiveness do, but spatial location and military strength do, too) does not imply that it must have the epistemological status of the main sociological capitals. Bourdieu wrote a book on “masculine domination” (1990), and his research pays attention to the bodily dimensions of class and groups, yet he never considered the existence of a bodily or erotic capital to be analytically central. Let us finally add a remark that may become an objection: Erotic capital would need a theory of its specific laws of conversion. Sexual services can be sold, and fortunes can be gained by marriage, but as the symbolic struggle to legitimate “sex work” suggests, most dealings involving sexual services face illegitimacy, are labeled as sins, or carry shameful stigmas by powerful moral authorities.

Combining Coherence and Diversity

If Bourdieu does not speak of an erotic capital, one must admit that he could have allowed for the multiplication of specific types of capital. Reading his work, one encounters here a “political,” “scientific,” or “mediatic” capital, there a “linguistic” or a “bureaucratic” one, even if most of these capitals are limited to a few occurrences in his books and texts. Even a friendly reader like the German sociologist Beate Krais questions “the inflationist multiplication of the types of capital in Bourdieu’s reflections on social fields” (in Müller and Sintomer 2006: 142). More recently, the journal Actes
 dedicated two full issues to the notion of “militant capital” (2004, 2005).

The multiplication of capitals is not hard to understand. When Bourdieu (2011
 : 128) writes that “[t]here are as many forms of power (or capital) as existing fields,” one needs words to express such diversity: the political capital of the member of Parliament, the literary capital of the Nobel Prize in Literature, and so forth. Inventing a “capital of autochthony” is a way of highlighting a specific kind of social capital. Academics intuitively understand what “scientific capital” means, just as scholars analyzing social movements would agree that “militant capital” rings a bell; they might give the example, in France, of the leader of the CFDT Trade Union who converted her social and symbolic capital by becoming the CEO of a consulting firm evaluating the social policies of big companies. 
 Isn’t it possible to consider this multiplication of capitals as simply the logical consequence of an empirical attention to the complexity of social structures?

The first problem comes from the fact that most inventors of new capitals do not feel the need to give precise definitions or to identify indicators or variables capable of objectifying the presence of such-and-such capital. If discussions of social capital are a cottage industry in the anglophone literature, one must admit that questions of empirical measurement are taken seriously. Such is not the case with all the “handymen” of capital hacking Bourdieu’s conceptual tools. A second problem comes from the strange combination of claims to theoretical sophistication, on the one hand, and the loose use of concepts, on the other, that is so visible among many inventors of capitals. One of the strengths of Bourdieu’s sociology is its power of thinking relationally. For him, the uses and effects of capital must be understood in the peculiar space of fields. He also questions which dispositions (habitus) social actors need to produce the optimal effect with their capitals, and which kinds of social and psychic energies (illusio) they must invest to maximize, use, and mobilize their capitals. Bourdieu is certainly not the only sociologist to pay great attention to this relational aspect of capital. Fligstein’s use of “social skill” (2001) and Illouz’s attention to how different habitus lead to different ways of managing “emotional capital” belong to the same relational tradition. But there is much more research combining vocal claims to identify Bourdieu’s flaws and discover new capitals, with displays of theoretical confusion rather than path-breaking discovery. Does “ethnic capital” (Shah, Dwyer, and Modood 2010
 ) “collapse” the distinction between social and cultural capital, which is supposed to be unthinkable for Bourdieu? What is a capital made of “shared beliefs and values”? Isn’t the real “collapse” here the confusion between habitus and capital? Can’t one find in Bourdieu’s most classical contributions notions such as “cultural goodwill” or “prétention armée” that bridge dispositions and modes of cultural capital appropriation? Even the cleverest identification of a new type of capital remains a pointless naming game if it is not combined with a precise empirical exploration of the structures of interdependency through which this capital works and a study of the dispositions of its owners. Hadjiisky (2005)
 questions how and why the specific political capital of Czech dissenters from the Charter 77 quickly lost any practical value. Her answer points to the gap between the moral habitus of yesterday’s dissenters of communism and today’s cold and cynical rules of the post-communist political game, and offers a rare case study of the articulation among capitals, dispositions, and changing field organization.

But the central objection can be expressed in a sentence: None of the varied capitals (ethnic, political, scientific, etc.) mentioned here is made of anything apart from varieties of social, cultural, economic, and symbolic capitals. No doubt “scientific capital” makes sense when studying the academic field. But what is this capital? How is it produced? First, it is the symbolic capital of recognition by peers. But it also combines a peculiar kind of cultural capital (the ability to produce theories and experiments, deep immersion in scientific culture), a social capital inside the field (PhD students are invited to socialize by taking part in conferences and research projects), and the ability to transform these capitals into economic capital when hunting for grants. Let us 
 quote more fully an already quoted statement from Bourdieu: “There are as many kinds of power (or capital) as fields . . . with each field triggering a specific combination of peculiarities and establishing the pertinent, meaningful, and efficient resources.” What about political capital? It results from the mobilization of the economic capital used for campaign funding and staff recruitment with a specific form of social capital made of networking, clientelism, and the construction of personalized gift and counter-gift links with allies and voters. It includes specific patterns of cultural capital, such as communication skills and the ability to transform latent expectations into images and mottos of social hope. Individual symbolic capital (De Gaulle was remembered as the one who called for the Resistance to Nazi occupation on June 18, 1940) matters, too. But none of these ingredients reveals a hidden kind of capital wholly distinct from the basic tetralogy. Using a chemical metaphor, I would argue that the four basic capitals can, through their combinations and the variety within each of them, produce an enormous diversity of new “molecular” capitals—but that one would never find in these new molecules anything other than what was already identified as the basic kinds of capital. The metaphor may be illuminating, as a molecule’s peculiarities make it different (but not independent) from its component parts. The chemical metaphor invites us to understand how the four basic capitals and their different “states” and variations give rise to an enormous variety of capitals whose shared peculiarity is their efficiency within a specific field. This “molecular” approach allows us to combine, on the one hand, attention to the enormous variation in the forms of capital efficient from one field to another without, on the other hand, slipping into the essentialist fallacy that would yield a sociological table à la Mendeleev with a complete list of hundreds of capitals.

In a nutshell, then, the clearest summary of Bourdieu’s vision of capitals is that there are three basic capitals, each capable of being transfigured into a fourth one (symbolic capital). Teaching at the Collège de France in 1982, Bourdieu posited: “I came to the conclusion, from both an empirical and a theoretical basis that, in order to built social space, one needed essentially a small number of species of capitals which could themselves be specified and subdivided.” He mentions then economic, social, and cultural capitals as “elements of universal effectiveness. . . into which the sub-elements linked to specific fields could be reduced, and into which they can be converted” (2015: 524–525)

Each one of these fundamental categories of capital could be more precisely understood by paying attention to the potential variety of its “states.” Such variation may emerge from a level of institutionalization (having a PhD in art history versus being a good connoisseur of English paintings); level of objectivation (owning a billion dollars versus having a scientific hypothesis capable of revolutionizing plasma physics); level of embodiment (the ability to identify Beethoven sonatas versus being able to play them). This variation can depend also on the space or field in which it is efficient (autochthonous social capital versus an electronic social network). But at the end of the day, the variety among these basic forms of capital, and nothing else, gives birth to an endless collection of molecular capitals. A rigorous sociological language should incorporate a linguistic device for highlighting the distinction between basic and molecular capitals, or such a distinction must be explained to students. Otherwise, academics face the 
 unpleasant task of answering to students who, having been taught a sociological theory based on a limited number of capitals, unexpectedly encounter in their reading a list of maverick capitals.

NOTES



1.
 The adjective is borrowed from Basil Bernstein, whose “Class, Codes and Controls” was translated in Bourdieu’s collection Le Sens commun
 in 1975.

2.
 The international debate on the comparative outputs of cultural capital in schools and university systems is worth another paper. There is no doubt that the French case, with the importance of literary skills, the chiasmatic combination of a mass university and elitist grandes écoles
 , has strong peculiarities. Let’s just say that reading case studies which claim to gainsay Bourdieu’s analysis often suggest a superficial understanding of his concepts or biases in the fieldwork samples. Katsilis and Rubinson (1990)
 conclude that cultural capital has no major impact in the performances of Greek high school students. Their evaluation of cultural capital rests on the practice of high culture activities, not on variables such as the mother’s level of education or the private cultural resources of the family (books, journal subscriptions). Their sample has no children from “workers”‘ families, a fact that suggests questions: Is there a bias in the sample or coding process? Is the selection rate to reach high school the same among the children from different social groups? “Student effort
 ”—defined as “the average time a student spends per day on school related homework”—appears conversely as highly predictive of success. Does one need a lot of sociological imagination to suggest that the ability to make an effort could be linked to the effect of cultural capital producing a habitus of “cultural good will”? And how is socially—if not genetically—produced student “ability” another predictive variable?

3.
 Many diagrams in Distinction
 and other studies map groups and institutions using an axis for cultural capital (+/-) ranking the volume of socially valued and legitimate capital of the targets of the survey.

4.
 It is worth noticing that the translation of Richard Hoggart’s The Uses of Literacy
 in 1970 (French title, La culture du pauvre
 ) in Bourdieu’s book series Le Sens commun
 , with a foreword by Jean-Claude Passeron, was one of the starting points for sociological reflections and arguments concerning the peculiarities of working class cultures. See Passeron (1999)
 .

5.
 But Bourdieu (2012
 : 365) believed in the existence of masterpieces: “Better than claiming ‘Bourdieu says that Aznavour [a French singer of the 70s. Author’s note] is as good as Bartok, one must say Bourdieu says that the culture with universal ambition, universally considered as universal in the limits of a determined universe, has such a distribution that just a part of its legitimate recipients from an ethical point of view (egalitarian principle) has a real access to this universal. A very important part of mankind is bereft of the most important conquests of mankind.”

6.
 The pantoufle
 was initially the amount of money that a graduate from Polytechnique had to pay back to the state for such movement.

7.
 The study of the Chinese academic system also shows that when the children from the “bad” social groups were allowed again to apply to university in the 1980s, they succeeded better than the average. The fact confirms both the “concealment” in transmission process and the hysteresis
 effects in the family transmission of cultural capital.

8.
 Bourdieu uses in Distinction
 the story, told by Saint Simon, of a young noble at the court of Versailles. His father gives him a purse full a gold coins. A few weeks later, the father 
 discovers that nothing was spent from the gift. Angry, he throws the gold out from a window. How irrational! Or how reasonable a lesson: being a noble means showing one’s rank by incurring ostensible expenses, even with borrowed money. Sparing money is a bourgeois, not a noble habit; it betrays the values and weakens the social and symbolic capitals of aristocracy.

9.
 In a rarely quoted discussion with the sociologist of religion Jacques Maitre on how institutions channel emotions and libido, Bourdieu mentions the importance of reflecting on the socialization of libido. He admits having engaged in “scientific suppression”: “For a long time, there were a certain number of topics that I considered as indecent, because, in fact, that put me upside down” (1994b: xviii). But one should also mention that Distinction
 , as well as the journal Actes de la recherche
 , had the very unusual peculiarity of publishing photographs, more than once, to give illustrations of how social differences were embodied in faces or body languages (see, for instance, Champagne 1975
 : “Les paysans à la plage”).
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CHAPTER 16





THE POVERTY OF PHILOSOPHY



Marx Meets Bourdieu




MICHAEL BURAWOY

Economic conditions first transformed the mass of the people of the country into workers. The combination of capital has created for this mass a common situation, common interests. This mass is thus already a class as against capital, but not yet for itself. In the struggle, of which we have noted only a few phases, this mass becomes united, and constitutes itself as a class for itself. The interests it defends become class interests. But the struggle of class against class is a political struggle.

—Karl Marx, Poverty of Philosophy
 , 1847

The historical success of Marxist theory, the first social theory to claim scientific status that has so completely realized its potential in the social world, thus contributes to ensuring that the theory of the social world which is the least capable of integrating the theory effect
 —that it, more than any other, has created—is doubtless, today, the most powerful obstacle to the progress of the adequate theory of the social world to which it has, in times gone by, more than any other contributed.

—Pierre Bourdieu, Social Spaces and the Genesis of “Classes,”
 1984

WHAT
 is Bourdieu saying here? The historical success of Marxism is to have constituted the idea of class
 out of a bundle of attributes shared by an arbitrary assemblage of people, what he calls “class on paper.” Aided by parties, trade unions, the media, and propaganda—an “immense historical labor of theoretical and practical invention, starting with Marx himself” (Bourdieu 1991
 [1984]: 251)—Marxism effectively called forth the representation and, through representation, the belief in the existence of the “working class” as a real “social fiction” that otherwise would have had only potential existence.

However, this social fiction, this belief in the existence of the working class, is a far cry from “class as action, a real and really mobilized group,” (Bourdieu 1991
 [1984]: 251), let alone a revolutionary actor as imagined by the Marxist tradition—a tradition that suffers from a self-misunderstanding. The Marxist tradition does not see itself as constituting
 the idea and representation of the working class, but rather as a scientific theory discovering
 and then expressing
 the historical emergence of an objective “class-in-itself” that was destined to become a “class-for-itself,” making history in its own image. Marx’s claim is summarized in the preceding quotation from the Poverty of Philosophy
 , where Marx excoriates Proudhon for confusing reality and economic categories, for making the intellectualist error of seeing history as the emanation of ideas, rather than ideas as the expression of reality. Bourdieu is now turning the tables back against Marxism, accusing Marx of being a crude materialist, overlooking the importance of the symbolic.

In this chapter I give Marx the chance to respond to Bourdieu, by putting the two theorists into dialogue around their divergent theories of history, social transformation, symbolic domination, and contentious politics. To construct such an imaginary conversation, I set out from what they share, namely a contempt for the illusory nature of philosophy. In following their disparate engagements with the conundrum of intellectuals repudiating intellectualism, I trace a succession of parallel steps that reveal the internal tensions and contradictions of each body of theory. But first, we must comprehend Bourdieu’s complex critique of Marxism
 , which he reduces to the shortcomings of Marx’s own theory.


BOURDIEU
 MEETS
 MARXISM




Bourdieu acknowledges the immense influence of Marxism. But, Bourdieu argued, Marxism did not have the tools to understand its influence, its own effect—its “theory effect”—without which, according to Bourdieu, there would have been no “working class.” As a powerful symbolic system, Marxism gave life and meaning to the category “working class,” which then had a significant impact on history.
 1
 But Marxism could not comprehend its own power—the power of its symbols and its political interventions—because it did not possess and incorporate a theory of symbolic domination. When Marx was writing, this lacuna did not matter, as the economy still constituted the only autonomous field in mid-nineteenth-century Europe, and the symbolic world was still underdeveloped. However, with the elaboration of separate cultural, scientific, educational, legal, and bureaucratic fields in the late nineteenth century, and without an understanding of these fields, Marxism lost its grip on reality and its theory became retrograde, becoming a “powerful obstacle to the progress of the adequate theory of the social world” (Bourdieu 1991
 [1984]: 251). These fields of symbolic production engendered their own domination effects, overriding and countering Marxism’s symbolic power, which had depended on the overriding predominance of the economy.

Disarmed both as science and ideology, Marxism is unable to compete with other theories that place symbolic power at the center of analysis. As science
 , Marxism does not understand that a classification or representational struggle has to precede class struggle (i.e., classes have to be constituted symbolically before they can engage in struggle). This requires a theory of cultural production that it fails to elaborate. As ideology
 , without such a theory of cultural production, Marxism can no longer compete in the classification struggle over the visions and divisions of society. Marxism loses its symbolic power, and the working class retreats back to a class on paper—merely an analytical category of an academic theory. Marxism becomes regressive, an obstacle to the development of social theory.
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Bourdieu mounts a powerful indictment of Marx, but pointedly ignores the significance of Western Marxism—from Korsch to Lukacs, from the Frankfurt School to Gramsci—whose raison d’être was to wrestle with the problem of cultural domination and the meaning of Marxism in a world of ideological hegemony. Many of their ideas are congruent with Bourdieu’s theory of symbolic domination.
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 To understand what the Marxist tradition has accomplished in this regard, it is necessary, as a first step, to concentrate on the real limitations of Marx. Against Bourdieu’s sweeping dismissal, I restore the voice of Marx, repressed or contorted in Bourdieu’s writings, to create a more balanced exchange. The imaginary conversation that follows, therefore, is neither a combat sport nor a higher synthesis, but rather aims at mutual clarification. Following Bourdieu’s own call for relational analysis—although he rarely applies this to himself—we cannot appreciate the field of intellectual contest without representing both players, Marx and Bourdieu. By posing each theory as a challenge to the other, we can better appreciate their distinctiveness—their defining anomalies and contradictions, as well as their divergent problematiques
 .

Since Marx pre-dates Bourdieu, it is he who sets the terms of the conversation, but my framing will be one that is favorable to Bourdieu’s critique, namely Marx’s four postulates of historical materialism. First, history
 is seen as a succession of modes of production, arranged in ascending order according to the development of the forces of production. Second, each mode of production has a dynamics
 of its own, within which reproduction gives rise to transformation and finally self-destruction. Third, ideological domination
 is secured through the superstructures of society, as well as through the mystifying powers of economic activity, both in production and in exchange. Fourth, class struggle
 arches forward, dissolving mystification and the “muck of ages” to usher in the era of communism. As I will show, each postulate raises as many questions for Bourdieu’s counter-theory as it does for Marx’s historical materialism.

To begin a conversation, there needs to be a point of departure that is also a point of agreement. That point of agreement is their common critique of philosophy that Marx
 4
 calls “ideology” and Bourdieu calls “scholastic reason.” They both repudiate the illusory ideas of intellectuals and turn to the logic of practice—labor in the case of Marx, bodily practice in the case of Bourdieu. This leads Marx to the working class and its revolutionary potential, while Bourdieu moves in the opposite direction—from the dominated back to the dominant classes who exercise symbolic violence. I show how Marx ends 
 up in a materialist cul-de-sac, while Bourdieu ends up in an idealist cul-de-sac. No less than Marx, but for different reasons, Bourdieu cannot grasp his own “theory effect.” They each break out of their respective dead ends in ad hoc ways that contradict the premises of their theories—paradoxes that lay the foundations for the elaboration of two opposed traditions.


DIVERGENT
 PATHS FROM THE
 POVERTY OF
 PHILOSOPHY




Uncanny parallels join Marx and Engels’s critique of the “German ideology” (Marx and Engels 1978
 [1845–1846]) and Bourdieu’s critique of “scholastic reason” in Pascalian Meditations
 (2000 [1997])
 . In The German Ideology
 , Marx and Engels settle accounts with Hegel and the Young Hegelians, just as Bourdieu in The Logic of Practice
 and, later, in Pascalian Meditations
 settles his scores with his own philosophical rivals, especially Sartre and Althusser. Both Marx and Bourdieu condemn philosophy’s disposition to dismiss practical engagement with the world. As Marx writes in the first thesis on Feuerbach, the German philosophers elevate the theoretical attitude as the “only genuinely human attitude,” while practice is only conceived in “its dirty-judaical manifestation.” Bourdieu’s immersion in the Algerian war of independence and his experience of the raw violence of colonialism call into question the relevance of his philosophical training at the École Normale Supérieure, just as, for Marx, the horrors of the industrial revolution in Britain made nonsense of the lofty pretensions of German idealism.
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Still, Pascalian Meditations
 is Bourdieu’s culminating theoretical work in which Pascal is presented as an inspirational philosophical break with philosophy, centering the importance of the practice of ordinary people, emphasizing symbolic power exercised over the body, and refusing the emanation of pure philosophy from the heads of philosophers. The German Ideology
 , on the other hand, is not a culminating work, but an originating work that clears the foundations for Marx’s theory of historical materialism and materialist history. Although they appear at different stages in their careers, their arguments against philosophy are, nonetheless, surprisingly convergent.

Let us begin with Marx and Engels scoffing at the Young Hegelians, who think they are making history, when they are but counter-posing one phrase to another:

As we hear from German ideologists, Germany has in the last few years gone through an unparalleled revolution. The decomposition of the Hegelian philosophy . . . has developed into a universal ferment into which all the “powers of the past” are swept. . . . It was a revolution besides which the French Revolution was child’s play, a world struggle beside which the struggles of the Diadochi appear insignificant. Principles ousted one another, heroes of the mind overthrew each other with unheard-of rapidity and in the three years 1842–45 more of the past 
 was swept away in Germany than at other times in three centuries. All this is supposed to have taken place in the realm of pure thought. (Marx and Engels 1978
 [1845–1846]: 147)

Here is Bourdieu’s parallel attack on modern and postmodern philosophers:

Now, if there is one thing that our “modern” or “postmodern” philosophers have in common, beyond the conflicts that divide them, it is this excessive confidence in the powers of language. It is the typical illusion of the lector
 , who can regard an academic commentary as a political act or the critique of texts as a feat of resistance, and experience revolutions in the order of words as radical revolutions in the order of things. (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 2)

The argument is the same: we must not confuse a war of words with the transformation of the real world, the power of language with the power of practice, things of logic with the logic of things.

But how is it that philosophers mistake their own world for the real world? The answer lies in their oblivion to the social and economic conditions under which they produce knowledge. For Marx, it is simply the division between mental and manual labor that encourages the illusion that ideas or consciousness drives history:

Division of labour only becomes truly such from the moment when a division of material and mental labour appears. From this moment onwards consciousness can really flatter itself that it is something other than consciousness of existing practice
 , that it really
 represents something without representing something real; from now on consciousness is in a position to emancipate itself from the world and to proceed to the formation of “pure” theory, theology, philosophy, ethics, etc. (Marx and Engels 1978
 [1845–1846]: 159; emphasis added)

Emancipated from manual labor, upon which their existence nevertheless rests, philosophers imagine that history is moved by their thought. “It has not occurred to any one of these philosophers,” Marx and Engels (1978 [1845–1846]
 : 149) write, “to inquire into the connection of German philosophy with German reality, the relation of their criticism to their own material surroundings.”

In identical fashion, Bourdieu argues that philosophers fail to understand the peculiarity of the conditions that make it possible to produce “pure” theory:

But there is no doubt nothing more difficult to apprehend, for those who are immersed in universes in which it goes without saying, than the scholastic disposition demanded by those universes. There is nothing that “pure” thought finds it harder to think than skholé
 , the first and most determinant of all the social conditions of possibility of “pure” thought, and also the scholastic disposition which inclines its possessors to suspend the demands of the situation, the constraints of economic and social necessity. (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 12)

The scholastic disposition calls forth the illusion that knowledge is freely produced and that it is not the product of specific conditions—unlike the knowledge of the dominated classes, which is driven by material necessity. Bourdieu does not limit his critique of the scholastic fallacy—that is, repression of the conditions peculiar to intellectual life—to philosophers, but broadens it to other disciplines. He criticizes anthropologists, such as Lévi-Strauss, and economists for universalizing their own particular experience, foisting their abstract models onto the recalcitrant practice of ordinary mortals. Much as Marx is contemptuous of the Young Hegelians, Bourdieu satirizes Sartre’s existentialist renditions of everyday life—the waiter who contemplates the heavy decision of whether to get up in the morning or not. For most people, most of the time, argues Bourdieu, mundane tasks are accomplished without reflection. Only sociologists
 —reflexively applying sociology to themselves and, more generally, to the production of knowledge—can potentially appreciate the limitations of scholastic reason, and the necessary distinction between the logic of theory and the logic of practice.

If both Marx and Bourdieu are critical of intellectuals who think ideas drive history, their corresponding turns to practice are very different. For Marx, it is a turn to the conditions of labor that produce the means of existence:

The premises from which we begin are not arbitrary ones, not dogmas, but real premises from which abstraction can only be made in the imagination. They are the real individuals, their activity and the material conditions under which they live, both those which they find already existing and those produced by their activity. (Marx and Engels 1978
 [1845–1846]: 149)

It is from these material conditions of production that Marx derives the dynamics of capitalism and deepening class struggle: as capitalists compete, so they innovate in ways that lead to the polarization of wealth and poverty, giving rise to crises of overproduction on the one side and intensifying class struggles on the other. For Bourdieu this is an (unexamined) mythology—albeit a powerful one at certain points in history—created by intellectuals unable to comprehend the inurement of workers to their conditions of existence because, as intellectuals, they misrecognize the peculiarity of their own conditions of existence. Or, as he pithily puts it, “[p]opulism is never anything other than an inverted ethnocentrism” (Bourdieu 1984
 [1979]: 374). Instead of the transformative power of the working class, Bourdieu turns to the generative power of habitus
 implanted in a socialized body.

In other words, one has to construct a materialist theory which (in accordance with the wish that Marx expressed in the Theses on Feuerbach
 ) is capable of taking from idealism the “active side” of practical knowledge that the materialist tradition has abandoned to it. This is precisely the notion of the function of habitus, which restores to the agent a generating, unifying, constructing, classifying power, while recalling that this capacity to construct social reality, itself socially constructed, is not that of a 
 transcendental subject but of a socialized body, investing in its practice socially constructed organizing principles that are acquired in the course of a situated and dated social experience. (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 136–137)

As the unconscious incorporation of social structure, habitus leads Bourdieu not only to abandon the working class as “transcendental subject,” but also to deny the very possibility that the dominated can grasp the conditions of their subjugation, something only the sociologist can apprehend. The sociologist, and more broadly the “International of Intellectuals,” thereby becomes Bourdieu’s putative “transcendental subject.”

In short, after breaking with ideology/scholastic reason and arriving at the logic of practice, Marx and Bourdieu then take diametrically opposed paths—the one focuses on the dominated embedded in production relations, whereas the other turns his back on the dominated in order to return to the dominant class-producing symbolic relations. The remainder of this chapter explores these two roads—how they diverge and create their own distinctive sets of paradoxes and dilemmas.


HISTORY
 : MODES OF
 PRODUCTIONS VERSUS
 DIFFERENTIATED
 FIELDS




Out of their common critiques of philosophy arise divergent conceptions of history. For Marx the logic of practice is embedded in the concrete social relations into which men and women enter as they transform nature. These social relations form the mode of production with two components: the forces of production (relations through which men and women collaborate in producing the means of existence, including the mode of cooperation and the technology it deploys) and the relations of production (the relations of exploitation and ownership through which surplus is produced by a class of direct producers and appropriated by a dominant class). Modes of production succeed each other—ancient, feudal, and capitalist—in a sequence measured by the expansion of the forces of production. As the final mode of production, capitalism gives way to communism, which, being without classes and thus without exploitation, allows for the realization of human talents and needs. It is only with capitalism that the direct producers (i.e., the working class), through their struggles against capital, come to recognize their role as agents of human emancipation.

In rejecting Marx’s teleology as an intellectual fantasy, one might expect Bourdieu to offer an alternative theory of history and a conception of the future. But neither are forthcoming. Instead, his work describes
 a movement from traditional to modern marked, first and foremost, by different conceptions of time—the one in which the future is the repetition of the past (cyclical time), and the other in which the future is indefinite, full of possibilities, and susceptible to rational planning. Additionally, along Durkheimian lines, Bourdieu (1979 [1963])
 distinguishes traditional society in Algeria 
 from the modern society in France by the emergence and differentiation of fields
 (autonomous spheres of action) and by the pluralization of capitals
 —resources accumulated within fields, and partially convertible across fields.

Whereas Marx has a succession of modes of production that govern human behavior, Bourdieu has multiple coexisting “fields.” They appear as elaborations of Marx’s “superstructures,” which, as he writes in the Preface to A Contribution to the Critique of Political Economy
 , are the “legal, political, religious, aesthetic or philosophical forms in which men become conscious of this [class] conflict and fight it out” (Marx and Engels 1978
 [1859]: 5). Thus, Bourdieu has written extended essays on the legal, the political, the bureaucratic, the religious, the philosophical, the journalistic, the scientific, the artistic, and the educational fields. The notion of field draws on and generalizes certain features of Marx’s concept of the capitalist mode of production. Indeed, underlining that association, Bourdieu refers to cultural fields as the political economy
 of symbolic goods.

As with the capitalist mode of production, so with the notion of field, individuals enter into relations of competition to accumulate field-specific capital according to field-specific rules. Competition among actors takes place alongside struggles for domination of the field—struggles whose objects are the very rules and stakes that define the field and its capital. In Bourdieu’s (1975)
 analysis of the scientific field, for example, competition leads to the concentration of academic capital, so that challenges from below can either follow a pattern of succession, holding onto the coat tails of a powerful figure, or the more risky subversive strategies that change the rules of the game, and if successful, can generate far more capital in the long run. When capital is diffused and competition intense, dominant groups can be overthrown in a “revolution,” but when capital is more heavily concentrated, then change is more continuous, what he calls a “permanent revolution.”

The analogy to Marx’s analysis of the capitalist mode of production is clear, except that in Bourdieu’s notion of field there is no mention of exploitation. It is as if capitalism were confined to competition and domination among capitalists, with workers removed from the field. As Mathieu Desan (2013)
 has argued at length, Bourdieu’s conception of field rests on a notion of capital that is far from Marx’s—the accumulation of resources, rather than a relation of exploitation.
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 Indeed, Bourdieu’s only book devoted to the economy as such, The Social Structures of the Economy
 (2005)
 , concerns the social underpinning of the housing market. Here Bourdieu focuses on the role of habitus and taste in the matching of supply and demand for different types of housing. There is no attempt to study housing from the standpoint of its production process—from the standpoint of construction workers, for example. When he turns to the firm as a field, again he focuses on the managers and directors who make decisions, rather than workers who produce the goods (without which there would be no decisions). Fields are confined to the dominant classes, whereas the dominated classes only inhabit the structures of social space.

Bourdieu replaces Marx’s diachronic
 succession of modes of production, which pays little attention to the superstructures, with a synchronic
 account of the functioning and coexistence of fields. This poses the question of the relations among fields, marked by 
 the recognition of autonomous and heteronomous poles within each field. In Rules of Art
 (1996 [1992])
 Bourdieu describes the genesis of the literary field in nineteenth-century France. At its core was Flaubert’s drive for literature for literature’s sake, which required a break, on the one hand, from art sponsored by the bourgeoisie, and, on the other hand, from social realism connected to everyday life. Bourdieu builds into each field a struggle for autonomy against the heteronomous influence of external fields—a struggle that is complicated by challenges to the consecrated elites from the avant-garde.

In his later writings he was particularly concerned with the economic field’s subversion of the autonomy of other fields. Thus, in his book On Television
 , Bourdieu (1999 [1996])
 describes the subjugation of the journalistic field to the economic field through advertising revenue that demands the widest appeal through the propagation of banalities, sensationalism, and fabrication. This, in turn, distorted the dissemination of knowledge and accomplishments of other fields, not least the field of social science, through amateurish intermediaries he calls “doxosophers” who neutralize any critical message. No less than other fields, the political field is also subject to controlling intervention from economic actors. Although he alludes to the domination of the economic field over other fields, Bourdieu has no theory of the economy and its expansive tendencies.

In addition to the domination of the economic field, Bourdieu describes a field of power that traverses different fields, bringing together their elites into a shared competition for power. This rather amorphous arrangement reminds one of Weber’s separate value spheres with a realm of power that oversees society, but again there is no analysis of its dynamics. What is notably missing is any theory of the relations of interdependence and domination among
 fields. As Gil Eyal (2013)
 has noted, it is curious that someone so concerned about relations within
 fields pays so little attention to the relations among
 fields. Just as there is no theory of history, there is no theory of the totality, just an arbitrary assemblage of supposedly “homologous” fields.
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SOCIAL
 CHANGE
 : SYSTEMIC
 TRANSFORMATION VERSUS
 HYSTERESIS




We have seen the contrast between Marx’s history as the succession of modes of production and Bourdieu’s vision of coexisting fields, but Marx also has a notion of history as the dynamics of a mode of production, namely the way the reproduction of capitalism is simultaneously its transformation. Indeed, the capitalist mode of production distinguishes itself by reproducing itself, which is a mechanism of reproduction that operates without recourse to external forces, very different from the feudal mode of production that requires extra-economic coercion. Under capitalism the worker arrives at work each day to produce value that contributes to her wage on the one side and to capitalist profit on the other. Needing to survive, she comes to work and does the same the next day. But as capitalism reproduces itself in this way, so it also transforms itself. As 
 capitalists compete with one another, they innovate by reducing the proportion of the worker’s day contributing to the wage (necessary labor) and increasing the proportion contributing to profit (surplus labor)—through the intensification of work, deskilling, new technology, and so on—which leads to class polarization and crises of overproduction. Is there an equivalent in Bourdieu whereby reproduction becomes the basis of social change?

At the heart of Bourdieu’s theory of reproduction is the notion of habitus
 , a concept first developed in relation to the traditional Kabyle society.

The habitus, the durably installed generative principle of regulated improvisations, produces practices which tend to reproduce the regularities immanent in the objective conditions of the production of their generative principle, while adjusting to the demands inscribed as objective potentialities in the situation, as defined by the cognitive and motivating structures making up the habitus. (Bourdieu 1977
 [1972]: 78)

Structures generate practices that reproduce structures through the mediation of habitus, which is itself the product of structures, but such reproduction allows room for innovation within limits defined by structures. It is parallel to Marx’s formula: “Men make their own history, but they do not make it just as they please; they do not make it under circumstances chosen by themselves, but under circumstances directly found, given and transmitted from the past” (Marx and Engels 1978
 [1852]: 595). From Bourdieu’s point of view, what is missing here is the way not just circumstances but individuals carry the past within themselves, so that their innovative power is limited as well as facilitated not just by external but also by internal structures.

Through the habitus
 , the structure of which it is the product governs practice, not along the paths of a mechanical determinism, but within the constraints and limits initially set on its inventions. . . . Because the habitus
 is an infinite capacity for generating products—thoughts, perceptions, expressions and actions—whose limits are set by the historically and socially situated conditions of its production, the conditioned and conditional freedom it provides is as remote from creation of unpredictable novelty as it is from simple mechanical reproduction of the original conditioning. (Bourdieu 1990
 [1980]: 55)

Just as moves in a game are improvisations limited by and, thereby, reproducing the rules of the game, so habitus is the generative principle of practices that are innovative, but only within limits defined by the social structures they reproduce. Bourdieu often uses the game metaphor to illustrate the spontaneous and unthinking responses of players. He is thinking of tennis or rugby, where players develop a sense of the game and there’s no time to reflect, but of course there are games like American football where self-conscious reflection plays its part, or games like chess where it is key. Still, the point stands, habitus is the development of skills to improvise within limits defined by the rules. The social order inscribes itself in the largely unconscious habitus though regularized participation in successive social structures. The development of habitus proceeds 
 in phases, with each phase the basis of subsequent formations. Thus, the primary habitus formed in childhood through parenting lays the foundation for the secondary habitus formed in school, which in turn lays the foundations for a tertiary habitus formed at work, so that habitus is subject to continual revision, but within limits defined by its past, largely repressed and unconscious.
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Armed with habitus, Bourdieu’s individual has much greater weight and depth than Marx’s individual, who is the effect and support of the social relations into which she enters. For Bourdieu social relations become lodged in a durable, transposable and irreversible habitus, which has an autonomous effect through participation in different social structures. Marx, on the other hand, gives priority to social relations that impose themselves on individuals as “indispensable and independent of their will” (Marx and Engels 1978
 [1859]: 4) without leaving any permanent psychic trace. Capitalist relations impose themselves on individuals inexorably, irrespective of their experience in different institutions in society. Marx does not consider the effects of schools or family on the way people work or invest—he is solely interested in the logic of social relations independent of the distinctive features of individuals who support them. Bourdieu, by contrast, makes spheres beyond the economy key to understanding a given social order, and here lies the secret of both continuity and social change, or social change through continuity.

Habitus is durable; it has a tendency to persist when it confronts new social structures, a phenomenon he calls “hysteresis.” The resulting clash between habitus and structure can come about in many ways. First, it arises from the mobility of individuals, who carry a habitus cultivated in one set of structures and come up against the imperatives of another. Students from lower classes who enter a middle-class school find it difficult to adapt and either withdraw or rebel.
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 When Algerian peasants with a traditional habitus migrate to an urban context, they suffer from anomie, leading to resignation or revolt (Bourdieu 1979
 [1963]).

The disjuncture of structure and habitus can also come about through the superimposition of social structures. Bourdieu (1979 [1963])
 describes the imposition of a colonial order on a traditional Kabyle society, disrupting accepted patterns of behavior and leading to anti-colonial revolution. In that revolution, however, Algerians develop a habitus, more in keeping with modernity, that embraces nationalist aspirations, what Bourdieu calls the “revolution in the revolution” (Bourdieu 1962
 [1961]: Chapter 7
 ). Or back in southern France in the Béarn where Bourdieu grew up, the modernization of agriculture disinherits the peasant farmer, who can no longer find a marriage partner with whom to produce the next generation of inheritors (Bourdieu 2008 [2002]). The farmer retreats into morose resignation, while young women, who are no longer prepared to put up with the drudgery of rural life, exit for the city—the one exhibiting an enduring habitus unable to adapt, the other endowed with a more flexible habitus generative of innovative response. The divergent responses of men and women are captured in the “bachelors’ ball,” where the degradation of the inheritors expresses itself in bodily discomfort and embarrassment as they ring the dance floor, watching the young women freely dancing with men from the town.

Bourdieu’s most often cited example of hysteresis is the devaluation of educational credentials that, in his view, explains the student protests in France of May 1968. In Homo Academicus
 , Bourdieu (1988 [1984])
 describes how the expansion of higher education created an oversupply of assistant lecturers whose upward mobility was consequently blocked. The ensuing tension between aspirations and opportunities not only affected the young assistants, but students more generally, who found that their degrees did not translate into expected jobs. The discordance between class habitus and the labor market appeared simultaneously in a number of fields so that their normally disparate temporal rhythms merged into a general crisis conducted in a singular public time and producing a historical drama that suspended common sense. In this view, we might say that history is a succession of unanticipated “conjunctures,” unpredictable clashes that punctuate equilibria.

Bourdieu’s account of the dynamics of higher education is analogous to Marx’s account of the expansion of capitalism through capitalist competition, leading to the degradation of the working class, with two provisos. First, where Bourdieu takes the expansion of education as an unexplained given, an exogenous variable, Marx shows how the internal dynamics of capitalism leads to the concentration of capital and the immiseration of the working class. He has a theory of the rise and fall of capitalism. Second, where Bourdieu explains student revolt in terms of the mismatch of expectation and opportunity, disposition and position, Marx stresses the formation of a revolutionary working class as a response to changing social relations.

The fact that people move among a plurality of structures implies the ever-present possibility
 of social change. But this is not a theory
 of social change, which would require a far deeper understanding of the durability of the habitus—how it develops, how new layers of the habitus affect existing layers, leading to a dynamic psychology. But equally, it would require a theory of the resilience of social structures in the face of collective challenge from an enduring habitus. In other words, we need to theorize the consequences as well as the origins of the inevitable clashes between habitus and structure: when it leads to rebellion or revolution, when it leads to resignation or innovation, when it leads to exit or voice. Change is ubiquitous, but why and how are very unclear.

While the idea of habitus can be deployed to interpret social change and social protest, its main purpose is to explain continuity and underline how difficult social change is to accomplish. Like the French Marxism of the 1960s and 1970s—Althusser, Balibar, Godelier, Poulantzas (with whom he shares so much, leading him to stage exaggerated critiques)—Bourdieu’s functionalism was not necessarily an expression of conservatism that all is well in society, but rather an attempt to understand the resilience of social structures in the face of contestation, which brings us to the heart of his theory—symbolic domination.


SYMBOLIC
 DOMINATION
 : MYSTIFICATION VERSUS
 MISRECOGNITION




Bourdieu developed a set of generative concepts—habitus, capital, and field—but without a theory of history, totality, or even collective action. What he does have, however, is 
 a theory of symbolic domination. Once again, we would do well to begin with Marx and Engels, who famously write of the way ideology both appeals and obscures:

The ideas of the ruling class are in every epoch the ruling ideas: i.e. the class which is the ruling material force of society, is at the same time its ruling intellectual force. The class which has the means of material production at its disposal, has control at the same time over the means of mental production, so that thereby, generally speaking, the ideas of those who lack the means of mental production are subject to it
 , (Marx and Engels 1978
 [1845–1846]: 172; emphasis added).

Having broken with ideology in order to make material relations the foundation of history, here Marx and Engels temporarily break back to ideology, namely to the power of illusory ideas in sustaining the domination of the dominant class. We should note that, like Bourdieu, Marx and Engels privilege intellectuals in the production of representations of society.

There is ambiguity in the meaning of Marx and Engels’ notion of ideological subjugation. What does it mean to “subject” the dominated to the ideas of the ruling class? Bourdieu might be said to be elaborating Marx and Engels’ ideological subjection when he writes,

Symbolic violence is the coercion which is set up only through the consent that the dominated cannot fail to give to the dominator (and therefore to the domination) when their understanding of the situation and relation can only use instruments of knowledge that they have in common with the dominator, which, being merely the incorporated form of the structure of the relation of domination, make this relation appear as natural; or, in other words, when the schemes they implement in order to perceive and evaluate themselves or to perceive and evaluate the dominators (high/low, male/female, white/black, etc.) are the product of the incorporation of the (thus neutralized) classifications of which their social being is the product. (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 170)

Bourdieu’s symbolic violence is irreversible and irrevocable. Subjugation inhabits the habitus
 , deep and unconscious. Bourdieu invokes the notion of misrecognition
 to convey the depth of subjugation. There is recognition, but it is false, inasmuch as it is based on the repression of the conditions of its production. We are like fish in water, unable to see the classifications we take for granted, arbitrary classifications that are the basis of an arbitrary domination.

Marx takes the idea of subjugation to ruling ideas in a different direction, arguing that the effectiveness of ruling ideology depends on their resonance with the lived experience
 of economic relations. Instead of misrecognition, with its implied depth psychology, Marx writes of mystification
 that affects anyone who enters capitalist relations. It is an attribute of relations rather than the individual habitus
 . Thus, under capitalism, exploitation is not experienced as such because it is hidden by the very character of production, which obscures the distinction between necessary and surplus labor, since workers appear to be paid for the entire workday. Similarly, participation in market exchange leads to “commodity fetishism” whereby objects, which are bought and sold, are 
 disconnected from their production—the social relations and human labor necessary to produce them. Again, capitalist relations of production are obscured not through an incorporated habitus, but through the relations of exchange.

For Marx, however, such mystification is dissolved through class struggle, leading the working class to see the truth of capitalism, on the one hand, and their role in transforming it, on the other:

It is not a matter of what this or that proletarian or even the proletariat as a whole pictures
 at present as its goal. It is a matter of what the proletariat is in actuality
 , and what in accordance with this being,
 it will historically be compelled to do. Its goal and its historical action are prefigured in the most clear and ineluctable way in its own life-situation as well as in the whole organization of contemporary bourgeois society. There is no need to harp on the fact that a large part of the English and French proletariat is already conscious
 of its historic task and is continually working to bring this consciousness to full clarity. (Marx and Engels 1978
 [1845–1846]: 134–135)

Yet, as Bourdieu insists, for the proletariat to rid itself of the “ muck of ages,” as Marx and Engels put it in The Germany Ideology
 (1978 [1845–1846]: 193), is not easy. Only under unusual circumstances—and to some extent they pertained in nineteenth-century Europe—does class struggle assume an ascendant path, intensifying itself as it expands, demystifying relations of exploitation as described in The Manifesto of the Communist Party.
 There Marx and Engels support their claim by reference to class formation in nineteenth-century England—from scattered struggles to the advance of trade unions and finally to the formation of a national party that would seize state power. In Class Struggles in France
 , Marx (1964
 : 54) argues that the extension of suffrage would “unchain class struggle,” although Engels (some 50 years later and 50 years wiser) would be more cautious in proclaiming the imminent victory of the German working class.

This period of history corresponds to Bourdieu’s positive assessment of Marxism when it realized its potential in the social world. Subsequently, through its victories, through the concessions that the working class wins, its revolutionary temper weakens and its struggles come to be organized, increasingly within
 the framework of capitalism. From then on, Bourdieu can say that the symbolic violence incorporated in the lived experience prevails over the cathartic effect of struggle.

Having tarred the whole Marxist tradition with Marx’s revolutionary optimism, Bourdieu, by labeling it a scholastic illusion, then bends the stick in the opposite direction:

And another effect of the scholastic illusion is seen when people describe resistance to domination in the language of consciousness—as does the whole Marxist tradition and also the feminist theorists who, giving way to habits of thought, expect political liberation to come from the “raising of consciousness”—ignoring the extraordinary inertia which results from the inscription of social structures in bodies, for lack of a dispositional theory of practices. While making things explicit can help, only a thoroughgoing process of countertraining, involving repeated exercises, can, like an athlete’s training, durably transform habitus. (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 172)

What this “countertraining” might look like is never elaborated, but it has to dislodge the internalized and embodied habitus. Whether class struggle might be a form of “countertraining” is especially unclear, as Bourdieu never entertains the idea of class struggle or even allows for “collective resistance” to the dominant culture. The working classes are driven by the exigencies of material necessity, leading them to make a virtue out of a necessity. They embrace their functional lifestyle rather than reject the dominant culture. An alternative culture remains beyond their grasp, because they have neither the tools nor the leisure to create it (Bourdieu 1984
 [1979]: Chapter 7
 ).
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Still, Bourdieu does say that “making things explicit” (i.e., critical reflection) “can help” (i.e., can foster some insight into the conditions of subjugation). Yet we know little about the relationship between the conscious and the unconscious. Can critical reflection change the habitus, and if so, how? There is no theory of habitus to even make sense of the question. Indeed, Bourdieu sometimes seem to dismiss the very vocabulary of consciousness and with it the idea of ideology:

In the notion of “false consciousness” which some Marxists invoke to explain the effect of symbolic domination, it is the word “consciousness” which is excessive; and to speak of “ideology” is to place in the order of representations
 , capable of being transformed by the intellectual conversion that is called the “awakening of consciousness,” what belongs to the order of beliefs
 , that is, at the deepest level of bodily dispositions. (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 177)

Here Bourdieu misunderstands Marx, who tries to grapple with the relationship between ideology as representation and ideology as belief—representations are only effective insofar as they resonate with beliefs. The issue between Marx and Bourdieu is not the distinction between ideology and bodily knowledge, but rather the character of beliefs themselves, whether they are immanent to particular social relations or whether they inhabit the habitus, the cumulative effect of embodied biography.

Having written off the working classes as incapable of grasping the conditions of their oppression, Bourdieu is compelled to look elsewhere for ways of contesting symbolic domination. Having broken from scholastic reason to the logic of practice and having discovered that the logic of practice is impervious to truth, he breaks back to the logic of theory, this time to the emancipatory science of sociology and to symbolic struggles within the dominant class. Let us follow his argument.


CONTENTIOUS
 POLITICS
 : CLASS
 STRUGGLE VERSUS
 CLASSIFICATION
 STRUGGLE




While Marx does indeed endow the working class with a historic mission of securing emancipation for all, it is also true that he pays as much, if not more, historical attention to the driving force of capitalism: the dominant class and its fractions. His crowning achievement—the theory of capitalism elaborated in Capital
 —focuses on the economic 
 activities of the dominant class, the competition and interdependence among capitalists, as well as their creative destruction. When writing of politics in mid-nineteenth-century France, he dissects the relationship among different elites; when writing of the factory acts in England, he recognizes the different interests of fractions of capital as well as the landed classes; and when writing of colonialism, it is the interests of the bourgeoisie that concern him. His correspondence about politics was almost solely devoted to the strategies of different national ruling classes and their states. Throughout he was acutely aware of the relationship between the bourgeoisie and its ideologists. As he and Engels write in The German Ideology
 ,

The division of labour . . . manifests itself also in the ruling class as the division of mental and manual labour, so that inside this class one part appears as thinkers of the class (its active conceptive ideologists, who make the perfecting of the illusion of the class about itself their chief source of livelihood), while the others’ attitude to these ideas and illusions is more passive and receptive, because they are in reality the active members of the class and have less time to make up the illusions and ideas about themselves. Within this class this cleavage can even develop into a certain opposition and hostility between the two parts. (Marx and Engels 1978
 [1845–1846]: 173)

Here Marx and Engels prefigure Bourdieu’s division of the dominant class into those high in economic capital (and lower in cultural capital) and those high in cultural capital (and lower in economic capital.) Bourdieu, too, recognizes the conflict between these two fractions, and casts that conflict in terms of struggles over categories of representation—so-called classification struggles.

The classifications generated through struggles within the dominant class between its dominant and dominated fractions shape the way of life of different classes. Distinction
 works with a simple Marxian schema of class: dominant class, petite bourgeoisie, and working class. Each class has a distinctive set of patterns of consumption: the working class is driven by necessity, extending legitimacy to the dominant class’s sense of taste even if that appears remote; the old petite bourgeoisie takes up a defensive posture while the new petite bourgeoisie seeks to become part of the grande bourgeoisie by adopting its standards and imitating the latter’s style of life; the dominant class, with refined self-assurance, is located in different fields, within which they compete to impose their vision and division on society.

This is a sophisticated elaboration of Marx’s idea of the ruling ideology being the ideology of the ruling classes in which a system of classifications creates standards through which individuals from different classes evaluate themselves. The taste of the dominant class—as seen by itself and others—is an attribute of innate refinement, rather than a function of a cultivated habitus that derives from the privileged access to wealth and leisure, just as the dominated classes regard their own culture as a product of their own inferiority, rather than a derivative of necessity. The result is a belief in the legitimacy of the hierarchy of tastes and an enactment that obscures the class conditioning of the hierarchy.

Seemingly voluntary choices—the food we eat, the music we listen to, the films we watch, the sports we play, the photographs we take, and so on—draw us into a relatively autonomous hierarchy of consumption that obscures its underlying class determinants. The same goes for education, which, again, by virtue of its relative autonomy appears neutral vis-à-vis class, drawing students from dominated classes into the pursuit of performances that would lead to upward mobility (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977
 [1970]). Failure to excel is blamed on inadequacies of the self, rather than the class character of the school, which privileges those with cultural capital. Education has, therefore, two functions: a technical function of slotting people into the labor market and a social function of masking the class determinants of educational outcomes. In State Nobility
 , Bourdieu (1996 [1989])
 describes the struggles within the dominant class that determine the relative importance of educational credentials, as well as the structure of, access to, and content of education, thereby ensuring, once again, the misrecognition of class domination.

Having closed off the dominated as a source of social change, Bourdieu regards the classification struggles within the dominant class as potential instigators of “symbolic” revolutions capable of shaking the “deepest structures of the social order”:

Likewise, the arts and literature can no doubt offer the dominant agents some very powerful instruments of legitimation, either directly, through the celebration they confer, or indirectly, especially through the cult they enjoy, which also consecrates its celebrants. But it can also happen that artists or writers are, directly or indirectly, at the origin of large-scale symbolic revolutions (like the bohemian lifestyle in the nineteenth century, or, nowadays, the subversive provocations of the feminist or homosexual movements), capable of shaking the deepest structures of the social order, such as family structures, through transformation of the fundamental principles of division of the vision of the world (such as male/female opposition) and the corresponding challenges to the self-evidences of common sense. (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 105)

How does this “shaking” affect the sturdy structures of society, let alone threaten the symbolic domination of the dominant class? At one point he acknowledges the possibility that authors of such symbolic revolutions, through the transfer of cultural capital and in certain moments, can instigate subversive action from the dominated:

The symbolic work needed in order to break out of the silent self-evidence of doxa and to state and denounce the arbitrariness that it conceals presupposes instruments of expression and criticism which, like other forms of capital, are unequally distributed. As a consequence, there is every reason to think that it would not be possible without the intervention of professional practitioners of the work of making explicit, who, in certain historical conjunctures, may make themselves the spokespersons
 of the dominated on the basis of partial solidarities and de facto
 alliances springing from the homology between a dominated position in this or that field of cultural production and the position of the dominated in the social space. A solidarity of this 
 kind, which is not without ambiguity, can bring about . . . the transfer of cultural capital
 which enables the dominated to achieve collective mobilization and subversive action against the established order; with, in return, the risk of hijacking which is contained in the imperfect correspondence between the interests of the dominated and those of the dominated-dominant who makes themselves the spokespersons of their demands or their revolts, on the basis of a partial analogy between different experiences of domination. (Bourdieu 2000
 (1997): 188; italics in the original)

This is one of the rare places where Bourdieu allows for the possibility of collective mobilization of the dominated through their recognition, rather than misrecognition, of domination. Still, the initiatives always come from above, from the dominated fractions of the dominant class whose experience of domination allows for a fragile alliance with the dominated classes.

More typically, Bourdieu relies on the inner logic of fields to move society toward a greater universalism, what he calls the realpolitik of reason that is wired into the character of the state:

Those who, like Marx, reverse the official image that the State bureaucracy seeks to give of itself and describe the bureaucrats as usurpers of the universal, acting like private proprietors of public resources, are not wrong. But they ignore the very real effects of the obligatory reference to the values of neutrality and disinterested devotion to the public good which becomes more and more incumbent on state functionaries in the successive stages of the long labor of symbolic construction which leads to the invention and imposition of the official representation of the State as the site of universality and the service of the general interest. (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 124)

This remarkable passage, in which Bourdieu is appealing to the state’s “disinterested devotion to the public good” (that will eventually assert itself against the state’s usurpers) is written at the very time he is also attacking the French state for continuing to violate its public function, in which the coercive right hand of the state is displacing its welfarist left hand, and when the state is openly assaulting the working class. In the long run, Bourdieu claims, the state will become the carrier of the general interest. But how?

The idea of universality will not prevail simply because it is an attractive ideal—that would be the worst form of idealism—but because certain fields, by their very functioning, by virtue of their internal struggles, give rise to a commitment to the universal:

In reality, if one is not, at best, to indulge in an irresponsible utopianism, which often has no other effect than to procure the short-lived euphoria of humanist hopes, almost always as brief as adolescence, and which produces effects quite as malign in the life of research as in political life, it is necessary I think to return to a “realistic” vision of the universes in which the universal is generated. To be content, as one might be tempted, with giving the universal the status of a “regulatory idea,” capable of suggesting principles of action, would be to forget that there are universes in which 
 it becomes a “constitutive” immanent principle of regulation, such as the scientific field, and to a lesser extent the bureaucratic field and the judicial field; and that, more generally, as soon as the principles claiming universal validity (those of democracy, for example) are stated and officially professed, there is no longer any social situation in which they cannot serve at least as symbolic weapons in struggles of interests or as instruments of critique for those who have a self-interest in truth and virtue (like, nowadays, all those, especially in the minor state nobility, whose interests are bound up with universal advances associated with the State and with law). (Bourdieu 2000
 [1997]: 127)

Let us recall that Bourdieu sets out on his Pascalian journey with a critique of scholastic reason for overlooking the way theoretical models, such as those of “rational choice” or “deliberative democracy,” are but projections of the very specific conditions under which knowledge is produced. After turning from this fallacious logic of theory to the logic of practice and finding there only misrecognition, Bourdieu returns to the same universalities produced in the scientific, legal, and bureaucratic fields, universalities that he had earlier called into question as scholastic fallacies—the product of the peculiar circumstances of their production. But now he turns to them as the source of hope for humanity.

We are back to the Enlightenment, to Hegel’s view of the state, so trenchantly criticized not just by Marx but also
 by Bourdieu (in his earlier writings). Both define the state as having a monopoly of symbolic as well as material violence. Both see the state as presenting the interests of the dominant class as the general interest. But, where Marx sees the state as only serving the “common interests of the whole bourgeoisie” (with all the concessions this might entail), Bourdieu sees the state’s universalist claims as grounds for an imminent critique, demanding that the state live up to its pretensions. We can see a similar Enlightenment faith in Bourdieu’s (1989)
 proposals for an International of Intellectuals—the organic intellectual of humanity—recognizing that they are a corporate body with their own interests, but regarding those interests as the carriers of universalism and, thus, forming a corporatism of the universal.
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Toward the end of his life, Bourdieu was not only organizing intellectuals. He was to be found on the picket lines of striking workers, haranguing them about the evils of neoliberalism—even as his sociology claimed they could not understand the conditions of their own oppression. His two short volumes, Acts of Resistance
 (1998)
 and Firing Back
 (2001), justify the public engagement of the intellectual, not just exposing the mythologies of neoliberalism, but endorsing and even rousing social movements. Yet there is little in his corpus to see social movements as anything but the manipulation of its leaders—a far cry from his description of the spontaneous movements of unemployed workers and others against neoliberal policies. From a theoretical standpoint
 Bourdieu cannot explain either his enthusiasm for nor the source of the social movements he addressed. No different from the people he criticized, he too succumbed to a gap between his theory and his practice, especially when his theory led him into a political cul-de-sac.


CONCLUSION




Marx and Bourdieu set out from similar positions, but they end up in divergent places. They both start out as critics of intellectualist illusions or scholastic fallacies that privilege the role of ideas in the making of history. They both move to the logic of practice. Marx remains wedded to this logic, seeing in it a future emancipation realized through working-class revolution, but when the working class lets him down, he sets about theoretical work to demonstrate the inevitable collapse of capitalism. Bourdieu, by contrast, sees the logic of practice as deeply mired in domination inculcated in the habitus. So he breaks from the logic of practice back to the practice of logic and to a faith in reason, whether through symbolic revolutions organized by intellectuals or via the immanent logic of the state. Just as Marx revealed and relied on the inner contradictions of the economy, Bourdieu relied on the inner contradictions of the symbolic order. If Bourdieu starts out as a critic of philosophy and ends up as a Hegelian, believing in the universality of reason, Marx also starts out as a critic of philosophy, but ends up with material production, putting his faith in the universality of the working class through its realization of communism. Each would criticize the other as delusional.

We are on the horns of a dilemma: intellectuals without the subaltern, or the subaltern without intellectuals. Each recognizes the dilemma, and in practice each breaks with his theory. Bourdieu devotes the last years of his life appealing to social movements, challenging the turn to neoliberalism. However, for his theory to catch up with his practice, Bourdieu needs a far better account of the dynamics of the habitus, the way it changes, and, in particular, how it can be reshaped by critical reflection—how the habitus of consent becomes a habitus of defiance. Without such a move forward, we are left wondering how intellectuals can penetrate their own habitus, how they can escape symbolic domination. How is the habitus of intellectuals different from the habitus of the dominated? Bourdieu suffers from a duality: an optimistic faith in reason and critical reflection, on the one side, and a pessimistic account of durable bodily knowledge unaware of itself. After distinguishing between the logic of theory and the logic of practice, he needs to bring them into a dynamic relation.

Equally Marx, despairing of the working class that carries the burden of revolution, throws himself into the world of theory and devotes himself to demonstrating that capitalism must inherently destroy itself. Like the Young Hegelians he criticizes, Marx battles with intellectuals as though the fate of the world depended on it. As Bourdieu says in the opening epigraph, Marx failed to grasp the power of his own theory in moving people, but, in the final analysis, Bourdieu equally failed to understand how critical reflection or symbolic revolutions can have real effects.

It would take another Marxist, Antonio Gramsci, to transcend the separation of theory and practice. In a world defined by cultural domination, what he called hegemony, Gramsci develops a more balanced conception of class struggle, organized on the terrain of dominant ideology. In so doing, he distinguishes between traditional intellectuals like 
 Bourdieu, protecting their autonomy in order to project themselves as carrying some universal truth, and organic intellectuals like Marx, who sought a closer alliance with the dominated, elaborating their kernel of good sense, obtained through partaking in the collective transformation of nature (Burawoy 2012
 )

Gramsci is just one of a succession of Marxists who have dealt with questions that Marx failed to address adequately. This is what we might call the Marxist tradition or the Marxist research program. The question is whether a Bourdieusian research program will develop, tackling the abiding anomalies and contradiction of his corpus, or whether his followers will be content to apply the lexicon of “capital,” “habitus,” and “field” to different situations and allow his body of theory to be defined as a final and incontrovertible truth. The question, in other words, is whether Bourdieu’s disciples will do to Bourdieu what he erroneously tries to do to Marxism, to reduce everything to the founding figure as if there could never be any further advances. If Bourdieu is to live on and be a worthy competitor to Marx, it will be necessary to think with Bourdieu against Bourdieu.

NOTES



1.
 Note how different this is from Edward Thompson’s classic, The Making of the English Working Class,
 according to which the working class makes history itself without the aid of a distinct body of intellectuals, especially Marxist intellectuals. In effect, Bourdieu is saying that Thompson commits the typical Marxist error of regarding the working class as making itself. Not surprisingly, some have accused Bourdieu of being a “Leninist” for his emphasis on the central role of intellectuals (Lane 2006
 ).

2.
 Bourdieu often failed to specify the people he was attacking, leaving that to the reader’s imagination and thereby leaving the enemy undefined and defenseless. This idea of class on paper might well be associated with Erik Wright’s successive theorizations of class, although even his successive formulations were based on the analysis of survey research.

3.
 Indeed, some, such as Perry Anderson (1976)
 , regarded the “idealism” of Western Marxism as a betrayal of a “true” Marxism. Ironically, what Anderson regards as the essential truth of Marxism, Bourdieu considers to be its essential flaw.

4.
 Throughout this chapter I will be referring to Marx, except where he is a joint author with Engels. This is not to belittle the contribution of Engels, but rather to reflect Bourdieu’s focus on Marx whenever he is not making blanket statements about Marxism.

5.
 Here is how Marx and Engels berate Feuerbach: “Thus if millions of proletarians feel by no means contented with their living conditions, if their ‘existence’ does not in the least correspond to their ‘essence’ then . . . this is an unavoidable misfortune, which must be borne quietly. The millions of proletarians and communists, however, think differently and will prove this in time, when they bring their ‘existence’ into harmony with their ‘essence’ in a practical way, by means of revolution” (Marx and Engels 1978
 [1845–1846]: 168).

6.
 As Jacques Bidet (2008)
 emphasizes, the dynamics of Bourdieu’s fields relies on the struggle and competition among its agents, rather than an underlying structure equivalent to the interaction of the forces and relations of production.

7.
 While Talcott Parsons and Pierre Bourdieu share a commitment to a general theory of action, Parsons develops four analytical subsystems (analogous to fields) whose functions—adaptive, goal attainment, integrative, and latency—contribute to society as a 
 whole and whose interdependence is orchestrated through universal media of interchange (money, power, influence, and value commitments) that are parallel to Bourdieu’s “capitals.” From here, Parsons develops a theory of history as differentiation, governed by evolutionary universals. Bourdieu makes no attempt to advance such a grand account of history and totality. Indeed, he recoils from any such project. He systematically refuses systematicity.

8.
 There is a curious parallel between Bourdieu’s conception of “habitus” and Marx’s conception of “forces of production.” Both are durable, transposable, and irreversible—the one a measure of the development of the individual, the other of society. Both come into conflict with wider structures within which they develop. For Marx, however, those structures (relations of production) are transformed through revolutions that allow a new higher mode of production that impel the expansion of the forces of production, whereas for Bourdieu, it is the opposite: habitus tends to give way to structures.

9.
 In the more abstract formulation of Bourdieu and Passeron (1977 [1970])
 , lower-class students accept the legitimacy of the school and exit quietly, but later, following the reform of secondary education, the school becomes embroiled in rebellion. See Bourdieu et al. (1999 [1993]: 421–506).

10.
 In writing about Algeria, however, Bourdieu (1979 [1963]
 : 62–63) argues that it is the relative stability and the “privilege” of experiencing “permanent, rational exploitation” that gives the working class revolutionary potential, very different from the dispossessed peasantry and subproletariat who live from hand to mouth and are, therefore, unable to plan for an alternative future. It is the distinction between a genuine “revolutionary force” and a spontaneous “force for revolution.” This is a very different portrait from the one of the French working class weighed down by necessity, accepting the legitimacy of the dominant classes. While Bourdieu makes no effort to reconcile these opposed visions of the working class, he might argue that it revolves around the symbolic violence in France and the physical violence of colonialism. Alternatively, these may be strategic positions that Bourdieu takes up in two different political fields: against the FLN who favored the peasantry as a revolutionary class in Algeria, and against the Marxists who regarded the working class as inherently revolutionary in France.

11.
 They are what Alvin Gouldner (1979)
 calls a flawed universal class, only he was more realistic about the corporatism of intellectuals. Antonio Gramsci would see Bourdieu’s intellectuals as traditional, and the defense of their autonomy as serving their role in presenting the interests of the dominant class as the interests of all, as the universal interests.
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CHAPTER 17





BOURDIEU AND SCHUTZ



Bringing Together Two Sons of Husserl




WILL ATKINSON

ALFRED
 Schutz, the most celebrated of phenomenological sociologists, doesn’t figure prominently in Bourdieu’s corpus, and when he does appear the role he plays is nearly always the same. He is the describer of the natural attitude, the chronicler of pre-scientific common sense, the sociologist of doxa—which is all right as far as it goes, says Bourdieu, but to focus on that alone results in a one-sided subjectivism that is unable to make sense of how doxa comes to be as it is and the interests it might serve (Bourdieu 1977
 : 21; 1990a: 26; 1990b: 125; 2000: 173–174; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 9–10, 73). Though Bourdieu’s stated targets are Sartre and certain versions of rational choice theory, it might also be that Schutz is implicitly in the firing line of Bourdieu’s frequent critique of “finalism,” or the idea that human action is driven by a conscious aiming at ends, since the Austrian thinker dedicated large amounts of ink to understanding the way in which humans decide upon and pursue projects in the world. When it comes to emphasizing commonalities between phenomenology and Bourdieu’s genetic structuralism, therefore, Schutz is generally cast aside in favor of Maurice Merleau-Ponty (e.g., Freire 2011; Ostrow 1990
 ), since Bourdieu and the latter both emphasize the somatic nature of human existence, or even Martin Heidegger, since scholars have noted a parallel between Bourdieu’s theory of practice and the philosopher’s dissection of being-in-the-world (e.g., Dreyfus and Rabinow 1993
 ).

The reluctance to investigate at any great length the interface between Schutzian phenomenology and Bourdieu’s “genetic structuralism” is surprising, since both modes of thought are evidently nourished by the foundational insights of the progenitor of the phenomenological movement, Edmund Husserl. They took those insights in different directions, adjusting them to the positions and the interests of their respective scholarly milieux, but they still retain enough common ground to be able to enter into fruitful and conceptually coherent dialogue. At least that is the line I shall pursue in this chapter, the overriding aim of which is to give wings to the idea of a relational phenomenology
 that bulks out Bourdieu’s toolkit with themes developed by Schutz. The order of proceeding 
 down this road will be as follows. First, the chapter will outline the different ways in which the two thinkers came to their shared interest in Husserl and how they adapted it to the exigencies of the different intellectual fields in which they were placed (the interwar Austro-German field, and later the American field, for Schutz, the postwar French field for Bourdieu), illuminating their divergent focal interests and, therefore, directions of conceptual travel. Second, I’ll begin to explore some of the consequences of this heritage taken down different paths by comparing Bourdieu and Schutz on two elementary components of any worked-out model of social life—philosophical anthropology and epistemology—in both cases arguing that while there are more similarities than might at first be thought, Bourdieu offers the more satisfactory vision of what it is to be human and what it is to know the world. After that, however, the remainder of the chapter will make the case that when it comes to more substantive themes and concepts, the two can, because of a set of shared premises deriving from Husserl, be coherently and productively brought together. More precisely, Schutz’s work on action, projection, knowledge, and the lifeworld can be sewn into the Bourdieusian fabric to remedy two problems in the latter: (1) the vague and partial account of consciousness and practice accompanying the habitus; and (2) the reluctance to study human beings as they exist in their complex totality across multiple fields. As I’ll try to reiterate in the conclusion, however, this is no theoreticist exercise in shining up concepts for the sake of it, but an effort to open up real avenues for practical empirical research.


ONE
 STIMULUS
 , TWO
 TRAJECTORIES




Task one, then, is to sketch—and it will be a sketch, given the larger task at hand—the process through which two thinkers, separated by nationality and a generation, space and time, could both be drawn to Husserl’s work yet use it to such dissimilar ends and develop it in such different ways. This necessitates locating each within the set of relations primarily responsible for directing their attentions to Husserl’s output: their respective national/regional intellectual fields
 . To clarify, an intellectual field, according to Bourdieu (1969)
 , is a space of structural positions, struggles, and possible moves in the quest to produce discourse on truth, understood as so many “gaps to fill,” “neglected ideas,” problems to be solved, positions to critique or define oneself against, and so on. It sets the limits of the thinkable and the conditions of possibility of any act of so-called genius or creativity within an epoch, which is nothing more than spotting a particular opening on the basis of a feel for the game, while, like any field, revolving around a series of oppositions and polarizing into dominant and dominated sections. Yet—to align Bourdieu’s sociology of intellectuals with his epistemology—a peculiarity of the field centered on the reasoned quest for truth, and the philosophical and scientific subfields it encompasses, is that schisms over the definition of the true are interwoven with the ceaseless emergence and solidification of what Gaston Bachelard dubbed epistemological couples
 and ensuing efforts to surmount them. These troublesome binaries, of which 
 rationalism versus empiricism may be one of the earliest and longest lasting examples, polarize philosophic-scientific thought, perception, and practice—the world (or knowledge, beauty, etc.) is seen as more or less this way or that and is investigated as such, with attendant priorities, problems, and puzzles—while at the same time dominating the field, attracting advocates on each side, driving debate and polemic, until efforts at subversion from certain players in the field, often newer contenders struggling to make a space for themselves—the intellectual avant-garde—neutralize them through either some kind of Hegelian Aufhebung
 or overthrow.
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Thus Schutz and Bourdieu both turned to Husserl as a means of overcoming the epistemological couples, with their entrenched advocates, presented to them by the structure of the fields in which they came to contend. It offered a way of forging a different path, one that could subvert the contemporary state of play, and perhaps engender a revolution, but that could certainly help solve the intellectual problems of their day. Since anything—any object or idea—only derives its precise meaning from that which it is presented against in a system of objects and ideas (i.e., those it opposes and those it is proximate to), however, Husserl’s writings were invested with a wholly distinct purpose and significance in each field, blended with the different bodies of thought competing at the time and, ultimately, subsumed into apparently contrasting conceptual worldviews.
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 Let me demonstrate.

Schutz’s Trajectory

Alfred Schutz, though trained in law following active service in World War I and swiftly gaining work in the banking industry, was irrevocably drawn into the Austro-Germanic intellectual field via his frequent participation in various scholarly “circles,” run by friends and former teachers, which mixed academics and non-academics.
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 At the time, the field was structured around a series of oppositions generated by the Methodenstreit
 , in which Gustav von Schmoller and Carl Menger had clashed over whether human action could be rendered in terms of overarching social laws deduced from statistics and historical materials or must be subject to logical construction on the basis of a priori principles. By Schutz’s day, the initial antagonism had morphed into a cluster of divisions over methodology—inductivism versus deductivism, nomothetic methods versus idiographic ones—and, ultimately, the relationship between the natural sciences (Naturwissenshaften
 ) and the human sciences (Geistwissenshaften
 ), with some, such as the neo-Kantians, emphasizing the radical differences between the “two cultures,” to quote C. P. Snow, while others, notably the logical positivists, sought to subsume social science under the methods of natural science.

Schutz’s initial entry point in the field was filtered primarily by his teacher, private tutor, friend, sponsor at intellectual meetings, and champion of the third-generation “Austrian school” of economics founded by Menger: Ludwig von Mises. Being of the Austrian school, von Mises was inclined to the view that the study of human activity should proceed by constructing logical models, specifically of subjective 
 decision-making and individual actions when buying or selling goods and services subject to different rates of supply and demand. Utilitarian models of action thus had a certain appeal, and most famously he defended the “subjective theory of value,” that is, the view that the value of any good derives from the importance (or utility) that an individual attaches to it in pursuing his or her goals. This was the stream of thought in which the younger Schutz swam and the starting point of his intellectual trajectory,
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 but soon he was swayed by the considerable symbolic capital within the field of one man—a man who had been at his productive and charismatic peak when he lectured at Vienna around Schutz’s time and left his mark (Radkau 2009
 ; Wagner 1983
 : 14), and a man who foregrounded subjective motives for action yet offered an apparent way out of the epistemological couples of the day by fusing historical analysis with the construction of “ideal types” and, in the process, demonstrating the study of human relations to be scientific without aping natural science: Max Weber. For much of the rest of his life, Schutz considered himself a Weberian sociologist, yet, acknowledging Weber’s largely posthumous methodological and theoretical writings to be incomplete, he endeavored to deepen and develop them by padding out just how it is possible to know the motives of another—a question that necessarily involved probing the nature of motivation, consciousness, and knowledge. At first, Schutz was attracted to the writings of Henri Bergson, which had begun to exert force in the Austro-Germanic field as an ally of Lebensphilosophie
 , itself a challenger to the dominance of neo-Kantianism and logical positivism, for this purpose, taking on his conception of consciousness as temporal duration and the “snowball” image of the eternal accretion of biographical experience into stocks of knowledge. Before long, however, Schutz’s friend (and proximate in the field) Felix Kauffman introduced him to Husserl’s phenomenology, another emerging heterodoxy within the field, and with this Schutz discovered a cornucopia of tools for dissecting consciousness, knowledge, and action, for exploring the pivotal role of intersubjectivity, and thus for staking a position within the field purporting to challenge the premises of the Methodenstreit
 .

To be sure, Husserl’s ideas needed work to make them an appropriate foundation for Weberian sociology, particularly on motivation, the organization of experience, and the structures of the lifeworld. To Husserl’s (1991)
 tripartite split of the time-structure of consciousness into retention (the holding on to of the immediate past), protention (anticipation of the immediately forthcoming) and the primal impression (James’s “specious present”), as well as his remarks on the future as a theme to consciousness (Vergegenwärtigung
 ), Schutz added the notion of projection
 , or the stamping of an imagined course of action or goal with the aspect of intention.
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 He built into this, moreover, a double-sided compatibilist theory of motivation, noting that any project is attended by both an “in-order-to motive”—or the future-oriented reasons the actor him- or herself has “in mind” and can give for undertaking an act—and a “because motive”—or the set of past experiences that have produced a disposition
 to act in such a way, to have the reasons one has for acting and to have in mind what one does. To Husserl’s (2001)
 analysis of active and passive synthesis—the process through which the stream of experience is organized into differentiated, meaningful wholes in perception—he added the notion of 
 typification
 , that is, the idea that objects, people, events, and so on come, through experience, to be perceived as exemplars of wider categories to greater and lesser degrees. Finally, to Husserl’s (1970)
 discovery of the lifeworld—the surrounding world of taken-for-granted experience and hence the source of all one’s typifications—Schutz added insights on its structuring by temporal and spatial reach, relations with others (contemporaries, predecessors, successors), and familiarity or anonymity. All this was worked out in his first book—the only one published in his lifetime—The Phenomenology of the Social World
 , in 1932.

In the following years, however, disaster struck. Hitler’s rise to power, the Anschluss
 , and the relentless persecution of Jews wrought devastation on the previously vibrant Austro-Germanic intellectual field, crushing its autonomy and dispelling vast swaths of its most active members. Schutz, like many Jewish intellectuals, fled, first to France, where he tried to plug into the francophone intellectual field by making contact with apparent homologues—Maurice Merleau-Ponty, Raymond Aron, and Aron Gurswitsch—and then, thanks to his employer, Rietler and Company, to the United States. There he managed to enter the national intellectual field, especially the sociological subfield, and for the first time, through his contacts, eventually penetrated the narrower academic field as well by taking up a post at the New School of Social Research in New York. In the United States in the 1930s, however, there was no Methodenstreit
 . Schutz had to position himself, and his ideas, against a completely new set of players, position-takings, and possibles, which inevitably molded his interests and the substance of his ideas in turn. He investigated and allied himself in different ways with the ideas of those who, like him, stressed human subjectivity and creativity—especially Mead, Cooley and James (i.e., the forerunners of symbolic interactionism)—but he also sought to engage with the dominant force within the sociological subfield: the structural functionalism of Talcott Parsons (Grathoff 1978
 ).

This move proved to be an ill-fated misfire on Schutz’s part, a product of the hysteresis born of his transition between national fields: he read Parsons as a fellow Weberian and urged him to deepen his epistemology with Husserl’s phenomenology as he had done, still operating with schemes of perception derived from the Methodenstreit
 . But Parsons, who by this time was moving on to systems theory anyway, perceived Schutz’s pleas as alien and irrelevant. The exchange ended in disappointment and disengagement for Schutz, who turned instead to the philosophical field and questions of phenomenology, criticizing Husserl’s transcendental approach and working on the problem of “relevance,” or attention, that is, why at any one time we have in consciousness what we do (Schutz 1970
 ). Yet the lasting effects of Schutz’s entrance into the US sociological field at this specific time, where structural functionalism reigned supreme, challenged only by the interactionist heterodoxy, are evident in his occasional attempts in his post-migration writings to reconcile phenomenology with the then-doxic, but now outmoded, vision of social structures in terms of roles and systems (e.g., 1962: 61–62, 351; cf. also Berger and Luckmann 1966
 ). Not even that, however, managed to stop his ideas, after his death, from falling in most people’s eyes—including Bourdieu’s—on one side of the solidifying epistemological couples structuring perception: as all about “micro” 
 relations rather than “macro” processes, focused on subjectivity as opposed to objective mechanisms, and emphasizing agency over structure. Either way—with or without being yoked to the notion of social role—phenomenology has been dogged ever since by its weak grasp of precisely how lifeworlds, and hence experiences, typifications, relevances, and projects, come to be as they are—how, in other words, they are produced and differentiated by social structures.

Bourdieu’s Trajectory

So if Husserl’s conception of consciousness and experience was, for Schutz, a way of deepening Weber’s solution to the Methodenstreit
 , then what of Bourdieu’s use of the founder of phenomenology’s insights? In this case, the field of possibles is perhaps easier to determine, partly because Bourdieu has hinted at it himself, but also because Robbins (2011)
 has already produced a useful analysis of it. As Bourdieu saw it, he turned to Husserl at the outset of his intellectual journey, along with the phenomenology-friendly historical epistemology of his teacher Georges Canguilhem (under whom he planned to write a thesis on the phenomenology of affective life), as a mode of opposition to the dominant existentialist mood of the postwar French intellectual field (Bourdieu 1990b
 , 2007
 ). Hence in his earliest empirical research on the transformation of temporal perception among Algerian peasants under colonialism—in which intuition of the forthcoming grounded in seasonal cycles and the ritual calendar clashed with the capitalistic mindset of positing the future as a set of possibilities—the ultimate conceptual bedrock, even if not explicitly cited, is Husserl’s analysis of temporal consciousness (Bourdieu 1963
 ). When he subsequently turned his attention to his native Béarn, furthermore, Bourdieu bolstered this with insights on the natural attitude from none other than Schutz, whose work he had been introduced to by Aron (Bourdieu 2007
 : 60).

As time went on, however, and structuralism—first in its anthropological guise, then its Marxist variant too—became the great “other” to existentialism in the intellectual field, Bourdieu found himself having to navigate a new field of possibles. Though at first pulled toward the structuralist pole, by the time he wrote Outline of a Theory of Practice
 (1972/1977) he had determined to subvert the field by overthrowing the epistemological couple presented by the polarized subjectivist-voluntarist existential/phenomenological and objectivist-determinist structuralist/Marxist camps.
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 Others sharing a certain outsider/dominated status on account of class or ethnic origin sought to do the same—chief among them Derrida, Foucault, Lyotard, and Baudrillard—but through the radical upending of reason itself, the very foundation of the intellectual field, while Bourdieu—the only empirical researcher among the group—endeavored to come up with an alternative that sociologized, but held on to, a notion of reason in the service of social explanation. So he developed his concepts of field
 , incorporating the relational conception of social structure derived from structuralism, capital
 , to make clear that those relations are relations of domination and struggle, and habitus
 , apparently integrating into the mix the phenomenological conception of human agency since habitus 
 is said to orient action insofar as the sedimented experiences associated with its structural position and movement shape protention of the possible moves by self and others within any field.


CONVERGENCE AND
 DIVERGENCE
 : PHILOSOPHICAL
 ANTHROPOLOGY AND
 EPISTEMOLOGY




One body of thought, two radically different uses in adaptation to divergent constellations of possibilities; a shared interest in temporal consciousness, practical forms of knowledge and action, and the sedimentation of experience, but one attuned to the phenomenology of the lifeworld and motivation and the other to structural differentiation and dominance—such is the relation of two “sons” of Husserl who traveled down different roads. Having indicated in broad brushstrokes the structural sources of this similarity and dissimilarity, however, the time has now come to delve a little deeper and explore the linking threads and fissures in more detail. Where better to begin than with two fundamental aspects of any social theory worth its salt: philosophical anthropology, or the baseline understanding of the human condition, and epistemology?

The Human Condition

Let’s commence with the first and note right away a shared starting point, which, incidentally, doesn’t actually seem to derive from Husserl: finitude
 , or the fact that human beings are uniquely aware of the fact that they will die. Schutz’s (1962
 : 228) specification is as follows: “the basic experience” of humanity, he says, and thus the “fundamental anxiety” underpinning all activity, is that “I know I shall die and I fear to die.” This “primordial experience,” he continues, is the source of all our “hopes and fears,” “wants and satisfactions” and assessment of “chances and risks,” all of which “incite man [sic
 ] within the natural attitude to mastery of the world, to overcome obstacles, to draft projects, and to realize them.” Without wanting to over-interpret this concise treatment of a weighty theme, two immediate problems spring up. First, there is no logical connection given between awareness of death and desire to master the world. We get nothing from Schutz unless we read into his stress on fear
 —which is different from Heidegger’s notion of undirected “angst” (Natanson 1962
 ; Renn 2009
 )—a basic desire to escape death, to stay alive by whatever means possible, which would evidently involve securing nourishment and shelter (i.e., mastering nature) and which might therefore be read as a crude materialism. But then we face the second question: Is such fear of death and non-being, as opposed to generalized awareness, really an anthropological universal, or might the human condition also provide the condition for the possibility of turning death into a state to be welcomed?

There is a second way in which death pops up in Schutz’s view of human beings, however, and this is via the notion of transcendence
 . Knowing I will die, I also know that the world and other people will exist long after me, just as they existed before me and continue to exist when I’m not in the same time-space location (Schutz 1962
 : 329). This knowledge is, he claims, the basis of humanity’s unique capacity for symbol use. “Marks” and “indications,” as specific forms of typification, may serve as reminders to an individual of what occurs or should occur in specific time-space locations and sequences, while “signs” are sense data whose perception and apprehension appresent (i.e., refer to) the cogitations of another being, and are therefore a phenomenon of intersubjectivity—it could be an exchange of linguistic signs in conversation, or perception of a cultural object of some sort (a book, an artwork, a tool, etc.).

A symbol, on the other hand, is any object or event in everyday life that appresents something “transcendent,” or beyond actual experience—abstract or “higher order” processes and questions (Why are we here? What happens when we die?)—with the most common symbol systems including religion, art, science, and philosophy. In an apparent bout of proto-structuralist reasoning, Schutz (1962: 332ff)
 notes that the early cosmologies from which these systems evolved are organized around oppositions grounded in the physiology and ecology of human existence—up/down, front/back, here/there, positive/negative, male/female, young/old, beginning/end, sacred/profane, and so on. Rather than pursue the relational constitution of meaning, though, he prefers to emphasize the grounding of symbol systems in practical absorption of “socially approved knowledge,” that is, the worldview of a specific “social group” designed to facilitate the mundane business of getting on in everyday life (Schutz 1962
 : 348). However, while he does recognize that mastery of symbols and symbolic systems might be differentially distributed—distinguishing “experts” from laypeople—on the whole this is depicted as unconvincingly benign. What is missing from this image of humanity as animal symbolicum
 —to use Cassirer’s phrase—is a grasp of how signs and symbols are, as if by dint of their very nature
 , loaded with power; how symbols and their mastery come to be differently valued, monopolized, and determined by others; how knowledge comes to be “socially approved,” and how certain other ways of knowing or being necessarily
 come to be disapproved of as a result.

So how does Bourdieu’s view, woven through pretty much all his work but only addressed explicitly in two places—his lecture on a lecture (1990b) and in his late Pascalian reflections (2000)—differ?
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 Well, he too starts from finitude, the condition of “being and knowing oneself destined for death” (1990b: 196), but it’s not mastery of the world through fear that it compels, nor a Nietzschean will to power, as Webb et al. (2002
 : 20) claim. True, Bourdieu (2000
 : 239) does write that death is “unbearable” for us, but, drawing on Pascal, he instead sees this as the root of a drive to forget
 death by preoccupying ourselves with the social game. More important, however, is Bourdieu’s assertion that the contingency of human existence—knowing we come into existence essentially by chance, for no rhyme or reason, and that that existence can and will come to an unimaginable end—means we are beings without an intrinsic reason for being
 . We are thus “haunted by the need for justification” in continuing to be, that is, by a need to 
 find our own reason for being (thus answering Camus’ first question of philosophy, why not commit suicide?). That justification, or legitimation, adds Bourdieu in an implicit nod to Hegel, comes essentially through recognition in the eyes of others
 —it is “society” (i.e., social relations) that provides us with reasons for being insofar as we are deemed important, authoritative, or worthy by other human beings—and so our desires, or our “concerns” in the registers of Heidegger or Harry Frankfurt, are underpinned by the quest to attain precisely this. This ties up with Bourdieu’s frequent use in his later works of the psychoanalytical notion of libido to denote desire for or interest in different forms of recognition (as a scientist, a businessperson, a parent, a “tasteful” person, and so on), indicating that this psychic energy, originally self-oriented, is channelled toward them (or sublimated) through implication in the first web of relations into which we are born: the family (Atkinson 2014
 , 2016
 ; Bourdieu 2000
 : 164–167).

Yet, continues Bourdieu, the “fundamental antinomy”—the curse of our social existence—is that to be recognized, to stand out, to be different, to be seen as important or worthy, is necessarily to be seen as more important or worthy than others
 (Bourdieu 1990b
 : 196). The struggle to be recognized thus becomes a struggle against others, a struggle to impose certain arbitrary symbols, ideas, or styles that one possesses and others don’t as inherently legitimate (thus they become mis
 recognized), to monopolize them, and to denigrate those with little or none (i.e., commit symbolic violence
 ). Structurally, of course, these struggles take the form of fields, where the capitals at stake constitute the forms of recognition desired, and historically we can, in a sort of non-teleological rewrite of historical materialism, trace the emergence, evolution, and differentiation of generalized principles of (mis)recognition and symbolic power—from the physical capital of force in early civilizations and post-Roman Europe, through the symbolic capital of tribal and feudal honor, to cultural capital and economic capital today, the latter dichotomy being complicated by the autonomization of multiple subspecies with the rise of capitalism, nation-states, and institutionalized education systems (Bourdieu 1990; cf. Elias 2000
 ).

The problems of Schutz’s approach are thus neatly averted. We have a clear link between finitude and practice via the diversionary and purpose-giving quest for recognition. We can also extend the logic to recognize that a reason for being can, in extreme cases, not only conquer “fear” of death but, ironically, become something to die for
 as a kind of final “strategy” (a cause, a belief, a religion, a nation, a loved one), thus neutralizing the quibble regarding Schutz’s characterization. Moreover, we see how (mastery of) symbols and symbolic systems (which, to be fair, Schutz fruitfully bulks out with reference to transcendence, aka abstraction/theory) are implicated in domination and struggle as means of distinguishing oneself from others—and, at the aggregate level, classes of people distinguishing themselves from other classes of people via common possessions—and imposing certain forms of recognition as the
 forms of recognition (see esp. Bourdieu 1991
 : 163–170). We might also add to the list that Bourdieu dissolves Schutz’s equivocation on the relational versus the practical source of meaning by locating signs and symbols within the structural topology of a field only as grasped through a practical feel for the game (protention) ingrained through immersion in it. So to those 
 defenders of Schutz (e.g., Endress 2005
 ) who claim that Bourdieu says nothing on power that Schutz wouldn’t have accepted, we can say that this is something of an oversimplification, for at the root of the matter is a fundamentally different conception of what it is to be human.

Epistemology

Moving on now to epistemology and, ineluctably tied to that, the sociology of (social-) scientific knowledge production, once again there are clear convergences, despite the different contexts in which their positions were honed, but also very significant divergences. Both Bourdieu and Schutz started out from the acknowledgment that everyday perception is already laced with constructs about how the world works—“typifications” in Schutz’s language, “prenotions” in Bourdieu’s—and that the (social) scientist must break with them and supersede them with her own scientific constructs or models. They’re both rationalists in that sense, Schutz of a variety that looks to the authority of Whitehead (but which also bares the trace of von Mises and Weber) and Bourdieu of a Bachelardian historical or “applied” rationalist persuasion.

However, where the two differ is in the way in which they describe the process through which the break with ordinary perception occurs. For Schutz, it involves simply entering the “scientific attitude,” a disinterested state of mind in which the social scientist detaches herself from her biographical situation—her everyday world, typifications, and concerns—and has her attention directed instead by the imposed relevances (what to do, what’s important) established by the “field of pre-organized knowledge” constituting the pertinent scientific domain (Schutz 1962
 : 37). This field, a “finite province of meaning” utterly distinct from the realm of “everyday life,” supplies the scholar’s stock of knowledge “at hand,” frames the nature of scientific problems and decisions, and thence determines the “field of possible constructs” that can be postulated (Schutz 1962
 : 38). Without anachronistically reading too much into Schutz’s choice of words here, this might not sound a million miles away from Bourdieu on reflexivity and the scientific field, but one is struck by the ease with which the slide into the scientific attitude seems to be realized, its disconnect from the lifeworld, the naïveté of his description of it as disinterested, and the homogenization of scientific relevances. In tune with his philosophical anthropology, science is presented as a harmonious symbol system over which experts simply have mastery, rather than, as for Bourdieu, a system of internal difference and struggle underpinned by relations of domination between its players, who—though sharing a general orientation derived from the doxa and illusio of the field—have different interests, stocks of knowledge, and thus relevances on the basis of their specific
 positions within those relations. Science is, moreover, falsely hewn from “everyday life,” rather than seen as part and parcel of it
 for those struggling for scientific stakes, meaning that what is “bracketed” in the formation of scientific practice according to Schutz isn’t quite enough.
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 For truly effective reflexivity and sturdier constructs, one must also recognize one’s own 
 position and interests within the scientific field
 and the distorting effects they might have on intellectual practice.

There is a second, perhaps more important, divergence between Schutz and Bourdieu on epistemological matters. Both may well be of the view that the social scientist, wary of the illusion of immediate knowledge, must construct reasoned models to comprehend the world, but what exactly they should be models of
 is a different matter. For Schutz they should be, quite simply, “constructs of constructs,” or typifications of people’s typifications and motives—in other words, models of the typical meanings attached to certain objects, events, and ideas, and the way in which they typically engender courses of action. Thus created are abstract models of human beings extricated from all their complexity and idiosyncrasy within their individual lifeworlds—“puppets” or “homunculi” boiled down to their typical features.
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 These can then generate hypotheses and procedures for verification, for sure, but Schutz (1962
 : 43–4) posits two very specific criteria, alongside logical cogency, for deducing their validity: the “postulate of subjective interpretation”—the model should be based on the premise that action flows from the meanings people attach to things—and the “postulate of adequacy”—the model should be understandable to actors themselves. There is an ambiguity, if not a real problem, with this latter postulate, however, since the model of motivation is supposed to cover both “in-order-to” and “because” motives, despite the fact that the two diverge (and even clash) and that the latter—which surely involve experiences pre-dating the capacity for recollection and contextualized by social position—may not be immediately accessible to the actor’s consciousness (Bernstein 1976
 ; Giddens 1976
 ). It may be retrievable eventually, but only with a degree of sociologist-aided socio-analysis (or reflexivity) of the kind encouraged and advocated by Bourdieu in The Weight of the World
 (1999b)
 , and so this postulate might serve as more of a political goal than a yardstick of scientific adequacy (cf. Frangie 2009
 ).

Bourdieu’s starting point, on the other hand, is different: Schutz’s explanans
 (meanings, typifications, motivations, as schemes of perceptions, practices, and strategies) becomes the explanandum
 , and the new explanans
 is the set of objective relations of difference and domination outside yet underpinning ordinary experience, and hence the knowledge and practice formed in response to it, modelled on the basis of logic first and then confirmed or confuted through empirical research (Bourdieu et al. 1991
 ; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 ).
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 As part of this, Bourdieu (1988)
 introduced a distinction between what he called “epistemic” and “empirical” individuals. The latter, he argued, are “pre-constructed” individuals: human beings as they appear in everyday, common-sense perception and language as unique, “singular,” and “inexhaustible” in their complexity (1988: 22–23). Signified by a proper name, their difference is denoted without specifying or analyzing in what respect, that is to say, in regard not to other people in analogous social positions or particular universes of action, but to all other human beings (1988: 22).

Now empirical individuals, says Bourdieu, must be put to one side in the service of science and replaced by epistemic individuals (i.e., human beings as scientifically constructed)—the real subject matter of sociology (1988: 283 n39), forged out of the 
 necessary epistemological act of rupturing with the categories of lay thought and rigorously rebuilding one’s object. To effectively construct epistemic individuals, or more simply “agents,” a “finite list of the effective properties” or “active variables” are isolated for the examination of each’s position within and contribution to the structuring of a specific “epistemic space” (1988: 22), that is to say, a field. With all properties and characteristics deemed “irrelevant” to this particular “theoretical domain” excluded, “nothing evades conceptualization” (1988: 22–23). Insofar as their pertinent properties are the same, agents can thus be, in principle, indistinguishable from one another: a conservative philosopher may be, in terms of position, habitus, and position-takings in the intellectual field, equivalent to and interchangeable with a conservative philologist, for example (1988: 23). So both Schutz and Bourdieu, rationalists that they are, advocate the construction of homunculi of sorts, but the difference is that Bourdieu’s homunculi are always in-relation-to a discrete set of other homunculi.


TOWARD A
 RELATIONAL
 PHENOMENOLOGY




So far most of the critical comment has been directed at Schutz, but now I want to explore two ways in which Schutz can help patch up underdeveloped aspects of Bourdieu’s sociology and, in the process, recast it as more of a “relational phenomenology” (cf. Atkinson 2010a
 ).
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 The first of these concerns the habitus, a concept frequently chided for lapsing into behaviorism, since it is often described as the product of “conditionings,” or into epiphenomenalism, downplaying the role of consciousness, intention, projection, reflexivity, or internal conversations in driving practice and overemphasizing the somatic or non-conscious element of learning and action (e.g., Archer 2013
 ; Jenkins 2002
 ; Sayer 2005
 ), or if nothing else, for being a “black box” whose inner workings remain a mystery (Boudon 1998
 ). Many would retort, of course, that the concept is essentially in tune with Merleau-Ponty’s (2002)
 phenomenological analysis of the lived body and that Schutz overemphasizes cognitive activity and reflection in the constitution of meaning and motivation and even maintains a residual Cartesian dualism (e.g., Frère 2011; Ostrow 1990
 ; Wacquant 1992
 ). The line I take, however, is that the notion of habitus can envelope Merleau-Ponty’s philosophy of embodiment as well as
 Schutz’s analysis of perception, knowledge-formation, and projection (cf. Crossley 2001
 ), but a little more work than Bourdieu himself put in is necessary to show how this is so.

Let me begin with a few fundamental phenomenological insights. First of all, human consciousness is characterized by intentionality
 —consciousness is always consciousness of
 or directedness toward
 something, whether sensory or “in the mind’s eye”—and takes the form of an unbroken stream
 as the things of which we are aware continually change and melt into one another through time. Its “tone” is set by mood, including apparent neutral indifference, and the stream is structured both temporally, in the three-part fashion already encountered, and diachronically, according to attention
 . Not everything in the perceptual field is accorded equal weight: some things occupy the core
 and others 
 the periphery
 , and they alter, switch places, compete, and so on, in the flow of consciousness. The nomenclature on this point comes from Searle (1992: 137‒139)
 , who actually has a fairly ambivalent relationship with phenomenology, but I think it conveys and clarifies Schutz’s (1970
 : 12) reflections on the “counterpointal” nature of consciousness.

Now human action, as Schutz well knew, comes in many hues dependent on its degree of intention. There is the capacious category of “spontaneous conduct” covering all the instances of “absorbed coping” described by Merleau-Ponty and of “intentions in action” analyzed by Anscombe (1957)
 , the immediate back-and-forth of social interaction and conversation and ingrained skills, habits, and routines that unfurl with little conscious participation. Included here as well is the spontaneous internal flow of mundane thought—reliving memories, imagination, anticipation, reflection (including the post-hoc construction of verbalizable “meaning” and in-order-to motives), and so on—involving images and internal speech, which, borrowing from Schutz, we might call “mere thinking.” All of this may coexist in varying ways in any one moment of practical life, like buttoning a shirt while remembering a conversation, with some elements occupying (and competing for) the core of consciousness while others stay more peripheral. Distinct from this, giving much spontaneous activity its overarching intentional status, is projection
 , or having as the theme of consciousness a future goal or action stamped with the aspect of volition, no matter how inchoate, short-term, or phenomenologically presented (images, self-talk, etc). Yet, contrary to what Bourdieu sometimes implied, but following up Schutz on “because motives,” all
 human activity, from the smallest tic to the most elaborate life plan, from the most “automatic” to the apparently “rational,” “reflexive,” or deliberated, flows from the habitus. This is so because, to put it in a formula, the habitus forms the horizon of our experience
 .

Let me clarify. If the theme of consciousness is, for phenomenologists, whatever the person is focused on at any moment, and therefore essentially is synonymous with the “core” of consciousness, then the “horizon” refers to all that is co-given with that theme. This includes much that’s in the periphery of consciousness but, more importantly—for this is where the habitus dwells—it also shades off to encompass that which is not actually constitutive of the sensory data but still inescapably part of the perception at the same time, like the assumption that any object before me has a back not currently visible, what that back side might look like and how I could move the object or myself so as to see it, that there is a surrounding spatiotemporal and social world in which this object and potential movement are embedded, and so on, but more generally the constellation of significances surrounding an object or other datum, “filling in” protention and giving a sense of the forthcoming, or possible, inherent in the present. This is what is meant by schemes of perception or interpretation: a cognitive and corporeal sense of potentialities co-given with present perceptions, including, as both Merleau-Ponty and
 Schutz stressed, a sense of “I can (do/have/be that).”

The halos of significance and possibles constituting horizons are the product of syntheses of past experiences into associations, indications, typifications, and habits or skills, the last including certain movements and actions practically adjusted to corporeal experience which reel off more or less automatically in response to the perceived 
 situation, like manipulation of tools, but also “habits of thought.” Such syntheses, as Husserl elaborated, can be active (involving some level of conscious participation or “thought”) or passive (occurring automatically), verbalizable or non-verbalizable, though as Schutz and Bourdieu both stressed in their own ways so much synthetic activity occurs before and beyond the capacity for recollection and discursive reconstruction that it guides us without us knowing it or knowing where it came from. There are, however, three additional features of schemes of perception that Bourdieu brings out, all of which we have already encountered. First, any typification of a phenomenal object inherently includes reference to what it’s not
 , placing it within a system of oppositions (light/dark, male/female, course/refined)—this ties up to a degree with Husserl’s notion of “relative determination,” or the fact that any object draws its significance from that which it stands in relation to. Second, the distribution of practical or corporeal knowledge and verbalizable or symbolic knowledge is not even, nor are they equally valued. Third, and fundamentally, since all human life is underpinned by a libidinal quest for justification and recognition, the sense of the possible is transformed into a sense of the desirable, or rather, desire is adapted to the sense of what is possible, inevitably rendering schemes of perception schemes of evaluation at the same time.

These points are connected to Bourdieu’s fundamental discovery that experiences, and therefore horizons (i.e., schemes of perception and evaluation), are socially structured and differentiated by fields and social spaces as so many arenas of struggle for particular forms of recognition. Through interaction and various media we come to know and anticipate the temporal structures (seasons, parliaments, terms, eras, etc.), pertinent locales (salons, universities, etc.), and shared assumptions of a field (or its doxa
 ) in which we are implicated, but also our place within the field relative to others, with so many events and practices acting as indications and signs of positions and moves, and thus a sense of what is possible and impossible, desirable and undesirable, at any moment. This can prompt all sorts of absorbed coping and intentions-in-action, but it also shapes projection (which might feed into the strategies
 Bourdieu often talks of) insofar as it makes certain futures imaginable and unimaginable, likely and unlikely, and attractive and repulsive to different degrees, generating a delimited band of co-given possibilities of varying strengths (a “subjective field of possibles”) to match the objective possibilities of the field. However it becomes thematic in the stream of consciousness, whether emerging out of the associations of mere thought or in direct response to a field-related experience (e.g., learning of another’s moves), the decision to produce an artwork, a political manifesto, a scientific paper, and so forth, thus has in its horizons a fuzzy and imperfect sense of the state and demands of the field and how the project will play out in it. The “in-order-to motive” will likely express verbally the schemes of perception and evaluation of the individual—they’re doing what they’re doing in order to, in their view, “defend art,” “challenge the government,” “get a promotion,” “show somebody up,” “edify an upstart,” and so on, perceived as “what must be done” or “the right thing to do”—while the “because motive” refers to the structured experiences that shaped those schemes of perception and evaluation without the individual necessarily knowing it.

Yet here we alight upon the second underdeveloped element of Bourdieu’s thought: field analysis seemingly comes at the expense or exclusion of lifeworld analysis. Following the logic of his earlier charted epistemological position, and as those who profess to be able to pronounce on the correct “meta-principles” or “steps of analysis” for Bourdieusian sociology confirm (Grenfell 2010
 ; Swartz 2013
 ), it is as if the only valid modus operandi
 of sociological research is to chart the chosen space of positions, uncover the taken-for-granted expectations and assumptions of the game (the doxa
 ) and identify the underpinning drive for its stakes (illusio
 ) so that the possibles and strategies of each member, and the revolutions or conservations they may engender, can be properly located and understood via their situated habitus. As Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992
 : 107) sum it up elsewhere: the “unit of analysis” in sociology always is and should be the field. But just because the social world is structured into multiple fields and social spaces, that does not mean social science should be concerned only
 with mapping out the struggles within them, even if that task is obviously essential. As Bernard Lahire (1998
 , 2001
 , 2011
 ) has doggedly argued, it can and should be able to switch its attention between multiple individuals in one field and one individual in or affected by multiple fields
 , that is to say, an examination of the combination of forces emanating from different fields. What Schutzian phenomenology adds to this agenda is a conceptualization of how these forces structure, harmonize, or jostle within a single, whole lifeworld
 —or a collection of individual lifeworlds in a particular sample gathered to illuminate a specific research problem (educational reproduction, consumption, etc.). Thus opened up are possibilities for understanding how determinations from fields are actually perceived in everyday life; how they pattern and are patterned over an individuals’ experience of time-space (with certain domains and regions in one’s routine travels more or less associated with certain relevances); how they combine or compete for attention in consciousness and for the socialized libido (tension, conflict, harmony, transposability, etc.); how the demands of one field are given priority over those of another field, affecting positions in each; how a single action can thus be a play in multiple fields at the same time, or a single experience or object laden with pertinences for multiple fields; and how, ultimately, what one does in one field necessarily has in its horizons the present and potential state of play in other fields
 , and thus what might occur in them as a result—what we might call, after Husserl, the “world-horizon.”

The significance of all this might be easier to appreciate in relation to Bourdieu”s later work, where a multitude of “micro-fields”—families, employing organizations, neighborhoods and villages, and so on—shaping the daily lives, hopes, dreams, ambitions, and possibilities of almost everyone were identified, not just the major spaces of struggle within the field of power, even if they were never explored in quite the same depth. A university professor, for example, is likely to be balancing the competing or entwined demands of her familial field (Atkinson 2014
 ; Bourdieu 1998
 ), a neighborhood space (Bourdieu 1999c
 ), the field formed by her employing institution (Bourdieu 2000
 , 2005
 ), and even her lab or research group (Bourdieu 2004a
 ), the academic field more broadly (Bourdieu 1988
 ), the disciplinary field and its place within the intellectual field (Bourdieu 1991
 c)—here returning to the critique of Schutz’s separation of science from 
 everyday life, since an academic’s everyday life is profoundly saturated with determinations stemming from the scientific field—and then the field of power and social space of classes (Bourdieu 1984
 ) and so on, with different levels of “interest” and recognition, and varying possibles, in each. She might be consistently disturbed when reading or writing for a research project by worries about her discordant son; her mind might wander from helping her daughter with her schoolwork to her latest paper or book, much to the daughter’s chagrin; she may be accused of always “having her head in the clouds,” “being miles away,” constantly frustrated or annoyed at being disrupted, and so on; or she may compensate for lack of recognition in one field (e.g., the intellectual field or the field of classes) by throwing herself more fully into another (e.g., the family field or the institutional field). And just to prove that this is not only a phenomenon of those rich in economic or cultural capital, even if they may have more scope for converting their resources into recognition in other fields within the field of power, one can think of youth from fractions of the working class torn between the struggle for the consecrated forms of recognition in the social space of classes, and the school, by “knuckling down” and self-accumulating cultural capital, which may be supported by the familial ethos, and the forms of recognition with currency in their neighborhoods, such as the physical capital of fighting ability or the local symbolic capital of “street smarts” and hustling (cf. Bourgois 2003
 ). Work exploring the effects of feminization of the workforce in terms of a clash between dispositions honed in the domestic field and those demanded in the fields structuring paid employment is also highly pertinent (McNay 1999
 ). Some disjunctions—and one cannot help but think of popular tropes of “work-life balance”—could well be at the root of many disturbanes of mental health, such as anxiety, stress, and depression, as forces from one field override forces from others and thus reduce the capacity to win recognition in the latter.

Perhaps there is no better example of some of this than Alfred Schutz himself, not only because of his peculiar situation, but also because, having sketched out an elementary analysis of his position-takings in the intellectual field, the change of perspective to lifeworld analysis, even if necessarily suggestive here, may seem clearer. There were, from all accounts, several key fields competing for Schutz’s all-too-human desire for recognition and attention and thus structuring his everyday life: the field formed by his employing organization, Rietler and Company, itself embedded in the economic field; the intellectual field, as we’ve already seen; the symbolic space, in which certain practices (‘pastimes’) or goods are deemed valuable and worthy in general; and his family as a field of forces. Schutz apparently tried hard to carve up his routine time-space world so as to make sure his attention was primarily focused on relevances flowing from the different fields at distinct sites and periods, completing a normal work day for the bank, teaching at the New School or playing classical music with friends on an evening, and then writing phenomenology from 11 p.m. to 2 a.m. each weekday, reserving weekends largely for family activities, including visits to museums and hiking, in tune with the tastes of someone so high in cultural capital (Schutz-Lang 2009
 ). Yet we also know, though we can only guess at how often, Schutz’s attentive consciousness ineluctably turned to other things in times and spaces designated to each field-specific activity—whether imposed 
 by events or “intrinsically,” as Schutz would say, that is, because of the perceived state of play and strength of illusio in relation to the different fields—such as writing to his wife, Ilse, while in the office or on business trips, or feeling frustrated at his inability to do his cherished intellectual work.

Indeed, the major stresses and strains in Schutz’s life—as with many people—came not simply from what was going on in one field, but by an imbalance between the impositions or pertinences of multiple fields among which his desire for recognition was unevenly distributed. Though he enjoyed the recognition that came from his success with his employer—and he was always a diligent and well-respected worker—he confessed he had no “love” for it; that it might be what he lives from
 but is not what he lives for
 (quoted in Barber 2004
 : 106). Yet, much to his annoyance and often causing great anxiety, it impacted on his ability to win recognition in the two fields in which his libido was invested much more wholeheartedly: the intellectual field, in which he may have accumulated even more capital had he not had to keep turning down, with a heavy heart, offers to contribute to various publications and ventures and cram his writing activity into evenings and vacations (see, e.g., Barber 2004
 : 131); and his family. In fact, everything would seem to indicate that Schutz’s libido was directed foremost to the latter, writing to Ilse that his business work but also his intellectual work were “meaningless” compared to her and their children, that the only “totally clear and fulfilled hope of my life is our relationship,” and that the family would always “stand in the center” of his life, with all else organized around it with her assistance—indeed, this is why he continued working for the bank, to bring in more money (traditionally a key male strategy to secure recognition within a family), rather than dedicate himself fully to intellectual work, and the pursuit of symbolic capital there, though it pained him most to have to be away from them (quoted in Barber 2004
 : 22–23).
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 Tellingly, it should also be noted that Ilse Schutz, in line with the manner in which the feminine libido was generally channelled at the time, gave up writing her own dissertation, and her own potential contribution to the intellectual or any other field, to devote herself fully to the familial field and its affective forms of recognition by aiding her husband in organizing his life and writings.

Obviously a fuller account of the structuring of any individual’s lifeworld would also have to consider how it is shaped and permeated by categories of thought, spaces, goods, rhythms, and so on, generated within and emanating from fields in which the individual is not positioned —the fields of ideological, cultural, and economic production in particular—and which have wended their way through particular “legitimation chains,” as Bourdieu (2004b)
 called them, or the networks of people and communication technologies through which field effects are carried over time-space into people’s lifeworlds where they are interpreted through the lens of habitus located in a particular “biographical situation.” The latter term, taken from Schutz, denotes the totality of determinants bearing down on the individual in a particular time-space location or situation, that is, the meeting of an individual, with her total sedimented history in the horizons of her experience, with the totality of objects, people, categories of thought, and so on, present in that situation and stemming from multiple fields an individual is in and those she 
 is not in, and perhaps provides a remedy for those who chide Bourdieu for lacking an account of situational or interactional dynamics (Boltanski 2006; Crossely 2011; Lahire 2011
 ; Mouzelis 1995
 ). The changing perception of and restriction on Jews in annexed Austria, stemming from the fascist-dominated bureaucratic and political fields, are only the most obvious examples in Schutz’s case.

Ultimately, it might be said that there is no reason why the so-called empirical individual—that is, the individual in his or her totality, subject to the forces of multiple fields—cannot and should not be subject to the act of sociological construction too. To his credit, Bourdieu (1988
 : 23) himself recognized that conceptual “progress” will “stem from the invention of categories and operations able to reconcile [epistemic individuals] with properties provisionally excluded,” and I have suggested a few ways in which Schutzian phenomenology can provide precisely those categories and operations. It has to be acknowledged, however, that I have done so in a way contrary to Schutz’s own epistemological and methodological prescriptions. It is bizarre, to my mind, that Schutz himself developed a precise conceptual vocabulary for grasping (we might even say modeling) how an individual comes to be who she is as a whole and why she acts as she does in any situation—the lifeworld, biographical situation, relevances, and so on—only to then claim that scientific models of human action must put all that to one side and create partial puppets instead.
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CONCLUSION




To sum up, the argument has been that, on the one hand, Bourdieu offers a superior account of philosophical anthropology and epistemology than Schutz, taking a few common starting points in a different direction, but that elements of Schutzian phenomenology can help pad out concepts or themes that Bourdieu, for one reason or another, left unelaborated or underdeveloped. Specifically, I made the case that elements of Schutz’s thought on the nature of practice and horizonal knowledge (including typifications) can help flesh out how the habitus actually works, and that holding on to a conception of the individual-level lifeworld, as the world of routine experience structured by multiple field forces, can illuminate new phenomena worthy of sociological attention. It can equally be said, of course, that Bourdieu’s conception of the social world as structured into fields remedies phenomenology’s weak grasp of the structural forces shaping horizons, projects, and lifeworlds, but either way, the linking thread making the union both possible and coherent is a shared grounding in Husserl’s philosophy.

There have been countless efforts over the years to reconcile phenomenology’s analysis of perception and everyday experience with some kind of vision of social structures and domination, from Marcuse and Sartre to Tran Duc Thao and Habermas. The obvious difference here, however, is not only that Bourdieu is the starting point rather than Marx, and recognition the bedrock instead of labor, but that the fusion is specifically aimed not at solving philosophical conundrums or dissolving epistemological 
 couples—though it may be that some flying the Bourdieusian flag still accuse me of being “theoreticist”—but at making sense of and opening up possibilities for research. Everything outlined here is the product of reflection, mixing the inductive and deductive, on data generated to answer concrete sociological questions, such as the place of class in shaping biographies, decisions, and self-perceptions, or the role of family and local relations in mediating and refracting the experience and determinations of class (see Atkinson, 2010b
 , 2017
 ). Equally, everything proposed here discloses further questions—indeed a research agenda—on how people manage multiple field membership, how the relationships between fields in people’s lives may be changing in general, how strategies in a particular field may be routinely linked to strategies in other specific fields, how libidos get channelled in childhood and beyond toward different fields, in different strengths, depending on class, gender, ethnicity, nation, and so on, and how that’s changed over time, not to mention the exploration of the diffusion of goods, practice, and categories of thought—or the distribution of knowledge, as Schutz would have it—into lifeworlds through legitimation chains, which have been barely broached here. None of this, it should be stressed, comes at the expense of field analysis in its own terms, which I also heartily engage in and see as essential to any future relational phenomenology, but simply offers a (reversible) change of regard, like a Gestalt switch, and new, complementary research vistas.

In this much the propositions here represent an attempt to approximate the truth of the social world that little bit better. Yet it has to be acknowledged that, at the same time, they inevitably constitute a move, a position, and even a strategy in the present-day, increasingly but still unevenly international sociological field, no matter how small, premised on particular social conditions, namely the structure of possibilities presently open. Bourdieusian themes and concepts currently occupy a fairly dominant place, for example, and newer entrants to the field (including myself) inevitably define themselves in relation to them, implicitly or explicitly, whether through opposition, support, or modification. All that can be hoped is that in recognizing this and openly stating it, as Bourdieu himself would have insisted upon, the search for recognition as a seeker of truth can be alleviated at least to some degree of its potential seduction by the ubiquitous “symbolic baubles” of the intellectual field (Bourdieu 2000
 : 239).

NOTES



1.
 This is not an abandonment of truth, or more accurately, the capacity of reason to approximate
 truth to greater degrees as erroneous theses and the ossified epistemological couples from which they spring are cleared away, only a recognition that the quest for truth is suffused with social interests which, without cross-checks and a good dose of reflexivity, can infect and distort position-takings in the field (Bourdieu et al., 1991
 ; Bourdieu, 2004a
 ).

2.
 The importation of Husserl’s writings into the French intellectual field, where they were taken up by Bourdieu among others, is thus an example of the international circulation of ideas pre-dating Bourdieu’s (1993
 , 1999a
 ) concerns over how his own oeuvre, forged in the 
 French field, was being imported into and thus given radically different meaning within the American intellectual field.

3.
 These circles, and thus the intellectual field, only partially overlapped with the strictly academic
 field on account of lingering anti-Semitism in Austria, effectively barring many intellectually active Jews—including Karl Popper and Otto Neurath—from worthwhile university employment and consigning them to alternative vocations by day and scholarly life by night. The best sources of biographical information on Schutz are Wagner (1983)
 , Barber (2004)
 , and contributions to Nasu et al. (2009)
 .

4.
 Debates continue over the extent to which Schutz absorbed the political outlook and utilitarian vision of his teacher. On the first question, notwithstanding the efforts of later Schutzians to portray him as a left-leaning liberal, it seems fairly clear that Schutz was very much in favor of free-market capitalism (an outlook doubtless bolstered by his implication in the economic field), participating, albeit marginally, in his friend Freidrich von Hayek’s crucible of neoliberalism, the Mont Pelerin society (Koppl and Augier, 2009
 ). The second question is more vexed, with some making the case that Schutz can be allied to the rational-choice cause in one way or another (Esser, 1993
 ), but this is a point that will be picked up later.

5.
 Schutz was of the view that projects always take the future-perfect tense (i.e., we always picture the goal as accomplished), but that doesn’t strike me as phenomenologically valid. Schutz also explored a past-oriented correlate to projection in the form of recollection, in which experiences are recapitulated in consciousness as packages. This is, indeed, held to be the source of “meaning.”

6.
 The opposition of materialism (Marxism) and symbolic analysis (structuralism) was a secondary couplet that Bourdieu also sought to overturn.

7.
 The best reconstruction of Bourdieu’s philosophical anthropology is provided by Peters (2012)
 .

8.
 The same can be said for Schutz’s treatment of art, religion, and other symbol systems qua
 “finite provinces of meaning,” distinct from everyday life.

9.
 Here is where Schutz (1962
 : 42, 44–46), betraying his orientation toward von Mises and Weber, makes space for rational action as a possible model of human behavior. Yet he is remarkably ambivalent about it, especially in later work, stressing—with his own models of human action, no less—that it isn’t how people really behave in their everyday lifeworld, that people are at best reasonable but also thoroughly non-rational in ordinary practice and thus, by implication, that it might not meet his own criteria for scientific credibility (Schutz, 1962
 : 27–34; 1964: 64–88).

10.
 In his methodological notes to The Weight of the World
 (1999b)
 , Bourdieu tried to pitch this as an attack on the neo-Kantian separation of explanation and understanding, insofar as to understand another’s motivations and so on one must mentally situate oneself in her structural position, with all its determinations (see further Peters, 2014
 ).

11.
 The term “relational phenomenology” comes from McNay (2008)
 , who acknowledges she has not developed it much. I have previously used the potentially misleading (and certainly ugly) term “phenomeno-Bourdieusianism” to describe the synthesis, on the grounds that I didn’t want to obscure the Bourdieusian baseline (Atkinson 2010b
 ), but I now think relational phenomenology is a more apt descriptor of what I propose. For more details, see Atkinson (2016)
 .

12.
 We assume, without being able to dig further, that Schutz was sincere in his letter, which was itself a strategy in relation to the familial field
 .

13.
 This is perhaps similar to Smith’s (1987)
 critique of phenomenological sociology for imposing abstracted conceptual language on social life and neglecting the concrete specificities of the everyday world and how they came to be.
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CHAPTER 18





PIERRE BOURDIEU AND THE UNTHOUGHT COLONIAL STATE




FRANCK POUPEAU

AS
 Pierre Bourdieu repeats on a number of occasions in Sur l’Etat
 (2012), the course that he taught at the Collège de France between 1989 and 1992, we are penetrated by the idea of the state. But, curiously, in order to think this unthinkable notion, Bourdieu relies on information gleaned from most of his past research. He makes no reference to the French colonial state, whose effects
 he witnessed in Algeria by the end of the 1950s. Over 20 percent of the population was held in internment camps, while a capitalist approach underwritten by the colonial administration intruded upon a pre-capitalist economy, leading to a breakdown in the structures of traditional society that, among other things, transformed farmers into sub-proletarians living in the suburbs of major cities (Bourdieu and Sayad 1964
 ).

Bourdieu does make a number of allusions to the state in his course. For example, he writes that “it is impossible to understand the specific logic of French colonialism and of decolonization, which took an unusually dramatic form, without taking into account the fact that France, due the particularity of its history and its Revolution, has always thought of itself as the vector of universal values” (Bourdieu 1992
 : 562–563). But the presence of the French state in this context of colonial domination is marginal to the analytical framework applied by Bourdieu, who first went to Algeria with the French army and stayed on as a teacher at the University of Algiers (Bourdieu 2004
 ). Evidently, the absence or invisible presence of Algeria in his course on the state raises questions about the unthought (impensé
 ) aspects of a sociology that has made an analysis of such aspects one of the conditions of scientific thought about the social world. It is not a question, here, of denouncing sociology, in the style of post-colonial theory, as a construct underpinned by an imperialist and Western unconscious (Go 2009
 ; Go 2013
 ). On the contrary, I seek to ascertain the degree to which an analysis of colonial domination provides 
 the matrix used by Bourdieu to construct an analytical model of the “universal” state of which Europe and, particularly, France are the self-proclaimed representatives.

Bourdieu’s project to reconstruct the invention of the state while avoiding the traps set by “state thought” cannot be described as univocal. But does this mean that, unless we are willing to unravel his interpretation by means of a simple act of rupture, we are condemned to mere commentary? On the other hand, does it invite us to reappraise the meaning of an inaugural and masterly pedagogical act, functioning as a form of maieutic, an opening onto new intellectual, scientific, and political perspectives, and to reconnect with the freedom encouraged by a pedagogical desire to transmit not just themes or topoi
 , but a form of expertise characterizing a discipline—
 sociology—
 seeking scientific legitimacy? However, with that said, it is nonetheless difficult in this context to escape the clutches of the “unhappy conscience” of the disciple
 who, as Derrida put it in his article on Foucault, begins, not to contest, but “to proffer the interminable and silent dialogue that constituted him as a disciple” (Derrida 1967
 : 59). And if here, too, it is a question of “beginning to speak,” it is not so much in order to discover that “as in real life, the master is, perhaps, always absent,” but to restore the simultaneously insistent and fugitive presence of the living word, which fades at every attempt to reinvigorate sociology’s will to knowledge, and which brings us back to an initial, founding indiscipline
 .

I shall attempt in this article to deconstruct
 the impensé
 , or unthought dimension of the state that lies at the very heart of Bourdieu’s thought concerning the state. I do so not in order to highlight the contradictions of a colonial unconscious, or to subject it to a posteriori
 normative imperatives based on a social science approach concerned with academic purity, or even to expose it to a post-colonial critique of sociology as the expression of Western thought, but, instead, to attempt to identify the very conditions of possibility underpinning Bourdieu’s project to develop a sociology of the state capable of describing the state’s emergence and its peculiar efficacy (Go 2009
 ). We shall therefore examine the text with a view to defining this very particular impensé
 , which, while primarily linked to the colonial state, is also doubtless associated with the principle underlying all states.

Based on the hypothesis according to which Bourdieu’s project involves exploring an unthought relation to the colonial state within state thought, we shall pose a series of questions about the socio-genesis of the state. First, does Bourdieu’s elaboration of a sociology of state thought have the meaning that we would like to give it on a reading of his course, and, above all, the meaning that Bourdieu himself assigned to it? Is the unthought
 to which Bourdieu alludes really that
 unthought dimension of the state? And is it really to another
 unthought dimension of the state, or, more precisely, is it really the state
 as imagined by Bourdieu that is at issue in the unthought dimension of the state encountered in his sociological project? Isn’t the unthought
 of the state of which he speaks in reality the unthought
 of the sociologist elaborating a theory of the state based on an analysis of colonial domination?

In restoring the sociologist to his historical context, which cannot be reduced to the work Bourdieu published in the late 1980s and early 1990s, but which incorporates the history sedimented in the sociological field of the time, and which defines his space of 
 scientific potential, we should also examine whether Bourdieu’s project of thinking the state was, in effect, no more than a sociohistorical project to reconstruct the invention of the state. Does the amnesia concerning the genesis that the course attempts to describe concern the genesis, or, more exactly, the socio-genesis of the state, a concept developed by Elias and amply commented on by Bourdieu, of which the course presents a model? Or is it more concerned with an amnesia
 about that genesis itself and the relationship, itself unthought, of the sociologist with state thought? We should return, here, to one aspect of Bourdieu’s enterprise, as attempted in his course. Since his enterprise is too complex, too ambitious, and too wide-ranging to be confined to a single project or a single meaning, we shall comment on only one aspect of it, not in an effort to go beyond it, complete it, or reveal its underlying presuppositions, but in order to find in it a perhaps less obvious, originally invisible meaning that both concerns a combination of state thought and its unthoughts (impensés)
 and uncovers the deep mechanisms of sociological research.


THE
 “REASON FOR THE
 EFFECTS
 ” OF
 COLONIAL
 DOMINATION




A good place to start would be a parenthetical remark made by Bourdieu (2012
 : 462), a remark made almost in passing, in the third year of the course: “[E]verything that I have been saying for many years now is a long commentary on the phrase, ‘French Republic,’ ” a reality, which is, as he points out, symbolized by the letters “RF,” the flag, the bust of Marianne, and the president of the Republic. The French Republic is at once secular and universalist, colonialist and nationalist.
 1
 From the outset, this remark about the French Republic addresses a sensitive point. What the Republic defines is also what it excludes and rejects as its Other. If to be French is to locate oneself in this symbolic space, then to become French is to pass the threshold of that space, to salute the flag, sing the national anthem, and recognize the authority of the state and its representatives. As can be seen from the process of “naturalization” as studied by Abdelmalek Sayad (1996
 , 1999
 ), immigration is a privileged introduction to the thought of
 the state.

In effect, the particularity of the French colonial state was that it provided the inhabitants of conquered territories with French nationality, without necessarily giving them either citizenship or the rights associated with it. The Sénatus-consulte
 of July 14, 1865, for colonial Algeria defines the civic status of Muslims as such: “the indigenous Muslim is French; nevertheless, he will continue to be governed by Muslim law.” Until the order of October 7, 1944, indigenous Muslims could only become citizens if they renounced their personal Qur’anic status (Weil 2005
 ). In his essay the “Shock of Civilizations,” first published in 1959 and later reprinted in Esquisses Algériennes
 (2008), Bourdieu provides an analysis of the Sénatus-consulte
 , which he views as a form of land law designed to restructure land ownership and fragment the tribes, seen as obstacles to “pacification.” 
 The colonial administration’s approach is presented as a process of “land dispossession” that led to the “disappearance of traditional social units (fractions and tribes) and their replacement by abstract and arbitrary administrative units, the douars
 , an approximate transposition of the French municipal unit” (Bourdieu 2008
 : 66). The word “state” is not employed, but in Sociologie de l’Algérie
 , Bourdieu (1958: 108 Bourdieu, Pierre. 1958. Sociologie de l’Algérie. Paris: Presses Universitaires de France.) makes the following comment about the period: “between the years 1830 and 1880, the state attempted to install colonists on the land that it had grabbed, purchased or liberated.”

The state in question in this last text is what could be described as the French “Metropolitan” state, rather than the colonial state in the sociological sense of the term defined by George Steinmetz (2008)
 . The colonies were territories, the sovereignty of which had been appropriated by an external political power, and which, without having the formal legal status of a state, were “permanent and coercive institutions exercising a relative monopoly of violence within defined territories” (Steinmetz 2008
 : 134). It should also be added that French Algeria was specific in at least one regard: the colonies on the North African coast became French départements
 in 1848, thereby diminishing any pretentions to sovereignty on the part of existing colonial governments. From this point of view, the geographical proximity of Algeria added extra impetus to the French assimilationist project; it is instructive to compare the French colonial state, in this regard, to German and British empires and the indirect rule imposed on them from distant centers (Steinmetz 2007
 ).

It is clear that Bourdieu was not unaware of the way in which the French state imposed models on its colonized societies. For example, he analyzed the introduction of the douars—
 this is one of the key points of his analysis, to which we shall return later in this chapter. We shall limit ourselves here to observing that it comes as little surprise that Bourdieu does not think of French Algeria as a colonial state. On the one hand, Algeria was, formally, a block of three French départements
 ;
 2
 on the other hand, the concept of the colonial state, unlike the notion of the “colonial situation” theorized by Georges Balandier (1951)
 , had not yet been formulated. Indeed, the question of its specificity was not even posed, since colonialism was seen as a simple transposition of the forms of the Western state onto foreign societies (Goh 2008
 ). The theories on the diversity of modes of colonial administration developed by the Neo-Weberians, according to whom the economic and political interests of the metropolitan state determine the form of the institutions of the colonial state, considerably postdate not only Bourdieu’s research on Algeria, but also his course on the state.
 3
 It is nevertheless curious to note that Bourdieu, who integrates a cultural logic into his analyses of the economic de-structuration of traditional societies, did not, during this period, attempt to understand “the socio-cultural logic of the formation of the state,” as, according to Daniel Goh (2008)
 , cultural studies later enabled him to do.
 4
 Goh writes that “what these approaches have in common is the idea that the official representatives of Western countries did not only go to live in the colonies with a desire to develop a policy based on self-interest, but that they also brought with them representations of indigenous societies” (Goh 2008
 : 58). The urgency of war and its destructive effects on colonial society doubtless explain why Bourdieu put any reflection on the cultural aspects of the situation on hold.

We are confronted by a difference in perspective here. Bourdieu’s research on Algeria conceptualizes the colonial situation as a meeting between two economies, and his analysis takes into account the “cultural” characteristics that condition the way in which those economies function. Rather than focus exclusively on the mechanics of the colonial administration, his analysis of the effects of a capitalist economy on a pre-capitalist one emphasizes the fragmentation of traditional society. Bourdieu is not interested in the colonial situation considered as state domination, but rather in “domination effects,” a concept that he borrowed from François Perroux (Bourdieu 2008
 : 63). As alluded to in the introduction, he studied de-structuration effects at the socio-spatial level of the internment camps in Le Déracinement
 ; at the level of the relationship of Algerian sub-proletarians to work and time in Travail et travailleurs en Algérie
 ; and, more broadly, at the level of the generalized collapse of the symbolic economy of the colonized society (honor, kinship, time, etc.). He was, therefore, not interested in what constitutes the unity of the colonial situation, namely the ascendancy of a particular state exercised on either side of the Mediterranean, in France and Algeria, which perhaps had specific forms in the peripheral territories.

However, the fact that at the time when Bourdieu was carrying out research in Algeria, the question of the state had not yet arisen as such, is not enough to explain why he did not use his experience of the colonial administration in his later analyses of the state. The explanation is to be sought elsewhere, in the interstices between his texts and his trajectory, and in the space of the thinkable available to him, the limits of which he never ceased challenging, notably in terms of his analysis of the imposition of a dominant cultural order on French peasant society.


VILLAGES AND
 PEASANTS
 : KABYLIA AND THE
 BÉARN




In his article “Pour Abdelmalek Sayad,” first written for a conference delivered in 1998, Bourdieu talks of his relations with the Algerian sociologist in very strong terms. Although Sayad who, three years younger, had been his student, his principal informer, his field guide, and then, from 1958, his co-author, Bourdieu compares their relationship, characterized by silent understanding, with his relationship with his own father. He writes of having taken Sayad to his home village in the Pyrenees, where he was doing research on the causes of celibacy among the eldest sons of peasant families. Bourdieu writes that “he understood immediately, thereby helping me to understand, as in other times Yvette Delsaut had done, the roots of my interest for the peasants of Kabylia.”

The word “roots” is not anodyne in this context.
 5
 Early in the article, Bourdieu speaks of “causes”—he could equally have spoken of “reasons”—but “roots” are linked to something deeper, more profoundly “enracinated” in an intellectual who sometimes described himself as “rootless.” And, later in the text, he describes Sayad’s work on 
 emigration and immigration by alluding to what makes the emigrant-immigrant “neither from here nor there, neither from home nor abroad.” He writes,

the most decisive, perhaps the most insurmountable determinant is state thought, a system of categories of perception and embedded appreciations that imposes a national (and nationalist) grill on everything that can be perceived and that relegates the emigrant-immigrant to strangeness and otherness, notably when, through a banal infraction of the rules of propriety imposed on non-nationals, always on the verge of appearing as intruders, he recalls his status as a foreigner to his hosts. (2008: 360)

This was not to be the only occasion on which Bourdieu mentioned this unthought dimension of the state in relation to immigration, a theme largely reprised and developed by Sayad in an article published in 1996. Scientific research often applies to the immigrant the presuppositions and omissions of the official vision, writes Bourdieu in another text, in which he points out that the immigrant

forces us to reappraise from top to bottom the question of the legitimate foundations of citizenship and the relationship between the state, the nation and nationality. An absent presence, [the immigrant] obliges us to call into question not only reactions of rejection which, holding the state to be an expression of the nation, are justified by claiming to found citizenship on the community of language and culture (or even “race”), but also assimilationist “generosity,” which, confident that the state, armed with its education system, can produce the nation, is able to dissimulate its inherent chauvinism under universalist garb. In the hands of such an analyst (Sayad), the immigrant functions, as we see, as an extraordinary analyzer of the most obscure regions of the unconscious. (2006: 14)

This imposed national frame encourages researchers to consider phenomena as national facts and to create relations between them in, at best, a comparative manner. We should thus return to Bourdieu’s texts on Algeria to see what escapes the ordinary understanding of his research on peasants in Kabylia and celibacy in the Béarn. There is no methodical or coherent comparison between the two fields of study based on defined criteria (types of activity, economic indicators, kinship systems, etc.);
 6
 there is, instead, a much stronger link that could almost be described as an interweaving of texts and themes. Kabylia and the Béarn, thought of together, provide a way out of the national framework in which researchers, be they ethnologists or sociologists, tend to become ensnared. The two are thought of together such: not, as has often been maintained, with Kabylia imagined on the basis of the Béarn, or the Béarn reimagined in the light of Kabylia, but, instead, Kabylia and the Béarn thought of together and simultaneously, the Béarn in Kabylia and inversely,
 7
 in a process of “denationalization” of categories of analysis and of the symbolic violence that affects the two situations.
 8
 Evoking, in the essay “Entre amis,” his relation to the traditional objects of ethnology in Algeria, Bourdieu (2008
 : 352) writes, “I should also mention my research on peasants in Kabylia and the 
 Béarn. Why the Béarn? In order to avoid falling into the trap of the compassionate ethnologist in awe of the human wealth of an unjustly despised population, etc., and to put a distance between myself and my informers that allowed for familiarity. I often asked myself, when talking to a Kabylian informer, how a Béarnais peasant would have reacted in a similar situation.”
 9


The denominations themselves are revealing: “informers” rather than enquêtés
 (respondents), a term widely employed in the social sciences even today. The “objectivist distance” created by the relationship of exteriority with the most familiar situations, such as the bachelor’s ball, does not encourage the researcher to treat social facts as pure “things” or “objects of inquiry.” Indeed, it has an affective, subjectivist pendant
 : informers exist when one seeks to get to know a world better
 , or when one has already penetrated a world to which interlocutors give form from the inside, a world that they in-form
 . Bourdieu addresses this affective relation in referring in an interview to the article written about him by Yvette Delsaut, an article that he compared to Sayad’s perspective on his native Béarn:

[She] wrote an article about me in which she said, quite correctly, that Algeria is what enabled me to accept myself. I was able to apply the comprehensive, ethnological viewpoint that I adopted in regard to Algeria to myself, to the people of my region, to my parents, to my mother and father’s accents, and to reappropriate all that, without drama, which is one of the problems faced by all deracinated intellectuals
 , trapped in a choice between populism on the one hand and, on the other, a self-loathing linked to class racism. I applied the obligatory comprehensive perspective that defines the ethnological discipline to people very similar to the Kabyles, people with whom I spent my childhood. My photography, first in Kabylia, then in the Béarn doubtless contributed greatly to this conversion in terms of perspective that presupposed—
 and I don’t think it’s too strong a word—
 a real conversion. (2008: 363–374)
 10


The use of photography had been initiated in the field of anthropology—not by chance—
 by Margaret Mead, whose work Bourdieu had just read when he wrote the first edition of Sociologie de l’Algérie
 in 1958 (Martín-Criado 2008: 41).
 11


Although the influence of cultural anthropology was to disappear in later editions of Sociologie de l’Algérie
 , it is a matter of record that Bourdieu’s Algerian experience was decisive for him. Indeed, he himself acknowledges the fact on several occasions: “I came back from Algeria with an ethnological experience which, acquired under the difficult circumstances of a war of independence, marked, for me, a decisive break with my educational experience” (Bourdieu 2004
 : 54). This “educational experience” is, of course, to be understood as the “scholastic bias” associated with a certain philosophical posture, as well as a structuralist objectivism designed to provide a commanding, neutral overview of so-called cold societies.
 12
 But we can also see in the term a reference to two properly academic experiences: the preparatory class for the Louis Le Grand lycée
 in Paris, and the time Bourdieu spent boarding at the lycée
 in Pau. In regard to both experiences, he expresses the sentiment that he was never really at home, that he felt deracinated;
 13
 but 
 he also, no doubt, developed a resolve to master the dominant codes to which “the colonized of the interior” are generally subject.

In Esquisse pour une auto-analyse
 (2004)
 , Bourdieu’s sketch for a self-analysis, he describes the particularities of his habitus
 and their links to the cultural particularities of his region of origin, particularities that he was able to “better perceive and understand by analogy with [what he read] about the ‘temperament’ of cultural or linguistic minorities like the Irish” (Bourdieu 2004
 : 115). The invention of the state denies minorities their specificities: this was the function assigned to the education system and the army in the Third Republic (Chapoulie 2010
 ),
 14
 the army in terms of the conquest of Algeria,
 15
 and the education system, which introduced Bourdieu to another probable future, that enjoyed by the “over-selected,” but at the cost of a social divide with his original milieu.
 16
 Thus, when he wrote of the startling contrast between the world of the boarding school and the normal, sometimes exulting world of the classroom, he described two realities: on the one hand, “a world of study, populated by boarders from the country or small local towns” [and] “on the other, the classroom, with its professors, with their observations and grueling trials—
 the visit to the blackboard in math class—professors who had, especially for the women, a sort of tender affection, unknown in boarding school. And there were also the day boys and girls, like slightly unreal foreigners, in their flamboyant clothes [ . . . ] so very different from our gray blouses, and different also in their manners and preoccupations, which were obviously characteristic of an inaccessible universe” (Bourdieu 2004
 : 124–125). He continues: “Much later, in the preparatory class for the Louis le Grand lycée
 , I found once again the same demarcation line between the boarders, bearded provincials with gray blouses and string belts, and the Parisian day boys, who deeply impressed a French teacher of modest provincial origins, avid for intellectual recognition, with the bourgeois elegance of their demeanor, as well as the literary pretentions of their scholarly productions” (Bourdieu 2004
 : 126). Here is a re-emergent colonial relationship between the center and the periphery, this one inside rather than outside metropolitan France.

His reappraisal of the duality of his educational experiences helped him to understand that his “very deep ambivalence in regard to the world of education perhaps had its roots in the discovery that there was another aspect to the exaltation of the diurnal and supremely respectable face of school, namely the degradation inherent in its nocturnal flipside, displayed in the scorn of the dayboys for the culture of the boarding school and the children of small rural communes,” with whom he shared “among other things, the feelings of confusion and helplessness provoked by certain cultural phenomena” (Bourdieu 2004
 : 126–127). What he would call a “tension between contraries, never resolved in a harmonious synthesis” (Bourdieu 2004
 : 136), is at the heart of his theory about the invention of the state.


A REALITY WITH
 TWO
 FACES




In effect, Bourdieu was clearly aware of the way in which the French state had remodeled “traditional” society since the nineteenth century. Research on the subject is 
 plentiful.
 17
 He mentions it indirectly in the course—
 and it is doubtless an advantage of the aural as opposed to the written medium that it produce(s) associations of ideas concerning the unthought dimension of the state—
 at a particularly revealing moment, when he addresses the double face of the state: domination and integration, monopolization and unification; it is not a question of an antinomy “between two theories”—
 Marxism versus French Republican theory—
 but of an antinomy “inherent in the very functioning of the state”: the modern state is at once progress toward universalization (de-particularization, etc.), and a vector of the monopolization of this same universal (concentration of power). Bourdieu adds: “In a certain way, it could be said that integration—
 which should be understood in the Durkheimian sense, but also in the sense of those who talked about the integration of Algeria [ . . . ]—
 is the precondition of domination” (Bourdieu 2012
 : 351). Bourdieu (2000)
 cites cultural unification as the condition of cultural domination, the unification of the linguistic market which “creates patois
 , bad accents, dominated languages,” in the same way that the unification of the market of symbolic goods explains celibacy. This idea of a process of unification that is, at the same time, a process of universalization, which Bourdieu presents as a break with Weber and Elias, is associated with the construction of a unified social space linked to the state as “holder of a meta-capital that makes it possible to partially dominate the way in which various fields function.” This unification of a homogeneous and de-particularized space occurs in relation to a central locus—
 which “in the French case, attains its limit”—
 that tends to replace personal relations (jus sanguinis
 ) with territorial relations (jus loci
 ) by constituting groups. It is significant that, in this instance, Bourdieu mentions Kabylia and the conflict between the principles of clan-based and territorial unification.

This is how he explains his example:

[T]he village [Bourdieu is writing about Sayad’s village] on which I worked was composed of two agnatic clans: all the members of the clans regarded themselves as descendants of a single ancestor, as cousins—
 their terms of address were kinship terms. They shared more or less mythical genealogies; at the same time, the village unit encompassed the two halves in a single, territory-based unit and, therefore, there was a kind of wavering between the two structures. I had great difficulty in understanding this because, with the local structure in my unconscious, I wasn’t clear in my mind about this territorial unit—
 the village—
 which, in the end, did not exist. Compared to the family, the clan and the tribe, the village unit was an artifact that only existed as a consequence of the existence of bureaucratic structures—
 there was a town hall. . . . In many societies, it is still possible to observe this kind of oscillation between two forms of belonging, one based on a lineage group, the other on a place. The state thus installs a unified space and ensures that geographical proximity predominates over social, genealogical proximity. (Bourdieu 2012
 : 353)

Bourdieu is well aware of the fact that “traditional society” is a product of colonial domination, as is demonstrated in the passage on the Algerian village quoted in the preceding, in which he admits to having found it hard to understand that this French administrative unit “in the end, did not exist,” that it was “an artifact that that only 
 existed as a consequence of the existence of bureaucratic structures” transported from metropolitan France to the colony.

After giving this example, Bourdieu examines the unification of the national state and obligatory education—
 the education system being an instrument of integration, which enables submission—before moving on to another example of unification, this time of the marriage market, a kind of résumé of the colonization of the French countryside. He then evokes the phenomenon of male celibacy in the Béarn as the “incarnation of the unification of the market of symbolic goods in which women circulate” (Bourdieu 2012
 : 360). In this instance, the protected local market is annexed by the national market, notably by means of the education system and the media. Once again, Bourdieu mentions Algeria, pointing out that “submission and dispossession are not antagonistic to integration; indeed, integration is their precondition.” This mode of slightly twisted thought is difficult because we are so used to thinking of integration as the opposite of exclusion: it is hard to understand that, to be excluded, or to be dominated, one must first be integrated. If we take the example of the struggle over “French Algeria,” we should ask why those most unfavorable to integration became, at a certain moment, integrationists? It is because, in order to dominate the Arabs, it was necessary to integrate them, to transform them into “bougnoules”—racially scorned, dominated individuals.
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CONCLUSION




There are not, in conclusion, two Algerias in Bourdieu’s work, but rather a double reality of the state: integration and domination, unification and monopolization—a double reality without which Bourdieu would never have been able to become what he was, without having been, in some sense, “torn” from his original milieu by the French education system and “granted” success in the school and, later, university systems. Of course, Bourdieu did not go as far as to say
 explicitly that the Republican, secular, and universalist state is colonialist in its very principles.
 19
 A colonialist state nestling at the heart of an emancipatory project based on equality and homogeneity, which is its mirror image or double, is, in effect, its condition of possibility. And, indeed, the Algerian failure is the failure of the secular, Republican model of which Pierre Bourdieu is a product, at once an academic phenomenon and a rebel (Luizard 2006
 ; Rioux 2011
 ).

Such a reading suggests that the unthought dimension of the colonial state sheds new light on the reflexive project of Bourdieu himself and on his self-socioanalysis of the 1990s. It also, perhaps, explains why, with the exception of a few articles and conferences, his analysis of the state remains incomplete and unpublished, in the form of course notes, from which he extracted the most “objective” aspect: the sociohistorical model and the analysis of the twin processes of monopolization and the division of labor of domination associated with the invention of the state (Bourdieu 1993
 , 1997b
 ).
 20
 His reflexive project reveals, in its very structure, the re-emergence of the academic field (philosophical and, later, sociological), culminating in the least thought schemas 
 incarnated by the double reality of the state: from colonial Algeria to the Collège de France, two faces of a single reality.

NOTES



1.
 On this point, see Alice L. Conklin’sA Mission to Civilize: The Republican Idea of Empire in France and West Africa, 1895–1930
 (1997), and Pierre-Jean Luizard’s precise analysis of the civilizing mission, “La politique coloniale de Jules Ferry en Algérie et en Tunisie,” (2006).

2.
 However, in Le colonialisme en question: Théorie, connaissance, histoire
 , Frédérik Cooper (2010)
 demonstrates that the fiction according to which Algeria was not a colony, but an integral part of France, is contradicted by the fact that the majority of its non-Muslim colonists had pan-Mediterranean roots, while most of the Muslim population identified with the Arabs, or, more precisely, with the Bedouins.

3.
 Notably, there is the research carried out by Athul Kohli and Matthew Lange, as analyzed by Goh (2008)
 .

4.
 As Bourdieu writes in Esquisses algériennes
 (2008: 352): “I presented an initial critical summary of what I had gleaned from my readings and observations in the book published in the “Que sais-je?” series entitled Sociologie de l’Algérie
 by applying the theoretical instruments available to me at the time, or, in other words, those provided by the cultural anthropology tradition, but critically reappraised (with, for example, a distinction between the colonial situation as a relationship of domination, and ‘acculturation’).” For more details on Bourdieu’s relationship with North American cultural anthropology and his use of cultural patterns in Sociologie de l’Algérie
 , see Martín-Criado (2008: 41 ff).

5.
 On the use of the root metaphor, see Paul Silverstein’s (2003) “De l’enracinement et du déracinement.”

6.
 On Bourdieu’s comparison of Kabylia and the Béarn, see Bensa (2003)
 .

7.
 Loïc Wacquant described this intertwining in “Following Pierre Bourdieu into the Field,” (2004). The issue he published is, indeed, articulated around a comparison of two ethnographic experiences, with “Algerian” and “Béarnais” texts presented side by side.

8.
 On his return to France, Bourdieu began to view the education system as a colonial power that subjected and humiliated social classes bereft of the legitimate bourgeois culture that the system recognizes and institutes.

9.
 In his Esquisse pour une auto-analyse
 (2004)
 , Bourdieu also mentions that he studied the transition from one language to another not only in Algeria, but also in the Béarn, “where it was easier for me” (64).

10.
 See also Bourdieu and Mammeri (2003)
 .

11.
 For an analysis of the function of photography in Bourdieu’s early ethnographic work, see Loïc Wacquant’s (2004)
 “Following Pierre Bourdieu into the Field.”

12.
 On the notion of educational bias, see Bourdieu’s Méditations pascaliennes
 (1997a) and also his essay “Fieldwork in Philosophy” in Choses dites
 (1987)
 . For an analysis of Bourdieu’s relations with the philosophical field of his times, see Louis Pinto’sPierre Bourdieu et la théorie du monde social
 (2002).

13.
 Bourdieu makes another allusion to this feeling of not being in his proper place in his description of the panic he felt at giving his inaugural lesson at the Collège de France: his feeling of guilt is recounted in terms entirely similar to those used by Sayad to describe the “sin” of the immigrant and the norms of politesse that he must respect in order to remain 
 politically correct. An echo of this approach can be heard in Bourdieu’s story about getting lost in Paris afterward, still panicked, in spite of having attained the summit of the Parisian and national academic hierarchy, by the enormity of his provocation.

14.
 See also Gérard Noiriel’sEtat, nation et immigration: Vers une histoire du pouvoir
 (2001), and especially Chapter 12
 —“État providence et ‘colonisation du monde vécu’: L’exemple de la loi de 1910 sur les retraites ouvrières et paysannes”—in which the welfare state is described as a “national” universal.

15.
 We should include a description of Bourdieu’s experience of the French academic world in Algeria. In effect, as observed by Laure Blévis (2006): “The history of the Faculty of Law at Algiers is symptomatic of what could charitably be described as the ambiguous ambition underpinning the colonial project in Algeria, which sought to provide the European population access to all the political, or, in this context, academic institutions of metropolitan France, while at the same time maintaining the Algerian population in a situation of legal and social inferiority.” On the academic institution in the colonial milieu, consider Pierre Singaravelou, (2011
 : 369): “the French empire founded its legitimacy on the idea that colonial policy could be guided by science”; Collot’s (1987)
 analysis in Les institutions de l’Algérie pendant la période coloniale
 ; and Laurens’ (2006)
 paper, “La noblesse d’État à l’épreuve de “l’Algérie” et de l’après-1962. Contribution à l’histoire d’une ‘‘cohorte algérienne’ sans communauté de destin.” On Bourdieu’s Algerian experience, beyond his writings, see Sacriste (2011)
 .

16.
 On this notion, see Pierre Bourdieu and Jean-Claude Passeron, Les Héritiers: Les étudiants et la culture
 (Paris: Minuit, 1964).

17.
 In the late 1980s, when he was preparing his course on the state, in the last chapters of La Noblesse d’État
 (1989), Bourdieu returned to the Béarn and resumed the research that he had been carrying out in the 1960s, which eventually became Le Bal des célibataires
 ( 2000).

18.
 Bourdieu’s position differs here from the analyses of Frédérick Cooper (2010)
 . Cooper asserts that it is erroneous to see the colonized as a production of France because France needed to represent them as feudal in order to legitimize its domination.

19.
 On this point, see Loïc Wacquant’s “Following Pierre Bourdieu into the Field” (2004
 : 393).

20.
 See, notably, 
 Bourdieu in Raisons pratiques
 (Paris: Seuil, 1993), and “De la maison du roi à la raison d’Etat,” Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 118 (1997): 55–68.
REFERENCES


Balandier, Georges. 1951. “La situation coloniale: Approche théorique.” Cahiers Internationaux de Sociologie
 11: 44–79.

Bensa, Alban. 2003. “L’exclu de la famille: La parenté selon Pierre Bourdieu.” Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 150: 19–26.

Blévis, Laure. 2006. “Une université française en terre coloniale: Naissance et reconversion de la faculté de droit d’Alger (1879–1962).” Politix: Revue des sciences sociales du politique
 76: 53–73.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1987. Choses dites
 . Paris: Minuit.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1992. “Deux Impérialismes de L’universel.” In L’Amérique des Français
 , edited by C. Fauré and T. Bishop, pp. 149–155. Paris: Editions François Bourin.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1993. Raisons pratiques
 . Paris: Seuil.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1997a. Méditations pascaliennes
 . Paris: Seuil.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 1997b. “De la maison du roi à la raison d’Etat.” Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 118: 55–68.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 2000. Le Bal des célibataires
 . Paris: Seuil.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 2004. Esquisse Pour une Auto-Analyse
 . Paris: Raisons d’agir.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 2006. “Preface.” In L’immigration ou les paradoxes de l’altérité. 1- L’illusion du provisoire
 , edited by Abdelmalek Sayad, pp. 1–16. Paris: Raisons d’agir.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 2008. Esquisses algériennes
 . Paris: Seuil.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 2012. Sur l’Etat–Cours au Collège de France (1989–1992)
 . Paris: Raisons d’agir/Seuil.

Bourdieu, Pierre, and Abelmalek Sayad. 1964. Le Déracinement, La Crise de L’agriculture Traditionnelle en Algérie
 . Paris: Minuit.

Bourdieu, Pierre, and Jean-Claude Passeron. 1964. Les Héritiers: Les étudiants et la culture
 . Paris: Minuit.

Bourdieu, Pierre, and Mouloud Mammeri. 2003. “Du bon usage de l’ethnologie.” Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 150: 9–18.

Chapoulie, Jean-Michel. 2010. L’école d’État conquiert la France: Deux siècles de politique scolaire
 . Rennes: Presses Universitaires de Rennes.

Collot, Claude. 1987. Les institutions de l’Algérie pendant la période coloniale
 . Paris: Editions du CNRS.

Conklin, Alice L. 1997. A Mission to Civilize: The Republican Idea of Empire in France and West Africa (1895–1930)
 . Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Cooper, Frédérik. 2010. Le colonialisme en question: Théorie, connaissance, histoire
 . Paris: Payot.

Derrida, Jacques. 1967. L’écriture et la différence.
 Paris: Seuil.

Go, Julian. 2009. “The ‘New’ Sociology of Empire and Colonialism.” Sociology Compass
 3(5): 775–788.

Go, Julian. 2013. “For a Postcolonial Sociology.” Theory and Society
 42(1): 25–55.

Goh, Daniel, P. S. 2008. “Genèse de l’État colonial.” Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 : 56–73.

Laurens, Sylvain. 2006. “La noblesse d’État à l’épreuve de “l’Algérie” et de l’après-1962: Contribution à l’histoire d’une ‘cohorte algérienne’ sans communauté de destin.” Politix: Revue des sciences sociales du politique
 76: 75–96.

Luizard, Pierre-Jean. 2006. “La politique coloniale de Jules Ferry en Algérie et en Tunisie.” In Le choc colonial et l’islam. Les politiques religieuses des puissances coloniales en terres d’islam
 , edited by Jean-Pierre Luizard, pp. 89–120. Paris: La Découverte.

Martín-Criado, Enrique. 2008. Les deux Algéries de Pierre Bourdieu
 . Bellecombe-en-Bauge: Editions du Croquant.

Noiriel, Gérard. 2001. Etat, nation et immigration: Vers une histoire du pouvoir
 . Paris: Belin.

Pinto, Louis. 2002. Pierre Bourdieu et la théorie du monde social
 . Paris: Seuil.

Rioux, Jean-Pierre. 2011. La France coloniale sans fard ni déni
 . Paris: André Versaille Editeur.

Sacriste, Fabien. 2011. Germaine Tillion, Jacques Berque, Jean Servier et Pierre Bourdieu: Des ethnologues dans la guerre d’indépendance algérienne
 . Paris: L’Harmattan.

Sayad, Abdelmalek. 1996. “L’immigration et la ‘pensée d’État’: Réflexions sur la double peine.” In Délit d’immigration. La construction sociale de la déviance et de la criminalité parmi les immigrés en Europe
 , edited by S. Palidda, pp. 11–19. Brussels: COST A2 Report, Migrations, European Community.

Sayad, Abdelmalek. 1999. La Double absence: Des illusions de l’émigré aux souffrances de l’immigré
 . Paris: Seuil.

Silverstein, Paul. 2003. “De l’enracinement et du déracinement.” Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 150: 27–42.

Singaravelou, Pierre. 2011. Professer l’empire: Les “sciences coloniales” en France sous la IIIème République
 . Paris: Publications de la Sorbonne.

Steinmetz, George. 2007. The Devil’s Handwriting: Precoloniality and the German Colonial State in Qingdao, Samoa, and Southwest Africa
 . Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Steinmetz, George. 2008. “Le Champ de l’État colonial.” Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 1(171/172): 122–143.

Wacquant, Loïc 2004. “Following Pierre Bourdieu into the Field.” Ethnography
 5(4): 387–414.

Weil, Patrick. 2005. “Le statut des musulmans en Algérie coloniale: Une nationalité française dénaturée.” Histoire de la Justice
 1(16): 93–109.



CHAPTER 19





BOURDIEU’S UNLIKELY CONTRIBUTION TO THE HUMAN SCIENCES




JOHN LEVI MARTIN


INTRODUCTION




INTEREST
 in the work of Pierre Bourdieu has grown steadily to the point at which not only a Handbook
 like this may be produced, but one in which scholars are busy at work documenting the evolution of Bourdieu’s thought and are attempting to accurately assess influences, reactions, borrowings, and recombinations in his relations to his predecessors.
 *
 Here, however, I will neglect these sorts of issues of intellectual history to pose a somewhat different question: What did Bourdieu accomplish
 , and how does this accomplishment relate to the state of sociological theory?

Unfortunately, in sociological theory in general, we often believe that the greatest accomplishment is to produce a “theory” that has a place (or at least a term) for everything. Further, and even more unfortunately, we also often think that the greatness of a theory must be proportional to its sui generis
 originality, and that it detracts from the theory to point out not only that it is not a genus
 unto itself, but also that it has not generated
 itself. This leads to an ambivalence among adherents; to do justice to the complexity of the theory, they are spurred to study its antecedents, but to avoid downgrading its importance, they are forced to claim a gigantic rupture between the theory in question and previous ones.

This has been all the easier for the work of Pierre Bourdieu. Because of Bourdieu’s weakness for scholastic terminology often foreign to the plurality of his readers, there has been a tendency among sociologists to imagine not only that he has invented key theoretical terms (such as field
 and habitus
 ) and that their utility rises and falls on his success in defining them, but that his theory is little else than a bag of words, an idiolect with which the most unsurprising phenomena could be, with suitable prolixity, 
 redescribed. To the extent that Bourdieu allowed himself to be drawn into playing such a game, his theory became less incisive and he attracted scholarly disciples instead of disciplined scholars.

If, however, we think of theoretical work as a response to problems
 , the question arises, what problems did Bourdieu solve? They cannot be rampant economism, which Bourdieu of course battled, but also brought with him, just as an alligator wrestler may need to bring his own alligators with him. It cannot be atomistic analyses, since one looks in vain for a sociological theorist proposing such an approach since—ever. It cannot be the introduction of a practical sense, diachronic moment, or admission of ambiguity into high structuralism, since such reactions against Levi-Strauss’s amazing system began the minute he started publishing it, and the critics in anthropology seem always to have outnumbered the adherents. Finally, if the problem was some sort of opposition, misalignment, or polarization of “objectivism” and “subjectivism,” it cannot be the mere synthesis or resolution (though I will argue that this was
 part of the problem), since Anthony Giddens had given an equally neat, and generally more aesthetically pleasant, version of just this. Yet I believe that Bourdieu did
 solve actual problems.

When we think about Bourdieu’s intellectual project, we are likely to repeat his own (1990 [1980]: 1ff) ideas about steering a course between Levi-Strauss and Sartre. Certainly, we accept that this was the constellation of the field at the time of his intellectual development, and indeed, we can see that his work did successfully bring together key aspects of the approach of each (here see Swartz 1997
 : 36ff). But there could be any number of ways in which one could stake out an intermediate position, or declare a “plague upon both your houses,” or opportunistically loot the plague-infested houses. What is important is not that
 Bourdieu did any of these (if in fact he did), but the way
 in which he did—that is, the particular theoretical arguments he constructed. These are often not clarified by attention to this context.

Indeed, Bourdieu’s own theory-of-himself as standing between the two led to constant verbal oscillations that were as misleading as they were tortuous, and his willingness (like that of R. K. Merton) to describe his own approach using conventional and contemporary terminology at odds with his own insights made it seem like Bourdieu believed his big contribution to be akin to that of the chocolatier H. B. Reese—simply to take two well-loved things (chocolate and peanut butter, objectivism and subjectivism), mash them together, and put them in a colorful wrapper. From a longer-term perceptive, where we examine how one person or a school might make a sustained contribution to the development of the theoretic approaches of the human sciences, any such syncretism is unlikely to be evaluated positively. (Witness the fate of the once-dominant French school of philosophical eclecticism of Victor Cousin, now considered beneath serious consideration.)

I believe that Bourdieu in many ways did not recognize the importance of his own contribution, and this was because he was largely unaware of the traditions that had previously made the greatest inroads along the lines that he was to complete. His greatest contribution was not the formation of a new vocabulary, nor the resurrection of an old, and it was not the resolution of antinomies within the French academic field. Rather, 
 Bourdieu solved problems that had halted two of the most promising traditions in social thought: American pragmatism and German Gestalt theory. Rather than rescuing the Durkheimian tradition, Bourdieu’s turn to Mauss on the body actually has served to cement the emerging Anglo-Germanic alliance that was begun by Habermas’s rejection of the core methodology of Critical Theory and his embrace of pragmatism, and that has continued with the work of Hans Joas.

In other words, if we consider the triad of concepts that are most commonly seen as lying at the core of Bourdieu’s theory, field
 clearly had been developed by the Gestalt field theorists, and habitus
 was just as clearly the focal issue for pragmatist theories of action. (The common dismissal that habitus
 is not the same thing as “habit” is neither wholly true, nor even partially relevant; as we will see, the phenomena
 being approached by both are largely the same.) Capital
 is generally taken to refer to the Marxian tradition; though I will in fact claim that Bourdieu did
 improve upon one important aspect of the importation of Marxism into the sociological theory of action, namely the approach to ideology of the sociology of knowledge, we cannot on this basis claim that Bourdieu contributed to unblocking serious problems in Marxist analysis, for only the most juvenile and voluntarist versions of Marxism might have ever believed that they were stalled because of problems in the theory of the motivation of actors, and Bourdieu’s contribution here is tangential to his use of the term capital
 . (Further, as Gregg and I [Martin and Gregg 2015
 ] have argued elsewhere, it seems that capital is not as fundamental a notion, as it seems to be more of a folk theory of field position than an independent analytic concept.)

By very briefly reviewing some of the key contributions of both pragmatism and Gestalt field theory to the social sciences, and the limitations and stagnancy of these traditions, we are in a better position to appreciate the significance of Bourdieu’s contribution, as well as to perhaps identify some less central and perhaps detachable and disposable accretions that are less likely to stand the test of time.


THE
 ORIGINS OF
 FIELD
 THEORY IN
 GESTALT
 PSYCHOLOGY




Sociologists who are aware that a sociological field theory did not spring from Bourdieu’s head for the first time will generally attribute the idea to Kurt Lewin. Lewin, often remembered as if he had been an isolate, was in fact the culmination of a broad movement that was influential in the social and behavioral sciences for a quarter century. This field theoretic perspective was an outshoot of the Gestalt school in psychology, and it is difficult to understand this field theory without understanding the Gestalt school of psychology (the central history is Ash 1998
 ).

German psychology, as Ben-David and Collins (1966)
 showed, was a movement whereby philosophers attempted to continue pursuing old questions, but with new 
 methods. Thus, in contrast to psychologies that broke off from physiology, from psychiatry, or from biology, in the context of German psychology, epistemic questions as to the nature of knowledge were always important and were considered researchable (though not all German psychologists occupied themselves with these).

Like the American pragmatists, the German Gestalt school arose in response to the simplifications and untenatble claims associated with mainstream psychological philosophy. The mainstream approach assumed that percepts—the atoms of our perceptions—were intrinsically unordered, and they were assembled in some section of the brain through the imposition of some sort of arbitrary template or web of associations. The order, then, was in the mind, not the world, which consisted merely of heaps of independent and indifferent things. But the Gestalt psychologists’ studies of visual perception convinced them that certain forms of orderliness could be observed
 as such, as opposed to composed by the intellect.

The general Gestalt idea is generally attributed to Christian Ehrenfels (1988 [1890]
 : 112), who pointed out not only that there are qualities that can only exist as a whole (for example, a timbre or a melody), but also that we are not aware of any conscious activity whereby we generate this quality through synthesis. This idea was then elaborated by students of the psychologist and philosopher Carl Stumpf, namely Max Wertheimer, Wolfgang Köhler, and Kurt Koffka. They initiated a line of experimental work on perception that challenged the assumption that perceptions begin without order. When we see, for example, a circle with two small parts missing, we see it not as two arcs, but as
 a circle with something overlaid on it. That is because we are oriented to the nature of the wholes that are out there.

More technically, we perceive as a unity a totality of relations that express the nature of the concrete laws of their formal structure (Wertheimer 1922
 ). While the mainstream psychologists assumed that the unit percepts were primary, and the larger structures derivative of some act of mental formulation, Wertheimer argued that the whole was primary, and its structural principles as objective as anything else. Indeed, we cannot understand the mind and how it minds unless we reverse the Cartesian assumption and posit a non-arbitrary harmony between the structures of the mind and the structures of the world. (The Leibnizian overtones—which reappear in the work of Bourdieu—were intentional.)

It is not, of course, invariably the case that there is such a complicity between mental and environmental structures; indeed, we can subjectively experience and scientifically study the transition whereby we bring our mental structure into alignment with the environment, a process that Köhler (1925 [1917]: 17, 99, 173ff, 190, 198; also 1938: 31) called “insight”: “a complete solution with reference to the whole lay-out of the field.” In contrast to behaviorist theories that predicted a continuous transition between random and useful behavior, Köhler argued that it is easy to see the discontinuity in behavior exactly at the point in which the subject—a person or animal—manages to encompass the problem as a whole, and carries out actions with steps that, taken in isolation, contribute nothing to the solution. An ape confronts a banana hanging some feet above his head. After several futile leaps and attempts to hurl small objects upward, the animal 
 stops and gazes. Then it runs off, away from the banana, and returns with a box, which it places below the fruit and climbs upon it, a series
 of acts that could not develop piecemeal through a coupling of chance and reinforcement.

The Gestalt theorists argued that this sort of insightful behavior is to be expected because our perceptual system works to recognize things as they are; they are not awaiting placement in an arbitrary set of cultural pigeonholes. Ripe fruit invites us to eat it; angry dogs invite us to back the hell away. We do not need to make deductions or inferences to draw these behavioral implications. Instead, Gestalt theorists argued, the mind should best be understood as directly perceiving qualities of the environment, although these qualities are intrinsically affective
 ones. They call forth specific, often visceral reactions, generally called “valences,” “invitation characters,” or “affordances.” While the affordances involve an interaction between ourselves and the object, for the purposes of constructing a phenomenologically sound model of action, we are best off considering these action imperatives qualities of the objects themselves (Koffka 1935
 : 379).

It was these Gestalt theorists who developed field theory in the human sciences. One reason for their turn to field theory was that they were most interested in the perceptual field, and they argued that there were tension-relations between different parts of this field. Any one percept (bit of perception) was likely to have its meaning only in relation to others. Thus Köhler recalled that his goal was to determine “why percepts at a distance have an effect on one another. This is only possible, we assumed (and we followed Faraday in doing so), if the individual percept has a field and if the ‘field’, which surrounds the percept, does not merely reveal the presence of this percept but also presents its specific properties” (cited in Mey 1972
 : 13ff; also see Köhler 1925 [1917]: 191; Ash 1998
 : 171).

But field theory was implied by three other considerations. One was an epistemological conviction in the importance of mutual self-organization of systems, the sorts of ideas that we would now associate with Luhmann. We seem to take for granted, Köhler (1929: 107, 145) wrote, that “the processes of nature, if they are left to their own ‘blind’ play, will never produce anything like order.” In contrast, Köhler proposed that seemingly independent elements are interdependent in ways that give rise to an overall set of dynamics. (While this is an approach that Köhler [1929: 131] associated with Newton, it was actually proposed earlier by William Gilbert [1958 (1600)
 : 322, 326], in his remarkable work on the magnet.) Thus the field emerges from the constant reciprocal adjustments of elements in relation to one another. This, Köhler argued, was in contrast to the dominant explanatory principles in which any form of change or regularity involved external impulsion, which he termed the “machine theory.” This machine theory, with its emphasis on external constraint, might be well and good for the case of water in a pipe. But consider a drop in the ocean, along with other drops—each one moves according to the resultant vector of forces coming from its interaction with all other drops. This technically implies a field theory, for we have a set of positions such that at any point and time, there is one resulting force at any position that can be described as a vector. “All the resultant forces together form one texture of stresses” (Köhler 1929: 134, 139).

The second reason to move to field theory from Gestalt theory has to do with Köhler’s theory of brain architecture, but as this is a subtle issue removed from sociological concerns, I push that to the side for now (though see Martin and Gregg 2015
 : 44). The third reason came from Köhler’s studies of the phenomenology of primate behavior. In his early work with apes, Köhler (1925 [1917]: 14, 89, 180, 182; also 1938: 95) had described their movement in some cases using a metaphor of traversing one of the “lines of force” that Faraday saw emerging from magnets. One example was the inability of an animal near a desired object to move away in order to take a successful indirect path around an intervening obstacle, this inability increasing the closer the animal came to the object, such that an animal beginning on an insightful, indirect path might be drawn helplessly to the object if he came too near it, and would end up abandoning the successful initial plan. In such cases, the animal’s action would be better explained by proposing that the object had a gravity-like pull than by attempting to explain the animal as responding to differential stimuli from the environment.

In sum, we may see field phenomena as observers
 , and a resulting description of the behavior of the ape that invokes the fields of force anchored by the bananas will be parsimonious and generative of predictions. But this external-observer-based invocation of field theory has its direct counterpart in the lived experience of actors. The forces are not merely convenient ways of summarizing complex data (as they are in physics), but are felt by each of us. When I feel a fright, said Köhler (1929: 381, 390; also see Lewin 1917
 ), along with the fright there arises “a vehement impulse to move away from the locus of that event.” “In dynamics such a tendency toward increasing the distance between two things or events is called a field of force.”

In other words, the key breakthrough of the field theoretical account is the capacity to describe the behavior of an organism solely by reference to the nature of the distribution of objects in the environment. A delectable banana is one that draws an ape toward it. An impenetrable barrier is one that cannot be crossed. A frightening noise is one that drives us away. The duality of the nature of qualities—the fact that they are defined in terms of their capacity to generate a certain type of vectorial experience in a being of a certain type—means that we do not need both
 a qualitative description of the object and
 a model of the actor. That is to have two terms where a single one will do.

This would all be simple if we could posit that the frighteningness of a noise that makes an actor move away is in the noise, and that all observers would find the noise equally frightening; that the delectability of bananas is agreed upon by all. Now while I admit that I never have read of a chimpanzee who does not
 like bananas, and thus, for the purpose of primatology, we may be on safe ground assuming that the delectability simply is
 an objective characteristic of bananas, we know that not all humans do. Bringing the assumptions of universality into the human realm introduces difficulties. Indeed, we all know that a noise that has particular associations for one but not another will indeed be heard
 as a frightening noise to the one and not to the other.

Thus the problem with using the approach to field theory pioneered by the most insightful of the Gestaltists was their reliance on naïve realism. This had worked well enough when it came to their studies of visual perception, though with later research 
 even this seemingly safe assumption (that things are as we see them) required attention and repair. But it seemed quite difficult to transport this to the social world without absurdities. Yet this was a key aspect of the field approach, at least, in the eyes of Wolfgang Köhler. Why would Köhler, who was certainly a sophisticated thinker, attempt to shore up a doctrine of direct perception of social qualities (see 1929: 324f; 1925 [1917]: 3; also see Merleau-Ponty 1967 [1942]: 156)? It is because in the psychology of his day, both Freudianism and Behaviorism had used assumptions as to the arbitrary nature of perception to shore up doctrines that the Gestaltists saw as implausible, anti-scientific, and authoritarian.
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I do not deny that there are other reasons that the Gestalt school’s influence waned in psychology, and was not greater in sociology. The rise of Nazism meant that there was no more room for Gestalt theory in Germany than there was for any other serious social thought. Transplanted to the United States, only Kurt Lewin ended up at conventional graduate departments (Iowa and MIT; Köhler went to Swarthmore, Koffka to Smith, Wertheimer to the New School). And while Lewin’s “easy-answer-for-everything” topological approach was inspiring and attractive for students, it did not put them in touch with difficult empirical problems that could establish the superiority of their approach to orthodox behaviorism.

But it also strikes me that it would have been quite difficult for sociological theorists (despite the influence from Gestalt theory on, e.g., Parsons) to make a principled translation of its approach into the field of social cognition. And this is because even though the Gestalt psychologists were oriented toward aesthetics as a major analogue for their own ideas, they never closely explored the cultivation of our powers of receptivity. That is, the Gestalt theorists correctly argued that we do not need to make a conscious inference from the perception this dog is growling
 to the motor sequence back away
 , but to support this they assumed that this was innate. Growling dogs are
 scary—this is an actual quality of the dog—but not to everyone. The difficulty in any application of this field theory to the social realm would clearly be a result of the absence of any sustained attention to the processes that go into the constitution of the “type of being” for whom, say, a dog’s growling is scary. And such attention is the strength of habit theories.


AMERICAN
 PRAGMATISM




It is one of the characteristic twists of intellectual fate that what students often gain from the importation of foreign theory are precisely those elements of their own tradition that they have negligently allowed to fall into disrepair. One of the things that Americans found most compelling in the work of Bourdieu was his capacity to describe the processes whereby experience is internalized in the body and then is generative of action (practice) that fits the original environment—that is, his formulation of a conventional habit theory, such as that which had been elegantly expounded by the pragmatists.

The story of the excision of habit from the sociological vocabulary is well told by Camic (1986)
 ; however, it may also be accurate, at least, on its own level of gross simplification, to say that we became habituated to habit theories. Like association theories of mental function, habit theories of behavior were so unquestionably true (in some
 way) and so frustratingly vague (in most
 ways) that there was a ready demand for different, even if worse, theoretical approaches. As a result, it sometimes hard for us to understand what was so exciting about the role of habit to the pragmatists.

First, it may be necessary for us to understand that pragmatism was, first and foremost, a solution to a philosophical or epistemological problem, a problem of knowledge. Pragmatists accepted the construction of the problem of knowledge as given by Kant, rejected the solution of the Hegelians and Schellerians (influential in the United States at the time), and argued that the problem wasn’t so much in the answer as in the question—by treating knowledge as an absolute, to be seen from the perspective of the absolute, cognition was being held to a standard it could not meet (that of the absolute), and was therefore either dismissed (as absolutely worthless) or misjudged (to be absolutely valid) (Dewey 1917
 : 33; 1930 [1922]: 186; James 1943
 [1912]: 10).


John Dewey (1965 [1906]
 : 205, 208ff) accepted that Kant’s critique demonstrated the need for “some prior form of existential organization,” something in our cognitive system that is “already there” before our making sense of the world. But once knowledge was recast in the form of an organism’s capacity to come to grips with its environment, what appears to static logic as a fearsome circle turns into a mildly pleasing intellectual spiral. The empirical question is, how do
 we get this sort of preformation? The answer was, not surprisingly, a tried and true generic one. Some parts are inborn. When this doesn’t work, other parts are learned. And when that
 doesn’t work, some of us have intelligence. The first two options burn the response into the body; the third requires a special and flexible approach that seems more restricted to the cranial cavity. Thus came about the key pragmatist focus on what was later called a two-mode theory of cognition. (“Life is interruptions and recoveries” [Dewey 1930
 (1922): 179].)

Few scientific approaches are so successfully reflexive as was pragmatism: a philosophy of knowledge integrally developed with a psychology, its theory of scientific knowledge fit quite well with its theory of cognition, and the success of the one bolstered the success of the other. The organization in our cognitions, whether born into the body via genetic ancestry or embodied via repeat experience, ultimately comes from the patterning of nature (Dewey 1934
 : 15; also Merleau-Ponty 1962
 : 220ff). To this degree, there is a somewhat passive nature of the organism to the world; it “suffers” in the old sense of “passion” (see Dewey 1917
 : 10ff, 37). Dewey attempted to recast this as an active process, not as an ad hoc fudge to fit the reader’s prejudices (we modern Americans take umbrage at having our action treated as explicable by recourse to external causation), but because there was incontrovertible evidence of organisms seeking to expose themselves to certain aspects of the world (see James 1950
 [1890]: I, 402; Dewey 1934
 : 39f; Merleau-Ponty 1967 [1942]: 216; also Reed 1996
 ). In other words, a philosophy of science was
 fundamentally an empirical issue: it is an anthropology of cognition.

Such an anthropology of cognition rejects the contrary-to-fact introjection of impossible prescriptive
 accounts of how we should
 think in favor of a philosophically informed ascertainment of the best practices gleaned from descriptive
 accounts of how we do
 think. And this necessarily results in a central role for habit.

It should be noted that a habit approach to resolving problems of epistemology is a promising place to solve the problem that we saw previous field theory foundering on, namely the necessary axiom of naïve realism—that the reason one moves away from a frightening sound is the frighteningness of the sound, and that no model of the actor is necessary. Such a non-problematically realist account would follow, we recall, if we could posit that the frighteningness of a sound that makes me move away is in the noise
 , and that all observers would find the noise equally frightening.
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 But we often cannot. A habit theory explains how we come to diverge slightly from one another in our receptivity; because of iterated experiences, folded into the sensory and muscle systems themselves, a noise that is not frightening to one may well be frightening (that is, it really is
 frightening!) to another. The individual differences picked up by habits do not undermine the “objectivity” of the qualitative experience: they are its necessary correlate. Thus when one is frightened by a sudden noise, “empirically, that noise is
 fearsome; it really
 is” (Dewey 1905
 : 395). Thus to wed a habit theory with field theory—as did Bourdieu—is a necessary, and not an idiosyncratic, move, if we are to fully bring field theory into the social sciences.

On the other hand, the pragmatist approach to action that turned on habit had its own difficulties—difficulties that field theory may be able to solve. Most important, as we shall see, habit theory is perhaps too strong for sociology, in that it—correctly, definitionally, and consistently—has a different prediction for each individual. As Stephen Turner (1994)
 has said, habit is what you have left if you subtract unanimity from practices. Without the social ordering and consensus, the way to a sociology was blocked. I go on to consider the explanatory advantages and disadvantages of the turn to habit.

Even at the time, the choice of the term habit
 as a central one might have sounded somewhat strange. In his most important work on habit, Human Nature and Conduct
 , Dewey (1930 [1922]: 40ff)
 defended this choice:

we need a word to express that kind of human activity which is influenced by prior activity and is in that sense acquired; which contains within itself a certain ordering or systematization of minor elements of action; which is projective, dynamic in quality; ready for overt manifestation; and which is operative in some subdued subordinate form even when not obviously dominating activity. Habit even in its ordinary usage comes nearer to denoting these facts than any other word.

That is, habits are dispositions to act in certain ways that have themselves arisen on the basis of previous interactions of an organism with the world; they are thus functions of the environment (taking function in a mathematical, not biological, sense) (Dewey (1930 [1922]
 : 14).

In contrast to the armchair theory of reasoning and choice (in which the actor begins with principles and goals, considers the means to reach them, and makes deductions), a habit-based theory does not, first, fetishize the “goal” as an inherent preparatory stage of all action. “The ‘end’ is merely a series of acts viewed at a remote stage; and a means is merely the series viewed at an earlier one” (Dewey 1930
 [1922]: 34; also see 240).

When, in the course of action, an unexpected and challenging blockage emerges, we will devote our attention to that, and it will accordingly appear as an “end”—at least so long as it remains problematic. Therefore such “ends” “are not strictly speaking ends or termini of action at all. They are terminals of deliberation, and so turning points in
 activity” (Dewey 1930
 [1922]: 223), waypoints, sites of temporary readjustment, of “removal of obstructions to an ongoing, unified system of activities” (250ff).

In such circumstances of blockage, we may also find “choice” emerging. Different habits vie with one another to project a plausible way forward (Dewey 1930
 [1922]: 190). When one of these in fact hits upon the way forward, “choice is made” and “energy is released” (192). This vision of choice as the deliberation of habits may seem mechanical, and at odds with our conventional understandings of rationality. But rationality, insisted Dewey, should not be opposed
 to habit: “The real opposition is not between reason and habit but between routine, unintelligent habit, and intelligent habit or art” (77).
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So far, it may seem that Dewey’s notion of “habit” is a conventional one, quite different from habitus
 as discussed by Bourdieu, which, rather than being a discrete (or set of discrete) Gestalts of motor responses, is an entire way of being, and hence a set not only of dispositions, but of interpretations of the world. However, as we will see, Dewey’s attempt to use this habit theory to resolve problems of the philosophy of knowledge and of the subject led him to a far more expansive interpretation. The way that Dewey grappled with one of the key philosophical problems of a habit theory—the relation of habit to will—led to perhaps an over-expansive, and therefore less useful, version of habit theory.

Is habit intrinsically opposed to free will? On the one hand, the automation of a habit removes it from conscious deliberation, which is how many Westerners understood freedom of will (that is, it is intrinsically an aspect of reflective reason). On the other hand, no one thinks that a virtuous man who is unable to will to, say, light an infant on fire, is the less free for that (e.g., Henry More 1968
 [1667]: 302f). One solution was to make a possible ad hoc division between good and free habits (on the one hand) and bad and unfree ones (on the other). Thus Kant (1991 [1797]: 207; also 2006 [1798]: 38ff)
 followed scholastics in distinguishing between a “free
 aptitude (habitus liberates
 )” and a “habit
 (assuetudo
 ), that is, a uniformity in action that has become a necessity
 through frequent repetition, [which] is not one that proceeds from freedom.” A creature only of assuetudines
 was, like an animal, merely a machine, and not a person
 .

Dewey’s take was less equivocal. Habits are not something that detract from our selfhood. Character itself is “the interpenetration of habits” (1930 [1922]: 38), and when a habit has a hold on us, it does so because it’s part of ourselves—“we are the habit” (24). We cannot oppose habits to will, because “in any intelligible sense of the word will, they 
 are
 will “(25).
 4
 Finally, we cannot oppose habits as something bodily in contrast to ideation, since “[f]ormation of ideas as well as their execution depends upon habit” (30). Although habits thus seem to compose what most of us would understand as the soul or psyche, they are, as others had previously argued, fundamentally bodily.
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 Thus, we cannot divorce any person’s general “way of being”—of responding to situations in one way as opposed to another—without understanding that individual as having a body shaped by past experience of a certain form. We may therefore conclude that, as Crossley (2013)
 has recently emphasized, there is less of a distinction between Dewey’s treatment of habit and Bourdieu’s treatment of habitus than is often assumed.

Finally, habit offered an avenue to approach social science, for institutions were in fact related to habits. But this wasn’t in the sense that many had previously imagined, namely that such institutions “have been formed by the consolidation of individual habits.” More generally, the reverse is true: “individuals form their personal habits under conditions set by prior customs” (1930 [1922]: 58). Thus the social matrix of one time forms the conditions of self-formation for the next generation, and so on (63).

This is a fine and reasonable, if generic, answer to a question of the “why” of social order (what Martin [2001]
 called a “weak” theory). We have a pleasing—and quite possibly empirically true—dialectic: institutions make individual habits, creativity arises when habits fail, and creativity can then be institutionalized. But this is a generic story that can be told the same way no matter what the case at hand. Even more, Dewey’s conception of habit has—justifiably—expanded to the point where it threatens to take over other important social-psychological concepts: personality, will, intelligence. I am not arguing that sociological theorists rejected habit because of its expansiveness—on the contrary, it was because they saw it as irretrievably contaminated by behaviorist narrowness. However, given the Europhilia of the coastal departments, after even the leading empirical researchers of the Chicago school rejected the notion of habit (Camic 1986
 : 1072), it would be an uphill battle for a serious pragmatist theory of action to make inroads in sociology. And the confusion caused by a theory that gave a single general formula for all, but implied infinitely individual empirical predictions, as each character was formed on the basis of its own unique history of worldly engagement, hardly encouraged a serious reconsideration. Sociological use would require some analytic tools for exploring the dispersion of variants of institutions. This was what field theory could offer.


BOURDIEU’S
 INNOVATION




Given the preexisting emphasis on habitus in the Durkheimian school, thanks to Mauss’s pioneering work here (1973 [1934]), it is not surprising that Bourdieu, seeing himself in the tradition of the Durkheimians, would reach for such a term. But the “field” approach, to the extent that it had a position in French sociology, would probably have been more associated with Durkheim’s arch-rival, Gabriel Tarde.

Quite briefly, Tarde’s approach to sociology—successfully reduced to a caricature in our disciplinary memory by the Durkheimians—began with the centrality of person-to-person susceptibility, which Tarde called “imitation” but we would most likely cast in today’s terms as “influence.”
 6
 This relationship Tarde (1899 [1897]
 : 101) envisioned in terms of a “ray of imitation” proceeding vectorally from one to another, harking back to notions of non-independence that lie at the heart of field theory as a coherent enterprise (Martin 2011a
 , 2015
 ).
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 Further, Tarde (1969 [1901]: 278 n1)
 argued that when we think about groups of persons acting together, we naturally use hydraulic
 metaphors (such fluid dynamics had provided the initial mathematical basis for a consistent field theory). Finally, Tarde explicitly linked the degree of communicative capacity of a social group to the elasticity
 of the medium (1903 [1895]: 115, 189, 370).

I have noted that Bourdieu’s use of the habitus was natural given Mauss’s work. Yet Bourdieu himself (1985) seemed to believe that he had originally gotten the idea for the importance of habitus not from Mauss but from the German art historian Erwin Panofsky (for an extended discussion, see Holsinger [2005
 : Chapter 3
 ]). I think that this is significant, as it turns out that both the Gestalt field theorists and the pragmatists saw aesthetics
 as being a crucial place for building further theory. This is because, as both schools realized, in aesthetics we attempt to understand the relation between three things: the qualitative nature of the objects that we confront, our own experience, and then our response. In contrast to the maniacally simplistic behaviorism that treated all living reactions as a response
 to some exogenously provoked stimulus
 , aesthetics had been developing for centuries more sophisticated and plausible accounts for how we respond to the environment. Although especially the pragmatists (e.g., Dewey 1896
 ) had emphasized the falsity of always starting the explanation with the outside
 (that is, from the poke that emanates from
 the experiment and into
 the frog), if we do
 examine receptivity, we need to understand the way in which the pre-formed nature of the subject—a nature that may correspond to the past states of the environment, if not its current state—experiences the structures of things in the environment.

And indeed, Bourdieu’s (1984 [1979])
 masterwork, Distinction
 , was an attempt to use his approach, one that joined habitus and field theory, to reconsider the nature of the aesthetic response. Bourdieu perhaps even understated his accomplishment here, which was not only a social critique of taste, nor even the application of practice theory to stratification questions, but a reformulation of a theory of practice/action that allows for coherent sociological explanation, in contrast to that of reductive Marxist accounts. Even more, his approach directs attention to the key weakness in contemporary sociological theory action, the relation between cognitive schemata and directed behavior. Mainstream sociological theory tends to begin from a fundamentally neo-Kantian grammar for action. This begins from the notion that people are motivated by values
 , and that action is a means
 to valued ends
 . This perspective suffered (and still suffers) from a structural weakness. It lacks any attention to the capacity for reflexive judgment, which Kant believed was necessary to unify and stabilize his system (a point made briefly in Martin 2011b
 ).

In a word, Kant himself had concluded that his approach to empirical science and to an understanding of action could only be joined by attention to reflexive judgment; that is, that our faculties for reaching truth and goodness—the is
 and the ought
 —required that we have a faculty of reaching beauty. Most of the neo-Kantians who influenced mainstream sociological theory tried to downplay the place of reflexive judgment as they imported Kantian ideas into the social sciences. This led to a number of instabilities and paradoxes and an increased feeling that action theory is at a dead end. It is for this reason that, in recent decades, there has been widespread enthusiasm in both France and Germany for pragmatism, as this clearly offers one way of resolving these paradoxes. But just as Americans turned to Bourdieu for the habit theory that they already had in Dewey, so the French turn to pragmatism for an emphasis on the primacy of practice that is central to Bourdieu’s work.

We are now in a position to appreciate what contributions to solving existing problems Bourdieu made—and which parts of his seemingly integrated conceptual structure may best be seen as atavistic residues that may be excised without loss. The virtue of Bourdieu’s approach was, first, to put judgment at the center of his analysis; it is that which stands between habitus and field, and ties together the aspects of the actor’s world that had begun to unravel in action theory. How did Bourdieu do this? To some extent, it was through his serious engagement with Kant’s third critique, but it also came from his capacity to bring habit theory and field theory together.

Bourdieu understood the necessary whole of field theory in the social sciences; others had only seen a single side. Only with the organization and differential experiences of a field can pragmatist ideas of habit be anything other than a corrective ontology; only with an idea of the cultivation of habit can field theory be applied to the social sciences (or even, properly, to the psychology of vision). The capacity to empirically position people in a field—a field that induces different habit-complexes in different people—gives habit a non-tautological relation to action, and, further, we have the opportunity to examine the empirical processes of the cultivation of tastes and dispositions. Not only does this lead to an impressive version of field theory, but it may be necessary to solve the problems with action theory in the social sciences. Bourdieu did this not because of any close engagement with the Gestalt field theorists—he had read a bit of Lewin, but most of his understanding here came indirectly from his teacher Maurice Merleau-Ponty, who was heavily influenced by the Gestalists—but because he pursued the inner logic of field theory with clarity and precision.

To what extent is Bourdieu’s use of structuralism central to this endeavor? It is not clear. Bourdieu intended his work as a critique of Levi-Strauss (some might say one exaggerated interpretation of Levi-Strauss), and he never argued that the binary structures that he did in fact see as central to sociocultural organization were inherent in the mind. I am not sure if Bourdieu gave the matter much thought, but I suspect that he would root the ubiquity of such binaries in the presence of relations of domination (itself binary because of its anti-symmetry). If we can, in fact, assume a general tendency toward binarism in qualitative judgments, then the position of the Levi-Straussian elements in Bourdieu’s theory is well deserved. (Indeed, the importance of Levi-Strauss’s 
 work for the social sciences cannot be overstated; the fact that Bourdieu’s contribution cut against the strengths of the Durkheimian tradition does not mean that there are not vital insights in the Levi-Straussian scheme that we must hold onto.) Further, at the largest scale, I think that we can see that Bourdieu’s life work can well be seen as continuing the structuralist notion that society must be understood via the structured circulation of signs, of women, and of money (which, indeed, almost certainly underlie the parallel structure of cultural, social, and economic capital in Bourdieu’s approach). However, this is a complex issue we push to the side for now.
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 What is key is that the same social psychology that, applied to relations of domination, leads to binaries may well be applied to other relations, and produce very different structures and very different distributions of subjectivity.

Somewhat different are three related traditions, those of Descartes, of Durkheim, and of Freud. Now, of course, Bourdieu was one of the greatest of the anti-Cartesians, and appealed to Pascal as his aegis precisely to distance himself from the system building of the Cartesians. Yet there are, as I think most readers sense, two ways in which Bourdieu remains in the Cartesian camp. The first is his very negatively defined relation to Descartes—one must overcome Cartesian dualities, again, again, and once again. Bourdieu’s intellectual tools here (e.g., mind/body) are largely those that he abhors, only with a negation in front of them.

The other way that Bourdieu remained with Descartes is best seen in his use of Durkheim. Bourdieu was always greatly taken by the beautiful morphological vision of Durkheim in The Elementary Forms
 , and sought to apply this in his own work (see Bourdieu 1992
 : 39; 1996 [1989]: 2; 1984 [1979]: 471; 1990b: 24ff; Wacquant in Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 12–15]). To Bourdieu, the field is a social morphology that is the modern equivalent of the patterns of clans in Durkheim and Mauss’s (1963 [1903])
 “Primitive Classification.” Durkheim’s (1995 [1912]
 : 145) famous words: “It is because men were organized that they have been able to organize things, for in classifying these latter, they limited themselves to giving them places in the groups they formed themselves.” Nothing classifies us, in other words, so much as how we classify others. The set of all such classifications has an architectonic to it because each is a vision (and a division, as Bourdieu would point out) from a specific position, a place in a whole with its own socio-logic.

No field theoretic approach can deny the possibility of a bird’s-eye formulation that arranges all social actors in some social topography. But Bourdieu seemed tempted, like Durkheim, to use this to shore up—in Durkheim’s (1983 [1913–1914]: 1ff, 5; also 66)
 case, deliberately against the “Anglo-Saxon” threat of pragmatism—the specifically French
 tradition of Cartesian rationalism. Such rationalism provided an extremely secure place to stand for purposes of critique
 —for there was, by definition, always one right way to think and to interpret the social (here is a hint as to which way is right: it is that of the author in question).

Finally, Bourdieu was tempted, like other French thinkers of his generation and that before him, to rely on the pseudo-scientific doctrines of Freudianism to support this rationalism. For there is no stronger way of supporting rationalism than a doctrine of 
 irrationalism
 —so long as it only applies to everybody else
 . In the context, we must note that Bourdieu’s use of such dismissal was extremely restrained, as he was quite aware of and repelled by the tendency of thinkers in the “sexy theory” corner of the French intellectual space to use their position of cultural capital to declare what was and should be—epitomized by his revulsion at the embrace of Sade by the infantile left (see Bourdieu 2008
 ). Still, as some of Bourdieu’s students and collaborators were to find increasingly troubling, Bourdieu’s capacity to exercise a critical function was tied to what Daniel Bell (1960: 492ff)
 might call a monocotyledonous analysis; it is one thing to claim to have a place to stand above
 the field that allows one a bird’s-eye view, and another thing to claim that this can be projected to a single distinct location within
 the field as privileged. Yet Bourdieu’s increasing yearning to throw his weight against the snowballing social trends of neoliberalism, economism, and the destruction of the independence of the university—all admirable goals to most of his readers—led him to increasingly return to aspects of the Descartes-Durkheim-Freud alliance that cut against the core notions of field theoretic analysis. It is of great interest that this was one of the first aspects of his work to receive sustained criticism from his serious students (especially Boltanski, who, however, moves toward a middle position in On Critique
 [2011]
 ).

In other words, if Durkheim was correct, and “rationalism” was a specific French contribution (in contrast to British, German, and American lines of work), Bourdieu’s achievement largely was to allow for a unification of German and American traditions that had become stalled, and the remaining weaknesses in his system were those associated with the classic French tradition (and as I have noted in 2011a, Freud’s approach was fundamentally to take the French clinical school of Charcot and attempt to extend its influence dramatically, an extension that was received far better in France than in Germany, where university-based psychology dominated).
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FOR THE
 FUTURE




Bourdieu, as we saw, not only solved the problems of naïve realism that had stalled previous uses of field theory in the social sciences, but recapitulated (quite quickly) the line of development of these thinkers, focusing on the faculty of judgment and the ways in which aesthetic response might be key to understanding social action. So where do we go from here? We will need to have a clearer understanding of the aesthetic capacity of actors to intuit intersubjectively valid qualities of social objects. That is, Bourdieu gave us a head start on the vocabulary we will need, and he gave us a critique
 of the dominant theories of this process of aesthetic appreciation. But we now need acceptable
 theories of aesthetic appreciation which will help us understand how contingent and conditional agreements are established across situations as to “what is the case.” We have the overall argument about the relation between taste and position, but, in specific cases, how do some of us become drawn to a path that leaves us aficionados of chamber music, and others—sometimes of similar social background—on a path that leaves us juggalos? We 
 need, in other words, to begin to map out the subjective experiences—the felt impulsions in a certain direction, to do a certain thing—that correspond to the affordances of social objects.

Doing this is itself to do a field theory, because every push and pull in one direction as opposed to another is a vector, and a field is simply a set of organized vectors. We must begin by figuring out how to find situations in which fields are simple enough for us to study thusly—to assemble a set of vectors that are amenable to measurement. We then need to understand how to mathematize social fields—and no longer merely in a descriptive sense (one simple approach is found in Martin et al. 2016
 ). But just as Köhler had expected—and Tarde had forecast—if we take seriously any model of the non-independence of persons, or, indeed, the non-independence of their relations, we will find that it has testable implications.

Finally, we want to use the resulting explanatory principles to reorient our understanding of understanding—for right now in the social sciences, we are bedeviled with an incapacity to speak coherently of how we could learn something about the social world. There is no reason to think that explanatory principles that underlie field theory cannot be generalized, and applying them even to non-field theoretic studies would likely be a good move all around.

NOTES



*
 A previous version of this chapter was delivered at the kind invitation of the Centre d’études et de recherches internationales de l’Université de Montréal at the 2012 “Occupy Bourdieu” conference. I dedicate this to the memory of Mathieu Hilgers.

1.
 Köhler (1971 [1958]: 400–403) referred to psychoanalysis to as “the source of more, and of darker, Smog than any other doctrine has produced.”

2.
 Here we use “sound” to capture the noise-as-heard, as opposed to the noise-in-itself, a conventional distinction.

3.
 Although rationalists have made rationality seem dull, and their generally tedious fanaticism may have turned many of us against rationality tout court
 , Dewey tries to remind us that, believe it or not, it is still good to be intelligent and rational (1930 [1922] 222).

4.
 Dewey was able to make this equation because he rejected understandings of the will that highlighted some ontological freedom. “The theory of arbitrary free choice represents indeterminateness of conditions grasped in a vague and lazy fashion and hardened into a desirable attribute of will” (1930 [1922]: 309).

5.
 Indeed, Dewey [e.g., 1930 (1922): 28] clearly often had the notion of an overall bodily habitus
 or “bearing” in mind, being influenced by Frederick Matthias Alexander, of “Alexander technique” fame.

6.
 Many of us cannot but see Durkheim’s final, stunning work on the Elementary Forms
 as quite compatible with Tardean notions—indeed, Durkheim’s (1995 [1912]: 217ff)
 idea as to the way in which collective effervescence is produced seems right out of Tarde (more so than from Le Bon): “Once the individuals are gathered together, a sort of electricity is generated from their closeness and quickly launches them to an extraordinary height of exaltation.” Even more, “The initial impulse is thereby amplified each time it is echoed, like an avalanche that grows as it goes along.
 ”

7.
 Tarde’s vision here was grounded in a bold and sophisticated metaphysics (2012 [1895]) that, explicitly beginning with Leibniz in opposition to the Cartesianism of the dominant French schools, both shared philosophical understandings with the Gestalt theorists regarding tendencies toward self-organization, and reproduced key notions that underlay the development of field theory for the study of magnetism, as seen in Gilbert’s emphasis on self-organization discussed earlier.

8.
 It is, however, significant that Bourdieu continually returned to the “bachelors’ ball” as the key moment of his sociological awakening, where these three circuits intersected in a way that no longer fit the capacity of some of the actors to navigate the social world. The things that once signified the way that a rural woman should move and affiliate for material success had shifted in a way that the rural men could not understand; the theoretical explanation required the concept of hysteresis, which in turn required that of habitus, and so on.

9.
 This is somewhat like the case of Durkheim in the Elementary Forms
 ; Durkheim began, like many other French thinkers, by attempting to stand somewhere in-between British empiricism and German apriorism, and his strained relations with American pragmatism led (in his work with Mauss) to an illogical attempt to downplay the importance of practice and to emphasize a rationalist interpretation of irrational structures. By the Elementary Forms
 , perhaps in response to his reading of James (here see Joas 2000
 : 62), the contradictory de-emphasis of practice was gone, and the argument, though perhaps still contradictory, became far more coherent, and far more in the direction of pragmatism.
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CHAPTER 20





BOURDIEU AND THE SOCIOLOGY OF INTELLECTUAL LIFE




THOMAS MEDVETZ


INTRODUCTION




THE
 work of Pierre Bourdieu is remarkable for its empirical breadth, methodological variety, and formal and stylistic range—and consequently for its tendency to defy easy summary. This chapter identifies Bourdieu’s abiding preoccupation with the sociology of intellectual life
 as a thematic linchpin of his work.
 1
 The topic became significant, first, at a sociobiographical level
 , as fertile ground for his thought and investigations. Much of Bourdieu’s corpus, in fact, can be read as an extended meditation on his own improbable trajectory from an isolated village in southwestern France to the upper echelons of European intellectual society. Having entered the intellectual world as an outsider, Bourdieu never shed his instinctive curiosity about its structures and meanings. The subject became an inexhaustible source of questions for the French sociologist: What kinds of power and privilege are specific to intellectuals? What is distinctive about analytic reason as a human ability? What are the civic and moral duties of the intellectual, and what are the perils and possibilities associated with the role? The topic of intellectual life is therefore central to Bourdieu in a second sense: as a heuristic point of entry
 into his theory. At several important junctures in his work, the concern with intellectual life holds the key to his theory’s distinctiveness.

This chapter is divided into three sections. The first section traces the sociobiographical roots of Bourdieu’s interest in intellectual life and divides his career into four successive but overlapping phases, each defined by a particular approach to the topic. The second section highlights three moments in his work where the concern with intellectual life underpins the theory’s deeper purpose or meaning. The first of these involves the conceptual trio of field, capital, and habitus, which outlines a problematic concerned 
 with interests apart from the pursuit of wealth and power. In the framework invoked by these concepts, it is the “profit of universal reason,” a decidedly intellectual achievement, that becomes the exemplary form of interest. The second juncture is Bourdieu’s theory of power, with its extraordinary focus on mental categories, schemas of perception, and struggles over meaning. Power in Bourdieu’s rendering is a social relationship that becomes fully realized in and through myriad acts of cognitive construction, which in turn act upon the cognitive lives of those in subordinate positions. The third juncture is Bourdieu’s notion of epistemic reflexivity
 , the cornerstone of social scientific rigor, in his view. Science can overcome its own biases and deficiencies, Bourdieu says, only by turning its instruments back on itself in a recursive fashion. As his demonstrations make clear, the project of reflexivity requires a revitalized historical sociology of intellectual life.

The chapter’s third section offers a critical engagement with Bourdieu’s sociology of intellectual life. Bourdieu’s major contribution in this area, I argue, comes from wedding a positive theory of knowledge production to a critical vocabulary for challenging anti-rationalist and anti-intellectual tendencies. But it is precisely in the uneasy relationship between these two sides of the theory, the positive and the normative, that he opens himself to the sharpest criticism. After discussing several gaps and tensions in his approach, I argue that Bourdieu leaves the embodied and aesthetic aspects of intellectual practice undertheorized. A key priority for the sociology of intellectual life after Bourdieu should therefore be to develop a better theory of “intellectual practical sense.”


THE
 THEME OF
 INTELLECTUAL
 LIFE IN
 BOURDIEU’S
 CAREER




The sociobiographical roots of Bourdieu’s interest in intellectual life can be found in his extraordinary social trajectory and the deep ambivalence it generated about the world of intellectuals.

Sociobiographical roots

Bourdieu was born in Denguin, a small village in the “geographically and culturally remote” province of Béarn (Paolucci 2014
 : 20). His father was a postal clerk whose “rebellious temperament” clashed visibly with his mother’s “concern for respectability and . . . respect for conventions and proprieties” (Bourdieu 2007
 [2004]: 84, 88). In his “renegade” disposition, Bourdieu took after his father, who also taught him “very simply, by his whole attitude, to respect ‘humble folk’ ” (Bourdieu 2007
 [2004]: 86). A run of early academic successes set Bourdieu apart from his peers and led him eventually to Paris, where he studied first at the Lycée Louis-le-Grand, followed by the prestigious 
 École Normale Supérieure (ENS), France’s top academic training institution. At ENS, he followed the path taken by many of his illustrious predecessors into the discipline of philosophy.

The early basis for Bourdieu’s preoccupation with intellectual life was his own ambivalence about the academic world. Drawn to the realm of scholarship and learning, he experienced his boarding school as a “world of intellectual discoveries and human relationships that can be called enchanted” (Bourdieu 2007
 [2004]: 91). The love of learning gave way to an intense—indeed, “slightly crazed” in his description—enthusiasm for research, and an appreciation for the “extraordinary pleasure and joys derived from the enchanted, perfect world of science” (Bourdieu 2007
 [2004]: 69). But he also experienced the world of intellectuals as a foreign territory. Reflecting on his career later in life, he would refer to “all the situations of disconnection, by excess or by default, or, better, of being ‘out of phase’ or ‘out of place,’ in which I have constantly found myself in my relations with the intellectual world” (Bourdieu 2007
 [2004]: 57). The out-of-place feeling gave rise to an instinctive suspicion of intellectuals and of the “intellectual gaze” more generally. Bourdieu noticed that whereas intellectuals usually depicted themselves as neutral observers reporting on the world, their work actually tied them to particular interests and ways of seeing. Moreover, the intellectual role conferred on its representatives a subtle form of privilege rooted in what he called universalizing power
 . By this term, he meant the ability to derive general principles from specific cases, and to make sweeping, authoritative pronouncements, including about the propensities, limits, and interests of others—typically without being subject to the same treatment themselves.

This insight posed a dilemma for the young Bourdieu, whose discipline of philosophy claimed for itself the ultimate universalizing power. From its lofty perch, philosophy presumed to evaluate the bases of all knowledge without having to sully itself with empirical details. Bourdieu’s inner conflict reached a breaking point during his military service, when he realized that understanding the Algerian Revolution would require a step for which philosophy was ill-suited: namely, “the common-sense step of going into the field to see what the situation was really like” (Bourdieu 2007
 [2004]: 57). He thus renounced the princely position of the philosopher and embraced the more prosaic role of the ethnographer (see Sallaz, Chapter 21
 in this volume). Later in his career, Bourdieu would describe his military experience as “no doubt the pivotal moment” in his transition from philosophy to sociology, itself the culmination of a larger “transformation of my vision of the world” (Bourdieu 2007
 [2004]: 58).

But if suspicion of the “intellectual gaze” shaped Bourdieu’s treatment of intellectual life, it was a suspicion rooted in embeddedness within
 the object, not distance from it. In this way, his vantage point was similar to the “outsider-within” perspective described by feminist sociologist Patricia Hill Collins (2000)
 in her study of black feminist thought. For Collins, the prototypical “outsider-within” is the working-class black woman whose social invisibility gives her access to a wide range of social settings. A domestic worker, for instance, may become intimately familiar with both her own subaltern milieu and the elite world of her wealthy clients. She can then use her dual experience to create a synthetic perspective. For all its social disadvantages, then—not least of which is a sense 
 of non-belonging in any one setting—the outsider-within has a certain epistemological advantage that even an “insider” cannot claim. This parallel goes some ways toward explaining why Bourdieu would become preoccupied with the subject of intellectual life, and why the engagement would prove so fruitful as an engine of his sociological career. Highly attuned to its conventions, rituals, and hierarchies, but not so spontaneously attuned that he could take them for granted, Bourdieu became an accidental anthropologist of intellectual life. Read Sketch for a Self-Analysis
 , one of the few cases in which he places himself at the center of the discussion, and the preponderance of anthropological observations becomes striking: Bourdieu refers to INSEE as the “holy of holies” (2007 [2004]:52) and the École Normale Supérieure and the Collége de France as founts of “consecrating” power (the latter a “site of consecration of heretics”) (2007 [2004]: 5); he describes the discipline of philosophy as a “small circle of initiates” (2007 [2004]:83); and he notes, by analogy with old-fashioned studies of cultural temperament, the contrast between the “distant assurance of well-born Parisians” and his own “marked taste for disputation” (2007 [2004]: 89).

The point is that Bourdieu’s life trajectory and his ideas were locked in a mutually conditioning relationship: Like a Möbius strip, the two formed a continuous surface, with his unusual social path serving as an experiential basis for his social thought, even as his heterodox ideas enabled his ascent within the French academic system. Yet if Bourdieu’s outsider-within status sensitized him to the peculiarities of intellectual life, it does not follow that we can deduce the whole of his thinking from this relationship. Bourdieu himself cautions against exactly this error in the documentary La Sociologie est un sport de combat
 (2002). To a student’s question—“Do you base your work mainly on your personal experience?”—he gives the following answer: “Not mainly, but it does play a role. But it’s not raw personal experience. . . . My personal experience sensitizes me to things that others wouldn’t notice, makes me nervous or irate at things that others would find normal. So it plays a role.” But Rather than elaborate on his own experience, he pivots to this analogy:

Let’s take the example of Foucault. Foucault is one of the greatest contemporary philosophers. . . . Now, it’s true that to understand what Foucault did, you have to understand that he was homosexual. He wouldn’t have done what he did if he hadn’t been homosexual. . . . I think that many of the questions he posed about normality, medicine, and so on are related to problems he had encountered as a homosexual. But there are many homosexuals and there is only one Foucault. What he did was to transform his existential problems, his suffering, and his questions as a homosexual, into scientific problems. . . . In the same way, it’s not raw experience, whatever it may be, that yields good sociology. The problem is how to work on one’s own experience to make something of it.

The analogous force in Bourdieu’s life—the unsettling factor that, like Foucault’s homosexuality, made problematic what others had the luxury of taking for granted—was his uneasy relationship with the intellectual world. But as the preceding quotation suggests, the key question is, how did Bourdieu “work on [his] own experience to make 
 something of it” intellectually? The next subsection describes his career in terms of an evolving relationship with the topic of intellectual life.

Four Streams of Bourdieu’s Thought

Bourdieu’s work can be divided into four successive and overlapping streams, each informed by a distinct stance on the topic of intellectual life. Differentiating these streams shows that the topic was not only a linchpin of his sociological career, but also a source of dynamism. It also reveals that his stance on the topic followed a coherent arc.

The first stream, represented by Bourdieu’s early ethnological writings on Algeria, fixes on a theme with clear autobiographical significance: the dynamic ruptures that occur when people socialized into one setting run up against forces and constraints associated with incongruous settings. The basis for these writings was the fieldwork he conducted during and immediately after his French military service in Algeria. Its key products were The Algerians
 (1962 [1958])
 , The Inheritors
 (with Jean-Claude Passeron 1979 [1969]), and Outline of a Theory of Practice
 (1977 [1972])
 .
 2
 While the apparent subject matter of these studies was far removed from Bourdieu’s life experience, their core theoretical concern was not. Throughout this work, Bourdieu sought to account sociologically for the conflicts that arise from the mismatch
 between subject and object. What happens when a social agent’s deeply internalized perceptions, tastes, and reflexes clash with the objective demands of her institutional surroundings? The operative clashes in these studies were between Algerians socialized into a traditional milieu and the modern capitalist and state institutions imposed on them by a colonial power. At a conceptual level, the major innovation to come from this work was the notion of habitus
 , his term for the dispositional matrix a person carries with her in bodily form.

The biographical echo in these studies should be plain: Having grown up in the relative cultural backwater of Béarn, Bourdieu found himself wrenched and jolted by his own encounters with Parisian intellectual life. His perceptions, tastes, and dispositions generated constant reminders that he had not been made for that world. Yet these conflicts were not merely suppressive; they also yielded productive insights.
 3
 And if any doubt remains about the parallel between his relationship with the intellectual world and the central theme of the Algerian studies, Bourdieu (2007 [2004]
 : 58) himself dispels it in Sketch for a Self-Analysis
 when he refers to all the “affinities of habitus” between himself and the Algerians—affinities, he says, that “helped me to arrive at a representation [of Algeria] that was at once intimate and distant.”

Having explored a problem near to his own experience, Bourdieu shifted his focus in the second stream of his work. But his ambivalence about the trappings and conventions of intellectual life continued to leave an intelligible mark on this work. Amid the flurry of Algeria books came his first major work on epistemology, The Craft of Sociology
 (1991 [1968])
 , a text co-authored with Jean-Claude Chamboredon and Jean-Claude Passeron. Read in sociobiographical terms, the book offers a formalized expression of his reason 
 for converting from philosophy to sociology. Effecting a rapprochement between the two fields, it aims to show that the tools of philosophy can be used for social scientific ends, even as the instruments of scientific reason can rescue philosophy from the danger of scholasticism. Bourdieu would return to the task of epistemological reflection at various points in his career—most notably in Pascalian Meditations
 (2000)
 —often in ways that signaled the project’s personal significance. In a later interview, for example, he describes his own work as inflected with “a form of aristocratism that I owe precisely to having followed one of the highest trajectories in the French educational system [and] to having been initially trained as a philosopher” (Wacquant 1989
 : 3). Without reducing this work to its personal aspects, we can surmise that Bourdieu’s epistemological writing was at one level a working-through of his ambivalence about the intellectual world.

The third stream of his sociological career marks a turning outward from the attempts at self-understanding apparent in the first two. But the concern with intellectual life remains a focal point, starting with its core institution—the school. The inaugural work in this stream is Reproduction in Education, Society and Culture
 , Bourdieu and Passeron’s (1977 [1970])
 study of the school’s role in the wider social relations of power. Notwithstanding their claims to act as neutral leveling institutions, the authors argued, schools tend to reward students most fluent in a distinctive academic culture. More than mere knowledge transmitters, then, schools bestow social legitimacy. And because the codes of academic success are not universally available, schools become vehicles for the intergenerational transmission of power and privilege. In this way, they reinforce ways of seeing, judging, and acting that in turn become bases of the social order.

Apart from its provocative view of schools, Reproduction in Education
 marked Bourdieu’s growing concern with “the one concept,” as Wacquant (2017
 : 57) puts it, that is “epicentral and truly original” to his work: symbolic power.
 4
 At a purely denotative level, symbolic power refers to the ability to create and impose mental categories that become effective in the maintenance of inequality. More broadly, though, the concept signals Bourdieu’s belief that cultural and intellectual organs occupy a place alongside the more obviously power-laden institutions of the state, the military, and the economy in the study of power. Insofar as the capacity to impose meaning is the ultimate form of power, we can never ignore its cognitive dimension or the role of cultural producers in its exercise. Over time, Bourdieu’s investigations of cultural power—the unifying theme of this third stream—radiated outward in two directions: first, from the formal pedagogy of the school to the informal pedagogies of the “ruling class”; second, from schools themselves to the wider intellectual and cultural fields in which they are embedded. The first tendency yielded Distinction
 (1979), his study of the social determinations of aesthetic judgment, and The Rules of Art
 (1996 [1992]
 : 141), his account of the genesis of the literary field as a “relatively autonomous universe” that admits of “two aspects . . . with the specifically symbolic values and the market values remaining relatively independent of each other.” The latter tendency yielded Homo Academicus
 (1988 [1984])
 , his study of the French academic field, before reaching its zenith in the late 1980s with the publication of The State Nobility
 (1998 [1989])
 , his account of the role of elite schools in the French class structure.

The fourth stream of Bourdieu’s work marks a shift in his view of symbolic power and, by extension, his orientation toward intellectual life. If the key insight of the previous stream was that the intellectual world is always implicated in the exercise of power, then the fourth marks a partial turning away from this topic and a growing focus on the state as the ultimate fount of symbolic power. The year 1993 in particular marks what Wacquant (2013
 : 8–9) calls a key “pivot-year in Bourdieu’s intellectual evolution, when, having consolidated his theoretical framework and fulfilled the research agenda capstoned by Distinction
 and The Rules of Art
 , he opened a new phase of investigations foregrounding the Janus-faced workings of the state.” This phase saw the publication of several articles in which he elaborated his theory of the state (see esp. Bourdieu 1994
 ; 1998 [1993]
 ; and 2008
 ), and later, the posthumous publication of Sur l’État
 (2012), a book compiled from his lectures on the state at the Collège de France. Here Bourdieu (2012
 : 6–7) lays out a research agenda that grasps the state as a “collective fiction, as a well-founded illusion . . . the name that we give to the hidden, invisible principles . . . of the social order” (see Arnholtz, Chapter 27
 in this volume). Elsewhere he describes it as a “fundamentally ambivalent” agency split between a “left hand” entrusted with the provision of public goods and a “right hand” staffed by technocrats and concerned with the maintenance of the economic order.

If the earlier phases of his career indicated a kind of temperamental ambivalence about the intellectual world, then the fourth phase represented a coming to terms with it. Here we find a renewed, more prescriptive attempt to theorize the social role of intellectuals. Having once spoken critically of political activism by scholars, Bourdieu became increasingly concerned with “reinvesting” the authority accumulated over a long scientific career in civic-political debates, especially those surrounding neoliberalism. In neoliberalism he saw a momentous shift in the field of power: a reassertion of control over the market by holders of economic capital and a corresponding erosion of the gains made by cultural authorities during the twentieth century. The published works in this stream were geared toward challenging neoliberal orthodoxies and their main vehicles, including the “neoliberal newspeak” promulgated by pundits, technocrats, and others who claimed for themselves the mantle of expert (Bourdieu and Wacquant 2001
 ). They also aimed to clarify his earlier ideas for a readership beyond academia. Major works in this stream include The Weight of the World
 (1999 [1993])
 , Acts of Resistance
 (1999a)
 , On Television
 (1999b)
 , Science of Science and Reflexivity
 (2004 [2001])
 , and Firing Back
 (2003)
 . (For fuller accounts of this phase of Bourdieu’s career, see Poupeau and Discepolo 2004
 and Swartz 2003
 .)


INTELLECTUAL
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 LEITMOTIF IN
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 SOCIOLOGY




So far this chapter has shown that the desire to understand the social relations of intellectual life played an animating role in Bourdieu’s sociology. But this discussion would 
 remain an empty scholastic exercise if it failed to illuminate anything about the substance of his work. The question now is whether this thematic helps unlock any deeper insights about Bourdieu’s sociology. The following subsections identify three points at which the concern with intellectual life becomes vital to the overall meaning and purpose of his theory. These are the conceptual trio of field, capital, and habitus; the theory of power; and the notion of epistemic reflexivity.

The Field-Capital-Habitus Triumvirate

The concern with intellectual life figures centrally in the concepts of field, capital, and habitus. To understand the connection, it is important to recognize first that the three ideas together form a single conceptual structure, with each leg of the tripod implying and presupposing the other two. As Wacquant (2017
 : 63) puts it, “capital and field are redundant since a field is nothing other than a space of concentration of capital; habitus itself is capital embodied and, from another angle, can be understood as the somatization of cognitive and cathectic categories, that is, as the imprinting of symbolic power onto the socialized organism.” Likewise, because capital is authority objectified in a field, its volume and composition are what give the field its structure and determine each agent’s location within it. To grasp the concepts’ wider significance, it is helpful to remember Bachelard’s (1949)
 use of the term problematic
 to mean the angle from which it becomes possible to formulate a question or pursue an inquiry. Together, the concepts of field, capital, and habitus appeal to a particular problematic.

What is the problematic invoked by these concepts? It is a perspective centered on the possibility that new forms of agency will emerge in modern (or what Bourdieu calls differentiated
 ) societies—forms of agency tied to universalistic interests and anchored in spheres that require heavy investments in cognitive or intellectual energy. As a point of entry into this idea, consider the field concept, which Bourdieu developed to account for the existence of motivations and interests not reducible to the straightforward pursuit of wealth and power.
 5
 “Is a disinterested act possible?” he memorably asked—and the answer he posited suggests that it depends on what is meant by the term disinterested
 (Bourdieu 1998 [1994]
 ). All social action, he says, may be taken as self-interested in the sense of being geared to the benefit of the agent in question. But it does not follow that all action is oriented to “the ordinary objects of interest—money, honors, etc.” (Bourdieu 1975
 : 32). Instead, there are institutional settings in which action is aimed at alternative ends, where the pursuit of ordinary interests is either beside the point or at odds with the activity in question. To exist meaningfully in one of these spaces is to possess the forms of judgment and appreciation specific to it. In this way, a certain kind of disinterest is indeed possible. For example, some artists subscribe to the ethos of “art for art’s sake,” which presumes that artistic forms and expressions have an intrinsic value apart from whatever utilitarian function they serve. Likewise, an intellectual must take for granted some notion of truth-value (whether scientific, logical, metaphysical or other) irreducible to commercial and political value.

We can see from this description that, far from a generic term for an institutionalized subspace, the field concept was formulated with specific “source” and “target” domains in mind. Fields form through processes of differentiation from
 the state, church, and market, as activities once nested under those realms break free and develop their own logics. (As Sapiro puts it in Chapter 7
 of this volume, “The most autonomous fields are those that have established their own rules and their own specific interests, free from religious, political, or economic constraints
 ” [my emphasis].) What these source domains share in common is their orientation to what Bourdieu, borrowing an ecclesiastical term, calls temporal power
 , meaning forms of authority that rest on “worldly” or particularistic conceptions of value. (Economic value, for instance, is by definition inscribed in particular assets, goods, and services and anchored in specific times and places.) The prototypical fields Bourdieu means to account for with the field concept are those that form against
 temporal power, in alignment with universalistic notions of value (or conceptions of worth imagined as everywhere uniform). Put differently, the field concept invokes a specific kind of situation: the emergence of social worlds built on the negation of temporal power (or as Bourdieu [1991: 658]
 puts it, “the existence of social worlds whose fundamental law was the refusal of the legality specific to the economic and political fields, the refusal of ends and values that these fields recognized, such as money, power, honors”). The plainest illustration of this principle is the scientific field, with its universalistic conception of truth-value. Per the logic of scientific reason, the value of a claim does not depend on where it came from, who said it, who “owns” it, when or where it was said, and so on. More generally, the fields most notable for their refusal of money, power, and honors are those that require the most concerted investments of intellectual energy, whether artistic, journalistic, or scientific. The prototypical fields, then, are those belonging to the space of intellectual production, broadly construed.

The skeptical reader may note that Bourdieu also uses the terms field, habitus
 , and capital
 in a more generic sense, too, as a way of pluralizing categories (especially: market, interest, capital, and rationality) that prior theories take as invariant. Used in this register, habitus refers to any socialized subjectivity or matrix of “lasting dispositions, . . . trained capacities, and structured propensities to think, feel, and act in determinate ways” (Wacquant 2005
 : 316); capital denotes any institutionalized resource, material or symbolic, capable of conferring access to positions of authority (see Neveu, Chapter 15
 in this volume); and field can mean any relatively bounded network of hierarchically arranged positions whose occupants vie over a specific kind of authority. But the two uses are connected: Whereas the second, more generic one is aimed at combatting “false universalisms,” including theories that posit a homogeneous agent (e.g., rational actor theories) or those that depict socially specific judgments as written into the nature of being (e.g., Kantian aesthetics, neoclassical economics), the first use refers to social worlds formed around what Bourdieu calls “historical universalisms.” On this count, he seems to regard scientific reason as having the greatest universalizing potential—although he also speaks of journalism (Bourdieu 2005
 ) and art (Bourdieu 1993
 ) in terms of their potential for rivaling “worldly” powers. In any case, what all of 
 these spheres share in common is the heavy investment they require in cognitive training and energy, not to mention their need for insulation from commercial, political, and popular pressures. All of them, in other words, belong to the sphere of intellectual production.

Bourdieu’s Theory of Power

Intellectual life plays a key role in Bourdieu’s work in a second way: as “ground zero” in his theory of power. Echoing both Marx and Weber, he is eager to point out that no form of power is ever stable or secure until it is backed by a set of socially established meanings capable of masking or otherwise bolstering its operation. Whereas Marx was concerned with capitalism’s ability to generate a picture of reality that prevented owners and workers from seeing the real conditions of their existence, Weber posited a status order that, although distinct from the economic and political orders, tended to affirm their effects. Bourdieu extends this line of thinking via the notions of symbolic capital
 and symbolic power
 . The first term refers to a kind of “meta-capital” that consists in the ability to convert a purely factual power into a self-evident feature of the world or a source of status, honor, or respect. Bourdieu defines symbolic power as “the power to constitute the given by stating it, to act upon the world by acting upon the representation of the world” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 148). Wacquant (2017
 : 57), meanwhile, describes symbolic power as the “capacity for consequential categorization, the ability to make the world, to preserve or change it, by fashioning and diffusing symbolic frames, collective instruments (for the) cognitive construction of reality.”

What is notable for our purposes is the decidedly cognitivist cast these conceptions give to the exercise of power, and their tendency to orient the study of power to intellectual activities, broadly construed. In Bourdieu’s understanding, power rests on myriad acts of cognitive construction, which in turn come to bear on the interior, mental lives of people in subordinate positions. None of this is to deny the potency of strictly physical or material capacities, including brute force. Yet when Bourdieu speaks of these capacities on their own, his emphasis is usually on their instability
 . The naked exercise of force, he says, tends to invite critique and contestation, which is why the supreme form of power is the capacity “to impose the principles of construction of reality” (Bourdieu 1977 [1972]
 : 165). The upshot of this view is a strong focus on the role played by intellectual producers of various kinds in the workings of power. Because the capacity to impose meaning is bound up with struggles over what he calls “the legitimate representation of the social world,” journalists, artists, professors, scientists, and artists receive extensive attention in his theory. Because educational institutions play a key role in disseminating the “mental structures and . . . common principles of vision and division” with which people apprehend the world, schools are sustained objects of study as well (Bourdieu 1994
 : 7). Bourdieu is also unusually attentive to language, and to social agents whose powers are seemingly limited to the use of words and rhetorical tools—linguistic relationships being, he says, “relations of symbolic power through 
 which relations of force between the speakers and their respective groups are actualized” (Bourdieu 1994
 : 142).

The supreme fount of symbolic power, Bourdieu (2012)
 says, is the state, which he describes as the product of a long process of accumulation and concentration of material and symbolic resources . The state’s ultimate authority resides not in its organizational capacity, nor its coercive power, but in what he (extending Weber’s famous definition) calls its monopoly on physical and symbolic violence. The latter part of this formulation refers to the state’s ability to consecrate identities and impose meaning: Only the state can decree, for example, you are a citizen and you are not
 , and confer all the rights and powers associated with that designation. Likewise, only the state can say, you may get married and you may not
 , and have that classification stick. Through its legal and juridical functions, the state also delineates categories such as criminal and law-abiding, which have potent effects on a person’s life chances. Indeed, the law constitutes “the form par excellence of the symbolic power of naming that creates the things named, and creates social groups in particular” (Bourdieu 1987
 : 838). Through its census and record-gathering functions, the state plays a major role in the construction of demographic categories, including racial classifications. The state’s power in this respect consists not only in its ability to assign people to particular categories, but more fundamentally in the ability to reaffirm the underlying principles on which those categories are based.
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 In sum, Bourdieu says, the state is “the great fount of symbolic power which accomplishes acts of consecration, such as the granting of a degree, an identity card or a certificate—so many acts through which the authorized holders of an authority assert that a person is what she is, publicly establish what she is, and what she has to be” (Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992: 112 n65)
 .

Symbolic power is by some accounts the central concept in all of Bourdieu’s work, its exercise being nothing less than the clinching move in the game of domination.
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 By placing this notion at the center of his theory, he gives power a decidedly cognitivist cast and ensures that its study must always involve an investigation into the forms and relations of intellectual life. On this view, intellectual activity is a form of creation
 , one that shapes the cognitive order that in turn supplies the principles of the social world’s organization.

Epistemic Reflexivity

Intellectual life is vital to Bourdieu’s theory in a third way: as the empirical focus of reflexive self-analysis
 , the research operation central to the project of reflexivity. Throughout his work, Bourdieu is adamant that social scientists must subject their knowledge to an extended self-critique, not merely as an addendum to their “real” investigations, but as an ongoing feature of the scientific enterprise. To this end, he says, social scientists should scrutinize their own analytic concepts, interrogate their methods, and delve into the history of their techniques—the better to uncover the biases and limitations therein. These biases and limitations may reflect the properties of the individual researcher, or 
 they may arise from her position in the intellectual field, the system of relationships (including individual and disciplinary status contests) in which all intellectuals are embedded. But the most important source of bias, he says, is the intellectual role itself, which, as Wacquant (1992b
 : 39) puts it, “entices us to construe the world as a spectacle
 , as a set of significations to be interpreted rather than as concrete problems to be solved practically.”

Crucially, Bourdieu insists that the aim of reflexive self-examination is not to undermine social science, but to strengthen and improve it, to make it more rigorous (for further discussion of this concept, see Wacquant 1992b
 : 36–46). And yet rarely do discussions of this idea move beyond abstract precepts or delve into its concrete details. What does a reflexive sociology look like in practice? A close reading of Bourdieu shows that, far from a peaceful technique of scientific self-improvement, reflexivity is essentially a battle plan
 for what would amount to a series of brutal internecine conflicts among intellectuals. Taken seriously, the project would require nothing short of a wholesale reorganization of intellectual life, including an extensive redrawing of disciplinary boundaries. In Bourdieu’s account, reflexivity is the means by which truly scientific researchers can resist the imperious tendencies and universalizing ambitions of their less scientific counterparts. Furthermore, the reflexivity project proceeds through a mode of analysis aimed at revealing particularistic interests embedded in falsely scientific pursuits. Its main prerequisite, then, would be a revitalized historical sociology of intellectual life
 .

Perhaps the clearest illustration of Bourdieu’s approach to reflexivity comes in Language and Symbolic Power
 (1991 [1982])
 , which offers an extensive critique of the discipline of linguistics. His thesis in this discussion is that linguistics claims for itself a privileged status in the social sciences by “naturalizing” its own object—that is, by treating language as a natural, autonomous system. More specifically, he says, linguistics bestows on itself a kind of false scientificity through two acts. The first is the act of separating language from speech—langue
 from parole
 , à la Saussure—so that language can be bracketed from its manifestations in everyday life and taken as an abstract system. The second act is that of prioritizing the formal properties of grammar over the “functional constraints” of its use, à la Chomsky (1991 [1982]: 32). Through these two operations, linguistics defines any investigation into language’s history, or into the “social conditions of [its] production, reproduction, and use,” as outside of linguistics proper (1991 [1982]: 33). A more scientific approach, Bourdieu says, would reinstate these topics within the study of language—and he makes clear that, in his view, effecting this change would require putting linguistics itself on trial by making it the object of sustained historical investigation. It is only by tracing the discipline’s formation as a distinct science, he says, that its dominion over language can be undone: “Sociology can free itself from all the forms of domination which linguistics and its concepts still exercise today over the social sciences only by bringing to light the operations of object construction through which this science was established, and the social conditions of the production and circulation of its fundamental concepts” (1991 [1982]: 37).

We can find in this example a practical template for epistemic reflexivity as Bourdieu envisions it. In this first place, it is clear that reflexivity is not an act of polite intellectual housekeeping, but an injunction to critique established disciplines and schools of thought by scrutinizing their most cherished analytic concepts, techniques, research procedures, and so forth. The project’s reach extends far beyond the surface layer of intellectual life to its basic organization. Disciplinary boundaries, in particular, should be treated with suspicion because they often contribute to the theoretical construction of false objects, or objects that conceal profound biases. For these reasons, entire disciplines would have to be reinvented, abolished, or subsumed into a larger, more integrated social scientific project. Most relevant for our purposes, however, is the fact that this reflexive project would require a revitalized historical sociology of intellectual life. This is because reflexive analysis proceeds from a series of studies aimed at showing how interest-driven action came to be institutionalized within falsely scientific pursuits. A revitalized sociology of intellectual life is therefore a sine qua non of scientific progress in Bourdieu’s understanding.


THE
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 INTELLECTUAL
 LIFE AFTER
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Given the complexities of his approach to this topic, it should come as no surprise that scholars have yet to reckon fully with Bourdieu’s legacy on the social relations of intellectual life. His stance is marked by a persistent double-sidedness that arises, first, in his estimation of the social power of intellectuals: Although intellectuals occupy the uppermost regions of social space—which is to say, they inhabit the field of power—they are generally relegated to subordinate positions vis-à-vis holders of other kinds of authority. In his memorable phrase, they are “the dominated fraction of the dominant class” (Bourdieu 1993
 [1980]). And yet, he insists, the capacity to impose meaning is also a formidable, indeed indispensable
 , weapon in social struggles, meaning that intellectuals are never far from the nerve centers of power. The potency of their work springs from their ability to make authoritative pronouncements that come to be installed both as categories of everyday perception and as organizational principles of the social world.

At a prescriptive level, too, Bourdieu’s attitude toward intellectuals is double-sided, being marked first by suspicion, and second by self-identification and support. He arrived in Paris as an outsider among cultural elites, constitutionally wary of the privileges built into the intellectual role. Despite having reached the pinnacle of European intellectual society, he never fully shed his misgivings. In works like Homo Academicus
 and The State Nobility
 , he turned the objectifying gaze of science onto his fellow intellectuals, whom he depicted as willing accomplices in the business of domination. But all misgivings aside, Bourdieu also placed himself unambiguously on the side of science and reason, which he regarded as superior to common sense, superstition, and 
 unexamined tradition as tools for making sense of the world. He explicitly endorsed a “Realpolitik of reason” by which intellectuals would defend the social conditions for their autonomy (Bourdieu 1990
 ). And he vigorously opposed anti-intellectualism in all its forms—not just those originating outside of intellectual circles, but also its Trojan horses within. The latter included academic fads and fashions, fuzzy thinking, and technoscientific reason, or falsely scientific tools and techniques used in the business of governance. Bourdieu was deeply skeptical, for instance, of seemingly scientific public opinion polls that end up influencing—indeed, partially creating
 —the very “publics” they ostensibly described. He also decried the growing phenomenon of “technocrats or even epistemocrats who pretend to use science—notably, economic science—in order to govern,” and whose proliferation ended up relegating real intellectuals to the sidelines of civic debate (Bourdieu 1991
 : 655).

As a starting point for a critical discussion, let me suggest that the main appeal of Bourdieu’s approach to intellectual life rests on the impulse to marry a positive theory of intellectual production to a critical vocabulary for challenging anti-rationalist and anti-intellectual tendencies. Bourdieu describes the intellectual world as a structured space of interests bound up with the social relations of power. At the same time, he offers a normative vision of intellectual life rooted in the ideals of civic engagement and “generosity,” or a willingness to make the fruits of intellectual work universally available to people so they can gain better insight into the real conditions of their existence.
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 Intellectuals, on this view, should strike a delicate balance by heeding only their own (collective) priorities while renouncing insularity and professional closure. But if the promise of merging the positive and the normative is the main attraction of Bourdieu’s theory, it is also a source of gaps and tensions. The following subsections discuss three ongoing challenges for a Bourdieu-inspired sociology of intellectual life. These are the importance of interstitial locations in the social structure, the analytic challenge of delimiting intellectual fields, and the undertheorized practical and aesthetic sides of intellectual life. The section concludes by suggesting that a theory of “intellectual practical sense” should be a major focus for the sociology of intellectual life after Bourdieu.

The Importance of Interstititial Locations

Bourdieu’s conception of the intellectual is bound up with the notions of field and capital, and by extension with a particular strategy of capital accumulation and investment. In his view, an intellectual is someone who intervenes in civic-political life based on the “specific authority grounded on their belonging to the relatively autonomous worlds of art, science, and literature, and on all the values that are associated with this autonomy—virtue, disinterestedness, competence, and so on” (Bourdieu 1991
 : 656). As others have noted, his model draws heavily on the romanticized image of the nineteenth-century artist, scientist, or writer who amasses authority in a space of intellectual production before reinvesting it in the sphere of civic debate. However, by placing so much stock 
 in this venerable—some might say antiquated—image, Bourdieu ends up paying scant attention to more specialized producers such as the “specific intellectual” described by Foucault (1984)
 . Likewise, in tying his conception of the intellectual so closely to the notions of field and capital, he offers no clear way of analyzing the sort of strategic possibilities associated with marginality
 in a field, or in what Eyal (2013)
 calls the “spaces between fields.” When the topic of marginality does arise, Bourdieu tends to depict the action around a field’s perimeter as notable only for its boundary-generating effects.

One consequence of this choice is that Bourdieu gives short shrift to intellectual bridging and blurring figures, and to all those whose power cannot be expressed in terms of the accumulation of capital. Consider the case of think tank–affiliated “policy experts,” the ambiguous figures who cultivate loose ties to the academic, political, bureaucratic, media, and journalistic fields in an effort to influence public policy (Medvetz 2012
 ). By accumulating relatively thin stores of the capital associated with their numerous “parent” fields, policy experts place themselves in interstitial locations in the social structure. A straightforward reading of Bourdieu might lead us to interpret this situation as a liability for the policy expert, whom we might expect to pursue more centrality in one field or another. And yet the actual situation is quite different: Think tank–affiliated policy experts are generally content to remain at the margins of several fields at once, and to operate a strategy aimed at balancing and juggling multiple forms of capital. More to the point, their structural marginality accords them certain advantages in the business of influencing public policy, including over those who bear a greater resemblance to traditional intellectuals (Medvetz 2014
 ). The index of policy experts’ power is not so much the quantity of their capital, but its composition
 .

The overarching point is that Bourdieu’s notion of intellectual authority, being rooted firmly in the field-capital dyad, is not particularly well suited to analyzing those whose power, privilege, and influence rest on an act of blurring the boundaries of intellectual fields. Bourdieu might say that this is all a semantic dispute and that the ambiguous figures described here simply do not belong to the intellectual field. Because the authority at their command is less intellectual capital per se than the power to mediate an encounter among holders of different forms of capital, perhaps they belong to the field of power—the “meta-field” in which dominant groups vie over the relative values of the different forms of capital. Yet this defense only points to a second unresolved tension in Bourdieu’s approach to intellectual life: namely, the difficulty of fixing the boundaries of an intellectual field for analytic purposes.

Locating the Boundaries of an Intellectual Field

A second issue with Bourdieu’s treatment of intellectual life involves the difficulty of specifying the boundaries of an intellectual field. The challenge becomes especially acute in cases where the analyst herself, being part of the field in question, might be tempted to depict the field in self-serving terms—for instance, by placing herself in the region of the field marked by relative disinterestedness, or by locating her rivals in the region 
 constrained (read: tainted) by economic or political interests. In short, what begins as a purely analytic act quickly becomes charged with strategy and purpose. Bourdieu insists that a disinterested account of intellectual life is indeed possible, and that the notion of field holds the key to overcoming what he calls “partial objectifications.” And yet some of his own reports on the relations of intellectual life do not inspire much confidence in this regard. Read Sketch for a Self-Analysis
 , for example, in which he refers to his own critiques of others as “purely scientific,” and to their critiques of him as “arrogant and puerile” and driven by “vexed” responses to his work, and the possibility of a disinterested analysis begins to appear bleak (Bourdieu 2007
 [2004]: 51).

The task of specifying who counts as an intellectual is but a special case of the question of how a given practice comes to be defined as belonging to this or that category of action. Here it is worth noting that one of Bourdieu’s main rivals, Bruno Latour, also offered a way of addressing this question. Latourian concepts like actor-network
 and translation
 are tools for showing how the elements of a network can be brought together and represented as a single entity—how the definition of, say, an “intellectual” or a “scientific practice” comes to be fixed in place at a given historical juncture. The comparison is instructive for its ability to highlight the special challenge Bourdieu sets for himself. Simply put, if Latour’s approach is useful for showing where the boundaries of categories like “intellectual” or “scientific” lie, it is also decidedly noncommittal when it comes to the question closer to Bourdieu’s heart: Where should
 they lie? As we have seen, Bourdieu has definite ideas about what counts as a properly intellectual act and who qualifies as an intellectual. Like Durkheim, he has a prescriptive vision for sociology as something more than just a scholastic pursuit. Whereas Durkheim saw the sociologist as akin to a doctor capable of diagnosing pathologies and prescribing cures, Bourdieu believes that sociologists should approach their craft as a “martial art” by deploying empirical findings strategically to expose the hidden or arbitrary workings of power.

Yet despite his prescriptivist bent, Bourdieu is also well aware that he cannot define the boundaries of an intellectual field in terms of the ideational substance or content of intellectual activity. The task therefore comes down to specifying the formal conditions under which properly intellectual activity can and will occur—and here the notion of cognitive autonomy
 ends up charged with most of the heavy lifting. A robust or healthy field of intellectual production is one whose members are free to carry out their work unimpeded by external (especially economic, political, and cultural) determinations. Note additionally the concept’s Kantian trace: just as Kant defined moral autonomy as obedience to a self-determined rule, so intellectual autonomy for Bourdieu must be understood as obedience to standards of rigor established in the field of intellectual production. Put differently, autonomy is a duty or obligation
 , not simply a freedom. But as many critics have noted, the notion of cognitive autonomy has a tendency to become mired in tautology. At certain points, for instance, Bourdieu suggests that intellectual autonomy consists in intellectuals’ abilities to pursue their own aims and to judge each other’s work according to criteria of their own making. The problem with this formulation, as Eyal (2013)
 points out, is that it presumes some prior knowledge of the field’s boundaries, so we can know who its members are and whether they are indeed heeding 
 their “own” goals, judgments, and criteria, or those of another field. At other points, Bourdieu seems to say that fields acquire autonomy as their members accumulate the forms of capital valued within them and establish social distinctions between themselves and non-members. In this formulation, autonomy coincides with the appearance of formal markers—especially degrees, titles, and credentials—that help establish the field’s boundary, not unlike the boundary surrounding a profession. But while this solution may work for certain fields, it will not do in the case of intellectual fields. The problem is that it reduces intellectual autonomy to a kind of social closure, or a quality one possesses by virtue of having the right certifications, as opposed to a real and substantive trait. As we have seen, Bourdieu has a prescriptive vision in mind for intellectual practice that does not come down to social closure mechanisms.

The problem, then, is that Bourdieu wants to draw the boundaries of an intellectual field in terms of a normatively - positive idea of intellectual practice, even as the notion of field is geared to more agnostic definitions of the activities taking place within them. Perhaps the best solution he offers is to say that intellectual fields become relatively autonomous when their members aspire to universalism
 in their knowledge—“corporatism of the universal” being his approving term for intellectual collectives that form for the sake of civic intervention. Here, as in much of his work, the term universal
 refers somewhat counterintuitively to a historical achievement, not a transcendental fact: It is the effect produced when a collectivity succeeds in imposing its vision of the world as the sole legitimate one. We find a similar usage in his theory of the state, which locates the state’s ultimate power in its capacity to impose universalistic standards on a population (see Arnholtz, Chapter 27
 in this volume). A state can designate a specific language as the official tongue of its people, for example, and a particular dialect of the language as the standard form. But here and elsewhere, Bourdieu emphasizes the arbitrariness
 of the standards that come to be taken as universal. A dialect becomes universal, for instance, not because it is somehow better than the alternatives, but because its speakers stand to gain something from having their way of speaking recognized as the only legitimate way.

Even when it comes to intellectuals, Bourdieu is usually apt to emphasize the insidious, self-interested nature of universalizing power. In Pascalian Meditations
 , for example, he refers to the “(unconscious) universalizing of the particular case” as the “privilege constituting the scholastic tradition” (Bourdieu 2000
 : 65). The question then is, what allows the universalizing power of intellectuals ever to have a non-arbitrary basis? What prevents it from being just another form of symbolic power? To put the question bluntly, what differentiates good universalism from bad universalism? Bourdieu’s answer seems to be that the universalisizing power of intellectuals becomes non-arbitrary when they embrace the principle of epistemic reflexivity. “An intellectual,” he says in an interview, “can fulfill the liberating function that he claims for himself . . . only on condition that he understands and masters what determines him” (Bourdieu 1993
 [1980]: 44). Elsewhere he calls science “the least illegitimate of all symbolic powers” and argues that scientific rigor itself depends on reflexivity.
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 In The State Nobility
 , he refers to “the true precondition of true rigor: the reflexive critique of techniques and procedures” 
 (Bourdieu 1998 [1989]
 : 10). The takeaway, then, is that intellectuals differentiate themselves from other symbolic authorities not through their investigative techniques per se, but through the act of applying those techniques to themselves
 in a recursive fashion. Epistemic reflexivity is thus assigned the vital task of separating intellectual practice from illegitimate uses of symbolic power.

Now, whether or not this is a good answer, it does raise a new problem. The problem is that despite the vital role played by reflexive analysis in his theory, Bourdieu ends up undercutting the reflexivity of his own approach by leaving undertheorized the lived experience of intellectual practice, especially its bodily and aesthetic components. As the next subsection points out, whenever the choice arises between emphasizing the privileged status of scientific practice and exploring its practical, embodied roots, Bourdieu chooses the former. A key task for the sociology of intellectual life after Bourdieu is therefore to develop a fuller theory of “intellectual practical sense.”

Intellectual Life as Embodied Practice

One of the most ambitious and far-reaching aspects of Bourdieu’s sociology is his call for a theory of action rooted in the notion of practical sense. It is
 important to understand this idea in general terms before moving to the more specific notion of “intellectual practical sense.” The idea arises as part of an extended critique of scholastic reason
 , Bourdieu’s term for the style of thinking that imagines itself as the product of a disembodied, detemporalized, despatialized mind (see, for example, Bourdieu 1990
 ). Scholastic reason, he says, is built on a peculiar relation to the world: It is objectifying
 in that its gaze depends on the use of nonmaterial “mental objects”; it is discursive
 in that its meaningful content is transmissible by means of language and other symbols; and it is deliberative
 , or rooted in conscious reflection and discussion. Yet most everyday conscious experience has none of these qualities. A large part of it, in fact, is prethetic
 , or arising prior to the mental constitution of objects as such; prediscursive
 in that the knowledge associated with it is not transmissible by language alone (you can’t learn how to dance, for example, by reading a book about it); and spontaneous
 , or driven by impulse and “feel.” Bourdieu’s point is that scholastic reason, being rooted in a very peculiar relation to the world, misrepresents the nature of everyday experience. By projecting onto people a mentality that is not their own, it generates a false picture of action—one that is anchored in discourse and deliberation rather than an embodied “feel for the game.” The notion of practical sense is therefore meant to highlight the fuzzy, temporal logic of action and the potentially unbridgeable gap separating it from the “logic of logic.”

The clearest illustration of practical sense in Bourdieu’s work can be found in his account of Kabyle gift-giving practices, which begins with a critique of anthropological, economic, and sociological writings on gift-giving. Most such analyses, he says, explain gift-giving in terms of the observable patterns surrounding the activity. They depict gifts as functional means of establishing reciprocal relations within a kin network, for example, or as reflections of overarching but unobservable “social norms.” 
 Bourdieu’s point is not that these accounts are wrong per se. In fact, he says, they offer compelling post facto accounts of gift-giving’s social logic. Even so, the models they produce have little bearing on the actual experience of gift exchange, including the in situ motivations of givers and receivers. It is critical, for instance, that gift-giving unfolds in real time and space—the lag between reciprocal gifts being essential to their meaning. (To “pay back” a gift immediately would be to underscore the transactional aspect of the exchange and therefore ruin it.) Gift-giving is also an embodied practice, shot through with emotion, desire, and impulse, so the calculus of the giver cannot be reduced to a dispassionate strategy. Gift-giving also has a prethetic
 aspect, or one that arises prior to the mental constitution of objects as such. One feels
 gratitude or obligation, for instance, without having to represent it as such or articulate it to oneself.

Although the opposition between scholastic reason and practical sense corresponds intuitively with a split between “mental” and “bodily” practices, Bourdieu’s theory admits of no such separation. In his monistic view, even intellectual work depends on a kind of embodied practical sense, or a “feel for the game.” Yet strikingly, when it comes to addressing this aesthetic, practical side of intellectual life, he offers little in the way of a systematic theory. To be sure, there are moments in his work where he acknowledges this point, although they are generally so laden with qualifications as to suggest a pattern of avoidance. Instead, his tendency is to underscore the distinctiveness of intellectual, especially scientific, practice. In Science of Science and Reflexivity
 , for instance, Bourdieu (2004 [2001]
 : 38) notes that “[i]f there is one area where it can be assumed that agents act in accordance with conscious, calculated intentions, following consciously devised methods and programmes, it is indeed the domain of science.” He does allow—grudgingly, it seems—that scientific work is based on an embodied practice: “The analogy that some analysts draw between artistic practice and scientific practice is not without foundation, but within certain limits. The scientific field is, like other fields, the site of practical logics” (2004 [2001]: 39). (Further: “A scientific practice has all the properties recognized in the most typically practical practices, such as sporting or artistic practices” [2004 [2001]: 40].) And yet his larger priority is to point out ways in which scientific knowledge seems to defy its embodied roots. The scientific habitus, he says, is “the supreme form of theoretical intelligence”—its distinctiveness emerging from the formalization of scientific knowledge (2004 [2001]: 39–40). Whereas practical knowledge of the everyday sort has to be acquired through physical repetition—one thinks of a boxer obsessively rehearsing his craft (Wacquant 2004
 )—formalization allows scientists to internalize centuries of accumulated experience with relative speed: “a twenty-year-old mathematician can have twenty centuries of mathematics in his mind because formalization makes it possible to acquire accumulated products of non-automatic inventions” (Bourdieu 2004
 [2001]: 40). The overarching point is that a scientific habitus is the internalization of highly codified judgments and methods. And yet this is no reason to downplay or neglect its bodily and aesthetic aspects. Indeed, I would use Bourdieu’s point to reinforce my own: It is precisely because
 the scientific habitus is so distinctive that we would expect its acquisition to be difficult, perhaps impossible in the 
 ideal sense he describes. This is also why we would expect the scientific habitus to operate in direct tension with other layers of the habitus, and to be in perpetual danger of misfiring.

Why would Bourdieu give such short shrift to the aesthetic side of intellectual life? The most likely reason is that it was a conscious choice aimed at reaffirming his role as a champion of science. In Chapter 19
 in this volume, John Levi Martin finds a deeply buried tension in Bourdieu’s work between the idea that “aesthetic response might be key to understanding social action” and his rationalist commitment to science. If Bourdieu’s signature achievement lay in his novel theory of action, Martin says, the “main direction of this achievement” often cut against the “French rationalist vocabulary that he inherited.” As the present chapter shows, the same tension comes to the fore in Bourdieu’s treatment of intellectual life. Having fashioned himself as a proponent of science and civic intellectualism, he demurred when it came to describing the aesthetic side of intellectual life. But an incongruity emerges: When the objects of his investigation were peasants, athletes, or bourgeois aesthetes, his emphasis lay on the corporeal groundings and improvisational nature of their actions. But when it came to intellectual figures, especially scientists, he rarely pursued the same point systematically or delved into its details. The choice ends up undermining two concepts at the heart of his theory: practical sense and reflexivity. To explicate the notion of practical sense, he usually chose to highlight the most illustrative cases—the soccer player who feels the quasi-magnetic “pull” of the opposing team’s goal, or the Kabyle peasant who acts out of a sense of honor (see Bourdieu 1988
 ; 1977 [1972]
 ). But while these examples are well-suited to the task of illustration, the more valuable tests of the theory are those supplied by practices whose bodily components are seemingly absent or beside the point. Intellectual work therefore stands as a crucial but insufficiently explored limit case for the theory of practical sense. Likewise, the project of reflexivity cannot flourish if sociologists neglect the bodily and aesthetic sides of intellectual practice.

To address these shortcomings, and to erase any shadings of Cartesian dualism from his approach, the sociology of intellectual life after Bourdieu should develop a more sustained theory of the bodily and aesthetic sides of intellectual practice—one that attends to the myriad irrationalities built into the “business of rationality,” including its emotional and aesthetic lures, its temporal rhythms, and its taken-for-granted physical requirements (such as the need to train one’s memory and attention). The same theory would also need to explore the unseemly motives and propensities that sometimes guide intellectual work, not least of which are self-delusion, self-doubt, insecurity, and envy; it would need to consider the significance of trauma, phobia, addiction, and “mental illness” in the careers of intellectuals; and it should investigate the value of charisma, likability, and social connectedness in intellectual fields. Such an approach might begin by taking seriously the biographies, memoirs, and private correspondence of scientists, writers, and artists, with their fine-grained accounts of their daily routines and rituals: What time of day did Virginia Woolf wake up, and when did she go to bed? Did Mozart do his best work before breakfast or after lunch? How many cups of coffee did 
 Voltaire, Balzac, Kant, or Kierkegaard—all of them notorious caffeine addicts—drink? And to what degree did Freud’s cocaine habits (or those of Sir Arthur Conan Doyle or Max Weber, for that matter) fuel his creativity?


CONCLUSION




The philosopher Raymond Aron called Bourdieu the exception to the theories of cultural capital developed in his own work on formal education. In a similar vein, this chapter has suggested that Bourdieu’s unusual social trajectory into the world of intellectuals had a profound and sometimes paradoxical effect on his work: It led, first, to an abiding preoccupation with the subject of intellectual life. At several key junctures in his work, his treatment of the topic becomes pivotal to his theory’s larger purpose and significance. But if Bourdieu’s “outsider-within” status in the world of intellectuals gave him a privileged vantage point, it also yielded an ambivalent theory that sometimes wavered between sharp critiques of intellectuals and idealized renderings of intellectual practice. He also tended to avoid sustained investigation into its practical and aesthetic sides. A major direction for Bourdieu-inspired investigations of intellectual life should therefore be to engage further with these subjects.

NOTES



1.
 I use the term sociology of intellectual life
 to refer not to an established subfield per se, but to the study of the social relations surrounding reason, critical thinking, and theoretical (as opposed to practical or folk) knowledge. While the sociology of intellectual life overlaps a number of familiar research areas—including the sociologies of knowledge, intellectuals, and professions; science and technology studies; and new class theory—its subject matter is not a specific social category (“intellectuals,” “the new class”), institutional domain (“science,” “art”), or product of intellectual work (“knowledge,” “literature”), but a dimension of social practice.

2.
 The Logic of Practice
 (1990 [1980])
 , which revisits the ideas introduced in Outline
 , may be considered an extension of this stream.

3.
 This point is in keeping with the central thrust of research on creativity in psychology and cognitive science, which has consistently shown that creativity often involves transposing ideas generated in one setting into novel contexts. See, for example, Sternberg (1999)
 .

4.
 Wacquant ( 2017: 57) also describes the conceptual duo of symbolic power and social space as “the most parsimonious and irreducible conceptual core of his theory of practice.”

5.
 See Bourdieu (1985)
 for the “origin story” of the concepts of field and habitus.

6.
 For example, American racial categories divide subsets of the population with histories of forced incorporation (“African-American,” “Native American”) from those with histories of voluntary migration (“Caucasian,” “Asian”), notwithstanding important variations within each category regarding geographic origin, mode and time of incorporation, etc.—thus designating certain distinctions as literally more real than others
 .

7.
 Indeed, Wacquant (1992a
 : xi) suggests that all of Bourdieu’s work can be grasped as a “generative anthropology of (symbolic) power.”

8.
 For example: “the intellectual has the privilege of being placed in conditions that enable him to strive to understand his generic and specific conditions. In so doing, he can hope to free himself (in part at least) and to offer others the means of liberation” (Bourdieu 1993
 [1980]: 44).

9.
 This phrase is retranslated by Wacquant and quoted in Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992: 194 n152)
 .
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IS A BOURDIEUSIAN ETHNOGRAPHY POSSIBLE?




JEFFREY J. SALLAZ

I feel a kinship and a solidarity with researchers who “put their noses to the ground” (particularly symbolic interactionists, and all those who, through participant observation, . . . work to uncover and debunk the empirical realities that Grand Theoreticians ignore because they look down upon reality from such heights), even though I cannot agree with the philosophy of the social world which undergirds their interest in the minutiae of daily practices and which . . . is in fact imposed upon them by this “close-up view” and by the theoretical myopia . . . that this view encourages.

—Pierre Bourdieu (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 113)

THE
 theories and concepts developed by the late sociologist Pierre Bourdieu continue to inspire empirical research across the social sciences (Lee III 1988; Sallaz and Zavisca 2007
 ; Santoro 2011
 ; Swartz 2013
 ). This is certainly true among those researchers who commit themselves to putting their noses (and usually their whole bodies) to the ground—that is, among ethnographers. Reading across the broad body of ethnographic research being published today, one gets the impression that ethnographers consider Bourdieu’s ideas to be worthy of development via empirical application, and Bourdieu himself to be a kindred spirit (Barnard 1990
 ; Blommaert 2005
 ; Busby 2013
 ; Ceron-Anaya 2015
 ; Desmond 2009
 , 2014
 ; Doane 2006
 ; Lehmann and Taylor 2015
 ; Tarr 2008
 ; Wacquant 2015
 ; Yacine 2004
 ). Here was a theorist who trenchantly critiqued structuralism for studying people “from such [great] heights,” who insisted that the body be central to our understanding of the social world (Bourdieu 2004c
 ), and who strove to uncover the workings of power and domination in all forms (Bourdieu 2003
 ). Especially in academic fields wherein qualitative methods are subordinated to large-N
 quantitative research, the brilliant iconoclast Bourdieu serves, for many ethnographers, as a fount of ideas, concepts, and problematics. Thus far, however, no one has considered 
 just how compatible Bourdieu’s theoretical program is with ethnographic methods. Is a Bourdieusian ethnography possible?

Ethnography encompasses a variety of traditions for collecting and analyzing qualitative data. At the outset, I will lump them together as all sharing a commitment to documenting richly and thickly
 the lifeworlds of one’s research subjects. Furthermore, the gold standard in most ethnographic traditions is participant observation (PO), a method whereby the field worker immerses herself for an extended period of time with those whom she is studying, so as to experience the world as they do. As this chapter progresses, it will become necessary to distinguish among various ethnographic traditions. But whenever I speak of ethnography as a general term, I am referring to that ethos common to all of them, that is, a commitment to fieldwork (and PO in particular) as a means to inscribe how people understand, experience, and grapple with their worlds.

A thorough reading of Bourdieu’s empirical, theoretical, and methodological writings reveals that, beneath a surface affinity, Bourdieu was cautious to embrace ethnography fully. This may run counter to the image of Bourdieu as slayer of structuralism, as enemy of aloofness, but it is undoubtedly there in his writings. At the same time that he berated public opinion pollsters for producing bogus impressions of the body social (Bourdieu 1979b
 ), Bourdieu chastised ethnographers for purporting to inhabit and know the body of the other. He grouped together “monomaniacs of long linear modeling” with “monomaniacs of participant observation” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 , 226), “the positivist fetishism of ‘data’ ” with “the initiatory cult of fieldwork” (Bourdieu 2000
 : 4).

What were the bases of his critiques of ethnography? How persuasive are these critiques, given the state of qualitative methods today? To address these questions, I begin in the following section by summarizing Bourdieu’s own trajectory as an empirical researcher. I then elucidate what I see to be three related, though distinct, critiques of ethnography articulated by Bourdieu. These are discussed in order of how problematic I believe them to be for the ethnographic endeavor today. After elaborating each critique, I assess it and give ethnography a chance to respond. Ultimately, I conclude that it is
 possible to do ethnography from within the Bourdieusian research program. However, doing so requires the following of ethnographers: greater contextualization
 , that is, the work of situating one’s field data in its extra-local context; systematic research design
 , such as comparative or longitudinal strategies of data collection; and reflexivity
 as to how one’s position as a scholar shapes one’s experience of the social world of others.


BOURDIEU THE
 RESEARCHER




The evolution of Bourdieu’s research projects over the course of his career is well-known, and easily summarized in a chronological account of his publications. In this section, I’d like to recast this trajectory as divided into three stages, each associated with their own empirical objects, key concepts, and methodological choices.

Immersion in a Traditional Society

The first such stage encompassed Bourdieu’s ethnological work on traditional (undifferentiated
 , in his terms) societies, for which he developed the habitus concept as a tool of explanation. Trained in philosophy, long the dominant academic field in France, Bourdieu grew increasingly dissatisfied with its reliance upon argumentation, semantics, and displays of cultural capital to settle debates. He was drawn to more empirical and less “lofty” pursuits, a sentiment he expressed in his sociological autobiography, Sketch for a Self-Analysis:


I had entered into sociology and ethnology in part through a deep refusal of the . . . principle of loftiness, a social distance in which I could never feel at home. . . . That posture displeased me, as it had for a long time, and the refusal of the vision of the world associated with the academic philosophy of philosophy had no doubt contributed greatly to leading me to the social sciences. (Bourdieu 2007
 : 41)

Bourdieu’s 1955 conscription into the French army only accelerated his conversion to the empirical social sciences (Goodman and Silverstein 2009
 ). He was deployed to Algeria, in the midst of a revolution against French rule and in the capacity of a military clerk (Zarobell 2010
 ). From the start he was sympathetic to the Algerian cause, and even, he recalled, “tried in vain to indoctrinate my fellow soldiers . . . on the ship that took us to Algeria” (Bourdieu 2007
 : 38). Risking censure and even discipline from the chain of command, Bourdieu left the safety of the compound to take what he called “the common-sense step of going into the field to see what the situation was really like” (2007: 57). Bourdieu furthermore opted to stay in Algeria following his release from military service, teaching at the University of Algiers while the revolutionary struggle continued. He essentially taught himself ethnographic and ethnological research methods, and began performing fieldwork among the Kabyle, a Berber people whom Bourdieu saw as embodying a traditional way of life (see Poupeau, Chapter 18
 in this volume).

To capture both how their traditional social order worked, and how it was being transformed by colonialism, Bourdieu began using the concept of the habitus
 (Wacquant, Chapter 24
 in this volume). It denotes a set of deep and durable dispositions that an individual needs to play a particular social game, and his argument was that the long-standing Kabyle habitus was being rent asunder by colonialism, in particular men’s incorporation into the urban labor market. This argument was laid out in early works such as The Algerians
 (Bourdieu 1962)
 and Algeria 1960
 (Bourdieu 1979a)
 , and later in Outline of a Theory of Practice
 (Bourdieu 1977 [1970])
 and The Logic of Practice
 (Bourdieu 1992 [1980])
 . Bourdieu’s fieldwork in Algeria ended in 1960, at which point he ceased writing on traditional societies and the latent violence of colonization (Poupeau, Chapter 18
 in this volume). One important exception is an extended research project undertaken in Béarn, Bourdieu’s home region and a provincial outpost in southern France. Bourdieu saw a parallel between the traditional habitus of 
 Béarn’s men and that of the Kabyle workers; both were unable to adjust to the modern, urban, capitalist order (Bourdieu 2008
 ). Nevertheless, Bourdieu’s return to France inaugurated a very different stream of research.

Reproduction of Class via Culture in France

Following his years of fieldwork in Algeria, Bourdieu repatriated to France, where his empirical agenda shifted to a critical analysis of how cultural practices reproduce and legitimate class inequalities. What this new line of research shared with his past studies of Algeria was a dedication to exposing various forms of hidden domination, or symbolic violence as he called it. But because mid- to late twentieth-century France was a vastly different society from Kabyle society—richer, larger, more urbanized and industrialized—the studies produced in this second phase must be considered qualitatively different from those produced in the first.

Three major research projects from this stage are illustrative. The first consisted of a series of critical studies of the French schooling system (Weininger and Lareau, Chapter 11
 in this volume). In works such as The Inheritors
 (Bourdieu and Passeron 1979
 [1964]) and Reproduction in Education, Culture and Society
 (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977
 [1970]), Bourdieu and his colleague Jean-Claude Passeron documented how children from different social classes are unequally endowed by their primary kin-groups with dispositions and competencies that are valued by the school system—with various forms, that is, of cultural capital. In a case study of conventions of photography in France—Photography: A Middle Brow Art
 (1996a [1965])—Bourdieu demonstrated how a seemingly straightforward technique of optical recording was used in vastly different ways by different classes and genders. And in what was to be his crowning achievement, Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgment of Taste
 (1984 [1979]), Bourdieu showed how basic material inequalities (such as one’s distance from necessity, or hardship, during one’s formative years) structure one’s cultural and lifestyle choices across a range of domains. As with his earlier elaboration of the notion of habitus, an individual’s possession of cultural capital both reflects and
 reproduces one’s material situation.

Elite Fields and the Field of Elites

During what I call a third phase of Bourdieu’s empirical trajectory, he began publishing detailed case studies of elite fields, that is, autonomous social orders characterized by stockpiles of institutionalized capitals. Eventually, he would develop a theory as to how these myriad individual fields constituted a field of power, or a social order in which the relationships among the various forms of capital are the objects of struggle. For instance, it is in this meta-field that the relative values of different forms of capital (educational credentials versus stock holdings, for example) are established. He also explored how 
 relative peace was negotiated among the various forms of expertise in the field of power—how, that is, an “organic solidarity in the division of labor of domination” was maintained (Bourdieu 1998
 [1989]: 187).

For example, The Rules of Art: Genesis and Structure of the Literary Field
 (Bourdieu 1996b
 [1992]) was a detailed retracing of the process by which painters, poets, novelists, and other artists were able to carve out an autonomous world freed from the demands of patrons and traditional authorities. Homo Academicus
 (Bourdieu 1988 [1984])
 was a far-reaching study of the French professoriate. Though considered a homogenous elite, the academic field, Bourdieu established, is riven by the same divisions that characterize society at large: the disciplines of business, law, and medicine dominate the arts, humanities, and many sciences. And in The State Nobility
 (1998 [1989])
 Bourdieu dissects the bureaucratic state apparatus in France as the
 key field in the field of power. It draws its members from a homogenous class of elite graduates of the grand écoles
 , it holds a monopoly on the ability to classify as legitimate various actors (e.g., medical doctors) and practices (e.g., marriage rights), and yet it offers the best hope for a fair and meritocratic system of governance insofar as the field of the state rewards those with an interest in disinterestedness.

Evaluating This Research Trajectory

How are we to assess this overall trajectory of empirical research? Admittedly, one thing that stands out is the opacity
 of Bourdieu’s methodology. A separate issue from the oft-noted impenetrability of much of his writing, it is frequently difficult when reading one of Bourdieu’s empirical studies to discern what exactly he did. Monographs rather than journal articles were his preferred outlet of publication, sparing him the obligation to write detailed methodology sections at the commencement of his studies. Furthermore, Bourdieu seemed all too willing to countenance a degree of decoupling between the argument he was making in a given text and the underlying data supporting it. As he explained in Pascalian Meditations
 ,

I could have attached to almost every line [of my writings] references to empirical investigations, some of them going back thirty years before the moment at which I now write, which made me feel I was authorized to put forward the general propositions that they . . . had enabled me to establish, without providing all the supporting evidence at each point[.] (2005: 5)

Though Bourdieu was not always meticulous about documenting the methods by which he collected his data, there were several unmistakable trends across the broad corpus of his empirical writings.

First, Bourdieu was flexible in his willingness to deploy the full arsenal of social scientific data collection techniques. This was not the proverbial researcher with a hammer seeing nothing but nails, but rather one with a formidable toolkit. Participant 
 observation, interviewing, visual sociology, surveys, content analysis of primary data, biography, historiography, literary interpretation, contingency tables analyzed via correspondence analysis—perhaps the only thing missing from this arsenal is the American standard of multiple regression of large data sets (Breiger 2000
 ). Such methodological diversity fit perfectly with Bourdieu’s larger epistemology of social research, as articulated in the early tract The Craft of Sociology
 (Bourdieu, Chamboredon, and Passeron 1991
 [1968]). The specific problematic that must be understood—the “object,” in Bourdieu’s terminology—should determine the technique of data collection, not the other way around. Later, he would summarize his position as such:

It is only as a function of a definite construction of the object that such a . . . technique of data collection and analysis, etc., becomes imperative. More precisely, it is only as a function of a body of hypotheses derived from a set of theoretical presuppositions that any empirical datum can function as proof or, as Anglo-American scholars put it, as evidence
 . (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 , 225; italics in original)

Second, as his career progressed Bourdieu moved from “studying down” to “studying up.” That is, the research objects that he constructed via his theory increasingly consisted of worlds populated by capital-rich individuals, groups, and organizations. His rich interpretation of gifting among the Kabyle, as reported in Outline of a Theory of Practice
 , is as convincing as his mapping of the field of elite schools in The State Nobility
 . But the social distance between the Algerian subsistence farmer, dominated by the French bureaucracy run from Paris, and the graduate of a grand école
 , soon to head a component of this very same bureaucracy, could hardly be greater. This evolution in chosen research objects could be said to reflect Bourdieu’s own biographical trajectory, from child of a common family in a rural province to the upper echelons of the Parisian elite (Bourdieu 2007
 ).

On the other hand, there is no inherent reason that a physical movement from Algeria to Paris, from the colony to the metropole, should entail shifting one’s analytical gaze upward in social space. Bourdieu had unique access to the French colonial administration in Algeria, but chose not to study it. Only later would scholars apply Bourdieu’s theory to colonial state apparatuses (Steinmetz 2008
 ). And it is entirely possible to study elite fields such as art worlds through the eyes of the myriad workers, interns, and volunteers who populate their “backstage” areas (Becker 1984
 ), although Bourdieu opted not to. Clearly, as his career progressed, he felt that his energy and resources were best spent studying elites, including professional scientists themselves (Bourdieu 2004b
 ). True, Bourdieu’s later book Masculine Domination
 (2001)
 addressed the plight of women, though it was based not on recent firsthand data collection, but rather on secondary sources and his earlier fieldwork on the Kabyle.

The final trend that can be discerned across Bourdieu’s research trajectory is a shift from qualitative to quantitative methods. This was not a dramatic or complete 
 transformation, but an unmistakable one nonetheless. For instance, during his Algerian research Bourdieu sought to show the effects of colonization by surveying and comparing rural peasants and urban workers. The data tables and relevant statistical tests are present in his initial publications on Algeria (e.g., Bourdieu 1979a
 ); however, as he continued in the following years to revisit his Algerian fieldwork, he came to prioritize his ethnographic findings. The two monographs on Algeria for which Bourdieu is best known—Outline of a Theory of Practice
 and The Logic of Practice
 —are devoid of statistical tables. Instead, Bourdieu makes his arguments through detailed descriptions of the everyday lifeworld of the Kabyle. An excellent example is his analysis of a typical Kabyle house (1992: 272). A picture of the domicile from above belies the way in which it is experienced by its inhabitants. For them, its meaning “altered depending on the gender, perspective, and bodily position of the individual apprehending it” (Lane 2000
 : 97). Only a researcher who has spent countless hours living among his subjects and trying his best to see the world as they do could produce such an account.

In contrast, the works produced by Bourdieu late in his career rely much more heavily on survey data and quantitative analysis. They are replete with descriptive data tables, which are occasionally transformed into two-dimensional visualizations. The “maps” produced by correspondence analysis, for instance, are by now associated with a Bourdieusian research program. Bourdieu came to rely on such transformations of quantitative data to make his theoretical arguments in his later works. An example comes from The State Nobility
 . Bourdieu sought to document empirically how key gatekeepers within elite schools evaluate applicants to their ranks. It is not a question that can be answered only
 through quantitative techniques. Lamont, for instance, in her work How Professors Think
 (2010)
 , conducted ethnography among professors heading grant and fellowship panels to illuminate the criteria by which they judge applicants. Bourdieu does essentially the same thing in The State Nobility
 , but by coding written evaluations of students’ performances and then cross-tabulating these codes against the students’ social origins. The result is a block model diagram suggesting that students from the working classes are more likely to be described as “slavish” or “common,” relative to their more privileged counterparts, who are described as “inspired” or “lively” (1998: 31).

Why, over the course of his empirical research trajectory, did Bourdieu shift from ethnographic to quantitative techniques of data collection? Ethnographers have long noted—lamented, even—that as they age, get jobs, pursue tenure, and assume more professional and familial duties, they move away from prolonged fieldwork in distant locales (Marcus 1998
 ; Ong 2006
 ). Certainly Bourdieu would not have been immune to the exigencies of everyday life that his personal and professional advancements entailed. But I think that something deeper was at play. Dispersed throughout Bourdieu’s writings we find a series of admonitions concerning ethnography as a method. I want to distill these down into three general critiques, arranged in order from least to most problematic.


CRITIQUE
 I: ETHNOGRAPHY AS
 PARTIAL
 KNOWLEDGE




The truth of the interaction is never entirely contained in the interaction.

—Bourdieu (1977 [1970]
 : 81)

The first and least hostile critique is that the knowledge produced by ethnography is valid but inherently partial. It is only by supplementing qualitative data on people’s experiences with data concerning the larger structures in which these experiences are embedded that we can produce a complete account of a given social world. Logically, this critique should be symmetrical. Structuralist approaches should be similarly reproached, lest they investigate how agents experience the everyday lifeworld. While Bourdieu did make this latter argument in his early writings, as time went on he became increasingly focused on the inadequacy of ethnographic and other qualitative traditions.

Bourdieu’s foundational statement concerning social scientific epistemology was critical and dialectical. He characterized it as in a rut, divided into opposing “modes . . . each of which implies a set of (usually tacit) anthropological theses” (Bourdieu 1977
 : 3). At one extreme there are various species of “objectivism,” such as structuralism, semiotics, Marxism, macro-economics, and network analysis, among others (Bourdieu 2007
 : 45). What unites these individual traditions is that they observe and record action from afar—from above—and then endeavor to create a “social physics” (Bourdieu 1992
 : 27), that is, a set of laws, rules, and norms that account for observed patterns in the data. The value of this approach is that it allows social scientists to grasp elements of objective reality that are generally obscured from everyday actors. Quantitative studies showing unequal distributions of wealth within a society (e.g., Piketty 2014
 ), or network studies showing how elites are connected via corporate interlocks (e.g., Mizruchi 1992
 ), contribute to our understanding of the larger structure of society. The problem with objectivist knowledge, however, is that it is too distant from actual practice and thus constructs “fictitious” theories to account for practice:

Simply by leaving untouched the question of the principle of production of the regularities that [it] records . . . objectivist discourse tends to constitute the model constructed to account for practices as a power really capable of determining them. [I]t treats its constructions—“culture’,” “structures,” “social classes,” or “modes of production”—as realities endowed with a social efficacy. (Bourdieu 1992
 : 37)

To paraphrase Bourdieu’s argument, objectivism, ever distant from the subjects who are its objects, conflates the reality of its model with a valid model of reality.

The opposed mode of knowledge Bourdieu characterized as subjectivism. It underpins all of those schools and techniques that endeavor to document subjects’ experience of their everyday lifeworlds. Bourdieu defines it as knowledge that “sets out to make 
 explicit the truth of primary experience of the social world[,] all that is inscribed in the relationship of familiarity with the familiar
 environment, the unquestioning apprehension of the social world” (1977: 3; emphasis in original). Examples of subjectivism would include phenomenology, existentialism, symbolic interactionism, ethnomethodology, folklore studies, conversation analysis, and participant observation. As with objectivism, subjectivism has its value. Bourdieu (1977)
 would initially label himself a practitioner of the technique, and considered it essential for operationalizing his concept of the habitus.

However, in its pure form, subjectivism, like objectivism, has its blind spot. It can at best document how actors experience the world in the moment, and so it struggles to make causal arguments about these experiences:

Phenomenological description, though indispensable in order to break with the scholastic vision of the ordinary vision of the world, and while it comes close to the real, is liable to stand in the way of a full understanding of . . . practice itself, because it is totally ahistorical and antigenetic. (Bourdieu 2000
 : 147)

Because it has no way to contextualize what it documents, to “examine the question of the social conditions that have to be fulfilled to make possible the experience of the social world” (Bourdieu 2000
 :147), subjectivism “makes each action a kind of antecedent-less confrontation between the subject and the world” (Bourdieu 1992
 : 42). It ultimately fails to stand on its own as a science because its data are permanently denied explanans
 status.

Like a good dialectician, Bourdieu sets up twin pillars, each seemingly solid but in fact quite fragile. He then proposes a synthesis of objectivism and subjectivism: a research program that explains structural regularities in the social world but also
 remains faithful to actors’ folk understandings of their worlds. By doing so, he claims to combine the incomplete (though correct on their own terms) accounts offered by objectivism and subjectivism into a full account of the real.

The best example of such an approach is the one offered by Bourdieu immediately after his summary of his synthesis in the early chapters of Outline of a Theory of Practice
 . It is an account of gift-giving among the Kabyle people. Structuralist accounts of gift-giving are foundational in several social scientific disciplines, as researchers found that the practice is patterned and predictable. They are rarely one-way transactions, but rather repeated cycles of give and take (Agent A buys Agent B a present for her birthday tomorrow, then Agent B buys Agent A a present on her birthday the month following). Gifts and counter-gifts, furthermore, are typically of equal value (a $50 video game for you, a $50 pair of shoes for me). Depending on the discipline, structuralist approaches explain these patterns through various (fallacious, for Bourdieu) theories of practice. For economists, gifting is just another form of barter; for cultural anthropologists, a strategy for domination; and for sociologists, an unthinking act of adherence to a norm of reciprocity (Gouldner 1960; Gregory 1982; Mauss 1990)
 .

These assumptions as to the primary experience of giving and receiving gifts are readily contradicted by just about anyone who has ever given or received a gift. Gratitude, humility, appreciation, guilt, obligation: these and other all-too-human emotions are part of the typical experience of gift-exchange participants. Ultimately, Bourdieu endorses a mostly anthropological account of the true function of gifting, that is, as a means by which social relationships (especially power relationships) are performed and thus reproduced. But the
 key to gift-giving as an effective means of reproducing asymmetrical power relationships is the fact that it is not
 experienced as a strategy of domination. Because they are socialized into this way of life, the Kabyle have a habitus particularly attuned to the importance of properly receiving the proper gifts at the proper time, and of establishing one’s honor by properly repaying the gifter with a proper counter-gift. This sens
 , or sense, of obligation also allows free space for strategic action, by for instance offering an initial gift larger than is typical, or by waiting overly long to reciprocate. The larger point is that gifting is akin to a social game, and like all games it has both a set of objective rules and subjective experiences of playing the game (Halpin 2013
 ). It is through the case of gifting that Bourdieu demonstrates how objectivist and subjectivist knowledge complement one another: together, they make “possible the co-existence of two opposing truths, which defines the full truth of the gift” (Bourdieu 1977
 : 5)

In sum, beginning with his first major empirical project, a study of the Kabyle people in an Algeria under French colonialism, Bourdieu qualified the use of methods, such as ethnography, that aim to document lived experience. He labeled the data gained through the proper use of such methods as valid, though incomplete. They can only be properly interpreted when contextualized in relation to larger conditions of possibility. Subjective approaches such as ethnography thus cannot stand on their own, but they can be fruitfully combined with structuralist approaches in what is essentially an organic division of research labor.


CRITIQUE
 II: IMPOTENT
 KNOWLEDGE




The social fact is won against the illusion of immediate knowledge.

—Bourdieu, Chamboredon, and Passeron (1991
 : 13)

Upon returning to France from Algeria, Bourdieu developed his research program in a way that can be described as a retreat from ethnography. While his Algerian writings had emphasized his qualitative findings, by the time of Distinction
 (1984 [1979])
 the balance had shifted to quantitative techniques. In his later studies, surveys—both of individuals and of organizations—came to constitute his primary data source, and correspondence analysis his primary technique for presenting and interpreting these data. In this section I attempt to make sense of this progression of method. Why did Bourdieu turn away from ethnography? I will argue that this shift had less to do with any newfound 
 epistemological commitments, or even the exigencies of an aging scientist’s research capabilities, than with his emergent theory of historical change
 . In brief, as societies modernize and hence differentiate
 , in Bourdieu’s phraseology, there emerge novel phenomena that ethnography is impotent to see. To invoke the phraseology of Habermas (1985)
 , the action increasingly lies with the system rather than with the lifeworld.

Foremost among these new phenomena are social fields and the various forms of capital that undergird them (Anheier, Gerhards, and Romo 1995
 ; Fligstein and McAdam 2015
 ; Martin 2003
 ; Medvetz 2012
 ). The problem for ethnographers, Bourdieu comes to argue, is that these new entities are of an ontological status that essentially renders them invisible to ethnographic documentation. The scientific instruments necessary to see them are simply not tools of the ethnographer’s trade. “Immediate knowledge” is valid, but ultimately an “obstacle” to be overcome. Only statistics, the structuralist technique par excellence, and not ethnography, the great discoverer of immediate knowledge, can document the existence of social facts such as social fields. To claim otherwise would be akin to an astronomer attempting to see a faraway galaxy by squinting.

I argue that Bourdieu’s critique must be historically contextualized. It holds that ethnography is increasingly impotent as a methodology for documenting society insofar as society itself is changing
 . As he elaborated this critique, Bourdieu basically abandoned the methodological dualism that he had advanced in his earlier writings. Ethnography reveals not half truths, but increasingly minor and inconsequential truths—small payoffs relative to the investment of energy and resources that field research entails.

The extent to which Bourdieu offered a theory of history has been a subject of debate (Gorski 2013
 ). It seems clear, however, that his vision of history was a binary one, in which he clearly distinguished between undifferentiated and differentiated societies. Of great importance is that the dominant mode of domination differs fundamentally between the two. The Kabyle represented an undifferentiated social order; this was a small, agrarian society with minimal accumulated wealth and thus minor gradations of inequality. Those who held arable land and who came from notable families were considered men of honor, and they were obligated to constantly establish their authority via what can be called interpersonal labor. In such societies, “relations of domination can be set up and maintained only at the cost of strategies which must be endlessly renewed” (Bourdieu 1977
 : 183). Such strategies include gifting, visiting, gossiping, small talk, and the like. Elites in traditional societies “cannot appropriate the labor, services, goods, homage and respect of others without ‘winning’ them personally, ‘tying’ them, in short, creating a bond between persons
 ” (Bourdieu 1992
 : 129; italics mine). It makes sense that ethnography—the study of interpersonal relations and their associated subjectivities, or habitus—was of such utility for Bourdieu in his studies of Algeria.

Late twentieth-century France, to which Bourdieu was abruptly returned, represented a radically different mode of domination. Elites in such societies no longer have to manage and thus maintain relations of domination personally
 . In fact, they are able to build entirely new domains, or fields, which allow them to exercise their 
 power without ever having to interact directly with those whom they exclude or whose labor they exploit. This is a qualitatively different sort of society. “In highly differentiated societies, the social cosmos is made up of a number of . . . relatively autonomous social microcosms” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 97). Each microcosm is a field, “defined as a network, or a configuration, of objective relations between positions. These positions are objectively defined . . . by their present and potential situation (situs
 ) in the structure of the distribution of species of power (or capital)” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 97). We thus find today, in wealthy nations such as France or the United States, an academic field wherein elites monopolize educational credentials, a political field in which various individuals and parties administer the machinery of government, an economic field in which experts control the tools of finance, and so on (Medvetz 2012
 ).

The fields came into being only through a long historical process of differentiation
 , roughly corresponding to what is commonly referred to as the Enlightenment (Bourdieu 2004a
 ; Eyal 2006
 ). As various groups and actors broke the stronghold of patrimonial domination long practiced by the nobility and church (a key component of which is, of course, gifting), there occurred a:

process of differentiation
 through which the various fields of symbolic production gained autonomy and constituted themselves as such. . . . This process is inseparable from the full-scale symbolic revolution through which European societies gradually managed to overcome the denial of the economic on which precapitalist societies were founded. (Bourdieu 2000
 : 17–18)

In Bourdieu’s framework, these emergent groups have come to constitute a new sort of elite, each holding on to their own differentiated forms of accumulated capital, that is, their expertise or competences:

[H]aving accumulated, through and for their work, competences . . . that could function as cultural capital, they were increasingly inclined and also able to assert their individual and collective autonomy vis-à-vis the economic and political powers who needed their services (and also vis-à-vis the aristocracies based on birth). (Bourdieu 2000
 : 20)

The morphology of these new fields is immune to ethnographic investigation. That is to say, fields are paragons of social facts: phenomena that are external to the lifeworld, invisible to the naked eye, yet endowed with an efficacy over individuals and social action (Durkheim 1982
 ). As “relations of force that are not immediately perceivable” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 113), fields are not coterminous with physical structures such as offices or campuses or laboratories or domiciles. Rather, they exist in theoretical space as a set of relationships among various positions and their properties. The actors in fields are not
 the concrete human beings (empirical
 individuals, as Bourdieu calls them) whom ethnographers are trained to approach, befriend, empathize with, and describe realistically
 , but rather epistemic
 individuals constructed
 
 by the researcher based upon their stock of various capitals and relevant properties. The idiosyncrasies of a person’s demeanor, bearing, manner of speaking, even his or her name matter not; what matters is how he or she is differentiated from others in the field:

[I]n everyday life, the proper name merely identifies
 , and, acting in the same way as what logicians call an indicator, is in itself virtually insignificant . . . and gives virtually no information about the person designated . . . it singles out an empirical individual
 . . . . The constructed individual, on the contrary, is defined by a finite set of explicitly defined properties which differ through a series of identifiable differences from the set of properties . . . more precisely, it identifies its reference not in ordinary space, but in a space constructed of differences produced by the very definition of the finite set of effective variables. (Bourdieu 1988
 [1984]: 22; italics in original)

Bourdieu’s definition of fields obviates as well any imperative to empirically document interactions among people. “[W]hat exist in the social world are relations—not interactions between agents or intersubjective ties between individuals” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 97). Even the practice of domination, which required so much intersubjective
 work in undifferentiated societies such as the Kablye, now takes place behind our backs, so to speak. The holder of a doctoral degree from Harvard need not make the daily rounds to demonstrate with much pomp his superior status to his neighbors and colleagues (though he very well may). Instead, the field itself tends to exclude those who do not belong and grant admission to those who do. In writing about this process, Bourdieu often uses the metaphor of machinery
 to capture how institutional forces and not interpersonal labor now reproduce inequality:

[T]he educational institution resembles something like an immense cognitive machine
 which continually redistributes students submitted to its examination according to their previous positions in the system of distributions [of capital.] (1998: 1; emphasis mine)

In sum, in his early work Bourdieu regarded ethnography as an equal partner to structuralist methods in the research endeavor. As he commenced upon his studies of fields in modern France, he dismissed the principal techniques of ethnography as impotent to construct as objects emergent social facts such as fields and their capitals. As has been well documented, Bourdieu came to settle on correspondence analysis as the optimal method for documenting the empirical objects implied by his evolving theory. Correspondence analysis is basically a technique for transforming a standard contingency table into a multidimensional map (Clausen 1988
 ; de Nooy 2003
 ; Greenacre 2007
 ). One strength of the technique is that it allows the researcher to depict in a single space various categories of actors, attributes, and practices. Another is that, by labeling the axes of the correspondence analysis map, the analyst can capture principles of differentiation in the specific field (Greenacre 2007
 ). Bourdieu was clear that “if I make extensive use of correspondence analysis . . . it is because 
 correspondence analysis is a relational technique of data analysis whose philosophy corresponds exactly to what, in my view, the reality of the social world is” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 96).


CRITIQUE
 III: DANGEROUS
 KNOWLEDGE




Subjectivism universalizes the experience that the subject . . . has of himself as a subject.

—Bourdieu (1992, 46)


The third critique of ethnography that I will consider is in many ways potentially the most damning. It is present in Bourdieu’s writing from his earliest theoretical statements (1977) to his final reflections on his life and career (2007). It follows from his unrelenting criticism of scholastic knowledge. Like all forms of knowing the world, scholasticism is partial and derives from a particular social location, in this case the position of the materially secure (i.e., tenured) scholar. But scholasticism is pernicious and suspicious because it tempts us into believing that it is a universal and universally valid knowledge; it is the epitome of “epistemocentrism” (Bourdieu 2000
 : 50). Ethnographers in particular are prone to the scholastic fallacy, thus making ethnographic knowledge itself especially dangerous. Although they adopt a “humble and submissive” (Bourdieu 2000
 : 52) posture, promising only to document faithfully the real world of their subjects, ethnographers may misrepresent this world because of the insurmountable gulf that exists between themselves as scholars and their research subjects.

The bedrocks of ethnographic methodology are immersion and empathy. To research a group is to gain access, or entrée, to it and then spend as long as possible living among its members in order to experience the world as they do. Erving Goffman’s prescription for the process is often quoted in qualitative method textbooks:

[T]ry to subject yourself, hopefully, to their life circumstances, which means that although, in fact, you can leave at any time, you act as if you can’t and you try to accept all of the desirable and undesirable things that are a feature of their life. . . . [Y]ou’re empathetic enough—because you’ve been taking the same crap they’ve been taking—to sense what it is that they’re responding to. If you don’t get yourself in that situation, I don’t think you can do a piece of serious work. (1989: 25)

The obstacles to doing such serious work are thus ecological (physically joining the group on its “home turf”) and social (being accepted, or at least tolerated, by the group). But they are also “cultural” in the sense that the researcher will encounter very different norms, morals, and ethics from those of the society from which she comes. In this situation, to practice empathy is to suspend judgment about the community under study, to be relativistic about one’s own cultural beliefs. The paradigm for such an embedded 
 and empathetic study is Renato Rosaldo’s (1989)
 essay “Grief and a Headhunter’s Rage” based on years of fieldwork among the Ilongot people of the northern Philippines. It was only after the unexpected death of his own wife that Rosaldo was able to finally understand and inscribe for others the murderous rage expressed by many Ilongot in response to grief. At the extreme of such research practice is the ethnographer who goes native, that is, so fully empathizes with her community of study that she joins it permanently (Kanuha 2000
 ).

Bourdieu would warn that empathetic immersion, and indeed the entire participant observation enterprise, could be an illusion. As he wrote in The Logic of Practice
 ,

Undue participation of the subject in the object is never more evident than in the case of the primitivist participation
 of the bewitched or mystic anthropologist, which, like populist immersion, plays on the objective distance from the object to play the game as a game while waiting to leave in order to tell it. This means that participant observation is, in a sense, a contradiction in terms
 (as anyone who has tried to do it will have confirmed in practice). The participationist option is simply another way of avoiding the question of the real relationship of the observer to the observed. (1990 [1980]: 34; emphasis mine)

The contradiction between Goffman’s and Bourdieu’s summaries of participant observation could not be more stark. Goffman acknowledges that, unlike one’s subjects, the researcher “can leave at any time.” Nonetheless, forcing oneself to stick with it and put up with the “same crap” as they do is the only way to do “serious work.” Bourdieu basically mocks this idea. The participant observer, in his telling, is “bewitched” and always has one foot out the door (she’s “waiting to leave”). To the extent that one observes, one cannot participate, and vice versa; the entire endeavor is a “contradiction in terms.”

I will attempt to distill this critique of Bourdieu’s into several related ideas. The first is that ethnographers are by definition professional social scientists, and thus members of a materially secure elite. Their home is not their adopted field site, but the academic field itself, membership in which consecrates one as a part of a “nobility” (Bourdieu 1998
 ) or “aristocracy of culture” (Bourdieu 1984
 [1979]: 11). Their cultural capital insulates them from true material hardship and grants them skholè
 , a baseline of security. As Bourdieu argued (1984 [1979]: 41), “universities, especially the most prestigious and the most exclusive, are skholè
 made into an institution.” What he seems to be saying is that, in order to do participant observation, one needs time off from paying work, often a research grant, and an outlet (such as a university press) to publish one’s findings in monograph form. It’s thus not surprising that the majority of published ethnographies are authored by tenured or tenure-track professors at high-status universities, who received their PhDs at high-status universities.

It’s not simply that those, such as tenured academics, whose lives are materially secure cannot empathize with the downtrodden. It’s not that there is some sort of cultural misunderstanding between the two parties. Rather, the skholè
 of the scholar condemns him or her to perpetually misread practice. Like all who need not worry about daily securing 
 the basic necessities of life, the scholar possesses a certain disposition, or habitus. At various points Bourdieu describes this disposition as a “pure gaze” (1993: 213), an “aesthetic disposition” or an “enchanted experience” of the world (1984 [1979]: 3). It expresses itself in the tendency to view all aspects of the world as cultural products, that is, as intentional expressions of some author who expects a formal interpretation. “[T]he aesthetic disposition [is] the capacity to consider in and for themselves, as form rather than function, not only the works designated for such apprehension, i.e., legitimate works of art, but everything in the world
 ” (1984 [1979]: 3; emphasis mine). Hence Bourdieu (1984 [1979]
 : 46–47) recounts how an educated and wealthy study participant (an embodiment of skholè
 ) was shown a photo of a gas factory and describes it as “ ‘inhuman but aesthetically beautiful,’ ” whereas a manual worker said simply, “I can’t make head or tail of it.” Schools of social science (skholè
 institutionalized) make such overly stylized descriptions the inevitable products of researchers based in them. The ethnographer, as much as the critic, is “condemned to see all practice as a spectacle” (1990: 1).

Luminaries of anthropology such as Claude Levi-Strauss and Clifford Geertz are repeatedly reproached by Bourdieu for misunderstanding everyday practical activities as performances or stories sitting around, waiting to be interpreted (and later reinterpreted) by an external critic. Consider Bourdieu’s assessment of Geertz’s famous interpretation of the Balinese cockfight:

It is clear . . . that in his “thick description” of a cockfight, Geertz “generously” credits the Balinese with a hermeneutic and aesthetic gaze which is none other than his own; and it is then natural that . . . he should follow through the logic of his error of omission and declare, against all reason, in his Preface to The Interpretation of Culture
 , that the social world and the whole set of social relations and realities are simply “texts.” (2000: 52)

Somewhat paradoxically, Bourdieu argues, it is those whom we can call critical ethnographers
 —that is, those concerned to show how unequal power relationships affect the downtrodden and dominated—who are most at risk of committing the scholastic fallacy. This is because these scholars feel marginalized within the larger academic field, and so tend to identify with those who are truly downtrodden within the larger social structure, or space (Bourdieu 1984
 [1979]: 438). This is, however, a false identification, a product of what Bourdieu sees as a parallel, or homology, between the two groups’ situations. He describes it as a:

homology between the dominated position of the producers of cultural goods within the field of power (or in the division of labor of domination) and the position within the social space of the agents who are most completely dispossessed of the economic and cultural means of production. (Bourdieu 1999
 : 244)

Ethnographers are thus in quite a bind. Within the academic field, they often occupy “dominated” positions (such as anthropology vis-à-vis law), while the academic field itself is ultimately dominated vis-à-vis the state and large corporations. This makes 
 them susceptible to a “more or less conscious misunderstanding” (Bourdieu 1999
 : 245), namely, that they can empathize with and represent the interests of the truly dominated.


CONCLUSION
 : CAN
 ETHNOGRAPHY
 DEFEND
 ITSELF
 ?



The French . . . have it worse than the Germans. The Germans are learning to be empirical, and I think they will perhaps succeed. But the French are totally locked up in a world that consists of persons who have written things. An entirely literary world.

—Erving Goffman (1980), as quoted in Verhoeven (1993
 : 344)

This chapter opened with a quote in which Bourdieu professed his sense of kinship with symbolic interactionists and ethnographers, but nonetheless distanced himself from their method. In an interview late in his career, Erving Goffman, the most famous of American ethnographers and symbolic interactionists, was only too happy to take a jab at French academics for their obsession with working and writing in an “entirely literary world.” Surely Bourdieu would have responded to such an accusation by cataloguing his various research projects and elaborating upon his empiricist vision of how the social world should be studied. In this concluding section I will give ethnography a chance to defend itself against Bourdieu’s accusations.

Ethnography, the essence of which is participant observation, suffers three flaws, according to Bourdieu. It is at best partial knowledge
 , producing data that are empirically sound in their own right, yet only ever a half truth. The full meaning of the social world can only be revealed by complementing subjectivist research with objectivist research. Even so, as the social world becomes increasingly differentiated, ethnography is condemned to produce impotent knowledge
 . Emergent social facts, such as fields and their various species of capital, are simply not things that can be observed in the everyday lifeworld. Most ominously, ethnography produces dangerous knowledge
 . It falls prey to the scholastic fallacy, whereby the researcher misinterprets practical action as expressive acts.

The critique of ethnography as partial knowledge is not as serious as Bourdieu implies. Once we accept that all significant social practices have two truths, and even if we accept that the objectivist truth should be given priority over the subjectivist one, this still provides a powerful warrant for ethnographic practice (Katz 1997
 ). This is especially true in disciplines, such as sociology in the United States, that have taken a quantitative turn in recent decades. Macro-level, structuralist research is currently hegemonic, and there is no denying that it has documented well the contours of a world in flux. Patterns of international trade and migration reveal a globalizing economy; employment statistics reveal increased female participation in the labor market and thus changing patterns of family life; demographic data depict a rapidly aging 
 population in most wealthy nations; while tax documentation make undeniable a steep increase in inequality over the past half-century. The case for the ongoing relevance of ethnography is that its practitioners have produced solid and “true” data that complement the “truth” of quantitative work. And, indeed, we find just such quality ethnographic work on the migration experience (e.g., Holmes 2013
 ), the changing social structure of households (e.g., Hochschild 1997
 ), the challenges of aging alone (e.g., Abramson 2015
 ), and the paradoxical lived experience of poverty in an era of affluence (e.g., Halpern-Meekin et al. 2015
 ). Partial knowledge, if that is what such ethnographic work represents, is still important knowledge.

The critique of ethnography as impotent knowledge is more serious, and though limiting, is not fatal. If it is true that increasingly differentiated societies are composed of ontological units of a sui generis
 character, such as fields, that are invisible to the naked eye, then it is incumbent upon ethnographers who wish to situate themselves within the Bourdieusian paradigm to exercise caution. Careful consideration should be given to questions of operationalization, such as how to discern a particular (and inherently unobservable) field or habitus based upon observations of concrete behaviors—see, for instance, the methodological discussion in Wacquant’s book on boxers (2006). More convincing are arguments in which longitudinal and/or comparative ethnographic data are mobilized to make refutable predictions and/or establish causal connections—as I (Sallaz 2010
 ) attempted to do in a study of how the habitus of a dominant group (white South Africans) reacted to a revolution in the political field (the end of apartheid).

More generally, this critique suggests that more deductive traditions of ethnography may be better suited for a Bourdieusian sociology than are inductive approaches. The imperceptibility of Bourdieu’s concepts to the immediate senses means that they will rarely reveal themselves readily to researchers. They will not spontaneously appear to those who are not looking for them. We can even say that the logic of Bourdieu’s critique implies that traditions which define themselves through an inductive epistemology, such as the grounded theory approach, the principles of which are laid out in Glaser and Strauss’s
 The Discovery of Grounded Theory
 (1967)
 , are not as well suited to Bourdieu’s theory as are those that explicitly formulate and test hypotheses, such as the extended case method (Burawoy 1998)
 .

The critique of ethnography as dangerous knowledge is ultimately unfounded, although it does have implications for good ethnographic practice. The idea was that ethnographers are at special risk to commit the scholastic fallacy, projecting onto their subjects their own mistaken theories of practice. But it is untenable to argue that ethnographers are the only social scientists to be at risk of it. The alternative is to throw into doubt the entire scientific endeavor—and Bourdieu certainly did not want to do this. He saw himself as at the vanguard of a movement to introduce an empirical mode of thinking into the “entirely literary world” of the French academy. It is not even persuasive to argue that ethnographers are at a special risk of being tripped up by the scholastic fallacy. Over the past several decades, ethnographers of various stripes have come to make “reflexivity” a part of their practice (Burawoy 2003
 ; Davies 2008
 ; Wacquant 2006
 ). 
 While not 100% effective as a prophylactic, reflexive ethnography does lessen the risk of misreading practical actions as something more than they are.

In conclusion, ethnographers should not be deterred from practicing their craft within the Bourdieusian paradigm. But they should be aware that Bourdieu himself frequently articulated reservations about their craft. The three specific critiques that I have outlined in this chapter can best be understood as constructive criticism. Research programs do not progress by shying away from different approaches of data collection. Bourdieu’s theory represents a table large enough to seat multiple methods, with at least one spot reserved for ethnography in general and participant observation in particular.
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CHAPTER 22





BOURDIEU AND GEOMETRIC DATA ANALYSIS




FRéDéRIC LEBARON AND BRIGITTE LE ROUX


INTRODUCTION




THE
 concept of field
 is today central to discussions around the theory of Pierre Bourdieu (Lebaron and Mauger 2012
 ), and more broadly to the ongoing debates in sociology at world level (Fligstein and McAdam 2012
 ). However, the extent to which this concept is linked to a practice of empirical research and, even more specifically, to a particularly original use of the statistical tools available to social science researchers at the time when Bourdieu made it a central concept of his theoretical construction has seldom been acknowledged. This chapter intends to return to the close link between the concept of field and the concept of geometric data analysis (GDA) (Le Roux and Rouanet 2004
 ; Le Roux and Rouanet 2010
 ) as it has developed since the seminal work of Jean-Paul Benzécri in the 1960s (cf. Benzécri 1973). The elective affinity between the theory of fields and GDA, far from being a fortuitous encounter, expresses a form of interdependence between the two spheres: the theory of fields is sustained by the emerging practice of GDA and has contributed to strengthening its :”implicit philosophy”; in turn, the widespread use of GDA by Pierre Bourdieu and his team contributed to orienting the reception of GDA, in particular internationally within the social sciences and to modifying sociologists’ research practices. We conclude these developments by presenting the research program of the empirical sociology of fields, which should be the outcome of a systematic use of GDA.

In 2001, in his last lecture at the Collège de France, Bourdieu insisted, “Those who know the principles of multiple correspondence analysis (MCA) will grasp the affinity between this method of mathematical analysis and thinking in terms of fields” (Bourdieu 2001
 : 70).


THE
 GENESIS OF A
 STRUCTURAL
 APPROACH




The search for a structural representation of the social world is expressed very early in Bourdieu’s work.
 1
 It is, of course, related to the profound influence of structuralism in French social sciences of the 1960s, especially with the models in linguistics and those in the structural anthropology of Levi-Strauss. For Bourdieu, there soon emerged another influence, namely, that of the opposition between a “substantialist” vision and a “relational” vision of the world developed by the philosopher Ernest Cassirer, to whom he never ceased to refer.

The particular relations between a dependent variable (such as political opinion) and so-called independent variables such as sex, age and religion, or even educational level, income and occupation tend to mask the complete system of relationships which constitutes the true principle of the specific strength and form of the effects registered in any particular correlation. (Bourdieu 1979: 103)

This need also had its foundations, although this is less explicit, in the post–World War II momentum in mathematics generated by the Bourbaki group, who were at the time an implicit model of reference for many researchers in the humanities and social sciences (the best-known example being the formalization of kinship structures created by the cooperation between Levi-Strauss and the mathematician André Weil). Bourdieu himself often referred to the need for mathematical tools that enabled the formalization of the relational nature of social reality. While he criticized the analysis of social networks, it was in particular because there was a risk of giving an impoverished vision of these relationships (Bourdieu 2000
 ).

Concomitant with Bourdieu’s work on a relational theory of the social world, the GDA associated with Jean-Paul Benzécri was taking shape. Bourdieu had met Benzécri years before at the École Normale Supérieure, where they were students in the early 1950s. In the second half of the 1960s, Bourdieu could not fail to be fully aware of the existence of a creative renewal of statistics based on a solid mathematical and philosophical foundation.
 2
 As from 1965, Bourdieu and Darbel used a “factorial analysis” (presumably a Principal Component Analysis carried out by W. de la Vega) on the basis of data from a questionnaire, but without a representation by a cloud of points, and they did not make extensive use of it.

You choose one technique rather than another on the basis of a problem and a particular construction of the object. For example, I make a lot of use of Correspondence Analysis, because I think it’s an essentially relational technique whose philosophy entirely corresponds to what social reality is in my view. It’s a technique that “thinks” in terms of relationships, as I try to do with the idea of the field. So you can’t separate object-construction from the instruments of object-construction, because, to move from a research programme to scientific work, you need instruments, and these 
 instruments are more or less appropriate depending on what you are looking for. (Bourdieu 1991 [1968]: 254).


THE
 THEORY OF
 FIELDS AS
 SEEN THROUGH THE
 PRISM OF
 GEOMETRY




The emergence of a more spatial vision in the thought of Bourdieu is clear when one follows his theoretical work on Kabyle, brought together in his book published in 1972 (Bourdieu 1972
 ). His article on the “Kabyle house,” the second chapter in the book, written in 1963–1964, affords the opportunity to reveal the social structures contained in the spatial structures of a specific microcosm, the house. In the main chapter, entitled “Esquisse d’une théorie de la pratique” (Outline of a theory of practice), this thinking is extended, first in an analysis of the relations between “corporal space” and “cosmic space,” which enables him, in particular, to describe the difference between genders as they emerge from the study of the house. Second, in a paragraph entitled “The Geometric Body,” in relation to the mythico-ritual space, Bourdieu elaborates a distinction between what he refers to as the geographical or abstract geometric space of the theoretical schemes and the practical space of the actual movements of the body. He thus takes from Jean Nicod the concept of “geometry in a sensible world.” In the same perspective, he also developed an original analysis of the practical laws which govern what he already called “political space.” The concept of “social space” appeared in Chapter 3
 of the Trois études d’ethnologie kabyle
 devoted to kinship as representation and as will, published for the first time in 1972. There again, the reference is to a practical space as opposed to the abstract space of genealogy: Bourdieu gives numerous genealogical patterns, while at the same time demonstrating that kinship relations correspond to practical rationales that cannot be reduced to theoretical relations. House, kinship, myths: we see that the idea of social space is structured around objects central to social anthropology.

After the rather inconclusive attempt in the mid-1960s, noted in the preceding, at the end of the 1960s or the first years of the 1970s Bourdieu once again made a determined effort in the direction of data analysis. There is no doubt that he perceived an affinity with his own structural theory of the social world, which is increasingly “spatialized.” S. Bouhedja, a researcher at the CSE (Centre de Sociologie Européenne), was to specialize in the use of statistical methods and information technology.

At this point, Bourdieu explicitly integrated the idea that if quantification were to develop in the social sciences, it had to be multidimensional. First, it had to enable the implementation of the various fundamental dimensions of social space, that is, the various types of economic, cultural, social, and symbolic capital. The next step consisted in combining them to provide a geometric mapping of the data, which is also a summary of an entire set of social patterns. The horizon of this use is the study of global 
 social space and the subspaces that compose it (the fields; in the first instance, the field of power).

The geometric mapping of the data was thus to appear as a practical means of combining quantitative objectivization by synthesizing statistical information in a perspective that is close to that of data analysis in the Benzécri tradition and the concept of field as theorized by Bourdieu. This presents a relational vision of the social world, but adds a spatial representation, which leads to representing society as an extension of physical space, structured by specific dimensions, and to stressing the multiplicity of specific configurations within society.

In the mid-1960s, Bourdieu formulated the concept of field
 (Bourdieu 1966
 ). The theory of fields was developed more fully in the early 1970s (Bourdieu 1971
 ). A field is a subspace inserted in global social space and defined by its relative autonomy and its structure is itself linked to a specific configuration of agents. The agents in a field, even without direct interaction, are located in objective relations with one another. These relations are defined first by the distribution of their social resources, and therefore by a process of domination that is specific in each instance (which cannot be reduced to class domination). Each field therefore resembles the global social space, but is a refraction of its structure to varying degrees. The relations between fields are part of the structural study of social space.

Having taken into account the full range of effective agents (individuals, and through them, institutions) and the full range of their properties—or “strengths”—underlying the effectiveness of their action, we may confidently call on correspondence analysis which, when used in this way, is in no sense the purely descriptive method which those who contrast it with regression analysis contend
 , to bring to light the structure of positions or—and this amounts to the same thing—the structure of the distribution of specific interests and powers that determines and explains
 the strategies of the agents and, as a consequence, the history of the main interventions which led to the elaboration and implementation of the law on building subsidies. (Bourdieu 2005: 102)

An innovation in the analysis of fields, which Bourdieu first advocated in the 1970s, involved the type of data that are used. Biographical data are collected from various sources (biographical yearbooks, directories, etc.) in a collective approach inspired by one used in social history (the “prosopography” widely used in ancient and medieval history). An article on employers written with M. de Saint Martin includes a cloud of names representing individuals in a geometric space, enabling the reader to have a direct idea of the structure of the employers’ field. The distances projected onto the plane of the diagram should correspond to the intuitive idea of the social distance between individuals.

It is the concept of distance between individuals that enables, precisely, the expression of the specificity of this conception. The construction of a field, from the empirical 
 sociology viewpoint, consists in geometrically mapping the “social distances” between individuals. The Euclidian distance obtained does not depend on the links as understood in network analysis, but rather on the sharing of properties pre-selected as active questions in the analysis.
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FIGURE 22.1
 Data table and the two clouds generated by MCA.

On the basis of an individuals × variables table, the first step in the GDA consists in the construction of a cloud of points representing individual persons. The next step consists in reducing the size of the cloud by researching its main axes.

If the variables are questions, that is to say, categorized variables whose values are categories (or properties), the preferred method of analysis is the MCA. The MCA is directly applicable (i.e., without prior coding), to persons × questions tables, when for each question the respondent gives one and only one reply; otherwise, prior coding is required. The MCA provides a geometric model
 of the data, that is, it constructs a cloud of points, each representing one person (cloud of individuals
 ) and a cloud of points representing modalities (cloud of modalities)
 (Figure 22.1
 ).

To fully grasp the adequacy of the method for sociological data dealing with a field, it is essential to understand what the definition of the distance between individuals implies for the construction of clouds and their interpretation.

If two individuals give the same answer—the question is described as a matter for agreement—the distance between the two individuals in respect of this question is zero. If they give two different answers, the question is described as a matter for disagreement. In this instance, this question creates a distance between the individuals, particularly when the frequency of these answers for the population as a whole is low.

If we designate by f
 and fʹ
 the relative frequency of the (different) answers given by two individuals to a same question, the distance is equal to

[image: ]


The global distance between two individuals is the average of the squared distances due to each question.

Commentary

The greater the similarity in answers, the closer the points representing them. If their answers differ, the distance between individuals will depend on the frequency of their answers; an individual whose replies are not very common will be located at the edge of the cloud.

On the basis of the distances between individuals, a cloud of points representing these individuals is defined in a geometric space of large dimension. An endeavor is then made to adjust the cloud, by a cloud “projected” onto a space that is smaller in dimension; in other words, the directions of extension are sought. For example, among all the spatial axes, the first axis is the one for which the variance of the cloud projected onto this axis is the biggest.

The three stages of an MCA are the following:


1.
 The choice of “active” questions (i.e., those that are used to define the distances between individual and the re-coding of the modalities);


2.
 The choice of the number of axes to be used to best summarize the data;


3.
 The interpretation of the axes;


4.
 The exploration of the cloud of individuals with the help of structuring factors
 .


A PROGRAM FOR
 SOCIOLOGICAL
 RESEARCH




The practice of geometric analysis by Bourdieu and his team enabled them to draw up a general program based on GDA in sociology.

The article “Une revolution conservatrice dans l’édition” (Bourdieu 1999
 ) can be considered the most recent version of this basic program.
 3
 This was the last publication based on GDA methods written by Bourdieu himself. It was done in cooperation with B. Le Roux and H. Rouannet and was a follow-up to the “Empirical Investigation of Social Spaces” conference held in Cologne in 1998, after which the researchers in the two teams began to cooperate. The geometric analysis is based on prosopographic data collected from a population of firms publishing literary works, including translations from foreign languages. The main method used is the specific MCA programmed by B. Le Roux and J. Chiche, and interfaced with ADDAD software.
 4
 This technique enables the analyst to determine certain arrangements for active and for “passive” questions (for example, “of no interest” arrangements for questions not containing any information or “junk”) without destroying the constituent properties of the MCA.

As active questions, Bourdieu chose different indicators of capital (i.e., symbolic, economic, and specific). We could say here, more generally, that the sociologist must produce the most complete list of the theoretically fundamental dimensions of social resources involved in the field or space studied (in line with the principle of comprehensiveness, dear to J.-P. Benzécri) (Benzécri et al. 1973:, vol. 2, 21). 
 A Euclidean clustering is used to describe the sub-groups of editors and to ask questions concerning the future dynamics (trends) of the market (for example, concerning the process of predictable concentration which would reduce the number of actors).

The sociological interpretation focuses on the “chiastic” or criss-cross structure of the editors field, with a primary opposition between the “large” and the “small” (a classical opposition for this type of data) and a secondary opposition between the commercial pole and a pole of literary legitimacy. This second axis
 thus appears to be homologous with the classical axis of composition of capital observed in the preceding analyses (economy versus culture). The third axis
 refers more to the specific importance of translations and thus separates two different fractions of the commercial pole. The sociological interpretation emphasizes the relations at present existing between positions (linked to configurations of resources) and the adoption of positions (here editorial choices—but this also potentially applies to political, literary, or scientific choices of strategies or cultural content). In this chapter, this interpretation is mainly based on qualitative comments made on the basis of the cloud of individuals, linked with analyses of quotations or interviews.

The research program based on this perspective can now be briefly summarized. In our opinion, it is a question of


•
 showing the structure of a field or, more briefly, the specific configuration of a social space; from a statistical viewpoint the descriptive procedures therefore come first;


•
 showing the structural homologies between different fields or social spaces, which must be supported by appropriate interpretations of the axes; the analysis of the data appears here as an interpretive practice, leaving space for an analogical argument framed by rigorous statistical interpretation. (Consequently, more sociological meta-studies are required to aggregate the findings and compare converging and diverging studies);


•
 determining the relative autonomy of the fields or social spaces, which relates back to the use of comparative procedures and causal hypotheses concerning the relations between fields;


•
 studying the subspaces in a global social space; the use of class specific analysis (CSA) (i.e. the study of a class or subset of individuals with reference to the whole set of individuals);


•
 explaining social practices and positions adopted;


•
 establishing the importance of effects, in particular effects of field. This refers to the possible integration of analysis of variance techniques (“structured data analysis”) and regression analysis in the context of GDA, which appears more suited to the context of observation data;


•
 studying the dynamic of the fields; Euclidean clustering the appropriate use of additional elements and structuring factors, and the integration of tables indexed by time may enable this; proceeding to statistical inference in order to substantiate results, especially in the case of small samples or small populations.


CONCLUSION




With GDA, Bourdieu endorses a tool of formalization of the structures of social space and of fields, which makes his theory much more than a specific product launched on the world market of sociological concepts. It is a tool for the scientific construction of the object.
 5


NOTES



1.
 The article entitled “Le sens de l’honneur,” revisited in various forms, which bears witness to this influence, was written in 1960.

2.
 As witness, among the many expressions and indices, a footnote in La Distinction
 in which Bourdieu refers to a text by J.-P. Benzécri commenting on a chapter in a book by Cassirer, in Les cahiers de l’analyse des données
 3(2) (1978): 239–242.

3.
 We find several other geometric analyses in the work of Bourdieu: two MCAs in Homo Academicus
 (Bourdieu 1984)
 ; Correspondence Analyses in La noblesse d’Etat
 (Bourdieu 1989
 ); Correspondence Analyses and Multiple Correspondence Analyses in L’économie domestique
 (Bourdieu 1990
 ); and Les structures sociales de l’economie
 (Bourdieu 2000
 ).

4.
 The method is one of those in the SPAD software (Système Portable pour l’Analyse des Données
 ).

5.
 Among the research studies that fall within the context of this program in one way or another, examples are Sapiro (1999)
 ; Rosenlund (2000)
 ; Lebaron (2001)
 ; Denord (2003)
 ; Duval (2004)
 ; Börjesson (2005); Hjellbrekke et al. (2007)
 ; Savage et al. (2008)
 ; Hovden (2008)
 .
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CHAPTER 23





CORRESPONDENCE ANALYSIS AND BOURDIEU’S APPROACH TO STATISTICS



Using Correspondence Analysis within Field Theory




JULIEN DUVAL

IN
 the 1970s, at a time when the aim of formulating a “theory of fields” was increasingly explicit in his work, Bourdieu began to use multiple correspondence analysis (MCA) on a regular basis. This statistical technique is applied to large tables that provide information about a range of characteristics, in the form of quantitative variables, for a population of “statistical individuals.” It produces graphs that, to put it simply, summarize these tables. Bourdieu used these to study the structure of fields and social spaces. His first use of the MCA method was in an article that constituted the first publication of certain chapters of Distinction
 . He used it again, and throughout his life, in a range of other publications (Bourdieu and de Saint-Martin 1978
 ; 1988 [1984]; 1996 [1989]; 2008 [1999]; 2005 [2000]). In addition, some 20 articles using MCA appeared in the journal “Actes de la recherché en sciences sociales” he edited that included visual representations of fields or social space.

These uses of MCA long remained unnoticed outside France, and the technique itself was not well known. It had been developed in the 1960s and 1970s by the French School for Data Analysis associated with Jean-Paul Benzécri, who was rather critical of the dominant statistical practices based on modeling (Van Meter and al. 1994). It is only in the past 15 years that MCA in general and its use by Bourdieu in particular have aroused genuine interest at the international level.
 1
 The publications of Henry Rouanet and Brigitte Le Roux have clearly played a role here. The two French mathematicians have been active in familiarizing researchers in the social sciences with the “geometrical analysis of data” to which MCA is central (Le Roux and Rouanet 2004
 , 2010
 ). They also countered the prejudice of statisticians by demonstrating that, on one hand, Bourdieu’s use of MCA—such as in Distinction
 —was based on a solid and inventive 
 intuition concerning mathematical methods (Rouanet et al. 2000
 ). On the other hand, they showed that the technique can compete with the best-known statistical techniques, in particular with regression analysis, which is generally granted (albeit too hastily) a monopoly over the tasks of “explanation” and “inference” (Rouanet et al. 2002
 ). The increasingly widespread knowledge of Bourdieu’s sociology is another factor in the growing prominence of MCA. In particular, since the beginning of the twenty-first century, researchers in various countries have attempted to reproduce the procedures that Bourdieu implemented for France in the construction of social space, the space of lifestyles, and the scope of authority. However, while the use of MCA has become more widespread and increasingly international in nature, it is perhaps less varied today than it was in France during Bourdieu’s lifetime. Furthermore, the researchers who adopt this tool stress the difficulties of replicating the operations carried out by Bourdieu who, doubtless mistrusting purely methodological discourse, never really devoted an explicit text to presenting the MCA and the uses he made of it.
 2


This chapter reviews the use of MCA in the analysis of the fields, its meaning and the processes it implies, the construction of the data, and the interpretation of the graphic representations. The aim is to clarify some points in the legacy left by Bourdieu, but also to outline a perspective for the coming years. Interest in MCA and its use by Bourdieu has encountered a number of contradictory forms of resistance among sociologists. On one hand, those researchers who are the most skeptical when confronted with quantitative techniques sometimes see in MCA a new (and misleading) resort to statistical argument, a support—sophisticated but without any real demonstrative value—for the researcher’s own a priori representation of the field being studied. On the other hand, the practitioners of competing statistical techniques have sometimes explicitly reduced MCA to a second-class tool, one much less capable than theirs of enabling sociology to attain the level of mathematization of disciplines like economics or, a fortiori, physics. As their practices are highly standardized, they can also pinpoint the liberties taken by the analysts of fields, for example when they construct statistical populations on principles other than that of the “representative sample,” or when in the analysis of the findings they mobilize “qualitative” empirical materials, such as interviews; in these instances, numerous “quantitative” publications would be restricted to the exploitation of a database that is presumed to be self-sufficient.

These criticisms have little regard for the considerable thought that lay behind Bourdieu’s use of MCA. At an early date, Bourdieu attempted to develop a use for statistics in keeping with the relational (or structural) social science that he encouraged, and his use of MCA is part of this approach. MCA seemed to him to be much closer to a structuralist form of thought than the techniques imported from the experimental sciences, which aimed at measuring “specific effects” precisely by neutralizing “structural effects.” His use of MCA is an integral part of his continuous reflection on the notion of field. Furthermore, it should be viewed as an attempt to escape from the two dominant positions around which, in an “all-or-nothing” perspective, discussion about statistics in the social sciences tends to be organized. Either statistical tools are considered to be all powerful, and it is assumed that the social sciences can (and should) follow the path of 
 mathematical modeling similar to the natural sciences, or the specificity of the humanities should be borne in mind and the focus is on the poverty of statistical approaches in these disciplines. Bourdieu maintained that both of these antagonistic positions were open to criticism, and he endeavored to improve on them by building on a tradition that originated in sociology and that is perhaps rather specifically French.


STATISTICS AND THE
 SOCIAL
 SCIENCES




The history of correspondence analysis in the context of Bourdieu’s relational sociology does not begin with the publication, in the mid-1970s, of the first MCAs in Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales
 (Desrosières 2008; de Saint-Martin 2014
 ), nor even with the first uses, in the 1960s, of factorial analysis in the research in the Centre de Sociologie Européenne.
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 The uses of MCA bear the stamp of the practices and thinking that Bourdieu developed as early as his surveys in Algeria—in which statisticians participated—an endeavor that was, from the outset, highly critical of the “statistical sociology” that Paul F. Lazarsfeld had developed in Columbia and which at the time was being set up, in Michael Pollak’s words, as a “scientific multinational” (Pollak 1979
 ).

Paul Lazarsfeld played an important role in the making of a form of “quantitative” sociology that today is well regarded at the international level (Christin and Ollion 2012
 ). A mathematician by training, Lazarsfeld wished to promote “mathematical thinking,” which alone, in his eyes, could ensure sociology the respect of the older sciences. In contrast with the researchers of ensuing generations, he did not entirely avoid so-called qualitative techniques, but he confined these to the exploratory stages of the research or reduced them to the status of “quasi-statistics.” Lazarsfeld proposed highly standardized procedures. He believed that sociology should break with general questions originating in the social philosophy of the nineteenth century and content itself instead with providing answers to modest questions on the basis of questionnaire surveys analyzed with statistical tools—the main aim being to reveal relations between variables and to constructs scales or indices.

While Bourdieu did acknowledge “the important contribution which [he has] made to the rationalization of sociological practice” (1991 [1968]: 2), he accused Lazarsfeld, among other things, of having “set up as the norm of all scientific practice a methodology of resentment” (Bourdieu 2010
 [1979]: 513). From the outset, he distanced himself from Lazarsfeld (Bourdieu 2008
 [2004]: 72–75), if only by positing, as early as Travail et travailleurs en Algérie
 , the necessary complementarity of methods. This enabled him to develop affinities with sociologists in the United States who differed from Lazarsfeld, either because they judged the findings of his method to be poor, considering that it mimicked the natural sciences, or that it deprived sociology of its historical, theoretical, and critical dimensions (Cicourel 1964
 ; Mills 1959
 ; Sorokin 1956
 ). But whereas the ethno-methodologists, for example, rejected all statistical methods en masse, Bourdieu began to compete with Lazarsfeld on the same grounds as the latter—statistical sophistication. 
 (The mathematical model of the number of visitors to museums in L’Amour de l’art
 is the best example of this.) He never departed from this position of uniting approaches that to many appeared irreconcilable. The introduction to Homo Academicus
 , which deals with the question of objectivation by turning explicitly to the statistical operations carried out in the text, in particular the use of MCA in the academic sphere, demonstrates this. Here Bourdieu raises questions about the construction of statistical indicators—on which Lazarsfeld’s (1958)
 frequently cited text about the transformation of concepts into indexes remains a reference—combined with considerations about categorization opened up by ethnomethodology, sometimes in a very explicit criticism of the same text by Lazarsfeld (Cicourel 1964
 : 14).

But Bourdieu’s relation to statistics must also be set in a rich and long-standing French tradition that has too often been obscured. At the same time, he revived it, updated it, and considerably enriched it. One of its earliest manifestations was in the work of Auguste Comte, who had already been critical of the uncontrolled use of mathematics in the social sciences (Heilbron 1995
 : 220–224), although the tradition experienced its landmark moment during the interwar period, particularly with the Durkheimian school of sociologists, like Simiand and Halbwachs. The latter credited statistics with a unique power of objectivation; Halbwachs, for example, maintained that the development of statistics in the nineteenth century had played an originating role in scientific sociology, comparable to that of the telescope in the Copernican revolution (Halbwachs 1978
 [1930]: 3). At the same time, the Durkheimian school started a highly critical analysis of the uses to which statistics were starting to be put in demography and, already, in economics.

Their distrust of “statistical abstraction”
 4
 was part of a more general reservation concerning deductive methods. They contrasted these with a “positive,” “objective” science, which respected “the very articulations of reality” (Simiand 1922
 : 29); here implementation was based on a principle of “conformity with the object,” not “the mind of the operator” (Simiand, 1932
 : 14). In their opinion, “pure” demography and political economy were being engulfed by a purely logical rigor, which belonged to a priori reasoning and the statistical tools that it brought into play, but rarely to the social phenomena which it sought to understand. For example, they detected “statistical abstraction” in certain arguments ceteris paribus
 , in the aggregates constructed on the basis of drawing lots (they argued that social groups were not random groups), and in arithmetical criteria with no relationship to “real social divisions.”

If Bourdieu in the 1960s revived aspects of Durkheim’s venture, he did so in particular by pursuing this very specific relationship to statistics
 5
 in a new context—one in which the United States played a growing role in the social sciences, and where statistical sociology, along with econometrics, was developing. He was very aware of the power of statistics to objectify, but he was also very aware of the risks to which they exposed researchers, in particular that of taking “the things of logic for the logic of things” (“the statistical abstraction” that the Durkheimian school warned against is, in one sense, merely a special form of what Pierre Bourdieu termed, more generally, “the scholastic bias”). The use of correspondences made by the theory of fields is inseparable from this interest in statistics, mingled with a concern for the risks involved.


THE
 CONSTRUCTION OF THE
 DATA




The full use of the tools of MCA means, first, that once again the construction of data is of crucial importance in the statistical task. Two other students of Durkheim, Fauconnet and Mauss, noted how necessary it was to undertake a critical examination of the origin and principles of the constitution of the data in question each time one resorted to existing statistical resources. This examination was strictly comparable in intention, if not in form, to that demanded by historical or ethnographical documents (Fauconnet and Mauss 2005
 [1901]). Le Métier de sociologue
 , for its part, reminded readers that the secondary use of data (on which a large number of statistical studies in the social sciences are based today) is never more than a second-best approach; “even the richest of data can never fully and adequately answer questions for which, and by which, they were not constructed” (Bourdieu and al. 1991 [1968]: 36).

The use of MCA to construct a field does presume, in most instances, the availability of primary data that can bring together all the relevant information (Hjellbrekke and Korsnes 2009
 ; Rosenlund 2014
 ). The space of lifestyles could not have been constructed with such a degree of refinement on the basis of an existing survey; it demanded a questionnaire conceived by the researchers and implying, at the drafting stage, a fairly advanced intuition of the principles structuring the space. The same stringency concerning primary data explains why the spread of MCA in the theory of fields went hand in hand, in sociology, with the prosopographic methods developed by historians, and which can, when the administration of questionnaires is impossible, provide a substitute (at least in the sense that they enable the collection of information—not by the direct examination of surveys, but by the simultaneous use of different sources—information that is nowhere centralized in any existing source) (Charle 2001
 ; Stone, 1971
 ).

Whatever the means used, the data collection is a crucial preliminary stage in the use of MCA in the construction of a field. It represents a costly investment in time, which benefits from being organized jointly, but is also productive and creative. Bourdieu could even invite any researcher studying a field, quite independently of the MCA perspective,

to use this very simple and convenient instrument of construction of the object: the chi-square-table of the pertinent properties of a set of agents or institutions
 . If, for example, my task is to analyze various combat sports (wrestling, judo, aikido, boxing, etc.), or different institutions of higher learning, or different Parisian newspapers, I will enter each of these institutions on a line and I will create a new column each time I discover a property necessary to characterize one of them; [ . . . ] Then I will pick out redundancies and eliminate columns devoted to structurally or functionally equivalent traits so as to retain those traits—and only those traits—that are capable of discriminating between the different institutions and are thereby analytically relevant. (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 230)

The construction of this chi-square-table is an important stage in the analysis of a field, not least because of the questions that are necessarily posed. The creation of “columns” leads us in particular to consider which properties are effective in the field. For example, when one is interested in the world of economics, should one take into consideration trade union functions or well-known religious affiliations? (Lebaron 1997
 : 6). The construction of the table also obliges us to set out and specify notions imported from analyses concerning other fields. In the case of spaces of cultural production, for example, we have to find the indicators of “symbolic capital” that peers valorize and struggle over (to a greater or lesser extent, depending on the field being examined) to their temporal advantage, and which is usually not objectively visible. The preparation of the table also gives rise to the question of the field’s spatial boundaries and forces us to formulate a position on the sub-spaces, which could be ignored until the researcher is confronted with the need to define a population empirically; for example, in the case of the “cinematographic field” in France, there are television films, experimental films, pornographic cinema, and so on (Duval 2006
 ).

As many researchers engage in the secondary analysis of data, the data construction process may paradoxically appear to be flawed. This is one of the origins of the suspicion sometimes associated with correspondence analysis: the structures revealed by MCA are said to be of low demonstrative value because they necessarily bear the stamp of the subjective choices made by the researcher during the data construction phase. In fact, in geometrical terms, MCA marks only a change of reference point; it provides only a “summary” of the table submitted to it. It therefore cannot show anything other than the information inserted in the table prior to the analysis. Its findings, however, are not a mere restitution of the choices made in the construction of the data. In fact, MCA has a certain power of disclosure, even for the researcher who developed the table—for example, by revealing distances or, inversely, proximities between individuals and forms that are not, or not exactly, those which one might expect. Thus, MCA can remind us that two individuals or two groups, which the commonplace logic of “small differences” leads us to perceive as competitors, or even adversaries, opposed in all ways, have almost the same structural properties, or that two resources which a priori appear to be mutually exclusive tend to be distributed in the same way in the population under consideration.

Furthermore, the researcher who assembles the “data” required for the construction of a field is in a better position than anyone else to know just how decisive and delicate is the choice of population and variables. The researcher has to make multiple decisions before retaining or excluding a specific property or group. Some of these decisions refer to questions that cannot be fully answered by the theory of fields. It is not possible to make better informed choices about the choice of the population and the variables in relation to a sort of ideal selection since fields cannot be considered analogous to a pack of playing cards, given that the number of players and the value of the cards, instead of being fixed by convention, are themselves an issue (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 108). It is permissible to think that for a given field there are different possible selections, both convergent and complementary (Verger 1991
 : 14), and that the researcher is faced with two types of decision. Some speak for themselves, as if under the effect of the objectivity of the field (e.g., 
 it would not be reasonable to construct the field of journalism without including CNN). Others are less obvious, but it is possible, when implementing the MCA technique, to evaluate the effects they are likely to produce on the findings of the analysis.

This practice of MCA contrasts with an approach that consists in formulating hypotheses that are “tested” by confronting them with data from preexisting sources, which are presumed (somewhat hastily) to be outside any hypothesis, and, in any event, free from any mark of the researcher’s subjectivity. But the argument which asserts that the findings of an MCA only show the data which have been submitted to statistical analysis is merely a reminder of an elementary truth, valid for all statistical techniques: “la statistique ne saurait révéler d’autres rapports que ceux qu’on lui fait chercher”
 6
 (Bourdieu and al. 1963: 10).

The Durkheimian school had already noted that all statistical work tended to be circular in nature, and while they maintained that statistics were an unrivaled contribution to the knowledge of social groups, they also believed, paradoxically, that their implementation presumed prior knowledge of the groups themselves—otherwise groups might be constituted on arbitrary criteria, without “a sufficient correspondence with reality (or) objective basis” (Simiand 1922
 : 33–34). The statistical construction of a field brings us back to this same circularity, and while Maurice Halbwachs spoke of a “vicious circle” (Halbwachs 1938
 : 332), Bourdieu, referring to the statistical construction of fields, spoke of “circular logic” (“the data produced to validate a proposed model are a product of the data construction implied in that model”; Bourdieu 1996
 [1989]: 132) or “a sort of hermeneutic circle” (“to construct the field, one must identify the forms of specific capital that operate within it, and to construct the forms of specific capital one must know the specific logic of the field”; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 108).

The MCA is not a magic wand. The structure of a field can only emerge from a set of data specially constructed for this end, and with prior reference to the concept of field. Thus, the efficient agents in a field being those who concentrate its efficient properties, the choice of population and the selection of the variables are interdependent operations. The criteria guiding the definition of the statistical population are the respective weights of the individuals in the field (Bourdieu 2005
 [2000]: 99). It is not a question, as is the case in many statistical studies, of constituting a representative sample on the basis of a parent population in which all the individuals have the same probability of being chosen. Defining the population already involves implementing the theory of fields, which explains Bourdieu’s tendency to stress the “highly theoretical” nature of the statistical tasks often considered to be subordinate or routine (Bourdieu and de Saint-Martin 1978
 : 8). The approach implies a fairly systematic reassessment of statistical habits that are always likely to reassert themselves or return to the fore. What Bourdieu called “a structural approach to statistics” demands constant vigilance.


THE
 VISUALIZATION OF
 FIELDS




The analysis of fields pays particular attention to the graphs that the analysis of the correspondences produces. There again we see a concern shared with the Durkheimian 
 school of sociologists, who tended to prefer “graphic statistics” to statistics using numbers and tables, because the graphics seemed to them to be “simpler and more instructive” (Halbwachs and Sauvy 2005
 : 374). In this connection, Michel Gollac (2005)
 relates Bourdieu’s interest in correspondence analysis, particularly its graphic and geometric dimensions, to his general concern in countering the feeling of unreality inherent in scientific discourse.

First, what the theory of fields sought in MCA was the ability of statistics to give concrete shape to phenomena or structures that were almost imperceptible in everyday life, but which were fundamental to scientific construction. Durkheim found in the suicide rate and its regularities, which were imperceptible to the naked eye, the expression of a “social element” that constituted both the justification and the key tool for a sociological analysis (Durkheim 1979
 [1897]: 41–57; Baudelot and Establet 1990
 ). The use of MCA in the theory of fields brings to mind this pioneering work in statistics. The most spectacular contribution of MCA’s graphical representations is indeed to help us identify the “hidden structures” constituted by fields. Comparable in some respects to a “geographical map” (Bourdieu 2010
 [1979]: 165), they enable the visualization of structures that are never totally visible in daily social life. They also show, very succinctly, relationships between properties and groups that are complex and difficult to express in words (Gollac 2005
 : 59). They help create awareness of the system of relationships linking the variables, which often make it difficult to evaluate the specific effects of any single variable (Champagne 2002
 : 277–326).

The graphical representations are an invitation to analyze the interrelations among the field’s inhabitants. The distance from the origin of the axes to the points representing a statistical individual (itself constituted by the modalities of the active qualitative variables) is a visual representation of a distance from the average. The rarest properties tend to be located at the extremities of the axes, and to be highly instrumental in the formation of the latter, reminding us—perhaps in the absence of any evaluation—of the distinctive value assigned to them by sociology. The position of the modality associated with a piece of music, for example, in the graphical representations in Distinction
 , can be interpreted in relation to other modalities of the same variable distributed throughout the whole space (the center of the axes is the weighted barycenter of the modalities of a same variable) or in relation to the modalities of the other variables that are located nearby and that refer to tastes with which, as a result of the coherency of the habitus, preference for this piece of music tends to present a certain “family resemblance.” Combinations of modalities also enable the construction of ideal types of major families of taste, and Homo Academicus
 uses MCA to construct “the choice of the individual most saturated with the typical properties”—by identifying, for example, Claude Lévi-Strauss as “an example of the constructed class of ‘great masters’ ” in the academic field for the period examined in the survey (Bourdieu 1988
 [1984]: 283).

MCA identifies the factors or synthetic axes that express the most powerful principles structuring the data. In the analysis of fields, these factors often refer to the volume, structure, or relative age of the capital. Individuals and properties are distributed in the space structured by these axes, forming opposing poles with respect to some factors and being closer together with respect to others, and which, depending on the situation, 
 may be fairly separate from one another or linked by continuums
 of positions. These distributions in statistical space lead us to consider the various principles of ranking that organize the field, and the degree to which they are antagonistic or to which they duplicate one another. In the first factorial plane, which is usually organized around an axis referring to the volume of capital and the other to its structure, the cloud of dots tends to take a few typical shapes. The dots may form clusters scattered in different corners of the space. They may also form a triangular shape or a parabola. The first case leads us to question the inclusion in the same field of sub-groups of individuals who perhaps only allow themselves to be represented by distinct clusters because they have very little in common. The second configuration may be the indication of a chiasmatic structure, which, on the contrary, a parabolic distribution would tend to call into question. Over and above these considerations concerning the shape of the clouds and the structure of the spaces, one is led to consider the degree of a field’s relative autonomy.

Within the space, our attention may be drawn to sub-fields. The first correspondence analysis in La Noblesse d’État
 , which focuses on the space of the institutions in higher education, valorizes a sub-space—the world specific to the grandes écoles
 , which gives rise to a second statistical analysis. Performed on a more homogeneous population, it reveals differences that at the outset were less visible or were obscured (Bourdieu 1996
 [1989]: 154–161). These microcosms may be sub-fields that invoke the slightly “fractal” or “nested” nature of the fields and which reproduce the broader field that includes the whole range. They may also be located at the intersection of various fields. The “class specific analysis” (Le Roux and Rouanet 2010
 : 64–67) that has developed in recent years in the context of the geometric analysis of data is a tool that helps explore these different hypotheses.

Without making a comprehensive inventory here of the geometrical properties of the correspondences exploited by the theory of fields, mention must be made of the contribution of “post-factorial analyses” with respect to the homology between fields and the relation between positions and position-taking. Distinction
 constructs lifestyle spaces without involving, among the active variables, any of the properties (level of education, age, income, socio-professional category, etc.) likely to determine the position in social space or in a social class. These variables only intervene in the second phase, when they are projected as additional elements onto the lifestyles space; for example, “commercial employers” tend to constitute a cloud of points concentrated in the region in which the “bourgeois” lifestyle had been identified. More generally, when the representation of the dominant class structure is superimposed on the space of dominant taste, they correspond very closely. These facts reinforce not only the hypotheses relating to the share that lifestyle occupies in class membership, but also the homology linking the spaces of cultural production and the spaces shaped by their priority “consumers” (Rouanet et al. 2000
 ). Subsequently, many analyses have employed a similar approach. In Homo Academicus
 , once the space of academic positions has been constructed, the informed reader is invited to project onto the graph the positions adopted by academics in May 1968. In the study of the field of housing policy (Bourdieu 2005
 [2000]: 89–125), once this field has been constructed, it appears that supporters and opponents of reform tend 
 to be recruited at opposite poles of the space. Similarly, it has even been argued that the principle of the positions taken by writers under the Occupation depended considerably on their positions in the literary world, or that the positions adopted by economists in the economic climate of strikes in 1995 in France could be predicted on the basis of their positions in the field of academic discourse concerning the economy (Lebaron 1997
 ; Sapiro 2014
 [1996]: 565–566).

While it is important to highlight the contribution of correspondence analysis to the analysis of fields, it is equally important to point out its limits. The statistical approach can help, for example, to establish relations of homology, but it does not really explain the mechanisms through which these relations are implemented. This point brings us back to the long-standing distinction between correlations revealed by statistics and the questions of causality that concern the statistical sciences, and which may require resort to other methods. Similarly, while MCA helps us think through the autonomy of a field, it is not certain that it genuinely enables its measurement, at least in numerical form.


THE
 LIMITS OF
 MATHEMATIZATION




In fact, the use of correspondence analysis in the context of the theory of fields implies a set of methodological requirements that, once again, remind us of the Durkheimian school. The findings of MCA, and their graphics, can in no way be reified. When confronted with them, researchers should be reminded of the difficulties encountered in the construction of data, the compromises that had to be resolved, for example, because of the material or social impossibility of getting information about a specific indicator which would, ideally, have been required. It must be borne in mind, in the case of Dirkx’s (1999)
 MCA of the field of publishing in France, that the relevant biographical information could not be systematically assembled, as the publishers were reluctant to disclose this. In their prosopographical research, historians have to deal with the unevenness of the sources available to provide information about the various spheres of people’s lives; wealth or heritage, recorded for tax purposes, are often better known than family genealogies and connections (Stone 1971
 : 59). In a survey by questionnaire, the respondents do not all provide the various types of information that the sociologist considers relevant with the same facility or reliability (Champagne 2002
 : 300).

Apart from the effect of the difficulties encountered in the construction of data, the commentary on MCA findings must include considerations such as the difference between “empirical individuals” and “epistemic individuals” (Bourdieu 1988
 [1984]: 21–35). The operation through which one designates the dots forming the cloud of individuals by real names does have its limits, the “statistical individual” always being simply a “profile” defined uniquely by the modalities of the active variables with which the individual is associated; these cannot include the totality of the potential properties of which the empirical individual is the bearer. For the same reason, it is difficult to be overly precise in commenting on the relative positions of two individuals on a graphic. The 
 distance separating them undoubtedly provides an indication as to the relations of the empirical individuals, but the inclusion of a secondary property, excluded for one reason or another from the active variables, would suffice to modify it slightly. It is not, therefore, a rhetorical precaution to insist that MCA is not a “crystal ball” (Bourdieu 2010
 [1979]: 120).

When used with reference to the theory of fields, MCA is a concrete representation which as such cannot be ignored. “Objectivation . . . does imply the risk of objectivism” (Bourdieu and de Saint-Martin 1978
 : 5). MCA only reveals the structure of the relations between the agents studied as a result of a scientific construction which the social agents cannot accomplish. The social agents have specific and only partially informed perspectives. In these circumstances, the use of extracts from interviews
 7
 in the commentary of an MCA provides information that is not included in the statistical material constituting the MCA itself, but is necessary to understand it. While the statistical construction of the bureaucratic field is not unlike the benchmarking process that a young civil servant undertakes, it is more precise and more systematic and begins, moreover, by interviewing several informants (Bourdieu 2005
 [2000]: 99). Similarly, while the rigorous construction of the “avant-garde fields” shares some characteristics of the “impressions” drawn up by the “specialists in art,” it does not allow for the exclusion of an artistic movement on the basis of a “somewhat subjective principle” which the latter does accept (Verger 1991
 : 3).

Commentary on the findings of an MCA implies a critical reflection on the processes that enabled us to obtain them. The distances in the graphics, and the structuring principles revealed, are signs of the difficulties encountered in the construction of the data and of the decisions, never totally exempt from the arbitrary, which, for instance, marked the coding of the variables. The differences that the graphics reveal are partly the outcome of coding decisions, which, by separating (or aggregating) two modalities, either allow or disallow the expression of a source of differentiation. The findings are also the outcome of statistical habits and requirements that are difficult (if not impossible) to neutralize.

In particular, the statistical approach does restrict us to a static perspective. MCA shows something resembling a cross-section. The chi-square table gives an indication of the properties shown by the statistical individuals at a specific date
 , and the graphs give the distribution of capital at this same date. But this distribution is a “state of the distribution of the specific capital which has been accumulated in the course of previous struggles” (Bourdieu 1993
 [1984]: 73). The spaces that MCA enables us to see are, from this point of view, imperfect representations of fields, which are not static structures but historical products of “space-time” (Bourdieu 2008
 [1999]: 19). The organization of the taste of the dominant classes in France, for example, between the poles “artist’s taste” and “bourgeois taste” is the result of a historical process that reached a high point in the nineteenth century; in the context of the industrial revolution and the decline of the aristocracy, the relationship between “artists” and the “bourgeoisie,” characterized by complicity and antagonism, began to become structural. In a way, the ideal tool to show these space-times is not a tool enabling an objective look at distributions at a given point in time, but a dynamic tool that would reconstitute, in the cloud of individuals, 
 for example, entities which, while constantly being renewed, would be open to coming closer, splitting up, and so on.
 8


There are, therefore, affinities between correspondence analysis and the theory of fields, but there are also discrepancies that undoubtedly cannot be totally resolved by statistical refinements. It may be that fields cannot always be totally modeled mathematically. We must not commit the error that Cicourel alleged Lazarsfeld had made when he stated that any, or almost any, sociological concept could be measured statistically. When sociologists or statisticians construct a variable, they are almost always preceded in the categorization process by the social agents themselves. But the categories of everyday life are rarely of the same type as those the statistician constructs. The latter present a series of formal properties that Cicourel lists: for a qualitative variable, for example, each individual in the population studied must belong to one and only one modality. Categorization in everyday life depends on other rationales; an individual’s membership in a particular category may change depending on the situation; it may also be challenged in daily struggles or may be used strategically by the social agents themselves. These remarks are valid even for attributes that statisticians normally regard as not being open to question, such as attribution to an age group or a person’s sex (Cicourel 1964
 ).

Bourdieu was far from opposed to these points. His sociology, and in particular his theory of fields, leaves a great deal of leeway to symbolic struggles over categorization. However, to the ethno-methodological perspective he adds the observation that there is a differential in the power that social agents can exert in these struggles. Some fields are essentially spaces of competition for saying what one is and what other people are. The outcome necessarily introduces a gap between this dimension of the field, which implies imprecision or uncertainty, and the logic of statistical tools, which leads to the elimination of imprecision and uncertainty. At times Bourdieu suggested that a tentative solution to this question could be found in the resort to “fuzzy logic,” which could be imported into correspondence analyses (Gallejo 1982
 ). However, he did not materialize this intuition, which still remains to be explored.

ConclusionFor Bourdieu, the sociology of fields was not limited to the use of multiple correspondence analysis. His use of statistics did involve other methods. However, he did invest heavily in the technique. In the context of the theory of fields, its implementation appeared to him to be a very useful tool for constructing “models.” Bourdieu did explicitly use the word “models” when referring to the spaces constructed by correspondence analysis (for example, Bourdieu 1996
 [1989]: 133–142). He thus used a term that is very popular with quantitative analysts in the social sciences. However, he differed from the latter as well. On one hand, in keeping with a distinction that he had formulated at a very early date, his ambition was to construct models which aimed at “knowledge of real principles” in social mechanisms and not “a simple reproduction of the most apparent 
 properties” (Bourdieu and al. 1991 [1968]: 52). On the other hand, he showed himself to be extremely vigilant concerning the biases, in particular those of objectivist and scholastic origins, to which statistical tools expose researchers.

In his use of MCA, Bourdieu revived a tradition of which the Durkheimian school of sociology in particular had been a leading proponent in France, but which had been relatively neglected. It was a challenge to the traditional arguments between researchers who insisted unilaterally on the power of statistics and those who, on the contrary, saw only their limitations. This position played a part in the interest among scholars in Bourdieu’s use of MCA, but it also explained its reception. It is undoubtedly because Bourdieu’s use of MCA appeared to be out of line with the usual concepts and dominant norms that it long remained either somewhat ignored or (in France, at least) criticized; the breaches in convention which it effected (in deliberate and thoughtful manner) were alleged to be “mistaken.” Over the past 15 years, the interest observed in MCA and the ways Bourdieu used it have changed, but this perhaps makes it even more necessary to have a clear understanding of Bourdieu’s position. Where methods and theories are concerned, intellectual habits and orthodoxies are indeed powerful. It would be regrettable if a period characterized by ignorance were followed by another in which Bourdieu’s innovative use of statistics was in some way integrated into an orthodoxy against which it was in part constructed.

Translated from French by Kristin Couper

NOTES



1.
 See, for various examples, Bennett et al. (2009)
 ; Blasius and Mühlichen (2010); Cvetičanin and Popescu (2011); Ekelund and Börjesson (2002); Hjellbrekke and Korsnes (2009)
 ; Majima and Savage (2007)
 ; Meuleman and Savage (2013)
 ; Pereira (2005)
 ; Purhonen and Wright (2013)
 ; Prieur et al. (2008)
 ; Roose et al. (2012)
 ; Rosenlund (2000
 , 2009
 ); Savage and Gayo (2011)
 ; Warde et al. (2007)
 .

2.
 The closest he gets to doing so is in a note in the English edition of Homo Academicus
 (Bourdieu 1988 [1984]
 : 69–72) and the “Prologue” to one of the first articles using MCA (Bourdieu and de Saint-Martin 1978
 : 3–8).

3.
 It certainly can be considered that these attempts, which focused on surveys about students (Éliard 2012: 33), photography (Bourdieu 1990 [1965]
 : 195–196), and museums (Bourdieu, Darbel, and Schnapper 1997
 [1969]: 11), were not very conclusive (Le Roux and Lebaron 2013
 ).

4.
 On these points, see Lenoir (1997)
 regarding Maurice Halbwachs.

5.
 The fact that Halbwachs has been almost forgotten (Martin 1999
 ) shows that this relationship to statistics was doubtless perceived to be too “literary” in the eyes of researchers in the sciences.

6.
 “Statistics cannot reveal any relationships other than those which have been requested” (author’s translation).

7.
 For examples, see Zarca (1979)
 ; Verger (1988); Champagne (2002)
 .

8.
 While there does not seem to be any analysis of a field based on panel data, the commentary on an MCA’s findings can attempt to reintroduce a temporal dimension (Bourdieu 2008
 [1999]: 19). Some articles do engage in comparisons with the previous data from the field, sometimes by carrying out MCAs on the same field at different points in time (Lenoir 1992
 ; Denord and al. 2011; Roselund 2009, 2014).
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CHAPTER 24





A CONCISE GENEALOGY AND ANATOMY OF HABITUS




LOÏC WACQUANT

IT
 is sometimes believed that Pierre Bourdieu is the inventor of the concept of habitus
 .
 1
 In fact, it is an old philosopheme, originating in the thought of Aristotle and of the medieval Scholastics, which the French sociologist retrieved and reworked after the 1960s. His aim was to forge a dispositional theory of action suited to reintroducing time and the inventive capacity of agents within structuralist anthropology, without falling back into the Cartesian intellectualism that skews subjectivist approaches to social conduct, from behaviorism and phenomenology to symbolic interactionism and rational choice theory. The notion plays a central role in Bourdieu’s lifelong effort to develop a science of practice, and a correlative critique of domination in its manifold manifestations, based on the triple historicization
 of the agent (habitus), the world (social space and fields), and the categories and methods of the social analyst (reflexivity).

The roots of habitus are found in Aristotle’s notion of hexis
 , elaborated in his doctrine of virtue in the Nicomachean Ethics
 (ca. 350 BCE
 ), meaning an acquired yet entrenched state of moral character that orients our feelings and desires, and thence our conduct.
 2
 The term was translated into Latin as habitus
 (past participle of the verb habere
 , to have or hold) in the thirteenth century by Thomas Aquinas in his Summa Theologiae
 (1269), in which it acquired the added sense of ability for growth through activity, or durable disposition suspended midway between potency and purposeful action.
 3
 It was used sparingly and descriptively by sociologists of the classical generation familiar with the philosophy of the Scholastics such as Emile Durkheim (who speaks of the Christian habitus in his course on Pedagogical Evolution in France
 , 1904–1905), his nephew and close collaborator Marcel Mauss (famously in the essay on “Techniques of the Body,” 1934), as well as by Max Weber (in his discussion of religious asceticism in Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft
 , 1918) and Thorstein Veblen (who ruminates on the “predatory mental habitus” of industrialists in The Theory of the Leisure Class
 , 1899).
 4
 It resurged in phenomenology, most prominently in the writings of Edmund Husserl, who designated by habitus the mental conduit between past experiences and forthcoming actions. Husserl 
 also used as conceptual cognate the term Habitualität
 , later translated into English by his student Alfred Schutz as “habitual knowledge” (and thence adopted by ethnomethodology), a notion that resonates with that of habitude
 , as refined by Maurice Merleau-Ponty in his treatment of the “lived body” as the mute yet intelligent wellspring of social meaning and behavior.
 5
 Habitus also figures fleetingly in the writings of another student of Husserl, Norbert Elias, who muses on “the psychic habitus of ‘civilized’ people” in his classic study Über den Process der Civilisation
 (1939).
 6


But it is in the work of Pierre Bourdieu, who, as a keen early reader of Leibniz and Husserl, was steeped in these philosophical debates, that one finds a thorough sociological revamping of the concept designed to transcend the opposition between objectivism and subjectism. In his hands, habitus is a mediating construct
 that helps us revoke the common-sense duality between the individual and the social by capturing “the internalization of externality and the externalization of internality,” that is, the ways in which the sociosymbolic structures of society become deposited inside persons in the form of lasting dispositions
 , or trained capacities and patterned propensities to think, feel, and act in determinate ways, which in turn guide them in their creative responses to the constraints and solicitations of their extant milieu.
 7


Bourdieu first reintroduced the notion denotatively in his youthful field studies of the nexus of honor, kinship, and power in the peasant society of his native Béarn in southwestern France and in the Berber-speaking Kabyle settlements of colonial Algeria. In both settings, he activated habitus to capture the discordance
 between the culturally given capacities and proclivities of people and the requirements of the emerging social system, leading to historical rupture and societal upheaval—belying what would later become the rote academic tale of Bourdieu as the apostle of “reproduction theory.”
 8
 On the Béarn side, the greater ability of local girls to incorporate urban values conveyed by the school and mass media consigned the local men to bachelorhood and thence the village society, based on male primogeniture, to a slow death; on the Algerian side, uprooted fellahin
 bore within them a contradictory mix of categories inherited from ancestral tradition and imported by colonization, and this “cultural sabir” (or split habitus) made them misfits in both the agrarian community and the urban economy, living supports of the structural contradictions that propelled the country toward revolution.
 9


Bourdieu then elaborated habitus analytically at the turn of the 1970s through a dual critique of Sartre’s phenomenology and Lévi-Strauss’s structuralism in his Outline of a Theory of Practice
 (1972). In this and subsequent writings, culminating a quarter-century later in Pascalian Meditations
 (1997), he proposes that practice is neither the mechanical precipitate of structural dictates nor the spawn of the intentional pursuit of goals by individuals, but rather

the product of a dialectical relationship between a situation and a habitus, understood as a system of durable and transposable dispositions which, integrating all past experiences, functions at every moment as a matrix of perceptions, appreciations, and 
 actions
 , and makes it possible to accomplish infinitely differentiated tasks, thanks to the analogical transfer of schemata acquired in prior practice.
 10


As individual and group history sedimented in the body, social structure turned mental structure and sensorimotor engine, habitus may be thought of by analogy to Noam Chomsky’s “generative grammar,” which enables speakers proficient in a given language to produce proper speech acts unthinkingly, according to shared rules, in inventive yet predictable ways.
 11
 It designates a practical competency, acquired in and for
 action, that operates beneath the level of consciousness and is continually honed in the very movement of its deployment. But, unlike Chomsky’s grammar, (1) habitus encapsulates not a natural but a social
 aptitude, which is for this very reason variable across time, place, and most importantly across distributions of power; (2) it is transferable
 to various domains of practice, which explains the rough coherence that obtains, for instance, across realms of consumption—in music, sports, food, and home furnishings, but also in marital and political choices—within and among individuals of the same class and grounds their distinctive lifestyles;
 12
 (3) it is enduring but not static or eternal
 : dispositions are socially mounted and can be eroded, countered, or even dismantled by exposure to novel external forces, as demonstrated by situations of migration and specialized training; (4) yet it is endowed with built-in inertia
 , insofar as habitus tends to produce practices patterned after the social structures that generated them, and because each of its layers operates as a prism through which later experiences are filtered and subsequent strata of dispositions overlaid (thus the disproportionate weight of the schemata implanted in infancy, among which the binary opposition between masculine and feminine); (5) habitus thus introduces a lag
 , and sometimes a hiatus, between the past determinations that produced it and the current determinations that interpellate it:

As history made nature, [habitus] is what confers upon practices their relative autonomy with respect to the external determinations of the immediate present. This autonomy is that of the past, enacted and acting, which, functioning as accumulated capital, produces history on the basis of history and so ensures that permanence within change that makes the individual agent a world within the world.
 13


Against structuralism, then, the theory of habitus acknowledges that agents actively make the social world by engaging embodied instruments of cognitive construction; but it also insists, against constructivism, that these instruments are themselves made by the social world through the somatization of social relations. The situated individual “determines herself insofar as she constructs the situation that determines her,” but “she has not chosen the principle of her choice,” such that “habitus contributes to transforming that which transforms it.”
 14


Habitus supplies at once a principle of sociation and individuation: sociation
 because our categories of judgment, sensibility, and conduct, coming from society, are shared by all those who were subjected to similar social conditions and conditionings (thus one can speak of a masculine habitus, a national habitus, a bourgeois habitus, as well as of 
 an artistic habitus, a juridical habitus, a carceral habitus, etc., corresponding to specific institutions); individuation
 insofar as each person, by virtue of having a unique trajectory and location in the world, internalizes a matchless combination of such schemata (even identical twins are separated by their order of birth and treated differently by their parents and others). Because it is both structured
 (by past social milieus) and structuring
 (of present perceptions, emotions, and actions), habitus operates as the “unchosen principle of all choices,” guiding practices that assume the systematic character of strategies even though they are not the result of strategic intention and are objectively “orchestrated without being the product of the organizing activity of a conductor.”
 15
 As a multi-scalar construct
 , habitus enables us to mate the study of the generic, capturing constituents shared across concentric circles of conditioning, with a focus on the specific, as it paves the way for a clinical sociology capable of entering into the depths of a given biohistory without reducing it to idiosyncrasies.

For this dispositional philosophy of action, in which “the socialized body is not opposed to society” but constitutes “one of the forms of its existence,”
 16
 the social actor is neither the isolated, egoistic individual of neoclassical economic theory, a computing machine seeking to maximize utility in pursuit of clear goals, nor a disincarnated manipulator of symbols somehow suspended above the pull of material forces, as in the neo-Kantian tradition of symbolic anthropology and the neo-pragmatist strand of Meadian interactionism. (Beyond their vitriolic opposition on the question of the ultimate supremacy of interest versus culture, these two conceptions of conduct, the rational actor and the symbolic animal, are equally spontaneist, instantaneist, and intellectualist.) She is instead a sentient being of flesh and blood, inhabited by historical necessity, who is enmenshed in the world by an opaque relationship of “ontological complicity”—or enmity, as the case may be—and who is bound to others from within through the “implicit collusion” fostered by shared categories of perception, appreciation, and action.
 17


Retracing the philosophical origins and initial usage of habitus by Bourdieu to account for the historical disjuncture wrought by the Algerian war of national liberation and the postwar modernization of the French countryside allows us to clear up four recurrent misunderstandings about the concept.

First, habitus is never the replica of a single social structure since it is a multilayered and dynamic set of schemata
 that records, stores, and prolongs the influence of the diverse environments successively traversed during one’s existence. It follows that

[a] genuine sociogenesis of the dispositions constitutive of habitus should strive to understand how the social order captures, channels, reinforces or thwarts psychic processes, depending on whether there is homology, redundancy or, on the contrary, contradiction and tension between the two logics. It goes without saying that mental structures are not the mere reflex of social structures.
 18


The malleability of habitus due to its “permanent revision” in practice is further spotlighted by Bourdieu’s cardinal distinction, broached in his early research on 
 education, gender, and class,
 19
 and dramatized by this author’s learning of the categories, skills, and desires of the pugilist,
 20
 between the primary habitus
 , acquired in early childhood through osmosis in the familial microcosm and its extensions, and the secondary habitus
 , grafted later onto the latter by the specialized pedagogical labor of the school and other didactic institutions (a boxing gym, a painter’s studio, a religious sect, a political party, etc.). The result is a compromise formation that dynamically articulates generic and specific dispositions across the life cycle into an operative set of schemata.
 21


It follows, second, that habitus is not necessarily coherent and unified
 . Rather, it displays varying degrees of integration and tension, depending on the character and compatibility of the social situations that fashioned it over time. A sequence of congruent institutions and stable microcosms will tend to fashion a cohesive habitus whose successive layers reinforce one another and work in unison. Dissimilar organizations anchored by divergent values or entropic universes, by contrast, cultivate unstable systems of dispositions that are divided against themselves and are wont to generate irregular and inconsistent lines of action. Thus a broken or splintered habitus was common among the Algerian subproletarians studied by Bourdieu in the early 1960s, as it was among the members of the precariat of Chicago’s hyperghetto.
 22


Third, habitus is no less suited to analyzing crisis and change
 , across multiple scales ranging from the individual to the largest macrocosm, than it is to plumb cohesion and perpetuation. This is because habitus does not necessarily agree with the social world in which it evolves. Bourdieu warns repeatedly that one must “avoid unconsciously universalizing the model of the quasi-circular relation of near-perfect reproduction that is completely valid only in the case where the conditions of production of habitus are identical or homologous to its conditions of functioning.”
 23
 That habitus can “misfire” and have “critical moments of perplexity and discrepancy” when it is incapable of generating practices conforming to the milieu constitutes a major spring of personal resistance, social innovation, and structural transformation.
 24


Last but not least, it should be stressed that habitus is not a self-sufficient mechanism for the generation of action: like a spring, it needs an external trigger, and so it cannot be considered in isolation from the definite social worlds (and eventually fields) within which it operates. Morever, the same habitus will yield different lines of conduct when called out by different strategic opportunities. The dissection of dispositions must proceed in close connection with the mapping of the system of positions that alternately excite, suppress, or redirect the inclinations of the agent. This two-way, dynamic, mutual gearing of embodied and objectified social structures
 is yet another source of potential transformation of both person and cosmos:

When the objective conditions of its accomplishment are not given, a habitus continuously thwarted by the situation can be the site of explosive forces (as with ressentiment) that may await (nay look out for) the opportunity to exercise themselves and express themselves as soon as those objective conditions are offered (e.g., the position of a petty boss). . . . In reaction against instantaneous mechanicalism, one is led 
 to stress the “assimilative” capacities of habitus, but habitus is also adaptation: it constantly performs an adjustment to the world that only exceptionally takes the form of radical conversion.
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A full accounting of practice thus requires a triple coordinated elucidation of the social genesis and structures of habitus as historicized subjectivity, of the formation and dynamics of social space as a historical distribution of possibles (which, in certain limiting cases, asssumes the form of a field), and of the situated specifics of their confrontation in the microdialectic of dispositions and positions.

Although philosophers such as John Searle, Jacques Bouveresse, Charles Taylor, and Iris Marion Young have discussed Bourdieu’s elaboration of habitus in relation to the philosophy of mind, language, and self, and neurobiologist Jean-Pierre Changeux has connected it to current developments in brain research, grounding it in our synaptic architecture,
 26
 it should be stressed that for Bourdieu the notion is not an abstract concept issued from and aimed at theoretical disquisition; it is first and foremost a stenographic manner of designating a research posture
 . Habitus puts at the heart of social analysis the genetic mode of thinking as it directs us to excavate the implicit cognitive, conative, and emotive constructs through which persons navigate social space and animate their lived world. For the assembly and deployment of the socially constituted schemata that make an adept and appetitive agent are fully accessible to methodical observation and analytic parsing. Ultimately, the proof of the theoretical pudding of habitus must consist in its empirical eating.
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CHAPTER 25





HABITUS AND BEYOND



Standing on the Shoulders of a Giant Looking at the Seams




CLAUDIO E. BENZECRY

Men make their own history, but they do not make it as they please; they do not make it under self-selected circumstances, but under circumstances existing already, given and transmitted from the past. The tradition of all dead generations weighs like a nightmare on the brains of the living.

—Karl Marx, The 18th Brumaire of Louis Bonaparte



INTRODUCTION




How do body and biography connect?
 1
 How are our categories to express judgment dependent on past experiences? How do we make sense of the contradictions between our past and the potential our future holds? And how is it that our immediate environment frames our sensual immersion in the world? Moreover, what is the relationship between the capacities our body supports and our biography? To answer all of these questions, pointing at the connection between embodiment, cognition, processes of singularization and temporalization, and the collective, Pierre Bourdieu coined the concept of habitus
 . Aiming to observe the continuous practical capacities that we have, or the circumstances or conditions under which these are rendered null, the French sociologist spent 40 years of his career developing, extending, and refining in four different directions what explains the disposition to act.

The first explanation, developed during his early studies in Algeria, focused on the agents’ disjuncture between acquired individual dispositions and the objective structures of the new world they had to inhabit. The second, started after his work on Erwin 
 Panofsky, followed later by his studies of Heidegger and Flaubert, focused on the relationship between the collective and individual dispositions. The third, better suited for studies of reproduction, focused on the habitus as what accounted for very patterned ways of acting and judging in disparate realms. And the fourth, the revisit after Pascalian Meditations
 to his studies of Algeria and Béarn, focused on embodiment and how the body serves as both memory pad and building block.

From the long list of possibilities, this chapter starts by distinguishing the many uses for which the term has been mobilized, as well as the problems that extending it in so many competing ways might present. The rest of the chapter is organized with a brief presentation of the many uses of habitus in Bourdieu’s own work, followed by a discussion of how the concept has been deployed in research by US sociologists. The third and main section of the chapter looks at the aporias provoked by the concept’s extension, and the many critical avenues pursued by other scholars. This last section focuses less on criticisms of Bourdieu’s oeuvre and more on scholarship produced in tension with dispositional accounts of social action. In it I present six conversations that point to conceptual or semantic connections that are taken for granted in habitus and that have been opened up for sociological inquiry by scholars such as Lahire, Steinmetz, Wacquant, Auyero, Elias, and Boltanski.


THE
 MANY
 MEANINGS OF
 HABITUS IN
 BOURDIEU’S
 WORK




The manifold ways in which Bourdieu has deployed the concept of habitus make the search for an ultimate formula difficult. Recent authors (Decoteau 2013a
 ; Gorski 2013
 ; Scheer 2012
 ; Steinmetz 2006
 ; Wacquant 2004
 ) have focused on its socio-somatic character, emphasizing the encounter between a body that knows and a forgotten history, repressed and unconsciously enacted (to go back to the Marxian reference that opened this chapter). We can also think of this encounter as the combination of the particular situation that the agent confronts, the particular dispositions she carries, and the constraints that past and collective forces place on her (on this, see Champagne and Christin 2012
 ); or, using an early formula (Bourdieu, 1990
 ), to explain how agents solve external pressures and internal contradictions, how the social is both externalized and internalized, made into a field of relationships and into bodies, and how they succeed and fail in adjusting to the two moments or states.

In a very recent article, Crossley (2014
 : 107) commented on a problem already discussed three decades ago by Brubaker (1985
 , 1993
 ), and which has been a wellspring for criticism ever since: the number of levels under which the concept of habitus operates. There are both cognitive and affective dimensions to it. It exists in many forms: primary (as in our “classed” selves); secondary (as in professional socialization); and tertiary (for instance, when scholars reflect upon themselves as embodiers of a particular practice 
 and its acquisition). It exists organized around many principles of social division, some more codified and autonomous, like fields; some more diffuse and “primordial” like gender, class, or nation. It can also be mobilized inductively, as a tool for inquiry, and as a topic, exploring in some cases its relationship to history and in others what it takes to acquire and master it as a practical sense. It serves to unify the many threads that make up a self, as well as to give an account of the ways in which an agent invests in him- or herself.
 2
 Its range of uses, internal complexity, and multi-scalar character have—as I’ve already noted—forced many commentators to “decline” it (as if it were a verb able to change according to the many subjects and circumstances) in a myriad of different strands. So, while it is true that it is hard to come out with an ultimate simplified definition (as Brubaker [1993]
 admonished), it is essential to show how Bourdieu himself has put the concept to work and to organize some of his ideas in series.
 3


As I established in the opening paragraph, we can envision four periods and modalities for the habitus in Bourdieu’s own work. The first systematic appearance of the ideas of homology and disposition as an innovation (albeit without the concept of habitus) was in the afterword to a 1967 compilation in French on the work of art historian Erwin Panofsky. In it we already encounter two of the dimensions of the concept that are going to be part of its long-term purchase: the first is the encounter of the collective and the epochal in individual practices; the second the role of homologies in explaining the transposability of dispositions from one field to another. On the first, he writes that the habitus is what transforms the collective heritage in unconscious structures into specific behaviors in a myriad of contexts. He does so by focusing on how even a “creative genius” can be located within his time, understanding how his acts are oriented by the collective even when they are unique in their appearance.
 4
 Aiming to break with the idea of the “biographical illusion,” he will develop this line of research, in which the individual and the collective intersect in his work on Heidegger and Flaubert, showing how the collective modus operandi
 inscribes itself in the work of art as a modus operatum
 . In the opposition between individuality and the collective, we can already foresee one of the main lines of criticism of Bourdieu’s work: the tension between reducing the individual to the collective, or finding a new alliance between the two (Corcuff, 2001
 ).

The concept appears in the 1970s and 1980s under two guises, which can actually be considered as two sides of the same coin, describing either how the habitus produces disjuncture between the individual dispositions and the objective structures where agents develop their practices, or how it operates as producing the confluence between the two. While some of the empirical material is already present in his early ethnographic work on Algeria, as he recognizes in the preface of Algeria 1960
 (Bourdieu 1979)
 , as the disjuncture between temporal and economic structure, it is not until Outline of a Theory of Practice
 that Bourdieu develops in full a theory of how disjuncture or adjustment happens. As Hage (2013
 : 15) has noted, the habitus “is a principle of homing and building: of striving to build the space where one can be at home in the world.” So it’s not surprising that in contexts where that striving is difficult, we get to see the processes of inertia, disjunction, and hysteresis that Bourdieu describes in Outline
 . And in the contexts where 
 there is correspondence between the dispositions and the environment in which those dispositions are enacted, we get to observe the “fish in the water” effect he focuses on in The Logic of Practice
 (Bourdieu 1990)
 . In both scenarios, what is developed by Bourdieu is the implicit, second-nature, doxic
 character of the habitus, the fact that understanding how agents deploy strategies means to understand the fuzzy logic, the “feel for the game,” how participation in a field involves a practical mastery of the worlds we strive to inhabit, as well as the potential incongruence in new conditions of actualization as “a past which survives in the present” (Bourdieu 1977
 : 82). During this period there also appears a key component for future developments of the habitus: the role of hexis
 , or the embodied and somatic character it takes, separating it analytically from ethos
 or its moral dimension.

The next series of uses of habitus is that in which actions appear as coherent with the world that actors inhabit. It is during this period that the “structuring structured structures” formula appears explicitly, and we can observe Bourdieu’s emphasis on the coherence of action, as dispositions work fully as a generative force that causes actions to be orchestrated or regulated while feeling improvised and without a conductor/demiurge on the horizon. This usage appears clearly in his work on cultural structures and trajectories for self-distinction (Bourdieu 1984)
 , where the connections between subjective structures, the positions occupied in multiple social spaces, and the dispositions to act in them are highlighted. The mechanism through which this operates is the analogical transference of schemas from one realm to another. It is in Bourdieu’s work The Rules of Art
 where his idea of positions and dispositions interacting in homologous ways in multiple contexts appears as opening a realm of freedom, as the dispositions and positions do not produce naturally just one strategy, but rather a bundle of position-taking possibilities. Moreover, in works like The Rules of Art, The Logic of Practice
 , and Practical Reason
 , Bourdieu incorporates illusio
 as a key concept to understand the connection between habitus and field, calling our attention to how the adjustment between the two is predicated on agents feeling invested, driven to, or called upon to participate libidinally in a game.
 5


It is precisely the concept of illusio
 that allows me to transition to the last series of usages of the concept, which highlights the connection between the belief and the body and what Bourdieu called the “critique of theoretical reason.” In previous works on intellectual activity the key dimension of the habitus was doxa
 , and in the works on the production of professional classifications it was ethos
 ; after Pascalian Meditations
 (and after the work of Loic Wacquant), hexis
 becomes a central dimension to understanding the disposition to act.
 6
 Hexis
 is a more specific term for the socially conditioned physical body, its gestures and postures, and for the investigation of the techniques through which the body constitutes and is constituted. Bourdieu used it to revisit his fieldwork in Algeria and Béarn, aiming to explain the mechanisms through which the sedimented experiences that become embodied shape our ways of thinking and acting, as well as our encounters with objective structures. In Masculine Domination
 he moves his analysis out of the Kabyle house described in Outline
 and shows how the socio-somatic inheritance is present not only in objects but also in bodies, as what becomes inscribed in the body of the woman works in naturalizing the difference between sexes, producing 
 inequality, and, in the reproduction through the body of those differences, the complicity of women in their own submission. In The Bachelors’ Ball
 (Bourdieu, 2008b)
 he shows how rural bachelors embody the contradictions between the local peasant single men’s rugged and clumsy bodies (they are “men of the woods”) and the demands they imagine the single women they used to marry have, who have now taken to other bodily styles and customs, thanks to their employment in the service economy of the cities surrounding Béarn. If the body reproduced female subjugation in the first case, here it serves to impede the literal reproduction of the men. The social order reproduces itself by inscribing itself on the body as a “memory pad” (Bourdieu 2000
 : 161), producing diverging outcomes depending on whether the conditions under which those bodily dispositions were acquired and naturalized had been actualized or not.

Over 30 years ago, Rogers Brubaker (1985)
 called attention to the “too many hats” of the habitus concept. We can see how in the next two decades Bourdieu came back to it, changed it, picked its use up where he had left it, and extended it in new directions. In a later piece (Brubaker, 1993
 ) the same author invited readers to think of the concept in terms of “theoretical dispositions” or as a conceptual element in a meta-theory. Part of the work of diffusion and translation (in Actes de la Recherche
 , in the new Prefaces for the English editions of Bourdieu’s books, and in the non-empirical treatises where he further codified some of the concepts deployed in the empirical works) meant that the concept evolved not only in order to solve the conceptualization of new empirical problems, but also in order to provide instructions of use to readers, especially to authors who wanted to appropriate it, and to shelter it from previous criticisms.
 7
 To a certain extent, as Lahire (2001)
 pointed out, the proliferation of the concept was on a collision course with the attempt to control it via the attribution of authority to a continuous figure, Bourdieu himself.
 8
 Having Bourdieu as a critic of the biographical illusion is paradoxical given that this was the rhetorical mechanism utilized to stake a claim and maintain control over a concept that had extended its reach to the point that, for critics, the semantic field it bounded was unclear.

Regardless of these criticisms, sociologists have appropriated the concept and have produced a wealth of scholarship. In the section that follows I show how US-based scholars have appropriated this rich inheritance.


HOW
 HAVE
 US SOCIOLOGISTS
 USED THE
 HABITUS
 CONCEPT
 ?



In a much-cited piece, Charles Camic (1986)
 discussed how the pre-reflexive, habitual character of social action, which had been central to the conception of sociology held by Durkheim and Weber, had in the United States, thanks to Parsons and the sociologists from the first Chicago School, disappeared from sociology, as the discipline came to highlight the intellectual and reflexive character of individual practices. Little did 
 Camic know then that dispositional sociology was about to make a comeback in the United States. As Gorski (2013)
 has shown, Bourdieu’s early reception in the United States was anchored around two empirical texts that served to explain the habitual, unconscious, and routine reproduction of inequality in contemporary societies (Reproduction
 and Distinction
 ), and two theoretical texts (Outline
 and The Logic of Practice
 ) that were read in a way that also asserted the primacy of reproduction over transformation (on this see also Calhoun 2013
 ).


Lamont (2012)
 and Lizardo (2012)
 give a slightly different account of Bourdieu’s reception in the United States, though they also emphasize the “reproductivist” bent of the early reception. The orientation was shared in England, where the texts by Bourdieu and Passeron were closely read and were generative of a body of scholarship in the sociology of education. To a certain extent the divide in the studies of reception of Bourdieu is symptomatic, since it denotes the differential relationship to his work in cognitive and organizational cultural sociology versus scholarship that is either historical, comparative, or ethnographic (the students of Wacquant, Eyal, Steinmetz, Emirbayer, and Calhoun) and that dedicates itself to producing data through the use of Bourdieusian concepts (scholars like Medvetz, Sallaz, Purse, Hanser, Decoteau, Go, Krause, Buchholz, Panofsky, McQuarrie, Desmond, and Khan, among others). It is as if Bourdieu’s work in the United States has been reproduced separately and in parallel by groups that do not acknowledge each other.

There is a vast corpus using Bourdieu and habitus to advance theoretical positions on cognition, action, and practice, following the work of translating between Bourdieu’s habitus and DiMaggio’s (1997)
 schemata. From that school, Vaisey (2009)
 has built a dual cognition model, using habitus to explain how actors are driven primarily by deeply internalized schematic processes of practical consciousness (what he calls “the elephant” in the driver-elephant metaphor of what constitutes human decision-making). Later, with co-authors (Longest, Hitlin, and Vaisey, 2013
 ), he went on to reconceptualize values as transposable dispositions that orient actors toward realizing a range of possibilities available in social situations. Ignatow (2009)
 uses the habitus to rethink some key psychological presuppositions in the sociology of morality, using it to show the embodied nature of cognition and the pre-discursive character of sociocultural competences. Within this same framework, Lizardo (2009)
 explored the cognitive origins of the habitus, showing how one of its key effects, hysteresis, can be traced back to the work of Piaget; Martin (2011)
 incorporates the concept in his discussion of how to account for an actor’s own self-explanations, aiming to show the role of the habitual as a capacity to “tool” the world, and to provide social scientists with a key element in the pursuit of a relational and aesthetic explanation of an agent’s actions.

The pages that follow aim to show how this concept has been put to work in actual research, instead of its discussion in theoretically oriented scholarship. While of course much of the emphasis is on reproduction, interestingly enough in US sociology the concept has been decoupled from its intimate relationship to fields and capitals (a decoupling that Bourdieu advised against; Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 96) and has been used to explain not only the particular ways in which having a disposition deposes 
 someone to or prevents someone from acting in a particular way, but also how it is a generative practice, constitutive of the ontological complicity between the agent, the agent’s practices, and the environment in which those practices are deployed. To be very brief and brutal, we could say that most research has either
 focused on the primary habitus and particularly on its effects on agents’ practices or
 on the acquisition of a secondary habitus. Few exceptions (Desmond 2007
 ; Wacquant 2004
 ) come to mind as connecting the relationship between primary and secondary habitus and the process of transposition from one to the other.

Among those using habitus to show the generative character of internalization, the concept has been used to explore the continuous effect of race (in the United States and other areas such as South Africa and Brazil), nationalism (in Eastern Europe), class (in the United States), and its intersection, including also the study of sexuality (also in the United States). In the following paragraphs I present some exemplary scholarship in terms of its uses, rather than providing an exhaustive list of habitus-related scholarship.
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For instance, Philippe Bourgois and Jeff Schonberg (2007
 , 2009
 ) have shown how the disparities in heroin injection between subcutaneous and intramuscular methods can be better understood if conceptualized as generated
 by an “ethnicized habitus.” In so doing, they reconstruct other practices better understood as part of the dialectic between a relatively coherent disposition and the way in which it affects objectification: income-generating strategies, kinship, and self-presentation. The authors embed the dispositional difference in preexisting power dynamics and the memory of racial oppression, showing how even among people who have shared similar experiences of destitution for a long time, the intergenerational effects of racial oppression appear embodied, producing differences that can then be naturalized and mobilized as a source of legitimation of inequality.
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Alford Young (1999)
 extended the possibilities of use of the concept at the time by exploring how, by building strong emotional support networks based on territoriality, African American men were able to accrue social capital within their own world and navigate it with relative ease, but in doing so were prevented
 from both imagining and entering into paths conducive to upward mobility. Annette Lareau (2002
 , 2003
 ) explored the dynamic between practices deposing us to act and preventing us from acting in another realm where race (and class) differences are salient: educational practices. Where Young and Bourgois studied the time + 1 of dispositions, Lareau shows the process through which dispositions are put in place, via the finely tuned description of styles in parental involvement in schooling and leisure activities, showing how middle-class parents plan extensively their children’s activities both in and out of school, foster particular kinds of language use, train their children to intervene on their own behalf, and advocate a particular kind of reasoning—all of which coheres in generating in the children a sense of entitlement, instead of a sense of constraint, in the face of family members, professionals, and institutions.
 11
 Unlike Bourgois, she finds that class produces differences in a way that race cannot account for.

Two recent ethnographies of South Africa (Decoteau 2013a
 , 2013b
 ; Sallaz 2010
 ) have thematized and explored the use of habitus as “past-in-present” racial formation in 
 order to make sense of the post-colonial situation, in which blacks and whites continue to enact practices in a highly differentiated way, despite the end of legal apartheid. Sallaz (2010)
 showed how, despite the world having changed around the white marketers he interviews, the white/black binary served as the default way to discuss and evaluate a range of marketing practices. Decoteau scrutinized how and why black South Africans living with AIDS continue to subscribe to a hybrid health ideology, despite state officers’ efforts to forge a united health system. In showing the disjuncture between health production and consumption, she aims to uncover the simultaneous bifurcation and hybridity of the health field, depending on whether we are looking at it from a production or a consumption viewpoint. In doing so, both authors invoke Bourdieu’s cleft habitus (Bourdieu et al. 1999; Bourdieu 2008a
 ): Sallaz to explain the fatalism and despair of the white marketers in making sense of the disjuncture in which the power relations between state and market, whites and blacks, have changed; and Decoteau to explain the hysteresis effect (Bourdieu 1977
 ) that results in agents acting “as if,” still oriented by strategies better suited for a previous situation.

In a series of articles and a book, Brubaker and his collaborators elaborated how ethnicity and nationalism can be understood in terms of cognition and practices, or in Bourdieusian terms, how nation has become legitimated “as a principle of vision and division.” In a 2004 article (Brubaker, Loveman, and Stamatov 2004
 ), he and his co-authors use habitus to explain the routine, automatic work that schemas do in reproducing nations and taken-for-granted categories of practice, focusing on how habitus is generative of a sens practique
 that regulates practical action. In a previous article (Brubaker and Cooper 2000), the habitus appears as what helps to explain the self-understanding of actors, breaking with reified versions of identity.

The concept has also been taken up by students of sexuality. In a series of papers, Adam Green (2007
 , 2008
 ) developed a field-like approach to sex via the conceptualization of sexual fields as consisting of three features:

structures of desire that combine the erotic habitus of sexual actors and its sexually objectifying propensities (i.e., those aspects of “durable dispositions” that invest a given object with erotic value and are themselves produced by systems of stratification), the congealed history of the relations of these actors in the form of tiers of desirability, and the distribution of erotic capital among the actors of a given physical site of sexual sociality. (Green 2008
 : 30)

Doing this allowed him to underscore the structuring, embodied, and stratified character of desire, showing the racialized schema derived from historical systems of classification and power through which white middle-class gay males assign an erotic status to hypermasculine black men.
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Two pieces of scholarship are also interested in investigating the primary/master habitus, but they do so more by turning it upside down, treating it as an assemblage of or a learned enactment/performance of particular dispositions, instead of as disposing agents to or preventing them from acting in particular ways. Hancock (2005
 , 2007
 , 
 2013) studies, through the embodied acquisition of lindy hop, how the racial mythologies embedded and naturalized in our conceptual and mental schemata of the world are reproduced and materialized through the cultural practices of enacting the dance through our bodies. Based on this, he proposes an alternative model for explaining racial identity, grounded in the competencies and embodied types of knowledge that one enacts in practice. Caputo (2012)
 entered the world of an agency that provides employment services to formerly incarcerated men in order to understand how behaviors learned in prison (what she deems the carceral habitus) were incongruent with the new environment in which they found themselves upon re-entry. While the objective of the paper is to explore how re-entry is complicated by the embodied responses to interpersonal violence outside of the prison walls, the paper also complicates versions of what constitutes the primary disposition of a person after a deep process of bodily re-education.
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This last paper is a great segue to begin describing the second rich avenue through which habitus has been used: the routine techniques of the body that build competences and foster the ontological complicity with the world. Following after the publication of Wacquant (2004)
 , there was an explosion of scholarship in the latter part of the first decade of the twenty-first century, with papers and books focusing on secondary and specialized dispositions like those of politicians, glassblowers, amateur wrestlers, ballerinas, pianists, martial arts specialists, 
 14
 as well as primary ones, such as students of Muslim prayer routines, prep school students, and “patients of the state.”

Among those seriously engaging not with how the habitus is a creator of practices, but rather with how practices create the structure of a dispositionality, the work of O’Connor (2005
 , 2006
 , 2007
 ) is especially salient, as it extends the interactions between self and other, so central to the techniques of the body, to the role of objects qua instruments. In her work on glassblowing, she shows in detail the phenomenological experience of acquiring and transmitting practical and tacit knowledge. In incorporating how heat also plays a part, she shows the constraints imposed by the material world on the work of dispositions and the dialectic between the two. Mahler (2008)
 reports on a certain kind of world, producing a practical understanding of politics and the embodied and background forms of competence and knowledge, which make possible the politico’s skillful coping. His article qua bildungsroman on how a campaign staff member learns about politics during the day before the election is counterintuitive in that we do not tend to think of political knowledge as embodied but rather as only
 intellectual. His research helps to underscore what he calls the “tightly knit hermeneutic circle between agent and world.”
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In a series of articles, Bryan Turner and collaborators (Turner and Wainwright 2003
 ) have studied the effects of dispositions in solidifying the spirit de corps of individual dancers and the consequences this has in terms of dancers taking bodily injury as part of the “natural” consequences of their vocation. In a second article, they show how belonging to particular companies further variegates the styles of embodiment, forcing professional dancers to relearn their embodied skills in a reflexive way when they move from one company to the next (Wainwright, Williams, and Turner 2006
 ).
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 In an earlier piece, Bob Alford and Andras Szanto (1996) used the collusion between the 
 professional, pedagogical, and medical world to show the naturalization of pain in the acquisition of pianistic knowledge. In showing the nascent process of contestation and the formation of new techniques to retrain without pain, the paper underscores the tension between the conditions of acquisition and their deployment under conditions in which they have become de-naturalized.

In order to understand the reconstitution of the primary habitus, Dan Winchester (2008)
 explores how a group of adults produced new moral selves through the use of embodied religious practices. The Muslim converts he studies engage in techniques like fasting or praying in order to develop moral virtues. In doing so, he shows how his subjects are reorganized thanks to practicing the embodied social actor’s disposition toward space and time, changing who they are in a qualitative fashion. The practices he distinguishes (salat
 , fasting) serve to show how converts engage in practices that reorganize their bodily memory and its temporal patterns, how this relates to developing a sense of humility, modesty, and deference to authority, as they need to respond to God’s time on a regular basis, and in the newly found discipline, the conscious production of a self that can serve God.

Unlike this case, in which habitus is used to illuminate a process of auto-poiesis
 , the work of Auyero (2012)
 serves to make the opposite point: the insidious techniques under which state institutions in contemporary Buenos Aires put in place what he calls “the patient model,” a disposition that forces poor people to wait. The book outlines the processes through which temporality participates in (re)producing domination. Auyero asks, what kind of process is subjugation by waiting? To answer this, he provides a catalogue and tempography of domination (taking another strain of Bourdieu’s work) that shows how poor people naturalize the idea that in order to get things from state officials they have to wait, but sometimes they do not know why or how they are doing it.

A third ethnography of instituting selfhood, which is in between the self-conscious/unconscious distinction in acquiring a disposition that one can imagine organizing the previous two, is the work of Khan (2011)
 . In his study of how prep school forms elite behaviors, he uses habitus (or, as he calls it, “the acquisition of corporeal skill”) to explain the ease with which privilege is acquired and performed as a series of embodied routines. His most important contribution to the understanding of habitus is how the embodiment of a gendered self and of a privileged one imposes contradictory pressures on the body of elite women in school.
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While all these works have explored the ways in which a primary habitus either disposes an agent to act or precludes agents from particular strategies, the pedagogical work necessary for acquiring a practical mastery of a secondary world, or the reorganization of selfhood thanks to the acquisition of a secondary disposition, few scholars have actually articulated in full the relationship between a primary and a secondary habitus, analyzing the transposition, refraction, and transformations that happen in that movement. The best-known study combining these two research strands is Loic Wacquant’s ethnography of the pugilistic habitus. In his book Body and Soul
 (and in multiple articles) he managed to combine a carnal microsociology of the processes of initiation, apprenticeship, and membership through which young African American men from urban 
 isolated neighborhoods learn the craft of boxing with a macro-sociological and historical analysis of how the ghetto operates as an “instrument of racial closure and social domination” (Wacquant 2011
 : 85). He used the opposition between the street and the ring to metaphorically present the sense of contiguity, continuity, and rupture between the dispositions the young men bring from the ghetto and the discipline through which they are remade, which harnesses those qualities to the pursuit of a different career (Wacquant 2004
 : 55). Through this opposition, he shows how the gym translates the masculine culture of physical toughness, honor, and bodily violence thanks to a regulated environment, training them in such a way that the agonistic exchanges from the outside are reconverted into a symbolized and controlled, but still physically palpable, violence. His work, as has been noted by himself (Wacquant 2011
 , 2014a
 , 2014b
 ) and others (Body and Society
 2013, 2014), serves to extend, refine, and make more concrete the idea of habitus, both as a topic of research—the study of its generative properties and how it is acquired—and as a tool for research—as the carnal immersion he advocates is a key avenue for the study of the acquisition of a secondary practical mastery.

Whereas Wacquant shows how continuity and contiguity are refurbished via disciplinary practices into something almost completely different, the work of Matt Desmond (2006
 , 2007
 ) underscores the preternatural fit between the two worlds inhabited by the agents he studies, wildland firefighters. His research posits that the general habitus of what he calls the country boy becomes the specific habitus of the firefighter, focusing mostly on how agents manage and perceive risk. Extending arguments made in Pascalian Meditations
 , the author makes his work into a case of what is it that agents bring with themselves, as selves organized by their general habitus, that allows for those selves to be slightly tweaked and adjusted into a specific organizational habitus with little friction. If Wacquant posited a street/gym divide, Desmond shows how his subjects organize the world through the outdoor/indoor, country/city binary oppositions. Against the illusion of self-determinacy (people who love risk orient themselves toward risky professions), the work poses that as country boys—and firefighters-to-be—they are already better predisposed to confront outdoor risks, though an important part of the explanation lies also in how the Forest Service manages to produce trust and loyalty, inoculating a competence in which fire is not perceived as risky but as innocuous, recasting those original binaries.


THE
 APORIAS OF THE
 HABITUS




In this concluding section, I want to take stock of the many uses of habitus I have presented. I do so by investigating six conversations that have been elicited by the concept. Part of what is at stake in those conversations is how to investigate every one of the taken-for-granted connections between the several constitutive parts that make up the habitus (the connections between habitus and how it is acquired, between dispositions and their genesis, between trajectory and dispositions, between individual and 
 collective, between disposition and context); additionally, depending on how authors engage with the concept, their interventions result in attempts to refine it or specify it, to further its conceptualization or its abandonment.

The first of the debates has been about the kind of metatheorical work that habitus does in Bourdieu’s explanations of social action, and in the transcendence of the problem of structure and agency. This can be better encapsulated by the many claims of habitus being a black box that moves the micro-macro-level debate one step down, without much direction for how or why agents choose between the alternative options set by the habitus (Boudon 1998
 ; Van den Berg 1998
 ), a sort of superimposed mystical reality inferred instead of observed (DeCerteau 1984
 ), reified as an explanatory factor (Crossley 2014
 ), used as a deus ex machina
 (DiMaggio 1979
 ), or the bête noire of Bourdieusian sociology (Boltanski in Dosse 1997
 ).
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 What all these criticisms have in common is that they present Bourdieu’s scholarship as taking homologies between dispositions and positions, and between positions in different fields, for granted, without providing any empirical description of matrices and dispositions, or any specification of how to test them empirically.
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While some of the early critiques failed to see the posterior movement from inculcation and reproduction to embodiment and disposition, critiques about the lack of specification of the inner mechanisms of the habitus have been mostly answered by the movement after Wacquant’s research from habitus as a theoretical construct to habitus as a target to be de- and re-constructed, and as a mode of conducting qualitative research. Though it is true that some of the scholarship inspired by Bourdieu still uses the term as a taken-for-granted and homogeneous disposition (see the literature on racial habitus, for instance), a wealth of recent scholarship, as I have shown, has undertaken the work of specifying the dispositions of actors via the exploration of their habits of action and thought in situation; that has been achieved in part by following the movement in Bourdieu’s own scholarship from an early focus on mind and cognition into the body.
 20
 Moreover, the recent epitextual work by Wacquant (2011
 , 2014a
 , 2014b
 ) seems to take the black box criticism to heart by using some of the ANT vocabulary to explain the work of the habitus. Wacquant states that he “open[s] the ‘black box’ of the pugilistic habitus by disclosing the production and assembly of the cognitive categories, bodily skills and desires which together define the competence and appetence specific to the boxer” (2011: 87). The triple play of Bourdieu’s movement over time, emphasizing embodiment over cognitive structures, the wealth of scholarship after Wacquant exploring the work of acquiring a secondary habitus, and the posthumous publication of early work by Bourdieu exploring the “assemblage” of his own habitus and those of his early research subjects in Algeria and Béarn have given a more concrete and observable character to the concept and the work it does.

The following debates are less about whether it makes sense to think in dispositional terms, but rather about how those dispositions operate. In the second debate I want to introduce the discussion regarding how dispositions are transmitted. This can be further specified as two conversations: (1) the primacy of unreflexive acquisition, and (2) the transpositions of schemas across contexts.

In the first, ethnographers interested in secondary habitus have shown moments in which the acquisition becomes pervious to consciousness and explicit discussion, or have discussed the reflexive work on both the body and the “feel for the game.” Corcuff (2007)
 has used the work of Faure (2000)
 , who studied the training of classical dancers, to show how, along with the implicit corporeal automatisms, there are also moments of language practices (different ways in which the trainers intervene) and moments of reflexivity (looking at themselves in the mirror, “tracing” the forthcoming exercise step by step), calling attention in each instance to the many practical logics at play that appeal to different degrees of reflexivity. Downey (2008)
 , in his study of communities of the practice of capoeira, similarly points at “scaffolding” as one explicit, repetitive, self-conscious way of acquiring bodily knowledge.

In the second, we find sociologists of culture and education interested in the taken-for-grantedness and universality of schemata transposition. Some have called attention to the multiple guises under which analogy and transposition appear in Bourdieu’s work, reorganizing a multitude of practices not always coherent into a overlying logic (deCerteau, 1984
 ). Others have called attention to the circularity of objects and selves anchored around the idea of homologies, precluding the possibility of multiple deviating trajectories (Benzecry 2011
 ). Relatedly, Bernard Lahire has discussed the specificity of what elements from preexisting models of socializations can be transferred; Lahire (2011
 , 2006
 , 2003
 ), focuses on the case-by-case need to study, for instance, what elements from educational socialization become transferred into professional millieux: interpersonal relationships, the uses of “universal” knowledge, or other aspects?

It is precisely in the dispositional sociology of Lahire that we can find a key interlocutor within the third debate initiated after Bourdieu’s habitus: What is the genesis of the habitus? What from the past becomes privileged in the logic of repetition that we sometimes encounter in agents’ actions in new scenarios? Is that early scenario something that works like a birthmark or a scar? Authors as diverse as Lahire himself, 
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 Green, Steinmetz, Widick, and Decoteau have all advocated to move beyond a cognitive understanding of habitus and its logic of habituation, trigger, responses, and environments,
 22
 noticing the psycho-dynamic language that Bourdieu himself adopted in his latter work, aiming to bring back into the discussion terms like libido, object-relations, investment, cathexis, desire, fragmentation of the self, repression, denegation, repetition, the tension between symbolic and the imaginary, and so on. All authors explore seriously what it means to think of the unconscious as a key dimension in providing explanations for how bodies operate, how they are symbolically articulated, and their trajectories and possibilities. Steinmetz (2006
 , 2013
 ) and Decoteau (2013a)
 look at the work of unifying the subject that the habitus performs, and how issues of fragmentation—not usually acknowledged given the taken-for-granted unity of dispositions—could be better explained by marrying Bourdieusian concepts with the Lacanian tension between the subject being constituted (and organized) within a symbolic order, or in an imaginary fashion, in which disjointed realms and events are taken as unified.
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Similarly, aiming to build a sociology of desire, Green (2007
 , 2008
 ) interrogates how the notion of a gendered habitus can help us in understanding how sociological factors 
 are accounted for in the constitution of sexual fantasies, exploring the parallels between object relations and how social relations are somatized in order to depart from sociological concepts so dear to gender theory, such as scripts and role enactment. He explains the internalization of social objects via the habitus, which unconsciously objectifies the individual’s perception of the potentially existing bodies, including her own, and operates in consequence, resulting in the somatization of gender. Widick (2003)
 instead aims to find parallels with Freud, complementing Bourdieu’s habitus with a theory of gendered identification, in which the masculine ego-ideal of stock exchange traders (the Super Trader
 ) is what helps us to better understand their attachment, and the “second nature” and “trading instinct” they develop as they learn to practice their trade.

Lahire (2001
 , 2011
 ) proposes a psychological sociology aimed at joining dispositional accounts with a Freudian (via Laplanche, its French disseminator) explanation of how individual intravariation happens. To Bourdieu’s emphasis on the habitus as a matrix that holds past experiences in the body of the individual, Lahire adds two caveats: first, a question about why some of our dispositions operate in some contexts but fail to actualize themselves in others; and, second, given the various socializing experiences that coexist inside the same body—and their unconscious character—how do we know which ones are privileged? How do we know how they intervene later in the life of an individual (see Frére 2004)? To the taken-for-granted homogeneity of the habitus, Lahire opposes a postulate: individuals respond to a myriad of contexts and experiences with a heterogeneous set of dispositions, so how do we adjudicate when each one operates and why?

This leads us into the fourth debate opened up by the study of the habitus (in this case, the work of Bourdieu on Heidegger and Flaubert): How can we get to the singular? How can we illuminate an individual trajectory within a group or epoch and account for it with the tools of a dispositional sociology? Some of Bourdieu’s critics (Corcuff 2001
 ; Lahire 2001
 ) have championed the work of Elias on Mozart, as they feel it does the work of illustrating the kind of psychosocial first relationships that orient agents later in life to invest themselves in their practices in a particular way. They oppose Elias’s analysis of Mozart’s life (Elias 1993
 )—in which he emphasizes Mozart’s relationship to his father, the interplay between intimacy and distance within court society because of his role as a musician, his posterior departure and work as a freelance artist, how much of his personality structure was anchored in the contradiction between his fame and his lowly position at home—to the analysis Bourdieu performs of Heidegger. In Bourdieu’s account, the focus is instead on putting together a dispositional nested-dolls model, asking first about the German philosopher’s class, then his class fraction, afterward his craft as a philosopher, and his place in the restricted field and the field of ideas at large. But all this happens without Bourdieu saying much about his familial and academic socialization, or his sentimental, political, and religious orientations—once again taking for granted that the studied dispositions (and not the others proposed) are the explanatory key to the genesis of Heidegger’s habitus.

This research program has not confined itself to a critique of Bourdieu; rather, it attempts to rethink what intra-individual variation would look like. What they critique 
 from Bourdieu is that he can explain what the individual has from the collective, but not the detailed departure of an individual from a group, or how agents change over time, given different and competing spaces of socialization; they also point to the assumed homogeneity of family socialization. To analyze this, Lahire (2011
 : 32) formulates the idea of stock, calling attention to the embodiment of multiple schemas of action and habits, organized around many repertoires of action and the contexts in which they are pertinent and deployed; he also points to the phenomena of cultural dissonance (2008) as the best place to observe the tension between different embodied modes of socialization and taste. To distinguish the former from the idea of field, he (Lahire 2006
 , 2010a
 , 2010b
 ) brings in examples inspired by the analysis he conducted on the “double life” of literature writers, showing how little of what they do is actually within the confines of a professional field, and is explained to a greater extent by things outside of it, and by the adjustments they need to partake in as they leave the “game” and enter into other relevant contexts of action (family, teaching, non-literary work, translations, etc.).
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A related line of research has started to explore how we can take into account agents’ self-definitions, senses of soi meme
 , projects of the self, outside of their immediate disqualification as biographical illusions. Authors like Dosse (1997)
 , Lahire (2003
 , 2006
 , 2008
 , 2011
 ), and Corcuff (2007)
 in France, and Neil Gross (2003)
 in the United States have all noticed how, while the work of Bourdieu is great at answering what explains the continuity over time of the character of a person (thanks to the individual habitus), it has been less forthcoming in exploring the second part of what constitutes a subject’s identity: the senses of self that agents have (as in, who am I?) and how that also contributes to the understanding of how agents orient their actions.

This serves as a segue into the fifth debate opened up thanks to Bourdieu’s dispositional sociology: the question about what from the local or immediate context activates or inhibits dispositions, or the extent to which having a capacity determines what agents do. Here I want to go beyond reference to Lahire’s work (who has theoretically conceptualized it) to three examples from Auyero and Swistun (2009), Hirschkind (2001)
 , and my own work (Benzecry 2011
 ).
 25
 While for Bourdieu one of the causes of the transformation of dispositions is when the conditions of operation of the habitus are incongruent with the condition of its acquisition, and should cause change or transformation, as they become “denaturalized,” so a transformed environment should also result in the eventual transformation of how it is represented, what these three works emphasize is how those discrepancies are the source of social continuity instead of social change. Passionate fans at the opera house draw on a lost past to partially reproduce an attitude toward opera born in that past but persisting through and in present-day action and discourse. Instead of finding an almost automatic adjustment between circumstances, disposition, and practice, what we have learned from the empirical analysis is that community resources, in-group sociability, and isolation from competing interpretations are all key factors in mediating the production of adjustment or discrepancy between resources and practice.

My work also calls attention to two further critiques to dispositional accounts of cultural consumption: (1) that variance in attachment to the same cultural product 
 or practice can only be accounted for by preexisting trajectories—in the case of opera fans in Buenos Aires, they internally distinguish themselves with categories created through the practices of attachment, which are hard to fit into preexisting positions or to exchange for anything meaningful in other contexts; and (2) that the circularity of homological explanations that make up the conditions of production of a cultural object are necessary and sufficient to explain its consumption. While those conditions of production produce a conditional effectuality, how that gets actualized (or not), how the horizon of meaning inscribed in the work is mobilized, is not a given.
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In the same vein, Auyero and Swistun (2009) studied the relationship between habitus and habitat, observing the poisonous world of the Flammable shantytown and how people make sense of their lead-loaded environment. They convincingly show how the perceptions of those involved in the world are caused by a concerted “labor of confusion” by outside actors. The work of anthropologists like Hirschkind (2001)
 shows how, instead of an automatic transformation and abandonment of the relationship between ethical discipline and Islamic argumentation, because of the demands of work and the geographical dispersion of its practitioners, what we see in the creation of a counter public in Egypt reveals how the actors themselves, thanks to the technology of sermon in cassettes and the group sociality produced by it, actively make themselves blind to the transformations of the conditions under which those ethical dispositions were supposed to operate. This adds an extra mediation to the relation between schemas and resources, which calls our attention to the role that groups play in maintaining the productive and reproductive power of dispositions.

While the sixth debate is a tributary of the prior conversation, it brings to the fore another one of the French schools that have come after Bourdieu: 
 27
 the sociologists of conventions. What they want to know is, if explaining social action is indeed about figuring out the encounter between the multiple potentialities of the body and the multiple potentialities of the immediate environment, what do we do with the plurality of dispositions? What do we do with the multiple spheres of activity in which our practices are deployed and honed? The work of Boltanski and Thevenot (1999, 2006) and Boltanski (2012)
 addresses these issues by posing the plurality of modes of commitment and the adjustment of action, and exploring this in terms of “repertoires” of cultural resources that become mobilized in different scenarios. In order to move beyond Bourdieu’s theory of social reproduction anchored in the interaction between dispositions and fields, he substitutes both terms. Instead of dispositions, he presents us with the actor’s critical competences, made up of both mental and corporeal elements, which are deployed and “tested” as competent in quotidian conflicts; skills and capacities are not potentially determining, but elements that might be used or not, depending on the encountered situation.

What distinguishes competences from dispositions is that actors mobilize different forms of justifications over time, and that in a given situation actors may have a plurality of justifications at hand. Instead of a field, he poses the existence of multiple, macrostuctural orders of worth, though these do not predefine or determine the conflicts. Given how conflicts are open to different forms of justification, and through which he 
 recognizes the tensions between the different orders of worth, the actors are actually those who base their justifications on those orders of worth, to either confirm or reject opposing statements. Much like in Lahire’s work, we find here another version of the argument about how and when dispositions are activated or inhibited, and another version, too, of the idea of the agent as both multi-socialized and multi-determined, though in this case the onus is on how certain situations might correspond better with a certain disposition over another, canceling the idea of a unitary dispositional logic, transferable across every and any context of action.


CONCLUSION




As Frére (2004: 95) has called attention to, thanks to the work of psychological sociology and French pragmatist sociology we know more about the subjective functioning of the habitus. This should actually help us refine and reinvigorate dispositional accounts, as the opening of the black boxes allows us to move beyond approaches in which the habitus has been taken for granted, or—because of that—dismissed.

The chapter has also a more modest ambition, to be able—thanks to an exploration of its many uses and criticisms—to further specify how and when people use habitus, and in order to pursue what kinds of research questions (what Abend [2008]
 called a semantic therapy). The concept has extended itself—thanks both to the work of people within Bourdieu’s constellation, and of those who had appropriated it partially—to the point at which it has now become something to be called upon without specification, as other major concepts in sociology with a fraught history, be it “structure,” “culture,” or “agency.” Achieving this amorphous status has had as a consequence that dispositional accounts of social action have become so central that few scholars are offering explicit alternatives when conducting empirical examinations. The fact that there is a lack of debate among the many competing parties using it (scholars interested in cognition, comparative historical formations, the somatic reproduction of the self, the intersection between the multiplicity of the self and its unity of action) should call attention to how much habitus has become a quasi-object (Latour 1993
 ) that enlists people who are otherwise talking about very different things into some semblance of a dialogue. While in this lies its “functional” strength, we do have to worry about whether those scholars are talking at all about the same thing. It seems that, at this point, going beyond habitus is not just a matter of criticism and reconstruction—as in the case of the most sophisticated programs—but also of specifying what we mean when we talk about dispositions.

NOTES



1.
 Thanks to Dan Winchester, Claire Decoteau, Blackhawk Hancock, Matt Mahler, Javier Auyero, Andrew Deener, and the editors for comments on previous drafts of this chapter
 .

2.
 For a thorough, well-explained, and organized list of habitus, see Wacquant (2011
 , 2014a
 , 2014b
 ).

3.
 Since there are specific entries on habitus in this volume, what I present here is not as detailed as it would deserve to be; this section is here to explain some of the limits and aporias critics have pointed to.

4.
 It would be in his next projects, on the French elite and its reproduction through cultural and educational realms (Bourdieu 1974
 , 1984
 , 1998
 ), that he develops the tension between primary socialization, the role of schooling, and the role of professional esprit de corps that appears in nuce
 in his commentary on Panofsky.

5.
 So only those who have incorporated the specific habitus of a field are able to play the game properly.

6.
 In his dialogue with Wacquant (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 172–173, referring to his work on masculine domination published in Actes de la Recherche
 ) he anticipated the relationship between body and socialization but did not fully develop it.

7.
 One has to wonder whether the lack of volume of Bourdieusian monographs in the United States, despite the large citation of his concepts, is due to both the extension of the concept and the restriction of the conditions under which its use is deemed appropriate.

8.
 As Foucault (1969) explained, the author-function “allows a limitation of the cancerous and dangerous proliferation of significations within a world where one is thrifty not only with one’s resources and riches but also with one’s discourses and their significations. The author is the principle of thrift in the proliferation of meaning.”

9.
 Wacquant (1993)
 is still a great reference to take stock of the shortcomings of the US translation of the early “reproductivist” reception of Bourdieu. I’ve aimed to work in this section with work produced after his review essay.

10.
 Bonilla-Silva, Embrick, and Perry, among others, understand racialized habitus, not as the result of practices observed in situ upon research, but as presupposed in advance as what explains an already established difference between whites and blacks in the United States. The habitus is considered something that explains the homogeneity of white behaviors, based on the white-only interaction networks produced by residential segregation, but not that of African Americans. In doing so, they also go against the highly differentiated account of social space, positions, and trajectories implicit (and sometimes explicit) in Bourdieu’s work.

11.
 Other research on education, class, and status, like Stevens (2007)
 , recognizes the implicit Bourdieusian character of his ethnography, but does not use its conceptual framework directly.

12.
 I discuss his article on erotic habitus as object relation theory later in this chapter.

13.
 While inspired by the work of Wacquant (2004)
 , it differs in its emphasis on how the re-education alters (in an unreflexive not-thought-after way) every pattern of interaction outside of the prison (or in Wacquant’s case, the ring and the gym).

14.
 There are in fact two full issues of Body & Society
 (in 2013 and 2014) dedicated to this.

15.
 Other scholars from the same generation, Tyson Smith (2014)
 and Michal Pagis (2010)
 , have extended the study of corporeal knowledge acquisition into conversations with phenomenological sociology and social psychology.

16.
 Sarah Delamont and Neil Stephens (2008)
 used the variation in how capoeira is embodied to illustrate the continuity in time of Brazil in the body of the practitioner, aiming to conceptualize it as a diasporic habitus.

17.
 A trio of other scholars also worth noting who have studied the intersection between habitus, status, and class are Ryan Centner (2008)
 , who used the concept to explore the 
 production of spatial capital and how it resulted in the appropriation of spaces by “dot comers” in San Francisco; Amy Hanser (2008)
 , who utilized habitus to explain how sales clerks were able to re-establish trust with customers in a changing market environment by reconstructing the classed dimension of their shared past socialist experience; and Rachel Sherman (2007
 : 254–255), who studied the interaction between workers and guests at luxury hotels. Though Sherman is more focused on boundaries, she uses habitus/dispositions to explain how wealthy consumers recognized themselves as interpellated by the hotel as individuals who are in and of a class position through their consumption of luxury services.

18.
 I’m leaving out of the discussion critiques like those of Olivier Mongin, who, following Sartre, rejected “Bourdieu’s determinist sociology” which continuously reduced the subject’s margin of freedom (Mongin and Roman 1998
 )

19.
 Even former disciples like Claude Grignon participated in that criticism, stating that having the habitus work as a black box allowed Bourdieu to “explain with one single, definitive word why social groups, and the individuals who constitute them, reproduced identical behaviors” (Grignon 1996
 : 96).

20.
 One of the most frustrating elements of reading Bourdieu is that though he claims to reject establishing a general framework and underscores how concepts have to be put to work, a vast part of his work is dedicated to discussing those concepts in a general way (for instance, Practical Reason, Pascalian Meditations, The Logic of Practice, Masculine Domination
 , etc.).

21.
 Lahire (2011
 : 51) aims to think of dispositions as conditional, aiming to reconstruct dispositions via the description of practices, the reconstruction of the circumstances under which they are deployed, and the key elements from the practitioner’s history.

22.
 Lizardo (2004)
 has called attention to the cognitive, Piagetian origin of some of the key concepts in his sociology. Lahire (2001
 : 147) has noted the tension between those cognitive origins and the psychological sociology that can be extended from the idea of dispositions. Widick (2003)
 has addressed the tension between the cognitive language and the dynamics Bourdieu is interested in describing and explaining.

23.
 Steinmetz (2006
 , 2013
 ) has called attention to the fact that in Bourdieu’s work the combination of the particular situation that the agent confronts, with the particular dispositions she carries, and the constraints that the past and collective forces place on her can be found under three main forms: integrated, disjunctural, and split. The first iteration of the multiple modalities appears in The Weight of the World
 (Bourdieu et al. 1999: 383), the second in his Sketch for Self Analysis
 (2008a
 : 99–101).

24.
 In his book ([2011] 2001: 46) he actually describes seven potential maladjustment scenarios, including a couple that could also be understood with Bourdieu as split habitus with the hysteresis effect.

25.
 In his study of circuit training in Manchester, Crossley (2004)
 has also explored the role of sociability and reflexive techniques in the acquisition of a disposition, focusing on its interactional and processual character.

26.
 Numerous authors in France (DeCerteau 1984
 ; Ranciere 1987; Grignon and Passeron 1989
 ) had already criticized him on this point after the publication of Distinction
 .

27.
 In the triple meaning of the phrase: to follow chronologically, to recognize their relationship to his work (as Boltanski was at first a student in his laboratory), and to try to challenge him.
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CHAPTER 26





BOURDIEU AND THE BODY




CATHERINE CONNELL AND ASHLEY MEARS

SOCIOLOGISTS
 have long observed that bodies reflect social standing. The physical attributes of wealthy people, fluid as they might be—for example, from pale skin in the nineteenth century to tanned in the twentieth—are likely to signal their high status, while poor people are physically marked as belonging in the lower classes by attributes such as missing teeth or poor posture. The work of Pierre Bourdieu, principally through the concepts of habitus
 and embodied cultural capital, continues to provide a framework to see how class position is written on the body and expressed through classed styles of walking, talking, gesturing, eating, drinking, and so forth. From Bourdieu’s perspective, each body is the visible product of the composition and volumes of class-specific capitals accrued over the course of a lifetime, and it can be a powerful resource, or liability, depending upon the fit between one’s bodily capital and the field in which one is positioned (Skeggs 1997
 ). For Bourdieu, bodies and their class codes generally reproduce social inequalities. Outlying exceptions are a test of the rule: those born without class resources but resources of beauty or “bodily capital” (Wacquant 2004) can subvert social hierarchies in ways so potentially disruptive that such persons are said to possess “fatal attractions” (Bourdieu 1984
 : 193). And while we use gender-neutral language in this chapter, the concept is anything but: women’s bodies have signified status for men’s class projects far more than the reverse, one of the many gendered implications of bodily capital and class reproduction (Bourdieu 2001
 ; see also Bettie 2003
 ; Krais 2006
 ; McNay 1999
 ; Skeggs 1997
 ).

Bourdieu’s analysis of the body as a site of class inequality has been central to the project of “bringing bodies back in” to social theory (Frank 1990
 ). His bodily capital concept has deepened our sociological understanding of gender and sexuality (Bourdieu 2007
 ; Green 2008
 ), race and immigration (Sayad 2004
 ), labor and urbanization (Bourdieu 2004
 ), and social forms of suffering and exclusion more broadly (Bourdieu et al. 2000). But more work needs to be done. In this chapter, after outlining key insights from Bourdieu and their impacts on the study of embodiment, we identify one pitfall of research on bodily capital, and two promising directions for future study. The notion of the body as capital has led scholars to implicitly (and sometimes explicitly) embrace 
 a neoliberal perspective of the self as an individual asset convertible for personal gain, while simultaneously obfuscating the structural inequalities through which “beauty” is socially constructed and how the value of such capital is unequally distributed. Scholars have identified a plethora of contexts in which bodies are valuable, but we are only beginning to ask about ownership: To whom does the value of all of this capital accrue? What are the historic and institutional forces that yield profit for some bodies, but disadvantage for others? To consider answers to these questions, we turn to new scholarship on two fronts: organization studies of aesthetic labor and intersections of queer, fat, and disability studies. In the research agenda of aesthetic labor, we find the flipside to individualistic understandings of bodily capital, that is, attention to ownership and processes of appropriation of bodily capital. Fat, disability, and queer studies, on the other hand, challenge us to “queer” the bodily capital concept by resisting and subverting traditional valuation of normative bodies.


CONCEPTUALIZING
 BODILY
 CAPITAL




Bourdieu’s conceptualization of the fundamental forms of capital is often praised for bringing culture into the study of stratification (1984, 1986). We would add that Bourdieu also paved a way for the prominence of the body in theories of class hierarchy. Breaking open economic theory’s singular view of human capital, Bourdieu’s nuanced model includes economic, social, symbolic, and cultural capitals, which together explain how social classes reproduce themselves through the exchange of different capitals (Bourdieu 1986
 , 1996
 ; Bourdieu and Passeron 1990
 ).

In his framework, cultural capital
 denotes the dispositions of a person, her taste, knowledge, or skills that are valued by a particular class segment. It can be objectified, as in the objects one owns and appreciates (the art collection, furniture, clothing, and so on), and it can be embodied, taking the form of long-lasting dispositions of the mind and body (Bourdieu 1986
 : 17).
 1
 Over a lifetime of socialization and practice in a classed position, class sediments into the body; the body itself is the site of incorporated history (Bourdieu 1984
 : 437, 466–468). Our habitus
 —sets of dispositions that incline us to act in certain ways—reveal our practical mastery of tastes, habits, and styles particular to our biography and filtered through past generations. While unique to each of us, the body and its dispositions also bear the stamp of bodily hexis,
 the incorporation of social rules (as well as economic, political, gendered rules, and so on).

Unlike other accounts of class, Bourdieu’s concept of cultural capital recognizes the body’s centrality in class reproduction, as it is through the body that each of us occupies recognizable positions in social space, or what Bourdieu defined as a field
 —his metaphor for a semi-autonomous structure of relations between positions endowed with different volumes and compositions of capital, where actors struggle to assert their right to that capital (Bourdieu 1984
 ). Each of us brings our capital to our respective 
 fields, consciously or not, and there others see, judge, and reward or penalize us in accordance—again, consciously or not. Embodied cultural capital, then, is at once a potential resource and a potential liability: it demonstrates the resources we have or lack as we struggle for social status, mobility, honor, and survival.


SOCIOLOGY’S
 ACCUMULATION OF
 CAPITAL




Since Bourdieu’s introduction of embodied cultural capital, a number of scholars have developed spin-off concepts. Some are efforts to identify the role of the body as a general resource that bestows advantages across fields in societies; for example, theories of aesthetic capital (Anderson et al. 2010)
 , physical capital (Shilling 1993
 ), gender capital (Bridges 2009
 ; Huppatz 2009
 ), corporeal capital (Skeggs 1997
 : 116), spatial capital (Centner 2008
 ), erotic capital (Hakim 2011)
 , and color capital (Hughey 2012
 ), among others. Others attempt to map specific fields, like the flow of sexual capital in sexual fields and marketplaces (Ding and Sik Ying Ho 2013
 ; Edmonds 2010
 ; Green 2008
 ; Martin and George 2006
 ) or the conversion of feminine capital in care work (Huppatz 2009
 ) and in the hospitality industry (Otis 2012
 ).

Because it functions as an umbrella for many similar concepts, we use the term bodily capital
 as a shorthand for embodied cultural capital. Wacquant (1995)
 first used the term bodily capital
 in his ethnography of a boxing gym to understand how boxers carefully develop their embodied skill in the hopes of attaining economic and symbolic capital down the line. Other scholars in sociology and anthropology have used this term to examine the body as a resource that can be cultivated and converted into profit in fashion modeling (Mears 2011
 ), sex work (Bernstein 2007
 ), and bodybuilding (Bridges 2009
 ). Bridges, for instance, extends the bodily capital concept to focus specifically on how bodybuilders “gender” capital, or accrue value through the embodied performance of gender. These studies draw from distinct empirical sites—the boxing gym, the modeling industry, the sex worker’s online profile—and are concerned with different qualities of the body, including height, beauty, or erotic skills. Yet they all share an interest in comprehending how such qualities become resources that can be exchanged for other benefits.

While all of these concepts are the intellectual offspring of Bourdieu’s embodied cultural capital, not all of these works retain Bourdieu’s critique of class domination. Nor are most of them concerned with questions of ownership, because they take for granted that the individual capital holder is himself the beneficiary of its value. Sociological forefather Karl Marx’s original concern with capital accumulation centered on owners and their unequal extraction of laboring bodies’ value, yet in sociology’s “accumulation of capitals” there is a relative absence of attention to appropriation and ownership (Neveu 2013
 ). We therefore call for a political economic critique of bodily capital, asking, where does the value of all of this capital accrue? Who owns the value of these many bodily capitals?


TOWARD A
 POLITICAL
 ECONOMY OF
 BODILY
 CAPITAL




Our call for a political economic analysis of bodily capital begins with a look at a few ethnographic studies of bodies in urban space. In his research on gentrifying San Francisco, Centner (2008)
 shows how people with the right corporeal styles and attendant confidence are able to navigate through the neoliberal city. This “spatial capital” can be converted into access to desired neighborhoods and amenities. Meanwhile, in his study of urban nightlife, Grazian (2005
 , 2007
 ) developed the concept of nocturnal capital to describe the accrual of status and perks through one’s embodied nightlife savvy. Also studying nightlife, Thornton examines how young people convert their “subcultural capital” into social esteem at underground parties (1995).

These deployments of bodily capital attend in brilliant ways to embodied performances of race, gender, and sexuality. Each of them also views bodily capital as a personal resource, because they are concerned with how people navigate fields to acquire, for example, neighborhood access (Centner 2008
 ) or social esteem (Thornton 1995
 ). While valuable, this tendency to focus on individual-level rewards obfuscates the interests of and benefits to third parties (e.g., urban boosters, club promoters, realtors), company owners, and institutions (e.g., banks, neighborhood redevelopment projects). Spatial capital is as valuable for the endowed individual city dweller as it is for urban planners and investors who engineer the presence of young professionals in their neighborhoods, reaping enormous and largely untraceable benefits in the process (Logan and Molotch 1987
 ).

The importance of engaging the bigger political economic picture is perhaps best illustrated in the distance between two very different uses of the concept of “erotic capital.” Adam Isaiah Green (2008
 : 29) pioneered the concept of erotic capital to capture “the quality and quantity of attributes that an individual possesses, which elicit an erotic response in another.” He was specifically using the concept to develop a Bourdieusian theory of a sexual field, in which “participants with more or less shared erotic appetites congregate in ways that put in high relief the structured relations of social and sexual exchange” (29). A few years later, Catherine Hakim also developed a much more universalized definition of erotic capital, which consists of the “beauty, sex appeal, liveliness, a talent for dressing well, charm and social skills, and sexual competence” (2010: 10). For Hakim, erotic capital
 is just as useful for gaining wealth as more traditional forms of human capital like education or networks. Unlike these forms of human capital, though, which require significant financial and social resources to acquire, Hakim argues that erotic capital can be developed by anyone through “effort and personal initiative” (2010: 18). In other words, it is a more meritocratic achievement and therefore an important source of power, especially for women, who are otherwise disadvantaged in the labor market. While others who study embodied capital implicitly frame it as an individual property, Hakim is quite explicit that people, especially women, can and indeed 
 should
 invest in their beauty in order to better their chances in the labor and marriage markets. Women who fail to do so are deservedly disadvantaged in marriage and workplace outcomes.

The distinction between the two views of erotic capital comes down to a tension between market and field: Whereas Green (2008)
 demonstrates how erotic capital is recognized and exchanged within multiple and varying sexual fields, Hakim limits her analysis to a metaphorical sexual “marketplace.” The idea of a market for body capital can be useful, in that it sheds light on the pressures and opportunities that surround appearance in various, often overlapping, domains of life. However, in Hakim’s analysis, the sexual “marketplace” comes with a choice-based economics approach, also typical in economic analyses of the economic benefits of good looks (e.g., Hamermesh 2011). We put “marketplace” in quotes to reject the market metaphor, which was a common framework used by early social theorists who sought to explain the social organization of sexual desire (Martin and George 2006
 ). Economists stretch the metaphor further by analyzing marriage and dating as actual markets that are assumed to follow the abstract rules of supply and demand, that is, competition over scarcity, utility maximization, a priori tastes, and value reduced to payment for utility. Yet bodies, desire, and partnering are not goods like any other, and by assuming stable and given preferences for what is beautiful, economists sidestep how such preferences arise, how they change across and within societies, over history, within the life course, or within specific fields (Green 2013
 ). While in some fields a particular look is highly prized, in others it may be a liability (Martin and George 2006
 ). Unlike the field approach, the market metaphor obfuscates how social position in structurally unequal terrain—not to mention interactions and self-reflexivity we each exhibit within specific environments—shapes our sexual tastes, desirability, and selves (Green 2008
 ). As Green points out, Hakim’s work disregards systemic power relations that unequally distribute erotic capital across populations; for instance, in contemporary Western societies, white and upper-class people are more likely to achieve valued looks over all others (Green 2013
 ). We would add that Hakim’s argument typifies a neoliberal philosophy of the personal imperative for self-investment.

While not as extreme as Hakim’s work, most sociological accounts of bodily capital assume that the body is inalienable, thereby framing embodied capital as the holder’s individual property and that individual’s responsibility to invest in various “markets.” This framing sidesteps questions of the unequal distribution of ownership and appropriation, and this scholarship, too, even if implicitly, supports a neoliberal embrace of market competitiveness.

There are some exceptions. In a rare application of the political economic approach, Wacquant analyzes a system of ownership of bodily capital in his ethnography of the circulation of bodies in the boxing circuit (1995). Wacquant traces the ways in which men’s bodies enter into a market structure that extracts value from them, thus transforming their bodily capital into “pugilistic capital” that is owned and controlled by brokers. His approach reveals bodily capital as both an individual asset and
 a structurally unequal social product that yields greater profits to those in the position to appropriate it.

Similarly, some feminist ethnographies of women’s bodies in male-controlled social spaces also follow this political economic perspective. Mears (2015)
 , for example, shows how unpaid women add value to high-end nightclubs by lending their valuable bodily capital so that clubs can attract wealthy men, from whom they earn enormous profits, while the women go unpaid. In the case of Greek college life, fraternities gain status from women’s bodily capital, typified by “the blonde” who circulates without pay and with some personal risk through frat parties (Hamilton 2007
 ). Women consent to the appropriation of their bodily capital as a gender strategy for access to worlds that are beyond their control because they believe in the value of being sexually desirable, and at least in the case of Greek life, because it can offer family-like intimacies (Hamilton 2007
 ; Stombler and Martin 1994
 ).

Studies of sex work likewise show how men appropriate women’s sexual capital for their own gains, documenting the crucial role of female sexual capital for men’s advancement in business (Hoang 2016
 ; Osburg 2013
 ). For example, Allison (1994)
 shows how women’s sexual capital is exchanged in hostess clubs to uphold a system of male-controlled capitalism in Japan. Hoang more recently demonstrates the co-constitution of women’s bodily capital and global capital flows in her ethnography of sex work in Ho Chi Minh City, where high-end hostess bars featuring women with specifically tailored bodily capital enable male Vietnamese clients to secure foreign direct investments (2016). Clearly, beyond its personal advantages, bodily capital holds value for persons and organizations that are able to harness it.

In all of these cases, the exploitation of bodily capital is made possible through social and emotional mechanisms—the thrill of the win and the culture of competitive fighting, and the seduction of being desired by wealthy men—through which men and women consent to a market structure that extracts value from them (Hoang 2016
 ; Wacquant 1995
 ). These studies also demonstrate that bodily capital is not only
 the property of individuals; it is often situated in a structure of relations in which individual bodies function as
 property for those with the structural power to harness it. What’s lacking in the “accumulation of capitals” approach, then, is an emphasis on how bodily capital is extracted from individual producers, as well as sold back to them as consumers. To advance a political economic critique of bodily capital, we now turn to two promising literatures moving in this direction, studies of aesthetic labor and queer, fat, and disability studies.


AESTHETIC
 LABOR




One promising direction in which Bourdieusian bodily capital is being pushed forward is in the emerging concept of aesthetic labor. Aesthetic labor brings together the ideas of emotional labor (Hochschild 1979
 ), bodily capital (Wacquant 1995
 ) and habitus (Bourdieu 1984
 ) to explain an underexplored dimension of work—the management 
 of on-the-job affect and bodily capital (Entwistle and Wissinger 2006
 ; Warhurst and Nickson 2001
 ; Warhurst, Nickson, Witz, and Cullen 2000). Hochschild’s work brought recognition to the ways that work often requires workers to carefully manage and project the “right” kind of emotions on the job, but it attended less to the embodied dimensions of emotion management (Witz, Warhurst, and Nickson 2003
 ). By adding Bourdieu’s concept of habitus, aesthetic labor captures how the performative expectations of work, including affect, are written on the body. Habitus is reflexive, difficult to alter, and is maintained, consciously or unconsciously, through ongoing investment in bodily capital. Aesthetic labor is especially important for interactive service workers across a variety of industries, including retail, food and beverage, tourism and hospitality, entertainment, and fashion (Foster 2004
 ; Mears 2011
 ; Sherman 2007
 ; Warhurst et al. 2000
 ; Williams and Connell 2010
 ).

This scholarship on aesthetic labor examines how employers and organizations manage and manipulate the bodily capital of its employees or members (Entwistle and Wissinger 2006
 ; Williams and Connell 2010
 ; Witz et al. 2003
 ). Aesthetic labor goes unrecognized and uncompensated, while it simultaneously naturalizes hierarchies based in social inequalities. It offers a justification for employment discrimination by blaming the worker-consumer and not the employer for poor working conditions. In the ever-expanding service economy, it has become taken for granted that one must simply look good and sound right to get the job (Warhurst and Nickson 2001
 ).

For example, in their study of retail workers, Williams and Connell (2010)
 found that upscale retailers hire employees who match the “look” or the brand of the store through their habitus. In the process, retailers profit from the aesthetic labor of these employees, at the same time that they evade critique of the low wages and poor working conditions of the job by appealing to those employees’ consumer interests (affiliation with a “cool” brand, employee discounts, etc.). Other groups of workers take a more active role in developing their bodily capital—research on fashion modeling, for example, demonstrates how models engage in aesthetic labor by carefully cultivating a sellable “look” and “energy” or personality (Entwistle and Wissinger 2006
 ; Mears 2011
 ). Like the majority of the work on bodily capital, this research focuses on the individual’s engagement with aesthetic labor; however, it moves beyond individual-level gains to consider the entire chain of beneficiaries of this labor, from models to bookers to clients and brands. Aesthetic labor scholarship, inspired in large part by Bourdieu, maintains his concern with the reproduction of inequality while pushing his original formulation into new and important territory.

We argue that one crucial next step for Bourdieusian approaches to bodily capital should be a more central focus on the mechanisms
 of appropriation, which seem to often have an affective dimension. For Wacquant’s boxers, it’s the thrill of violence and the possibility of the winning prize; for Williams and Connell’s retail workers, it’s the fun and sense of identification in working where you shop. We must attend to the pleasures of exploitation and consider how affect is being manipulated to appropriate individuals’ bodily capital with one hand and to sell it back to them with the other.


QUEERING
 BOURDIEU




The flipside of the valorization of bodies is the devaluation, penalizing, and persecution of bodies and faces deemed unworthy and stigmatized (Goffman 1963
 ). Just as good looks are socially constructed in specific fields, “ugly” looks take time, institutional backing, and invested social actors to emerge over time and in specific contexts (Schweik 2009
 ). Here we consider who experiences penalties
 for lacking the “right” kind of bodily capital, how, and with what consequences for social hierarchies. For this task, we draw from literatures in fat, queer, and disability studies, which also present the possibility to “queer” bodily capital by questioning its very normative foundations.

Under the narrowly individualistic model of bodily capital forwarded by economistic scholars like Hakim, the penalties for lacking bodily capital are individual failures, just as the rewards for possessing it are conceived of as individual successes. This neoliberal framing of bodily capital as either an individual asset or liability ignores the broader structural inequalities that create such systems of worth in the first place. In so doing, such work critically misuses habitus and capital by ignoring how they relate to fields. Consider, for instance, Bourdieu’s work on male peasants in modern France. What were once masculine ideals in the rural nineteenth century—brawny muscles, a heavy gait, tanned skin—became marks of the undesirable, backward body as France urbanized, leaving the once successful peasant bachelor painfully aware (and resentful) of his social decline, marked quite literally in his skin (Bourdieu, Nice, and Wacquant 2004
 , Bourdieu 2007
 ). A truly Bourdieusian rendering of embodied capital must go beyond its use as a metaphor for individual resource acquisition; bodily capital must be understood as a fundamentally relational concept, its value contingent on social hierarchies and their own contingencies on place and history.

Looking elsewhere in the body and embodiment literature, there are ample examples of the consequences of the neoliberal rhetoric of bodily capital. The understanding of bodies as assets to be managed frames certain populations as responsible for their own experiences of harassment and discrimination—queer, fat, and sick or disabled populations in particular (Connell 2013
 ; Guthman 2009
 ). These penalties are often amplified for women and people of color (Boero 2009
 ; Bordo 1993
 ; Dame-Griff 2016
 ). Health and fitness discourses induce obedience to rigorous regimes of discipline and surveillance that privilege thin, white, able bodied, wealthy, and heteronormative bodies and presentations of self over others (Dworkin and Wachs 2009
 ; Hesse-Biber 2007
 ; McRuer 2006
 , 2013
 ; Pausé, Murray, and Wykes 2014; Saguy 2012
 ). Those who cannot—or will not—submit to this embodied ideal are denied cultural and institutional access and opportunity. Future work on embodied capital would do well to incorporate these insights into their analysis.

Even spaces where non-normativity was once embraced are increasingly intolerant of bodies that cannot play to win in the game of embodied cultural capital. For example, as gay rights have become mainstreamed, LGBT (lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender) 
 spaces have become more hostile to those who don’t fit the image of “virtual normality” (Sullivan 1996
 ) that has been used to secure those rights victories (Duggan 2002
 ; Gamson 1998
 ; Vaid 1995
 ). In the process, those with bodies deemed “unruly” (primarily trans and genderqueer people, queer people of color, fat and disabled queer people) are marginalized (Butler 2001
 ; Mattson 2015
 ; Robinson 2012
 ; Whitesel 2014
 ). In his research on gay nightlife in San Francisco, Mattson (2015)
 chronicles increasing stylistic conformity in gay spaces and the corresponding disappearance of bars and gathering places for black and working-class queers or for public gay sex, none of which fit the new wealthy, urbane, and sexually discrete character of gay nightlife. In fact, under these new homonormative conditions (Duggan 2002
 ), unruly queers are even blamed for stymieing rights victories; for example, openly gay politician Barney Frank and others have blamed trans people for delaying the passage of the Employment Nondiscrimination Act (ENDA) with their insistence that it include prohibitions against discrimination on the basis of gender identity/expression and not just on sexual identity (Chibarro 2011
 ). Unruly queers are told that they are a threat, for both the spectacle they create and the demands for inclusion they insist upon.

The conditions of neoliberal capitalism not only enforce compulsory heterosexuality (Rich 1980
 ) (and, increasingly, as illustrated in the preceding, homonormativity), but also “compulsory able-bodiedness” (McRuer 2006
 : 3). Compulsory able-bodiedness requires individuals to find a way to fit within able-bodied expectations, spaces, and narratives of tragedy and empowerment, like that of the “inspirational story of ‘overcoming’ disability to ‘achieve able-bodiedness’ ”—notably, without disrupting able-bodied lives or spaces except through their “inspirational” achievements (Elman 2014
 : 5). Compulsory heterosexuality and able-bodiedness are intertwined; in literature and media, it is often through the realization of heterosexual romance that sick and disabled bodies are discursively redeemed (Elman 2014
 ; McRuer 2006
 ). The same is often true of narratives of fatness—fatness is seen as an individual, moral failing, one that must be overcome to achieve acceptance, success, and love (Shelton 2016
 ). When disabled or fat bodies do demand accommodation—for example, when fat bodies cannot be contained to the narrow confines of airplane seats, the “solutions” are just as individualized as their success—fat people must purchase an additional seat at full cost or be refused a flight altogether (Huff and Wann 2009
 ).

These “failures” of embodied cultural capital create inequalities that can span generations; disabled and fat parents and children are the targets of heightened scrutiny and doubt by teachers, employers, prospective marriage partners, and doctors, bundling together a set of economic disadvantages that can pass from parents to children. They are even targets of eugenicist initiatives. Disabled people are often denied the right to choose parenthood (Kallianes and Rubenfeld 1997
 ; Vaidya 2015
 ); similarly, fat women are increasingly the target of biomedical efforts to discourage childbearing (McPhail, Bombak, Ward, and Allison 2016
 ). Public discourse surrounding the search for the “gay gene” and the “fat gene,” as well as prenatal testing for disability, hails the possibility of eradicating such “faulty” genes—and thereby queer, fat, and disabled people themselves (Berube 2013
 ; Hubbard 2013
 ; LeBesco and Wann 2009
 ). Once they do become 
 parents, these groups are subject to intense surveillance as fears that their parental ineptitude will reproduce a new generation of failed bodies proliferate. The children of queer parents are scrutinized for hints of gender or sexual “confusion” in the absence of heterosexual parenting (Hicks and Lee 2006
 ; Kane 2006
 ; Stacey and Biblarz 2001
 ). Disabled parents are supervised for any possible sign of unfitness (Swain and Cameron 2003
 ); fat parents are subject to sharp criticism for perpetuating the “obesity epidemic,” and are even deemed abusive if their children are also fat (Boero 2009
 ; Varness, Allen, Carrel, and Fost 2009
 ). Bourdieu’s long-standing interest in class reproduction mostly focused our attention to how cultural resources—schooling, social ties, dispositions—are passed down over generations. When we consider the many ways that the body acts as a conduit for acquiring or losing out on cultural, social, and economic resources, we begin to see that bodies are also key to the problem of intergenerational class disadvantage.

Not only is this work useful for its insights into the dark side of bodily capital, but it is also valuable for its potential for identifying possible paths of resistance and subversion—another missing dimension of the literature on bodily capital. In this spirit, we suggest a queered approach to the analysis of bodily capital. A queered approach often entails bringing sexual theory and politics to the fore as crucial interpretive lenses for any given social phenomenon (Sedgwick 1990
 ). While the gendered dimensions of bodily capital and habitus have been attended to with great care, less has been said about sexuality, with some recent and notable exceptions (e.g., Green 2013
 ; Schilt and Windsor 2014
 ). Sexuality is often implicit in many theories of bodily capital and aesthetic labor, but is rarely made explicit and analyzed in its own right.

Still, queering social theory means more than just attention to the underexplored dimension of sexuality. It also means the deconstruction of the foundational assumptions of theory “for the purpose of opening up new possibilities for critical social analysis and political practice” (Seidman 1997
 : x). In this case, queering Bourdieu would entail looking for the moments of subversion of bodily capital hierarchies by analyzing those bodies that are positioned as the most marginal, devalued, and “queer” within dominant fields of power. This possibility lies at the intersections of queer, fat, and disability studies.

Rather than feeling defeated by the mark of “failure,” some queer scholars suggest embracing it. Halberstam (2011
 : 3) argues that failure by normative standards offers hidden rewards; “failure allows us to escape the punishing norms that discipline behavior and manage human development with the goal of delivering us from unruly childhoods to orderly and predictable adulthoods.” It also “provides the opportunity to use these negative affects to poke holes in the toxic positivity of contemporary life” (3). Embracing the “queer art of failure” can be a path to both personal liberation and potent political critique. Similarly, critical disability studies scholar Robert McRuer (2006
 : 198) argues for resistance to the normalizing impulse of mainstream disability and LGBT rights discourses in favor of demanding right to “other worlds—worlds that are public, democratic, expansive, and extraordinary.”

A number of empirical works in queer, fat, and disability studies demonstrate how social hierarchies can be both fortified by and weakened through bodily practice. For example, scholarship on queer and fat engagements with fashion’s potential as a site of political action and contestation (Connell 2013
 ; Kristjansson 2014
 ) and work on disability activism though public art (McRuer 2006
 ; Millett-Gallant 2013
 ) offer evidence for the possibility of radical critique through everyday resistance. Rejection of systems of compulsory heterosexuality (Rich 1980
 ), compulsory able-bodiedness (McRuer 2006
 , 2013
 ), and the cult of thinness (Hesse-Biber 2007)
 has revolutionary potential. Queering the concept of bodily capital enables us to think not just about its exploitation, but also about ways to resist—or at least trouble—the processes of capital appropriation.


CONCLUSION




Bourdieu’s expansion of the concept of capital into its embodied, cultural, and symbolic dimensions paved the way for major breakthroughs in the sociology of body and embodiment and in social theory more broadly. The proliferation of theories of bodily capital is a testament to that legacy. Despite this influence, a key aspect of Bourdieu’s work remains underdeveloped—namely, the ways that capitals flow and accumulate, not just at the individual level, but also within a field. The treatment of capital as a free-floating resource reproduces neoliberal blind spots that stymie deeper sociological insight and, by extension, the possibility of social transformation. Moreover, for all the attention to the accumulation of bodily capital, relatively little attention has been paid to the loss of or absence of such capital and the opportunities that such “failures” may offer.

We argue that aesthetic labor studies, as well as queer, fat, and disability studies, offer crucial correctives to these weaknesses. Aesthetic labor literature widens the scope from the individual to the structural, in particular by demonstrating how the value of embodied cultural capital is extracted. Meanwhile, queer, fat, and disability studies show the harmful consequences of this valuation structure, as well as possibilities for subverting it. Future deployments of Bourdieu’s theory would do well to follow suit and emphasize these important dimensions of structure and subversion. It would be especially useful to focus on the mechanisms of appropriation; the manipulation of affective pleasures, from the fun of working for a favored brand to the thrill of walking the catwalk, is one such mechanism that has been identified by aesthetic labor scholars, but there are likely others that deserve our analytical attention. Such developments are vital to developing Bourdieu’s legacy to its fullest potential.

NOTE



1.
 Bourdieu further distinguishes the institutionalized form, which includes group memberships and educational credentials (1986).
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CHAPTER 27





TENSIONS, ACTORS, AND INVENTIONS



Bourdieu’s Sociology of the State as an Unfinished but Promising Research Program




JENS ARNHOLTZ

Perhaps the greatest merit of what I am going to do [during this course] will be [ . . . ] to make an impossible research program [ . . . ]. The state was the product of thousands of infinitesimal little actions [and] these thousands of little actions [ . . . ] must be integrated into theoretical models if these are to be sociologically valid [ . . . ]. Unfortunately, I cannot follow this work through, but I can give you the principle of it [ . . . ]. [T]he work begins where I stop, in the precise analysis of situations and cases.

—Bourdieu (2014: 22, 269–270, 288)



INTRODUCTION




BOURDIEU’S
 sociology of the state is one of the most underappreciated aspects of his work.
 1
 Scanning through the vast number of books and articles already written on Bourdieu, one finds only a few that deal with his sociology of the state. One reason for this may be that Bourdieu’s work on the state has remained incomplete and unpublished (Poupeau 2015
 ). Until recently, only a few articles dealing explicitly with the state had been published by Bourdieu, and it is still necessary to read various books and articles to reconstruct what he has written on the topic. In doing so, however, one finds that the state is implicitly present in a broad range of Bourdieu’s writings. As such, Bourdieu characterized his more explicit engagement with the state as an “arrival point,” which allowed him to sum up insights about the state tacitly developed through his prior 
 research (Bourdieu and Böhlke 1991). Therefore, a second reason for the lack of attention paid to Bourdieu’s sociology of the state may be that it can be perceived as a direct continuation of his prior work. A third reason might be the way Bourdieu’s work on the state has been presented thus far. Among those who have engaged with it more constructively, the main takeaways appear to be a few heuristic concepts (bureaucratic field, the state as the holder of a monopoly of physical and symbolic violence). This may leave readers with the impression that Bourdieu’s sociology of the state is “abstract and superficial” (Lahire 2011
 ). All of these issues could potentially have been amended by the publication of On the State
 (Bourdieu 2014)
 , which contains transcripts of Bourdieu’s lectures on the topic. These lectures clearly show that Bourdieu’s more explicit engagement with the state was also a “starting point” for new research (Bourdieu and Böhlke 1991) and that it offered much more than abstract concepts. However, with a few exceptions, On the State
 has received either superficial readings—mainly emphasizing the pedagogical considerations penetrating Bourdieu’s lectures—or conspicuously critical readings, which seem to discard his understanding of the state as essentially flawed (Schinkel 2015
 ; Scott 2013
 ).

In this chapter I will argue that Bourdieu’s engagement with the state contains an interesting and innovative research program that should inspire further research. I will argue that it is a research program that offers methodological and epistemological guidance for studying an object that in large part is an symbolic construct, as well as a research program that offers a number of re-conceptualizations for going beyond common-sense understandings of the state. At the same time, this research program is all about structural tensions and unresolved oppositions; about the actors who try to resolve or alleviate these tensions through organizational and discursive inventions; and about the large-scale transformations that can be produced by an infinite number of such small-scale inventions. As such, it is a research program that reveals a much more dynamic side of Bourdieu’s sociology by placing the emphasis on unresolved oppositions, innovations, and transformation.

This chapter has three overlapping aims. On the most obvious level, the first aim is to present some of the key elements of Bourdieu’s sociology of the state. I deliberately use the phrase “sociology of the state” to underline that we are not talking about an abstract “theory” of the state (Charle 2014
 ). For Bourdieu, the aim was not to make a clear, once-and-for-all definition of the state, or to specify its functions; rather, his aim was to open up an inquiry into a social phenomenon, the definition of which is highly contested and ambiguous. His sociology of the state should therefore be seen as a research program composed of both methodological and epistemological reflection, theoretical re-conceptualizations and sociohistorical models. I will go through these three elements in that order.

The second aim of the chapter is to argue that Bourdieu’s sociology of the state should be seen as the outline of an interesting but unfinished research program. Reading through the edited transcripts of Bourdieu’s lectures on the state, it seems to me that the most oft-repeated of his statements about the state (the state as the holder of a monopoly of physical and symbolic power, the state as the central bank of symbolic credit, etc.) were only preliminary devices for a much larger and more complex research program—a research 
 program that he self-admittedly could not undertake himself, but which stretches far beyond a few abstract concepts and talk about epistemological ruptures.

The third aim of the chapter is to argue that understanding this research program will allow us to see new potential in Bourdieu’s overall sociology—or, at least, allow for a different reading of Bourdieu’s work than the most dominant one. I will argue that while exertion of power, issues of domination, and strategies of reproduction are central themes in Bourdieu’s sociology of the state, so are themes of tensions and inventions. If it has become commonplace to identify Bourdieu with the analysis of reproduction and pre-established fields, his sociology of the state clearly shows a capacity for analyzing processes of transformation, innovation, and the emergence of new social phenomena.

In the next section, I outline epistemological problems that the state raises and argue that a chronological reading of Bourdieu’s lectures on the state may give us a better sense of the research program he was trying to promote. I then outline some of the key conceptual developments Bourdieu made, to break away from common-sense understandings of the state. Given the state’s power to impose mental categories on the population within its territory, re-conceptualizing the object of study is not just a matter of fancy words, but a kind of self-defense that can provide the researcher with some autonomy. As such, Bourdieu’s concepts can be viewed as useful research tools and heuristic devices. However, my argument is that Bourdieu’s ambitions for his engagement with the state went beyond mere re-conceptualizations. In the third section, therefore, I outline how his sociohistorical approach to state formation places emphasis on the structural tensions
 that encourage transformation, the specific actors
 that drive these transformations, and the multitude of inventions
 made by these specific actors, and through which the state was gradually created. This section is somewhat exegetic because its aim is to show a more dynamic side of Bourdieu, which is often neglected in presentations of his work. I conclude the chapter by arguing that this research program should inspire further study, even beyond the state, and that it should also encourage a reassessment of Bourdieu’s sociology more generally.


ELEMENTS OF A
 “NEGATIVE
 SOCIOLOGY
 ” AND
 BEYOND




Bourdieu’s direct engagement with the state came late in his career, after having studied a number of social phenomena on the margins of the state (Bourdieu and Böhlke 1991; Wacquant 1993
 ). He was clearly reluctant to engage head on with this consecrated sociological object, fearing that he would be caught up in the multitude of predefined discourses and understandings of the state. Echoing his general statement about the need for vigilance against the “ontological complicity” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 128) between mental and objective structures, Bourdieu argued that the tendency to perceive the social world as “self-evident” or “natural” was particularly acute with regard to the state. This is the case, he argued, because the state has at its disposal a range of 
 institutions that make it “capable of imposing in each of us a thought of the state, or thoughts of state, or modes of thinking the state” (Bourdieu 1998b
 : 24). This implies that the state is not just something “out there,” in the form of various institutions, bureaucratic processes, and the like, but also something that exists “within us,” in terms of the mental categories and schemes of perception we have acquired—particularly through our education, but also in other parts of our social life (Wacquant 2005
 : 17). Hence, the state imposes on people within its territory both a moral and logical conformity (Bourdieu 2000
 : 168)—common understandings of certain aspects of social life—that may appear as a “national character” due to variations between states. As a consequence, we are particularly predisposed to taking basic features of the state and its operations for granted, and therein lies one of the key sources of the symbolic power of the state.

Identifying this tacit source of state power raises an acute epistemological problem for those wanting to study the state, because social scientists (like everyone else) get caught up in the modes of thinking produced by the state. In other words, social scientists are in constant danger of importing the state’s own categories into the definition and understanding of their scientific objects, including their definition and understanding of the state. Bourdieu even argues that social scientists are particularly exposed to this problem due to the close historical link between the origin of the state and the origin of the social sciences. Not only has the state played a vital role in the formation and expansion of the social sciences, but the social sciences have actively contributed to the symbolic construction of the state. This “co-production” (Jasanoff 2004
 ) between the state and the social sciences implies that the categories of the state are deeply ingrained into the sociological history of the social sciences. For instance, Bourdieu argued that “state bureaucracies and their representatives are great producers of ‘social problems’ that social science does little more than ratify whenever it takes them over as ‘sociological’ problems” (1994: 2). To escape this dilemma, social scientists need to question not only everyday understandings of the state, but also the legacy of their own classical theories on the state (Bourdieu 2014
 : 113).

For these reasons, Bourdieu proposed a “negative sociology” of the state, aimed at inducing a “radical doubt” in both the social scientist and his audience. This “negative” approach consists of raising fundamental questions about the very existence of the state. What if, asked Bourdieu, the state is “nothing but a word, [ . . . ] which contributes to making us believe in the existence and unity of [the] scattered and divided ensemble of organs of rule [made up by] cabinets, ministries, departments, administrative directions, bureaus of this and that” (Wacquant 1993
 : 41). What if descriptive discourses about the state are also prescriptive statements that contribute to producing, upholding, and transforming the state (Bourdieu 1991a
 : 127–136)? What if the state is mainly a collective and well-founded illusion with very real effects, which allows some social groups to hold enormous power by claiming to speak on behalf of the general will of a society (Bourdieu 2005a
 )?

While such fundamental questions are raised in a number of Bourdieu’s statements about the state, a reading of the transcripts of his lectures on the state (Bourdieu 2014)
 seems to indicate a development in Bourdieu’s approach to addressing these questions (Hamati-Ataya 2016
 ; Steinmetz 2014
 ). During the first year and a half of his lectures, Bourdieu seems to be searching and reflecting on these topics in a preliminary 
 manner, raising rather abstract questions and giving small examples and anecdotes to illustrate his epistemological concerns. For instance, he talks about the debates on French grammar reforms to illustrate the vitality with which people will defend arbitrary rules because these rules were imposed on them by the state (Bourdieu 2014
 : 119–121; see also Bourdieu 1994
 : 1–2). More generally, the lectures are full of methodological and pedagogical considerations on how to promote a “radical doubt” about the state. Bourdieu even notes how the audience must feel that he is spending too much time on these abstract issues, and he questions whether these preliminary reflections have been worth the effort (2014: 97). Gradually, then, Bourdieu starts to move toward a more “positive” project of re-conceptualizing the state and state formation. The state is redefined as the holder of a monopoly on the legitimate use of both physical and symbolic violence; it is conceptualized as a bureaucratic field, and its formation is described as a process of the simultaneous concentration of different forms of capital. These are some of the central theoretical elements of Bourdieu’s sociology of the state, and I will return to them later.

However, it is important to note that the last year of Bourdieu’s lectures on the state were devoted to the development of a sociohistorical model of state formation—a model in which some of the rather abstract conceptual preliminaries are put to work empirically, and in which the all-dominant theme is how the state is a historical invention, produced by an infinity of small symbolic and practical changes performed by a multitude of concrete people. If his reconceptualization of the state can seem “abstract and superficial” (Lahire 2011
 : 25) or “metaphysical” (Schinkel 2015
 : 228–229), the processual and “peopled” account of the invention of the state found in the last year of his lectures supports a very different perception. Here, Bourdieu clearly wanted to emphasize the concreteness of the state and its process of construction: the real people involved, the practical problems and unresolved dilemmas they faced, and the ways in which the state was gradually constructed as a means of resolving these problems and dilemmas (of course, only to cause new problems and dilemmas). At the same time, this last part of his lectures is where Bourdieu falls short of his own ambitions, stating clearly that the work was far from done and that he had mainly developed the outline of a research program. My argument is that this part of Bourdieu’s engagement with the state has been neglected, causing his engagement with the state to appear abstract and superficial. Re-emphasizing this much more concrete and dynamic part of his sociology of the state will give us a better understanding of his overall sociology. However, before we turn to his sociohistorical account of state invention, we will first look closer at his re-conceptualization of the state and its formation.


RE
 -CONCEPTUALIZING THE
 STATE AS A
 SOCIOLOGICAL
 OBJECT




In his lectures on the state, Bourdieu praised Corrigan and Sayer’s book The Great Arch
 for its rich empirical outline of the “cultural revolution” performed by the state’s 
 codification practices. This was a theme that Bourdieu found extremely important given his interest in the state’s power to shape our perception of reality. However, Bourdieu argued that the authors of The Great Arch
 lacked “the theoretical instruments to measure up to their ambitions” (2014: 141). Arguably, one of the great qualities of Bourdieu’s sociology is the way he combines deep theoretical reflections with extensive empirical studies (Lemert 2000
 ). Therefore, we should avoid reducing his sociology of the state to a few master concepts; rather, we should aim to understand the principles of the research program he put forth. Nonetheless, a re-conceptualization of the research object was an integrated part of this program, especially because it served as a means for undertaking a epistemological rupture with the categories produced by “state thought” (Bourdieu et al. 1991a
 ). In the following, therefore, I will briefly outline some of Bourdieu’s central re-conceptualizations with regard to the state.

State Formation as Capital Concentration

Bourdieu’s approach to the state was historical in its foundation, and perhaps it is more appropriate to talk of his approach to state formation (as a process) rather than to the state (as a settled and static entity). Drawing on his well-known vocabulary of capital (Bourdieu 1986
 ), he conceptualized state formation as a process of simultaneous concentration, transmutation, and monopolization of diverse forms of capital: the capital of physical coercion (institutionalized in the form of the military and the police force) (2014: 198–200; 1994: 5); economic capital (gathering revenue through taxation, minting coins recognized all over the land, redistributing funds through the distribution of paid positions and, later, through large-scale economic and welfare policies, etc.) (1994: 5–6; 2004: 25–26; 2014: 201); cultural capital, or more specifically what Bourdieu terms informational capital (the creation of statistics, archives, accounting systems, and other such efforts that allow state actors to create a totalizing and objectivizing picture of the land and people) (2014: 98–99, 212–215; 1994: 7–8); and, finally, symbolic capital (understood as recognized authority or legitimacy) (1994: 8). While others have also described state formation in terms of the concentration of power, Bourdieu highlighted the importance of noting the simultaneity of these concentration processes and criticized other scholars for neglecting the importance of symbolic capital. For instance, where Norbert Elias and Charles Tilly claimed that a monopoly on the legitimate use of violence and taxation were the defining characteristics of a state (Elias 1994
 : 268; Tilly 1990
 ), Bourdieu argued that both taxation and the organization of large military forces were only possible due to the accumulation of cultural capital (records, charts, accounting methods, systems of verification, archives, etc.) and symbolic capital (discourses legitimating tax collection, loyalty ensuring that commands are obeyed, etc.) (Bourdieu 2014
 : 203).

Furthermore, the accumulation and concentration of capital does not mean the simple addition of more resources (be they more armed forces, money, information or cultural artifacts), but entails a genuine transformation (Bourdieu 2014
 : 186). On the one hand, the process creates transformation because “concentration means the 
 establishment of a single game” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 210). Bourdieu often describes this as a process of setting common standards through the “unification of markets” (see, for instance, Bourdieu 2014
 : 99–101). For instance, he argues that the concentration of linguistic capital through the unification of the linguistic market allows the state to set a common standard for the meaning of words and how to say them, but it also implies making a particular variant of a language into the “common tongue” and reducing all other variants to “dialects” (Bourdieu 1991a
 : 45). In sum, Bourdieu perceived state formation as a process that transforms social space more generally, which is why “differentiated societies are penetrated through and through by state logic” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 306).

On the other hand, the concentration process creates transformations because it brings together forms of capital that have usually not been held by the same person or institutions. Therefore, the process creates a form of meta-capital—Bourdieu (1994
 : 4) talks of “state capital”—able to regulate the exchange value of different forms of capital, which makes the state a central stake in societal struggles (Bourdieu 2014
 : 197). For instance, state regulation on tuition fees can be seen as an example of how the state regulates the exchange between economic and cultural capital, because it addresses the question of what kind of influence economic and cultural capital should respectively have on the chances of getting an educational degree. This, however, is just a single example of the myriad ways the state can affect the exchange rate between different forms of capital. One of the virtues of this element in Bourdieu’s sociology is that it allows for creative ways of rethinking the relations between different societal spheres and how they are regulated and mediated by the state.

Symbolic Violence and the Fundamental Ambivalence of the State

Through the process of capital concentration, the state gradually becomes an extremely powerful institution holding a “monopoly of the legitimate use of physical and symbolic
 violence.” This phrase, which Bourdieu (2014
 : 125) considers as merely “heuristic devices” rather than a final definition, is meant to remind us of the importance of symbolic power when trying to understand the state. The state thus performs a dual construction of reality (2014: 183): it contributes to constructing the social world not only by using its material resources, its organizational procedures, and its institutionalized practices, but also by producing the mental categories with which people perceive the world. Calendars, timetables, educational titles, and marriage certificates are just a few of the examples Bourdieu mentions when talking about the categorization and codification through which the state “molds mental structures and imposes common principles of vision and division” (1994: 7). Of course, this is not an immediate process in which changes in state categories produce instant changes in people’s mental structures. The process is a “long process of incorporation” (Bourdieu 2000
 : 175) mediated by the inertia of habitus
 . Bourdieu’s example of French grammar reform illustrates how 
 people oppose contemporary state reforms on the basis of principles that are internalized instances of previous state regulation. The symbolic power of the state is the result of a long historical process, which Bourdieu’s sociology of the state aims to unravel.

However, the concentration of power is only possible through a process of universalization of the particular, which creates “fundamental ambivalences” in the state (Bourdieu 1998b
 ). On the one hand, and in opposition to a Marxist reading of the state as simply an instrument of coercion and suppression, Bourdieu emphasizes how this process of universalization represents a social advance, increasing social integration by making exchange and communication easier, reducing violence, and creating common understandings of problems. On the other hand, and in opposition to a Durkheimian reading of the state, Bourdieu stresses that these common standards are essentially particular standards elevated to a universal standard, which therefore favor those who have created the state in their own image. The “central perspective cannot be established without all partial perspectives being disqualified, discredited or subordinated” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 68), and the concentration of capital for some, therefore, always implies dispossession for others (Bourdieu 2014
 : 198–200). Still, those driving the universalization process are also bound by their own discourse of legitimation, which holds their own interests in check. For instance, Bourdieu mentions the creation of royal law as the classical case illustrating the state’s monopoly on symbolic power because it replaces local laws and the prerogatives these laws gave to local lords (Bourdieu 1994
 : 9–10). However, as the unified royal law is created and elaborated, it becomes binding not only for the common people and the feudal lords, but also for the jurists who created it and the king in whose name it is created. Another example might be the creation of the welfare state, which on the one hand helps the poor and disadvantaged, but which on the other hand ties them to the state and gives them a strong interest in the continued existence of the state that, at the same time, legitimizes the social conditions that make them poor and disadvantaged in the first place. As such, the state is a fundamentally ambivalent social phenomenon, and Bourdieu himself had a very ambivalent relationship with the state. On the one hand he wanted to show the power of the state and the use of power exercised by the state nobility (Bourdieu 1996b)
 , but on the other hand he was equally critical of the increasing importance of economic capital and the retrenchment of the state (Bourdieu et al. 1999
 ; Bourdieu 1998a
 ).

The Bureaucratic Field

If Bourdieu’s conceptualization of the state had ended here, one could easily think that Bourdieu saw the state as a homogeneous entity (Scott 2013
 ) and that his understanding of the state was just as general and abstract as the Marxist conceptions of the “capitalist state” that he often criticized (Steinmetz 2014
 ). However, Bourdieu was very clear that the state is not a homogeneous or abstract entity, but rather an assembly of different and concrete actors and institutions. For instance, he warns quite explicitly against any conceptualizations that make the state into an acting subject (“the state does so and so”). 
 Instead, he argues, we should identify “state acts,” understood as actions performed by concrete people in the name of the state (Bourdieu 2014
 : 10–12, 95). So, rather than an abstractly defined entity, Bourdieu would have us focus on the

ensemble of administrative or bureaucratic fields (they often take the empirical form of commissions, bureaus and boards) within which agents and categories of agents, governmental and nongovernmental, struggle over this particular form of authority consisting of the power to rule via legislation, regulations, administrative measures (subsidies, authorizations, restrictions, etc.), in short, everything that we normally put under the rubric of state policy as a particular sphere of practices. (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 111)

Despite this very empirical approach to studying state action, Bourdieu used the term “bureaucratic field” as shorthand for conceptualizing this ensemble. As we shall see, Bourdieu regards the bureaucratic field as a historical invention that functions according to a specific logic, autonomous from the logics of family, religion, and economy, but which still bears the trace of genesis in these spheres (2014: 37, 193). On a conceptual level, the term “field” should, therefore, alert us not only to the relative autonomy of this sphere, but also to the fact that this specific social sphere is beset by power relations and struggles.

In opposition to Weber’s classical understanding of bureaucracy as an impersonal and rational type of organization structured by clear rules (Weber 1978
 : 954–1005), Bourdieu even argued that the bureaucratic field is still marked by invisible traces of the social contradictions that produced it. The transition from the dynastic to the bureaucratic state (see later discussion in this chapter) was never fully finalized, and non-bureaucratic logics, such as family names, party affiliation, and other forms of patronage, still function as capital in this field (Bourdieu 2014
 : 259–260, 329). This means that people who bring a lot of capital into the field have a better chance of transforming the field and creating their own function within it (Bourdieu 2014
 : 329). More specifically, Bourdieu talks about “bureaucratic revolutionaries” struggling within the bureaucratic field to transform its function in accordance with their own forms of capital (2005c: 116–117). Accordingly, the bureaucratic field is not simply a static and monolithic entity, but a sphere undergoing transformation due both to internal tensions and struggles as well as outside pressure (Bourdieu et al. 2000
 : 8).

In his studies of contemporary France, Bourdieu (2005c; Bourdieu et al. 1999)
 argued that these struggles were centered around a historically specific opposition between the “left” and the “right” hand of the state. The terms “left” and “right” will, of course, invoke clear political connotations, but also refer to the cover of Hobbes’s famous treaties on the state (Hobbes 1904
 ). Here, the Leviathan is depicted with a sword in his right hand and a bishop’s crozier in the left hand. As such, the historically specific opposition between “left” and “right” politics seems to represent a more fundamental tension between the temporal and symbolic power of the state: a tension between power through legitimation and power through coercion. Whereas this tension was in Hobbes’s day represented 
 by the opposition between men of god and men of arms, in our time the opposition is between those promoting the state’s active engagement with social problems and those encouraging a retrenchment of such state efforts. As such, the gradual advance of the right hand of the state took the form, argued Bourdieu, of an “abdication of the state” (Bourdieu et al. 1999
 : 181–188) from a number of social policy areas, and this could be seen as an instance of the more general proposition that “the bureaucratic field, like all fields, sees advances and retreats” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 194). At the same time, studies inspired by Bourdieu’s ideas have also shown that this retraction of efforts in some areas has been complemented by a more authoritarian approach to problems of order, such as the increasing incarceration of the poor (Wacquant 2009
 , 2010
 ). As such, the state nobility is not necessarily losing power by the retraction of the state from social policy issues, but instead simply reorganizing their way of wielding power. To underscore this point, Bourdieu stressed that the struggles between the “left” and the “right” hand of the state was not “a single front of opposition [between the political left and right], but a struggle that goes on in a whole series of sub-fields within the state” (2014: 368). Rather, he identified the “left hand of the state” as consisting of the low-level bureaucrats performing the social functions of the state, and the “right hand of the state” as consisting of the high-level state nobility of “the Ministry of Finance, the public and private banks and the ministerial cabinets
 ” (Bourdieu et al. 2008
 : 3). As such, the struggles take place within the state, and self-declared left-wing politicians educated at the French elite schools were often more aligned with the right hand than the left hand of the state. The opposition between the right and left hand of the state is therefore a representation of the fundamental ambivalences of the state.

However, Bourdieu argues that this ambivalence also finds expression in a less obvious and politicized manner, namely through a constant violation of the rules and procedures that the bureaucratic field is supposedly based upon. This creates a kind of “permanent schizophrenia” of the bureaucratic agents who have to adhere to the discourse of bureaucratic rationality, objectivity, and impersonality while performing practices that constantly bend and transgress the rules. As a consequence, the “pure” bureaucrat who insists on adhering strictly to the rules can cause a lot of trouble in the field and will often be relegated to positions of unimportance (Bourdieu 2014
 : 282–286), whereas the most powerful actors in the field are those who have mastered the fine art of bending the rules through “a virtuoso of well-tempered transgression” (Bourdieu 2005c
 : 118). In sum, Bourdieu’s concept of the bureaucratic field should encourage us to leave behind the idea of bureaucracy as an “iron cage” and instead focus on the struggles, inventions, and transformations that are going on in this field’s everyday practices.

The Field of Power

Bourdieu saw state formation as running parallel to the formation of what he called the field of power, and he argued that the formation of both should be seen as part of a competition between different reproduction strategies. To Bourdieu, the field of power is 
 a meta-field, where agents from different fields struggle to determine the value of different forms of capital, while at the same time establishing the principles for a division of the labor of domination (see, for instance, Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 76–77; Wacquant 1993
 ). As such, all fields are represented in this struggle, and the bureaucratic field is one of the central fields. The bureaucratic field, therefore, can be considered as neither an instrument of power for the dominant classes (as in Marxist state theories), nor an all-powerful entity above and beyond the struggle (as in theories emphasizing the autonomy of the state). The state nobility is part of the struggle, and state power is both a weapon and a stake in these struggles (Bourdieu 1996b
 ). Accordingly, “one of the issues at stake in the struggles within the field of power is power over the state as a meta-power able to act on the different fields” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 311). Power over the state is, however, not the only stake in the struggle. For Bourdieu, state formation, the functioning of the bureaucratic field and the struggles in the field of power should all be seen as elements in competition between different strategies of reproduction and transformation (Bourdieu 2014
 : 237–238). As such, Bourdieu identifies a key tension between a system of reproductive strategies based on family honor and bloodline, and a new system of reproductive strategies based on education and skill, as fundamental to the origin of the state. Focusing on these reproductive strategies and the state’s relation to them is the rather genius way that Bourdieu transcends the opposition between Marxist and statist perspectives.

Given this embeddedness of the bureaucratic field within the struggles of the field of power, it is hard to understand how Scott (2013
 : 68) can argue that Bourdieu’s sociology of the state contains “little sense of the ways in which society beyond the state can influence the state.” On a conceptual level, this argument “presupposes that the state is a well-defined, clearly bounded and unitary reality which stands in a relation of externality with outside forces” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 111). In contrast, Bourdieu argued that the clear distinction between state and civil society should be replaced by the “idea of a continuum which is a continuous distribution of access to the collective, public, material and symbolic resources with which the name ‘state’ is associated” (2014: 36). On an empirical level, when Bourdieu studied how state action was produced, he studied the

relations of force and struggle between, on the one hand, bureaucratic agents or institutions invested with different (and in many cases competing) powers and having at times antagonistic corporate interests, and, on the other, institutions or agents (pressure groups, lobbies, etc.) which intervene to enforce their interests, or the interests of the people who elected or appointed them. (Bourdieu 2005c
 : 92)

Both empirically and conceptually, Bourdieu’s sociology of the state was aimed at transgressing the distinction between state and society that Scott’s criticism presupposes. In fact, most of his re-conceptualizations of the state were aimed at deconstructing the category of the state, so that the people acting and speaking in the name of the state would come to take center stage.
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While the previously mentioned conceptual developments are valuable tools for understanding the state, they are only part of Bourdieu’s sociology of the state. Equally important is his reconstruction of the historical genesis of the state. In a sense, even his conceptualizations are highly processual in themselves, but without the sociohistorical content they may be presented in a static and sterile manner. For this reason, the concrete sociohistorical elements of Bourdieu’s engagement with the state are important to underline. However, the historical reconstruction of state formation can be seen as having a dual purpose. From one perspective, it could be seen as yet another tool of Bourdieu’s “negative” sociology of the state, aimed at promoting a “radical doubt” about the existences of the state. In several places, Bourdieu argues that going back to the origins of these state institutions is a method for revisiting a “site where struggles are visible [and] where you can see the fundamental ambiguity of the state” (2014: 89). From another perspective, the historical reconstruction of the emergence of the state could also be read in a more “positive” manner, as an attempt to promote a sense of what a sociologically amazing historical invention the state is (2014
 : 330). Bourdieu constantly talks of the difficult inventions that had to be made for the state to arise, and his historical reconstruction of state formation is therefore an analysis of invention and transformation. Fortunately, these two aims are not mutually exclusive, and one of their clear points of convergence is their opposition to the implicit Weberian assumption “that there is a unified historical process leading up to the present” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 152). For Bourdieu, analyzing state formation is about analyzing struggle and invention, rather than the gradual unfolding of an immanent logic of history.

To emphasize this, Bourdieu (2014
 : 192–194) seems to distinguish between four phases in state formation: first, the initial accumulation and concentration of state capital; second, the emergence of a dynastic state, in which the state is equal to the king’s house and thus his personal property; third, the transition from the king’s house to a bureaucratic state with its own raison d’état; fourth and finally, the transition to a welfare state, which grants its citizens more and more rights. However, Bourdieu is very clear that “we are not in a Hegelian logic” (2014: 194) in which one phase is the logical and necessary outcome of the other. Rather, the distinction between the different phases is made to avoid anachronistic readings, where the present-day characteristics of the state are assumed to exist (at least in embryonic form) in prior periods. Distinguishing between different phases of state formations is thus aimed at emphasizing the importance of actors and the efforts they made to invent the state as we know it today. For instance, while the dynastic state is the historical predecessor of the bureaucratic state, this does not imply that the former should be regarded as an underdeveloped form of the latter. They are different social phenomena, and it took effort, struggle, and invention for the bureaucratic field to emerge from the dynastic state. In practice, however, it is hard to observe clear breaks at 
 which point the transition from one phase to the other takes place. Instead, we are dealing with a process of incremental change driven by tensions, interests, and struggles, but without having a predetermined direction. So, rather than trying to present a model of clearly distinguished phases, I will try to emphasize key elements in Bourdieu’s analysis that can serve as research tools for others.

From the King’s House to the Bureaucratic State

Bourdieu portrays the initial accumulation of a state-like capital as the institution of kingship. This is a highly symbolic act and thus underscores the importance of symbolic power in Bourdieu’s understanding of state formation (Bourdieu 2014
 : 167). In the constant competition for power between feudal lords, one lord may gain an advantage just large enough for him claim the title of king. This is a very unstable position at first, not only because it depends on the claimant’s actual power (military, economic, alliances, etc.), but also because it depends on the recognition of that power by his peers. To make the claim of being king is not enough; one’s claim has to be recognized as valid by one’s peers. Historically, therefore, there will have been many failed attempts to claim and hold the position of the king. Nonetheless, this purely symbolic act of claiming a title gradually gets very real effects. As such, Bourdieu’s model of the original accumulation of a state-like capital highlights how a “small [initial] difference is enough to create a maximal gap inasmuch as this little gap differentiates him [the king] from everyone else” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 252; see also Bourdieu 2004
 : 19–20).

Once the title of king is successfully claimed by a feudal lord, he is placed in a beneficial structural position: at once in the center of the competition for power and at the same time above the fray, as an arbitrator (Bourdieu 2004
 : 20; 2014: 130). This structural position gives rise to the previously noted process of accumulation of different forms of capital by the king and his house. For instance, communication and information increasingly starts to pass through the king’s house and lets him monitor alliances between competing lords (Bourdieu 2004
 : 20). Possessing such knowledge, the king can play lords off against each other and thereby reinforce his own position. Additionally, because the king holds a position as arbiter of the social struggles, winning his favor becomes more and more important to the powerful lords of the land. This position is gradually formalized with the invention and dissemination of royal justice as the last instance of appeal (Bourdieu 1994
 : 9). Gradually, then, the initial small accumulation of symbolic capital gives rise to the more general process of capital concentration described earlier: a concentration process in which the king’s house is initially the subject (Bourdieu 2014
 : 249).

The dynastic state was, however, fraught with tensions and dilemmas: how to legitimize the king’s position, how to defend it against rivals, how to uphold the perception of the king as a neutral arbitrator. These tensions and dilemmas—not necessarily perceived in this way by the involved actors—give rise to a transformation toward a bureaucratic state in which a clear distinction between the person and his position dominates 
 (Bourdieu 2004
 ). However, there is nothing logical or self-evident about this transformation, and Bourdieu emphasizes “the extraordinary difficulty of establishing a specific state logic” (2014: 257). In a sense, a large part of Bourdieu’s sociohistorical analysis of state formation is aimed at understanding how and why this transformation took place. How did the increasingly powerful king come to surrender the power of his family and house to a state that apparently had no owner?

To understand this, Bourdieu aimed at constructing a “model of the logic of [the state’s] genesis” (2014: 191). However, a detailed reading seems to suggest that Bourdieu actually operated with three slightly different explanatory models for this, each of which grasps a different part of the overarching process. My aim here is not to suggest which of these models is the most important in historical terms, or for Bourdieu; nor is it to take a clear stand on how the different processes grasped by these models are related to each other. From reading Bourdieu, it seems that they are occurring simultaneously, and the order in which I present them should not imply a chronology. Instead, the aim is to outline them as different models of change and thereby to suggest that not only may state formation require more than one explanatory model, but also that some of these models may have usability beyond the specific process of state formation.

The first model takes as its starting point the tensions between the king and his brothers. These brothers are, on the one hand, the king’s allies in defending the throne against powerful feudal lords, but they are at the same time those in the best position to challenge his claim to the throne or benefit from his downfall. As such, they are dangerous allies, and Bourdieu suggests that the king used his ministers in his efforts to hold his brothers at bay (Bourdieu 2004
 : 36–37). These ministers were selected for their skills, but also for their inability to inherit. They were totally dependent on the king’s favor, and by placing them in positions of power, the king could limit the power of his brothers while still respecting the honor of the blood line. Bourdieu viewed this division between the king’s brothers (who could reproduce themselves socially, but had no political power) and the king’s ministers (who had political power, but could not reproduce themselves socially by passing their positions on to their heirs) as the first division of labor of domination and thus the first step in an increasing differentiation of the field of power. This division of labor was accompanied by a tension between two different reproductive strategies within the state—kinship and schools—and two different principles of legitimation—honor and education (Bourdieu 2014
 : 259–260), which can still be found today (Bourdieu 1996b
 ).

At the same time, however, the institution of ministers in positions of power is only the first step in a long process of delegation by which the king tries to secure his interests. Gradually, the number of people delegated to oversee that the king’s interests are observed increases. Drawing on Maitland (1948)
 , Bourdieu takes the example of the royal seal. The “great seal” was entrusted to the first minister, who used it in his everyday practice to verify the authenticity of the commands issued on the king’s behalf. Then a “privy seal” was invented for when the king needed to authenticate his written instructions for the first minister. More and more procedures for signature and countersignature were worked out, with an increasing number of people involved, all so that more 
 and more could be done in the king’s name and with his interests observed, but without his direct involvement (Bourdieu 2004
 ). “In these acts of delegation [ . . . ] power is divided” because more people can act on the king’s behalf, and also to secure the king against his own mistakes: “The king is himself controlled by the person who countersigns” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 300). From Bourdieu’s perspective, this seemingly trivial matter of the seal tells us something essential about the invention of the state: it is through the everyday delegations of power that a bureaucratic field of procedures and practices is created, in which a multitude of people are responsible for the state’s actions and therefore the actual power of the king is gradually reduced.

The second model focuses on how the king’s position was legitimized. As a starting point, Bourdieu draws on Kantorowicz (1957)
 in stressing the invention of the distinction and duality of “the transcendent institution [of kingship] and the person who temporally and temporarily incarnates it” (Bourdieu 2004
 : 18). Kingship becomes something depersonalized and therefore something that is less easily contested. The feudal lords may have little respect for the specific person who is king for the moment, but they will not oppose him because they hold a fundamental respect for kingship. Clearly, this deep-founded respect for kingship is not established over night, but is the result of a protracted historical process. In this process, Bourdieu identifies jurists as playing a key role in inventing arguments to legitimize the king’s power. Without much formal law, these jurists were highly dominated by the royal and noble families at the time, but the minimal power they hold is a power to legitimize the established order. However, by justifying the royal power they also limited it, because legitimizing it implies that “it needs to be justified” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 320). “From the moment that they began to argue, to give reasons for obeying the king, they tied the king by [the] reasons that they gave for obeying the king” (2014: 320–321). As such, they obtain the power of being the so-called speakers of the law by, effectively, speaking a law that suited the king. From this initial starting point, these “legislator-poets,” as Bourdieu (2014
 : 56) calls them, engage in a gradual effort of legal innovation by taking the law and making “minuscule alteration that changes its meaning completely” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 46). Small changes in wording or emphasis gradually transformed the law in ways that suited the king, but at the same time placed the jurists in a position as the legitimate transgressors of rules, who were valued for their ability to make improvisation seem well-founded (Bourdieu 2014
 : 331–332). Consequently, the king’s actions are gradually bound by the very laws and arguments that legitimize his power.

The third model overlaps somewhat with both of the previous models, and emphasizes the competition between different holders of power. Drawing on Elias (1983)
 , Bourdieu argues that the king (and everyone else around him) becomes increasingly caught up by the game surrounding him. Like all other holders of power, who do not want to suffer the social death of being expelled from the game, he is forced to “engage at least enough to maintain and exploit the divisions” (Bourdieu 2000
 : 153) between other holders of power (be they feudal lords, his brothers and ministers, the jurists speaking in the name of law, or the increasing number of other actors that come into the game as the field of power differentiates). At the same time, he is forced more and more to 
 enact the role of neutral mediator if he wants to retain his privileged position. Therefore, it is increasingly not his will, but rather the game of power between different holders of power, that determines the movements of that game (Bourdieu 2000
 : 153). In other words, the king is more and more situated in a multi-positional field of power and has to constantly play by, bend, and transgress its rules, like everyone else.

While different in their emphasis, the three models are not mutually exclusive because they lead toward a common conclusion:

The king is in an apparently exceptional position, but he becomes ever less so, becoming in the end a position like the others, as a chain increasingly differentiates and, while the king controls more and more people, he is also controlled by more and more people [ . . . ]. The exercise of power is possible only at the price of a kind of withering away of absolute power, and this withering away is precisely the birth of the state. (Bourdieu 2014
 : 302)

Even if this is a very specific explanation of the king’s loss of power, the more general takeaway is the identification of structural tensions that will act as drivers for change. This is a crucial element in Bourdieu’s sociohistorical approach to state formation. Where Bourdieu’s emphasis on domination and power relations is often seen as inhibiting him from understanding change, we see here that his close attention to the structural tensions arising from different power relations is exactly what allows him to explain what drives change. In other words, this part of his sociology of the state clearly shows his emphasis on understanding processes of transformation.

Invention of the State

While the structural tensions and unresolved oppositions in the dynastic state give rise to transformations, the move toward a bureaucratic logic of the state is not a necessary or predetermined outcome. Instead, the bureaucratic field “is the product of thousands of little inventions” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 303).This goes for the practices and procedures of delegation of power, for the distinction between king and kingship (and other such legitimizing discourses), and even for the rules of courtly manner that impose their specific logic on the struggle in the field of power at the time (Bourdieu 2014
 : 333). As such, paying attention to how the state was created, invention by invention, is the other important theme in Bourdieu’s sociohistorical approach to state formation. In fact, as a research program Bourdieu’s sociology can be summarized as an attempt

to reconstruct the deep sense of the series of infinitesimal and yet all equally decisive inventions—the bureau, signature, stamp, decree of appointment, certificate, register, circular, etc.—that led to the establishment of a properly bureaucratic logic, (Bourdieu 2004
 : 31)

Unfortunately, this is also where Bourdieu (self-admittedly) falls short of his own ambitions. He was very clear that his lectures could only provide an outline and establish 
 some of the principles of the research program. These principles, of course, are somewhat similar to the general principles of his overall sociology, with an emphasis on things like symbolic power, incorporated categories, thinking relationally and in terms of fields (Steinmetz 2014
 ; Swartz 2013
 ). Here, however, I will emphasize three principles that stand out to me as particularly important for understanding Bourdieu’s sociology of the state.

First, the multitude of inventions that created the state did not arise by themselves, but were produced by specific groups of actors engaged in “very complex struggles [that] generated innovative practices” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 268). As already mentioned, one of these specific groups were the jurists, who are everywhere in Bourdieu’s account of state formation (Arnholtz and Hammerslev 2013
 ; Dezalay and Madsen 2012
 ). In contrast to a reading of Bourdieu as being solely about reproduction, his emphasis on the jurists is a tale about how a group of outsiders became powerful by reshaping the game in accordance with their own interests. Additionally, it’s an account about how dominated forms of power, namely the power of symbolic representations, become more and more dominant. Be it as ministers administrating the king’s estate and inventing “organizational techniques” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 332), as legislator-poets producing legitimizing discourses, or as parliamentarians challenging the king’s authority, the power of these jurists was that they could make (powerful) people believe in their discourses (2014: 269).

We should take care, of course, not to imagine the jurists as a homogeneous and united profession. Instead, they are a dispersed group of actors struggling for opposite ends, divided among themselves and also divided individually because of the contradiction of their position (Bourdieu 2014
 : 318, 323). Consequently, the invention of the state is often the product of struggles between jurists holding different positions. Bourdieu argues that to understand the different texts and the position they take in these struggles, we have to look at the field of competition between holders of different positions. Furthermore, jurists are not the only contributors to the symbolic construction of the state. Other groups of actors later play important roles, such as philosophers and social scientists (who theorized the state and the state’s problems), as well as writers and historians (who contribute to the creation of the nation by writing about it). Bourdieu even talks about philanthropists, claiming that they “were to the welfare state what lawyers were to the pre-revolutionary state” (2014: 363). However, the research principle we can draw from this part of Bourdieu’s sociology is the importance of identifying the specific groups that contributed to particular inventions, even if these are not the dominant actors. To understand the invention of the state, we need to look beyond the tale of kings, just as we would today need to look beyond the tale of big political leaders to understand current transformations of the state.

Second, while Bourdieu placed great emphasis on the importance of identifying the structural tensions and the specific actors who give rise to inventions, it is equally important to take these inventions seriously in their own right. As is already well known, Bourdieu often argued that, due to the logic of distinction, the substantive arguments put forward by different actors might be somewhat arbitrary vis-à-vis their social position (Bourdieu 1984
 ; Bourdieu et al. 1991b
 ). For instance, the absolute power 
 of the king might be supported by jurists and opposed by feudal lords at one point in time, while their position on this issue might be reversed at another point in time. However, this arbitrariness of position-taking vis-à-vis social position should not lead us to ignore that the specific arguments made (for or against the authority of king, for instance) contribute to the specific invention of the state. To ignore the history of the specific inventions made is to ignore that without them, certain things “cannot be said because the group lacks the instruments to say it” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 59). In the same way that struggles in the literary field created a specific literary history that is not reducible to the social interests that drive those struggles, and with genres of literature that could not be written without this history (Bourdieu 1996a
 ), the invention of the state is not simply a strategy of domination or reproduction; it is a genuine social creation without which we would simply not have the thing we call the state. Bourdieu mentions a large number of such inventions: the distinction between national income of the crown and the private income of the king; the notion of “treason” as a betrayal of the nation and thus something the king cannot forgive; the notions of “the public” and “the general will” and the different ways they find expression; the idea of citizenship; the right to resist despotism, and so on. The list could go on and on, and can include more present-day issues such as the notion of “social costs” and “welfare.” None of these things would exist in their present form were it not for a specific inventive labor. Therefore, they cannot be reduced to strategies of domination, even if they originate in struggles for domination. To make the distinction clear, Bourdieu argued that the bureaucratic field is the product of inventions produced by people who got so caught up in the game that they did not see that the change they were producing would undermine their own position in the long run (2014: 319). Studying the process of invention, we should provide an understanding of how every aspect of the state was “conquered” through struggles (understood both as competition and effort) and what was made possible as a result (2014: 174).

Third, while Bourdieu had a clear focus on the major transformations brought about by state formation, he was keenly aware that these transformations often occurred through “very small changes that are often intelligible only to the people” intimately involved in the struggles at the time (2014: 318). For instance, the invention of the abstract “idea of the autonomy of politics” (2014: 335) from the king’s will required organization of an assembly, which was itself “an extremely difficult invention” (2014: 334; see also Bourdieu 2005a
 ). It required balloting rules, seating arrangement, censorship on issues, and so on (Bourdieu 1991b
 , 2005b
 ; Christin 2004
 ). Furthermore, while parliaments’ struggle for autonomy and power is often portrayed as a big historical battle, Bourdieu noted that it was often fought on a battleground of small practical innovations like questions of protocol, color of clothing, and so on (2014: 337). As such, the example of the king’s seal described earlier was just one of the thousand little everyday inventions that went into the creation of relatively differentiated bureaucratic and political fields as we know them today. So, just like Bourdieu’s emphasis on specific groups should make us look beyond the big names, his emphasis on small inventions should encourage us to look beyond the big events.


CONCLUSION




This chapter had three aims. The first aim was to present Bourdieu’s sociology of the state, which I have argued contains three elements that give us specific research tools. The first is his emphasis on the epistemological problems linked to the state’s power to shape both objective reality and mental structures. As a research tool, this issue encourages us not only to pay attention to the categories and conceptions we usually use for studying the state, it also encourages us to study the multiple systems of categories and classifications that are produced in the name of the state and the way they shape our perception of social life. It may even encourage us to look for the contribution made by the social sciences themselves to the construction of the state and state-like institutions. Second, I investigated Bourdieu’s reconceptualization of the state, which was made in an effort to go beyond this epistemological problem. Here we can learn how using general sociological concepts to study specific objects may help demystify the state. Furthermore, the concepts of bureaucratic field and the field of power seem especially valuable tools for going beyond monolithic understandings of the state. As research tools, they inspire us to look for the struggle inside institutions that are portrayed as homogeneous, and they encourage us to make refined assessments of the balance between the autonomy and heteronomy of state institutions. Looking at state (trans)formation as part of a broader struggle between social groups and their reproduction strategies may be one of the best ways to escape the self-presentation of state institutions. Third, Bourdieu outlined a sociohistorical account of state formation and transition from the dynastic to the bureaucratic state. I have argued that this is potentially the most promising aspect of Bourdieu’s sociology of the state.

The second aim of the chapter, then, was to argue that Bourdieu’s sociology of the state contains an interesting research program that should inspire further work. I have already hinted at how the epistemological concerns and re-conceptualizations could function as research tools, so let me dwell a little further on the potential of the sociohistorical part. Here, Bourdieu aimed at identifying the structural tensions
 in the dynastic state that were the source of change, the specific actors
 that struggled to determine the direction of change, and the thousands of little inventions
 they made, through which the state was formed. As a research tool, this seems like a very clear program that can be used far beyond European state formation. Clearly, if we read Bourdieu as arguing that the bureaucratic nation-state is the stable end product of the process of state formation, then this research program becomes a purely historical project, the relevancy of which one can question in an era when nation-states are said to be disassembled (Sassen 2006
 ). However, if we take seriously the processual thinking that is central to Bourdieu’s analysis of state formation, it becomes clear that state (trans)formation is a continuous process and that the analytical tools delivered by Bourdieu may be just as relevant for studying the construction of the European Union, the formation of transnational governance, or even global assembling, as they were for studying state formation. As 
 is clearly indicated in a number of other chapters in this volume, Bourdieu’s sociology has great relevance when studying international and transnational settings, and there is an increasing body of literature using Bourdieu to study transnational phenomena (Adler-Nissen 2013
 ; Arnholtz 2012
 ; Dezalay and Garth 2002
 ; Georgakakis and Rowell 2013
 ; Go and Krause 2016
 ; Guilhot 2005
 ; Kauppi 2005
 ; Vauchez 2015
 ). However, even in this literature, Bourdieu’s sociology of the state has been somewhat overlooked, and my argument is that it has something very important to add. The great merit of the attention paid to small inventions in his sociology of the state is that it highlights the importance of seemingly unimportant “situations and cases” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 288). Bourdieu’s sociology allows us to see the significance of transformations that may otherwise seem insignificant; it allows us to take seriously new transnational processes, while still recognizing that the state is to some extent a special object that has, through an extended historical process, acquired sociological properties unlike any other institution. As such, an approach inspired by Bourdieu would clearly warn against overly strong tales of the demise of the nation-state. Rather, it would encourage us to look at the specific dynamics and institutional innovations that cause a de-monopolization of the state’s power (Cohen et al. 2007
 ). Consequently, his sociology of the state underscores the fact that studies of transnational relations are interesting not only because such relations are proliferating, but also because they are part of a new phase in the story of the state (Le Galès 2008).

However, recognition of the enduring power of states should not give rise to misconceptions about Bourdieu’s approach. For instance, Schinkel (2015)
 has argued that Bourdieu has a “metaphysical conception of the state.” Hopefully, this chapter has illustrated that quite the opposite is true; while the state is often inscribed with metaphysical and transcendent qualities in both common sense and theoretical discourse, Bourdieu’s sociology of the state is all about tracing the origins of this appearance. As I have shown, the distinction between the king’s two bodies is the first of many discursive and procedural inventions, delegations of power, and competitive pressures, which all contribute to making it appear as if there is a state with metaphysical properties, while Bourdieu’s sociological gaze is aimed at revealing that it is, in fact, just people acting in the name of the state. At a very practical level of research, therefore, Bourdieu invites us to raise other questions: Who acts on behalf of the state? How do they get to act on behalf of the state?

Clearly, Bourdieu did not say everything worth saying about the state, and his sociology of the state is not beyond criticism or need for revision. For instance, I agree with Loveman (2005)
 and Swartz (2013)
 that we should question whether the state has ever held a complete monopoly of the legitimate use of symbolic violence. However, rather than discarding Bourdieu’s sociology of the state altogether, we might simply argue that his “heuristic devices” invite us to investigate the degree of concentration and monopolization of different forms of capital as an empirical matter. Recall that the degree of autonomy of a field was also always an empirical matter for him (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 ). The analogy is pertinent because Bourdieu clearly was fascinated by the “purest” instances of field autonomy, regarding them as quite amazing inventions from a sociological point of view. In the same way, Bourdieu argued that in contrast with 
 the common-sense fascination with revolts and rebellions, which show the limits of the state’s symbolic power, the sociologically most amazing thing is actually the infrequency of such events. In other words, he was also fascinated by the immense and often unseen power of the state. To convey this point, however, “you have to overdo [your argument] in the direction of the break, despite knowing very well that things are not so simple” (Bourdieu 2014
 : 163). Talking of “monopoly” was, therefore, one of the instances where Bourdieu, in his eagerness to convey a sense of the enormous and often unseen power of the state, expressed himself in a way that exaggerated the power of the state.

The third aim of the chapter has been to argue that this reading of Bourdieu’s sociology of the state has ramifications for our understanding of Bourdieu’s sociology more generally. To some, Bourdieu’s fascination with the extreme and “pure” model is an obstacle for studying hybridity, the spaces in-between fields and transformative processes (Eyal 2013
 ; Latour 1993
 ). Yet these themes are key elements in Bourdieu’s sociology of state formation. Specifically, his sociohistorical approach to state formation, which most commentators have ignored, should be read as a study of a prolonged transition from one “pure” logic to another, from the dynastic to the bureaucratic state. However, Bourdieu was very clear that neither of these “pure” logics have ever been completely “purified” and that the direction or destination of change was never predetermined or self-evident (Bourdieu 2014
 : 329). Consequently, Bourdieu fully acknowledged that, empirically, individuals were hybrid beings, acting in accordance with both logics at the same time (2014: 266–267). As such, my argument is that Bourdieu’s sociology of the state emphasizes themes and issues that his sociology has often been criticized for not being able to study. Therefore, his sociology of the state suggests that we may well read Bourdieu differently and focus on themes that are typically not associated with the standard presentation of his sociology.


Leander (2011)
 has argued that we may do well by looking for promises and potential in Bourdieu, rather than entering the game of criticism that seems to have flourished since Bourdieu’s death. Her suggestion is to either encourage people to take Bourdieu’s sociology in new directions, or show people that the answers to the problems they raise are already inherent in Bourdieu’s approach. Against those regarding Bourdieu as a sociologist of reproduction, Gorski (2013
 : 2) has argued that “Bourdieu was first and last a theorist of social transformation.” In contrast to those who present Bourdieu as being all about domination through symbolic violence and ontological complicity, Peters (2016)
 has argued that Bourdieu’s early studies of Algeria display themes of historical mismatch between habitus and social structure, which give rise to open resistance. In a similar manner, I have argued that a detailed reading of Bourdieu’s sociology of the state displays themes and perspectives that seem at odds with the classical presentation of his sociology. Therefore, engaging with this part of his authorship may inspire people to take Bourdieu in new directions by focusing on tensions and inventions, rather than homology and reproduction, just as it may make them aware that themes of innovation, transformation, and emergence are central to Bourdieu’s sociology.


NOTE





1.
 The author wishes to thank Anna Leander and Tom Medvetz for very constructive comments on an earlier draft of this chapter.
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CHAPTER 28





BOURDIEUSIAN FIELD THEORY AND THE REORIENTATION OF HISTORICAL SOCIOLOGY




GEORGE STEINMETZ

History is indispensable to sociologists.

—Bourdieu (1998a
 : 43)

These two disciplines [history and sociology] are almost impossible to separate in practice.

—René Gouellain
 1


THIS
 chapter explores some of the ways Bourdieusian theory is reinvigorating historical sociology. The first section reconstructs Bourdieu’s increasingly serious engagement over the course of his career with historians and historical material. I argue that Bourdieu generated and encouraged among his students a unique approach to historical sociology. In the second section I argue that the historical turn in Bourdieu’s work is firmly grounded in the fundamentally historicity of his two key theoretical concepts, habitus and field. The third section sketches an agenda for future work in historical sociology based on Bourdieu’s mature theory. In the final section I will survey recent social research using Bourdieusian field theory, arguing that this constitutes an unacknowledged and growing tendency within historical sociology.


BOURDIEU
 , HISTORIANS
 , AND
 HISTORICAL
 SOCIOLOGY




We might begin by asking how Bourdieu became sensitized to the role of historicity in social science, given the ahistoricity of most of the leading French sociologists 
 during his lifetime. The work of Alain Touraine, Michel Crozier, and Raymond Boudon, patrons of three of the contending sociological schools (Heilbron 2015
 ), was largely ahistorical. The main exception was Raymond Aron, who advocated a version of the historicist sociology to which he had been exposed in Germany at the end of the Weimar Republic, and which he had discussed in his first book (Aron 1935
 , 1938
 ).
 2
 While these interests were far from unusual within the German-obsessed French philosophy field, they gave Aron a unique profile within French sociology. After his split in 1968 with Bourdieu, Aron created a new center, the Centre Européen de Sociologie Historique. This conjuncture cemented a lasting association between the phase “sociologie historique” and the Aronian school, which seems to explain Bourdieu’s hesitation to adopt the language of historical sociology, at least in the years following the split. During the first half of the 1960s, however, Aron played a central formative role in Bourdieu’s career, and to some extent in his thinking, as discussed in the following.
 3


Aron was also an early supporter of Eric de Dampierre, whom he involved in launching the Archives européenes de sociologie
 /European Journal of Sociology
 in 1960, which was explicitly modeled on Max Weber’s Archiv für Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik.
 Aron also included de Dampierre in his planning for a “Centre européen de sociologie” in 1959–1960.
 4
 This was the project from which the Centre de Sociologie Européenne emerged in 1961—the Center that was directed by Aron and Bourdieu and that no longer included de Dampierre.
 5
 Bourdieu seems to have supplanted de Dampierre as Aron’s young protégé in 1961. Bourdieu and Dampierre completely ignored each other in their subsequent publications. This was another missed connection for Bourdieu, since de Dampierre pioneered an innovative form of historical sociology based on a combination of ethnographic fieldwork and archival research (de Dampierre 1967
 ). Daniel Bell praised de Dampierre as “the cultural eminence of French social science” for his publication of French translations of “such varied figures as Leo Strauss and Max Weber”—not to mention E. Franklin Frazier, whose Black Bourgeoisie
 , a key early work of American historical sociology, was first published in French by de Dampierre in 1955 (Bell 1998
 : xi n2; Frazier 1955
 ).

In addition to Aron and de Dampierre, there was a group of historically oriented sociologists around Georges Balandier, director of the Centre d’Études Africaines at the Sixth Section of the École Pratique des Hautes Études starting in 1958. Balandier promoted an approach he called “dynamic sociology,” which was diametrically opposed to Levi-Straussian structuralism, focusing instead on the historicity of African and colonized societies (Giordano 2004
 ; Balandier 2010
 ; Steinmetz 2017a
 ). Balandier’s students included Pierre-Philippe Rey and Emmanuel Terray, who combined Africanist fieldwork, historical research, and Althusserian structuralist Marxism. This Africanist work was also ignored by the rest of the sociological field after the mid-1960s, including Bourdieu (although Bourdieu had referred to Balandier’s influential essay on the “colonial situation” in his first book, Sociologie de l’Algérie
 (1958).
 6



SOURCES OF
 HISTORICISM IN
 BOURDIEU’S
 WORK




Given these missed connections to the more historical of the French sociologists, what were the sources of Bourdieu’s emerging historical orientation? The first source was a group of philosophy teachers at the postwar École Normale Supérieure, where Bourdieu received his training in philosophy. The records of Bourdieu’s inscription at the École Normale Supérieure in 1951 indicate that his choice for the principal agrégation
 degree was in Spanish, with his second choice in “Letters” (Akmut 2011
 : 324). Two years later, Bourdieu defended his thesis, which was a critical translation of Leibniz’s Animadversiones [Remarks] on the General Part of Descartes’ Principles of Philosophy
 (Bourdieu and Delsaut 2002
 : 192). If this does not yet seem to have much to do with a historical approach, it is important to note that Bourdieu also took courses with a distinctive group of philosophers: Alexandre Koyré in the history of science, and Gaston Bachelard, Éric Weil, and George Canguilhem in the history of philosophy (Pérez 2015: 59). After passing his agrégation
 in 1954, Bourdieu began working with Canguilhem on a doctoral thesis (Bourdieu 1997
 ). The working title of Bourdieu’s doctoral thesis, reported by Canguilhem in 1957, was “Emotions as Temporal Structure: Interpretation of Physiological Facts” (“L’émotion comme structure temporelle: essai d’interprétation des données physiologiques”; Pérez 2015: 82). Bourdieu later recalled that his doctoral thesis was concerned with phenomenology and “the sociology of emotions” (Bourdieu 2004
 : 83–84). The early period of Bourdieu’s scholarly formation thus reveals two historical interests: the history of philosophy and the analysis of temporal subjectivity.

Between 1958 and the early 1960s, Bourdieu published a series of sociological studies of contemporary Algerian problems. Bourdieu’s habitus
 concept emerged in a preliminary, rough-cast form in this Algerian work. The discussion of the temporal structures of Kabyle life in Outline of a Theory of Practice
 (1977)
 and Logic of Practice
 (1990b) connect Bourdieu’s habitus
 concept to his earlier interest in “emotions as temporal structures.” Bourdieu’s Algerian work also contains the idea of a historical gap or disjuncture between objective and subjective structures. Sociologie de l’Algérie
 also shows a rudimentary interest in the historical past of colonized Algerian populations. Bourdieu constructs sociological portraits of four Algerian populations as a methodological baseline against which Algerian responses to colonial capitalism and warfare are explained (Steinmetz 2009c
 ).

In 1961 Bourdieu accepted an invitation by Raymond Aron to join the Centre de Sociologie Européenne and to become his teaching assistant at the Sorbonne. Bourdieu’s work at this time had already evolved away from his earlier interests, and he shifted from Canguilhem to Aron as his thesis advisor. Aron was uniquely positioned to inject a historicist sensibility into the work of his famous protégé, who was considered as an “Aronian” by many of his contemporaries, at least until their famous split in 1968 (Joly 
 2015).
 7
 The revised title of Bourdieu’s never completed doctoral thesis was “Contacts de civilisation en Algérie,” and the subtitle was explicitly Aronian: “Les rapports entre la sociologie et l’histoire” (“the relations between sociology and history”).
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While Aron may have been one of the first to alert Bourdieu to German traditions of historicist sociology, Bourdieu was also immersed in the specifically French traditions of unifying history and sociology. Durkheim had argued that sociology and history were destined to “merge into a common discipline,”
 9
 and that “there is no sociology worthy of the name which does not possess a historical character” (Durkheim 1982
 [1908]: 211). Durkheim’s original team (Besnard 1983
 ) included Louis Gernet, a historian of ancient Greece, Henri Hubert, historian of the Celts and Germanic peoples, and the Chinese historian Marcel Granet. Durkheim developed close ties with historian and philosopher Henri Berr, founder of Revue de synthèse historique
 , a journal dedicated to the synthesis of history and the social sciences. Historians also promoted the rapprochement of the two disciplines. The creators of the famous history journal Annales,
 historians Marc Bloch and Lucien Febvre, invited the Durkheimian sociologist Maurice Halbwachs onto their editorial board. Sociology and history were brought back into close proximity after World War II in the context of the revived Durkheimian journal L’Année sociologique
 , which was directed by Gernet from 1947 until 1961. Another important postwar French sociologist, Georges Gurvitch, included in his field-defining Traité de sociologie
 (1958) an essay by the leading Annales
 historian Fernand Braudel calling for a unification of history and sociology. In the Sixth Section of the École Pratique des Hautes Études, where all influential French sociologists have taught since the 1950s, a number of seminars were entitled “ ‘Histoire et sociologie’ of this or that area” (Hexter 1972
 : 490–491). As one historian remarks, “France is . . . perhaps the only place where social sciences are institutionally organized around [the] discipline” of history (Lepetit 1996
 : 31). Whereas the numerically superior group of “modernizing” sociologists in the postwar French discipline rejected the Durkheimian legacy that Bourdieu was aligning himself with (e.g., Jean Stoetzel), the field’s opposing “intellectual” pole maintained continuity with the Durkheimian and pre-1933 sociological traditions.
 10
 Aron’s “European” orientation was signaled in the title of the new journal he founded at the same time, Archives européennes de sociologie
 . As the journal’s publicity explained, the title was meant to evoke the Archiv für Sozialwissenschaft und Sozialpolitik,
 with which Max Weber had been associated.

Despite these factors pushing Bourdieu toward historicism, his work during his first few years at the Centre de Sociologie Européenne were also marked by the prominence of Levi-Straussian structuralism, which was understood as anti-historical. Bourdieu was attracted briefly by “blissful structuralism” (Bourdieu 1990c
 : 9), although he soon escaped its grasp. His studies of Kabyle kinship practices broke decisively with structuralism, but his studies of education, banks, museums, and photography during the 1960s did not construct their objects historically or “genetically.” The critique of Bourdieu as a “reproduction” theorist focuses on his work from this period, especially The Inheritors
 (Bourdieu and Passeron 1964
 ), and ignores his work from the late 1960s on, as if studies of Marx’s thought would only read as the “young Marx.” Many of these early works by Bourdieu are written in what I call the “sociological present tense
 ”
 11
 —they are marked by an insistence on the immediate here and now.

The most important aspects of this period from the standpoint of the long-term development of Bourdieu’s theory and the increasing historicism of his research and conceptual apparatus are his turn from structuralism to a theory of practice and his elaboration of the concepts habitus
 and field
 . Bourdieu had already started putting together his field concept in the late 1950s by reading Kurt Lewin.
 12
 Bourdieu’s 1965–1966 paper “Intellectual Field and Creative Project” staked out a basic argument that would frame all of his subsequent field analyses as historical studies:

To recall that the intellectual field as an autonomous system . . . is the result of a historical process of autonomization and internal differentiation . . . means . . . demonstrating that since it is the product of history this system cannot be dissociated from the historical and social conditions under which it was established and, thereby, condemning any attempt to consider propositions arising from a synchronic study of a state of the field as essential, transhistoric and transcultural truths. (Bourdieu 1969 [1966]: 95)

This idea of investigating the genesis of fields in order to denaturalize present-day structures was antithetical to both the positivist presentism of Stoetzel et al. and to the structuralism of Levi-Strauss. Around the same time, in his Postface
 to the French edition of Panofsky’s Gothic Architecture and Scholasticism
 , Bourdieu presented his first complete definition of habitus. Paraphrasing Panofsky, Bourdieu wrote that habitus refers to

a whole body of fundamental schemes, assimilated beforehand, that generate, according to an art of invention similar to that of musical writing, an infinite number of particular schemes, directly applied to particular situations. This habitus
 could be defined, by analogy with Noam Chomsky’s “generative grammar,” as a system of internalized schemes that have the capacity to generate all the thoughts, perceptions, and actions characteristic of a culture, and nothing else. . . . It is therefore natural that one could observe, in domains that are worlds apart at the phenomenal level, the expression of this general tendency. (Bourdieu [1967] 2005: 233)

It is significant that the first example of habitus discussed by Bourdieu in detail is a medieval one. Bourdieu had discussed “habits,” “beliefs,” and “cultural mentalities” in his early work on Algeria, but this did not yet take the form of his mature concept of habitus, which I will discuss in the next section.


FIELD
 THEORY AND
 HISTORICAL
 SOCIOLOGY IN
 BOURDIEU’S
 WORK SINCE THE
 1970S




Bourdieu’s field-analytic production shifted into high gear starting around 1970, and this work was marked by an increasingly historical sensibility and greater use of historical material. In addition to his focus on genesis explanations and historical materials, Bourdieu explicitly emphasized change as well as stasis. This shift was 
 signaled by his presentation at the Seventh World Congress of Sociology in 1970, entitled “Facteurs de changement et forces d’inertie” (see also Bourdieu 1966
 ).
 13
 In 1971 Bourdieu published papers on the field of power and the intellectual field (1971a) and two path-breaking articles on the religious field (1971b, 1971c). Significantly, these two essays were organized around a reading of Max Weber, the key progenitor of historicist historical sociology. In 1973 Bourdieu wrote a paper entitled “Gustave Flaubert et Frédéric: Essai sur la genèse sociale de l’intellectuel” (Bourdieu 1973
 ). Flaubert would figure as Bourdieu’s guide to understanding the genesis of the literary field, and Bourdieu’s discussion of Frédéric, the central character in Flaubert’s Sentimental Education
 , was the final nail in the coffin of any critique of Bourdieu as a simple reproduction theorist—Frédéric was a non-inheritor, a figure who refuses his inheritance (Bourdieu 1996
 ). In 1975 Bourdieu published his first historical field analysis, a study of Heidegger’s revolution in German philosophy and of the homological transformation of political relations and positions into philosophical ones (Bourdieu 1975
 ). Bourdieu devoted more and more time to historical studies, culminating in The Rules of Art
 (1996)
 , Homo Academicus
 (1988)
 , and the State Nobility
 (1994)
 , as well as his lecture courses on the state and state formation (2015)
 and the field of art (2013).

Bourdieu invited historians to join the editorial committee of the journal he created in 1975, Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales. Actes
 became “a venue for historiographic debate,” publishing “at least 70 articles between 1975 and 1993 by historians who were often well-known and for whom the journal was thus neither a form of scientific exile nor a last resort” (Christin 2006
 : 148). The first volume of Actes
 carried an article by historian Christophe Charle (1975)
 . The lead article in June 1977, by Sinologist Jean François Billeter, used the phrase “Sociologie historique” in its title (Billeter 1977
 ).

Historians started paying more attention to Bourdieu. The work of the “fourth generation” of the Annales
 school of historiography was “affected . . . pervasively” by Bourdieu (Burke 1990
 : 80). Even if “there is no such thing as a self-conscious ‘school’ of Bourdieusian history” in France (Vincent 2004
 : 137), a number of historians drew on his work, including Chartier, Charle, Olivier Christin, Claude Gauvard, Romain Bertrand, and Gerard Noiriel. Bourdieu was involved in exchanges with historians Braudel, Jean Boutier, Robert Darnton, Georges Duby, Patrick Fridenson, Max Gallo, Maurice Lévy-Leboyer, Lutz Niethammer, and Lutz Raphael. Historians Chartier and Erik Hobsbawm hailed Bourdieu as one of their own.
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 Historians Jacques Revel and Lynn Hunt (1995)
 included Bourdieu in their widely read survey of French historical writing. Bourdieu is one of just 10 sociologists included in the Encyclopedia of Historians and Historical Writing
 (Boyd 1999)
 .

Historians’ interest in Bourdieu is not sufficient proof, however, that his work is historical. After all, some German social historians, led by Hans Ulrich Wehler, had adopted an extremely unhistorical version of social theory—modernization theory—in the 1960s and 1970s (Wehler 1975
 ). The next section will try to demonstrate that Bourdieu’s central concepts are in fact deeply historical.


HABITUS AND
 FIELD AS
 HISTORICIST
 CONCEPTS




In this section I will focus on Bourdieu’s central concepts of habitus and field and argue that they introduce a fundamentally historical temporality into the theory of the social actor and her relations to her environment. Bourdieu’s core concepts are inherently historical in three specific senses. First, his concepts designate practices that exist in a specific time and place and are not assumed to be omni-historical or universal. Second, historicity is central to the definition of these practical analytical objects. On the one hand, habitus is defined as incorporated history; on the other hand, fields and their dominant structures are defined as history turned into ostensibly timeless structures. Third, Bourdieu deploys his basic categories in ways that suggest an inherently historicist social epistemology that is open to conjuncture, contingency, and radical discontinuity. At the level of the person, habitus allows for adjustments and improvisations that are far from automatic. At the level of the field, we see that they are typically riven by internal conflicts with unforeseeable outcomes. Once we move from the level of a single field and explore its relations with other fields and with the overarching field of power and social space, it becomes clear that Bourdieusian social research is inherently associated with the possibility, even the likelihood, of both incremental and more momentous and discontinuous forms of social change.

Habitus

Habitus is not necessarily adapted to its situation. nor is it necessarily coherent.

—Bourdieu (2000
 : 160)
 15


At the core of Bourdieusian social ontology is the circuit running from social structures to habitus, from habitus to practice, and back again. Critics of Bourdieu as a “reproduction theorist” insist that for him, habitus is always objectively synchronized with the social structures that produce it. Bourdieu thereby allegedly robs the actor of agency and reflexivity (e.g., Cronin 1996
 ) and presents a closed circuit of endless repetition, a “vicious cycle of structure producing habitus which reproduces structure ad infinitum”
 (Bourdieu 2002
 : 30). Bourdieu vehemently rejected this interpretation of his work as “a product of commentators” that is “constantly repeated . . . as if they spent more time reading the previous exegeses” than his writing (2002: 30). Just as we need to break with spontaneous sociologies and framings of social problems in order to construct them as sociological problems (Bourdieu, Chamboredon, and Passeron 1991
 ), so we need to break with these widespread misreadings in order to understand what Bourdieu actually said.

Bourdieu did indeed argue that habitus is a product of social conditions and that it may be adjusted to the structures that produce it, even if “that is not very common” (2002: 30). Nonetheless, one of the most basic features of habitus—as opposed to the idea of mere habit
 —is that it is “never a mere principle of repetition” (2002: 30). Habitus is not a “static concept
 , intrinsically doomed to express continuities and to repetition, suited to social analysis in relatively stable societies and stationary situations, and only that,” but a concept that can be used “to understand and explain situations of rapid change and to account for social transformation and for the tremendous changes we observe in contemporary societies” (Bourdieu 2002
 : 27). Bourdieu tried to capture the combination of freedom and constraint with the formula of “regulated improvisation” or “improvisation within defined limits” (Bourdieu 2002
 : 18; Sapiro 2004
 ). As Bourdieu explained in his lectures on the state, he tried to integrate structuralism with “the fact that the human agent is creative, generative, producing mythical representations by applying mental functions, symbolic forms” (2015: 170). Bourdieu warned repeatedly against modeling social practice on rule-following and against reducing social agents to mere “Träger
 , ‘bearers’ of the structures” (1991: 252). Habitus for Bourdieu does not result automatically from the subject’s passive imitation of his social environment, but is generated through selective identification with parts of that Umwelt
 . This confers on agents a social knowledge that is practical and unconscious and that allows them to position themselves in social space and to respond to novel situations, rather than simply applying a template of rules (Mead 2013
 ).

The central contribution of this theory of habitus is often summarized as a theoretical shift “from rules to strategies” (Bourdieu 1990a
 ), from structuralism to a pragmatics of action. Strategies
 are never fully inscribed in the habitus or in the logic of the situation, but emerge through processes of adjustment that are located neither entirely within conscious decision nor entirely in the unconscious. Bourdieu followed Austin (1975
 : 16) in calling attention to “misfires” or instances in which an attempted speech act (or by extension, an attempted practice of any sort) fails, due to some mismatch between current conditions and the conditions in which dispositions “were constructed and assembled” (2002: 31). Bourdieu’s concept of the hysteresis of habitus
 points to the ways in which habitus may outlive the conditions of its genesis, becoming misaligned with the demands of the current situation (Bourdieu 2000
 : 159). Bourdieu first used the word habitus
 in his early writing on Algeria (Bourdieu and Sayad 1964
 : 87), in an effort to understand precisely the opposite of social stability, namely, the lack of correspondence between Algerian peasants’ economic dispositions and the rapidly changing conditions of late colonial rule (Bourdieu 1979
 : viii). Similarly, Bourdieu’s early work on the crisis of masculine marriageability in rural Béarn (Bourdieu 2008
 ) was organized around a failure
 of social reproduction. In addition to these collective mismatches, Bourdieu analyzed individual-level misfires and deviant trajectories. Such clashes between habitus and external conditions are “one of the most important factors in the transformation of the field of power” (1995: 184).

Bourdieu also called attention to the fact that “in rapidly changing societies, habitus changes constantly, continuously, within the limits inherent in its original structure” 
 (2002: 31), and pointed to the possibility of deliberately retraining
 habitus. Indeed, one of the goals of social science, in his view, was to allow people to understand and seize control of their own conditions of existence. One means of gaining control would involve reshaping the habitus through “repeated exercises . . . like an athletic training” (2000: 172). The habitus, Bourdieu argued (2002
 : 29), “is not something natural, inborn: being a product of history, that is of social experience and education, it may be changed by history
 , that is by new experiences, education or training (which implies that aspects of what remains unconscious in habitus be made at least partially conscious and explicit).” By emphasizing the objectivity of the possibilities confronting an actor at any given moment, social science can steer us away from quixotic adventures that are likely to fail. “All progress in knowledge of necessity is a progress in possible freedom” (Bourdieu 1993a
 : 25). At the same time, Bourdieu reproached those “who excessively invoke freedom, the subject, the person, etc., [as] locking social agents into an illusion of freedom, which is one of the ways in which [social] determinism exerts itself” (Bourdieu and Charter 2010: 40).

Bourdieu also argued that habituses are sometimes the result of socially heterogeneous situations and are therefore internally divided or “cleft.” He spoke of a “destabilized habitus
 , torn by contradiction and internal division” (Bourdieu 2000
 : 160; my emphasis). Theorists from Freud and Weber onward have recognized that human subjectivity is never as unified and coherent as in reductionist models of human nature such as homo economicus
 or the Hobbesian and Rousseauian visions of man as inherently evil or good. For Weber, human subjectivity was divided into several distinct forms of value orientations modern European subjects were inscribed like palimpsests with habits and ideas originating in bygone historical conditions that had become inaccessible to them. Freud introduced an even more profound schism into the human subject by pitting the unconscious against conscious thought. Human subjectivity for Freud was riddled with ambivalence, mutually incompatible identifications, contradictory motivations, and overdetermined perceptions and actions. He compared the unconscious to a “mystic writing pad” (Freud 1940
 [1925]) whose narrative is nonlinear and shifting. Psychoanalysis is not just fully compatible with Bourdieu’s theory of the subject, as Bourdieu sometimes suggested, but should be able to complete it and push it in new directions (Steinmetz 2014). The central point in the present context is that an unstable, pluralistic, or internally divided habitus cannot possibly be the source of easily predictable or socially reproductive practices.

Bourdieu also repeatedly analyzed the way in which two people with identical social backgrounds and similar habituses often respond very differently, even within the same specialized field of activity and at the same historical moment. Flaubert’s depiction in his 1869 novel Sentimental Education
 of the differing trajectories of a group of young bourgeois men thrown into Parisian society in the 1830s guided Bourdieu’s analysis in The Rules of Art
 (1996)
 of the formation and logic of the semi-autonomous literary field. Just as Freud argues that no two people will respond identically to the Oedipus drama, Flaubert suggests that the question of whether an heir will be “disposed to inherit or not” or “to simply maintain the inheritance or to augment it” (Bourdieu 1996
 : 10) cannot 
 be answered by reference to a shared structural property such as social class background. Analysis of every individual will have to consider, inter alia
 , the “relation to the father and the mother.” According to Bourdieu, the ambivalence felt by Frédéric (the protagonist in Flaubert’s novel) with respect to his inheritance “may find its principle in his ambivalence
 towards his mother, a double personage, obviously feminine, but also masculine in that she substitutes for the disappeared father.” Frédéric’s participation in the dual universes of art and money offers him an experience of social weightlessness
 , a “deferral, for a time, of determinations” (Bourdieu 1996
 : 19). Like his fictional creation Frédéric, Flaubert tried “to keep himself in that indeterminate position, that neutral place
 where one can soar above groups and their conflicts” (Bourdieu 1996
 : 26)—refusing the opposing alternatives that already existed in the literary field and forging an entirely new position for himself. Of course Flaubert’s success in this regard was predicated on his immense inheritance of cultural and economic resources. The point is that the actions of Frédéric or Flaubert are never fully determined by habitus, holdings of capital, or the array of objective possibilities existing in a given field at a given moment.

A further refutation of readings of Bourdieu as linear determinist is suggested by Bourdieu’s comments on Frédéric’s ambivalence toward his mother. Bourdieu speaks of “investments” in “identifications” in Homo Academicus
 (1988
 : 172) and elsewhere. In Pascalian Meditations
 , Bourdieu refers to individual differences in the ability to form an integrated habitus. An over-accommodating personality, he suggests, may form a “rigid, self-enclosed, overintegrated habitus,” while an opportunist or adaptive personality type might allow the habitus to dissolve “into a kind of mens momentanea
 , incapable of . . . having an integrated sense of self” (2000: 161). Although social aging might partly explain the transition from adaptive to rigid habitus, neither age nor class is the only mechanism at work. The irreducibly psychic level in Bourdieu’s analysis is also signaled by his increasing tendency to substitute “socioanalysis” for “sociology”.

We can now dismantle another pillar in the case against Bourdieu as a non-historical reductionist, which is the claim that his view of human nature uniformly emphasizes the conflictual, agonist side of human practice and subjectivity. This critique stems in part from symbolic oppositions existing in the world outside science, from the system of states to the pseudo-scientific debates over “nature and nurture.” This dichotomy has been codified within sociology as the division, beloved of textbooks and undergraduate lectures, between conflict and consensus theories (Bourdieu 1990a
 : 41). But nowhere does Bourdieu suggest that a social field could be based exclusively on conflict and competition. He argues that the participants in a social field share a similar illusio
 , a common libidinal investment in the game itself. Educational institutions operate as both pleasure principle and reality principle, stimulating both the libido sciendi
 and the libido dominandi
 , “which is fueled by competition” (1988: 144). Participants in any field depend upon one other for reciprocal recognition of their holdings of symbolic capital and the ranked distinction of their practices and perceptions. Fields are based as much on recognition of and identification with others as on friend–enemy constellations. Indeed, Bourdieu suggests that the family
 itself is an elementary field. Like other semi-autonomous fields, the family is characterized by “mutual recognition, exchange 
 of justifications for existing and reasons for being, mutual testimony of trust,” as well as conflict (Bourdieu 1998b
 : 112). The family is both a battlefield and a “loving dyad.” By acknowledging the complexity of identifications and motivations guiding actors in any field of endeavor, Bourdieu distances himself decisively from any reductionist shortcut leading from habitus to behavior.

How does this relate to the question of the historical or ahistorical character of Bourdieu’s categories? Historical change may be explicable
 after the fact, but it becomes less predictable
 as soon as we admit that the theory includes habituses that are internally split and plural rather than singular and unified, that there are improvisations as well as regulation, mismatches as well as objective alignments between habitus and field, disinclinations as well as inclinations to inherit, and that the desire for recognition, trust, and love exist alongside the will to power. Openness to radical rupture, accident, and conjunctural contingency is a hallmark of the most historical and most ontologically adequate versions of sociology, and Bourdieu’s approach is oriented in this direction.

The inherently historical character of habitus is also revealed by the fact that it does not achieve a final form once and for all, but is constantly being remade over the course of a lifetime. One reason for this malleability of habitus is that fields are constantly changing and that people typically participate in more than a single field. It is to this second key concept, the concept of the social field, that I now turn.


SOCIAL
 FIELDS




Bourdieu’s mature field theory is the place where “historians’ problematics become inextricably mixed with those of sociology” (Chartier in Bourdieu and Chartier 2010
 : 84–85). Fields, as defined by Bourdieu, do not exist everywhere and in all historical periods. In order for fields in Bourdieu’s sense to exist, a society needs to have an institutionalized concentration of power in the form of a state or organized dominant social classes. Only then will those involved in other sorts of practice, for example artistic or intellectual activities, tend to seek autonomy from centers of power. “Undifferentiated” societies, according to Bourdieu (1988
 : 174), do not have fields in this sense; the pre-condition for autonomy is “substantial accumulated capital” that can be redirected to arenas that are not governed by the pursuit of short-term or general profits (Bourdieu 1998c
 : 71). Historians have debated whether the Académie Française “at the moment of its creation” in the seventeenth century already “represented an early version of a field with some autonomy from power” (Chartier 2002
 : 83), or whether a semi-autonomous cultural field only emerged in France in the nineteenth century. These questions can only be answered on the basis of a historical reconstruction of the power structures of a given society.

Bourdieu’s field theory is also historical in that it urges the analyst to reconstruct the historical genesis of partially autonomous realms of activity, starting with the nomothets
 , or field founders. A field is historical insofar as it creates a separate universe that did not 
 exist previously. Establishing the very existence of a field may therefore require a return to its origins. The nomothetes may be responsible for certain lasting constraints within a field.
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Established fields are inherently mutable and therefore “historical” in other senses. For any form of practice to be called a field (or field-like), the participants must agree about the stakes of competition, the form of symbolic capital that is peculiar to the field, and jointly exercise some control over access to the field. This foundation of basic agreement underpins all subsequent acts of disagreement, and it is a necessary pre-condition for any domain to attain partial autonomy from its environment. If there is no consensus of this basic sort governing a given realm, it should not be classified as a field. But even where there is basic agreement of this sort, a field may be riven by violent struggles to impose the “dominant principle of domination,” that is, to define the relative ranking of different performances and perceptions. The most dynamic fields such as art (Bourdieu 2013
 ) and fashion (Bourdieu 1993b
 ) are prone to continuous small or “specific” revolutions in this sense. There is a constant churning and cycling of dominant and dominated groups, with newcomers challenging and sometimes overturning hegemonic taste and the status of consecrated elites. We might call this permanent specific revolution
 (with apologies to Trotsky). Permanent specific revolution defines fields that are constitutionally unsettled
 . The outcomes of such conflicts cannot be forecasted in advance. The forms of symbolic capital prevailing within a field are always relatively distinct from the kinds of generic cultural capital dominant in the surrounding social space. There is no way to predict which groups will succeed in imposing their own definition of distinction—or indeed, whether any group will be able to stabilize the situation in this sense.

Even settled
 fields are inherently mutable. A settled field is one in which all participants agree on the hierarchical ranking of different forms of practice. The dominated tend to develop a “taste for necessity,” a “resignation to the inevitable,” and this can contribute to social stability (Bourdieu 1984
 : 372). At the same time, there are sources of instability even in these kinds of fields. Dominated individuals and groups may attempt to enter the dominant grouping without changing the doxic definition of distinction. Dominant individuals may fall into the dominated poles of the field. Such processes of upward and downward mobility within a given field lend it a different sort of managed historicity.

Fields may also be transformed in more fundamental ways. Although Bourdieu describes the field abstractly as a space of objective positions, this does not mean that the array of positions is static. Individual and collective strategies may create or eliminate entire positions. According to Bourdieu, Flaubert succeeded in creating a new sort of position for himself in the literary field. Along similar lines, Max Weber created a novel position in the German field of social science, one located in an intermediate position between the existing geisteswissenschaftliche
 and naturwissenschaftliche
 poles (Steinmetz 2009b
 ).

More radical changes involve the destruction of old orders and the creation of entirely new ones. Manet, Bourdieu argues, was able to create the field of modern art by destroying the traditional artistic order altogether in a “symbolic revolution.” Individually, 
 Manet was able to overcome the existing polarities structuring the artistic order due to his split habitus, which combined “the two poles of the field of power: bankers/bohemia.” As a “hard worker” who was “very professional,” Manet “rejected the bohemian style” while at the same time rejecting the “academic style (his teachers’).” He found himself “confronted with the coalition of populism and academic conservatism―what was revolutionary was identified with the popular, the vulgar, the crude.” Manet “was both bourgeois and a rebel artist . . . a revolutionary aristocrat who never wanted to declare himself a revolutionary . . . a natural revolutionary, against the very order that he belonged to.”
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 Of course Manet did not accomplish this single-handedly:

The revolution which Manet initiated, and which created our “modern” eye, would no doubt have remained an isolated venture, destined to be rediscovered retrospectively from a viewpoint shaped by some later revolution, if the objective crisis of the academic apparatus had not allowed it to find within the artistic universe itself the complicity and collaboration of artists, critics, and above all writers, who, since they themselves were in the process of undertaking a similar conversion, were predisposed to perceive, understand and express this process of transformation, and thus to find the means of objectifying it in their discourse and in the institutions. (Bourdieu 2013
 )

One specific source of dynamism within a field is linked to shifts in the overall balance of power between its autonomous and heteronomous poles. At the limit, a field may be taken over by actors located at the heteronomous pole and thereby lose its autonomy altogether, merging with another field. Fields may also be eliminated from outside or above (see later discussion).

By directing our gaze to the level of the overall field of power or social space, where multiple fields coexist, we can perceive fundamental sources of change, both within specific fields and in wider swaths of social space. The relations among fields are not regulated by anything that guarantees their harmonious coexistence. Each field is relatively autonomous from all other fields and is governed by its own internal temporality, pace, and rhythm. But internal changes may be overdetermined by external events. In a study of the fashion field, Bourdieu points out that while “the breaks occurring in different fields are not necessarily synchronized,” nonetheless “the specific revolutions have a certain relationship with external changes (1993b: 134).

How, then, can we explain society-wide crises? Bourdieu’s solution is to look for forces that temporarily erode the autonomy of several fields at the same time and bring them into a kind of harmony. He explains the student revolts that took place in France in May 1968 at an abstract level by a “synchronization of crises latent in different fields,” the transformation of a “regional crisis” into “a general crisis, a historical event” (Bourdieu 1988
 : 173). This occurs when the “acceleration” produced by a regional crisis is able to bring about a “coincidence” of events which, “given the different tempo
 which each field adopts in its relative autonomy, should normally start or finish in dispersed order or, in other words, succeed each other without necessarily organizing themselves into a unified causal series” (Bourdieu 1988
 : 173). Another logical possibility, albeit one that 
 Bourdieu does not discuss, is that accidental resonances among two or more semi-autonomous fields produce unpredictable and contingent conjunctural effects.


BOURDIEUSIAN
 FIELD
 THEORY AND THE
 RENEWAL OF
 HISTORICAL
 SOCIOLOGY




This section sketches four linked research agendas for historical sociology that flow from the arguments presented thus far. All of them are premised on the basic ontological and epistemological features of Bourdieu’s approach: (1) an ontologically emergentist distinction between surface events and their underlying causes; (2) an ontological distinction between human agents, with their characteristic capacities and characteristics (practice, habitus, agency, etc.) and emergent social structures (fields, social spaces, symbolic capital, etc.); (3) an ontology of open systems
 (Bhaskar 1975
 , 1979
 ), which imples that empirical events are not produced by general laws, universal regularities, or “constant conjunctions,” but are complexly overdetermined by changing constellations of causes; and (4) a Bachelardian historical epistemology.

Historical Sociology of the Genesis of Specific Forms of Practice or Specific Social Fields

The first approach involves what Bourdieu calls genetic or genesis explanations. Here we are interested in disrupting the putative naturalness of some form of practice existing in the present by tracing it back to its constitution, “putting history in motion again by neutralizing the mechanisms” of dehistoricization (Bourdieu 1998b
 : viii). This move of disrupting “spontaneous sociologies” is part of Bourdieu’s program of epistemic reflexivity, but it also has obvious political valences.

One example of this procedure of unmasking the specific interests served by treating current structures as eternal is Bourdieu’s analysis of masculine domination. Bourdieu calls his investigation a form of anamnesis
 (following Plato and Freud), an “archaeological history” (echoing Foucault), and a “genetic sociology of the sexual unconscious” (Bourdieu 1998b
 : 54, 106). A second example is Bourdieu’s work on the state (Bourdieu 1999
 , 2015
 ), in which he reads the structure of the administrative field as an inscription of previous conflicts among contenders for power.

Genesis explanations also face the problem of determining whether a new field has emerged, which means that it will exhibit closure and partial autonomy, a sense of the separateness and distinctive history of the activity in question, and a focus on competition around specific stakes or forms of symbolic capital. Bourdieu’s book The Rules of Art
 (1996)
 is perhaps his most thorough historical study along these lines, reconstructing the emergence of the French literary field.

Stability and Reproduction of Social Fields

Closely connected to explanations of the genesis of fields is the analysis of the paradox of their stability. This is the paradox that “Husserl described under the name of the ‘natural attitude’ or ‘doxic experience’ ” (Bourdieu 1998b
 : 9). The study of stabilized, doxic, conditions brings us back full circle to Bourdieu’s studies in the 1960s of the educational system as class reproduction, but without any danger of equating the diagnosis of stability with a theoretical bias toward reproduction as the norm. This is also where the idea of the inertia
 of habitus resurfaces. An example of paradoxical reproduction despite dramatically changing extra-field contexts involves US sociology itself, whose internal hierarchies of social scientific capital have been strongly and strangely resistant to almost all developments in the broader intellectual and scientific cultures and in other national and global fields, especially since the 1950s (Steinmetz 2005
 , 2010
 ). The paradox of stability has itself been paradoxically absent from recent historical sociology, which has seemed to assume that only drastic change is a proper object of study. Stasis, Bourdieu suggests, is at least as interesting for historical sociology as transformation.

Internal Changes in Fields: “Specific Revolutions” and the Geographic Expansion or Contraction of Fields


Calhoun (2013
 : 84) points out that Bourdieu rejected structuralism’s “refusal of history” and that he also was not, in contrast to Foucault, primarily interested in “deep epistemic ruptures.” Instead, Bourdieu “wrestled with the complexities of partial transformation and partial reproduction.” Bourdieu gives several examples of the study of partial changes. Where newcomers vie for power with established elites without changing the basic structure of positions, he suggests, we can speak of a “specific” revolution. The replacement of old elites with new ones is reminiscent of Pareto’s treatment of the circulation of elites.
 Fields may also change in terms of volume and other morphological characteristics (Gorski 2013
 : 328–338), the relative power of their heteronomous and autonomous poles, and the definition of the “dominant principles of domination.” In The State Nobility
 , Bourdieu compares the field of the grandes écoles
 in 1967 and 1984–1985, finding that the “overall structure of the distribution of the schools” was very similar in both periods but that there was a specific “set of deformations in the field” related to the symbolic devaluation of the university and intellectual fields as a whole with respect to the journalistic field and economic and political power (1994: 190, 209–214).

A different dimension of fields has to do with their geospatial footprint. Nothing in field theory requires an emphasis on the space of the nation-state, even if many sorts of practice configure themselves this way, especially practices that are dominated by the state. But fields also expand internationally (Casanova 2004
 ; Heilbron 1999
 ; Mérand and Pouliot 2008) or along the lines of empires (Steinmetz 2016
 , 2017). Examples of the latter include the creation of administrative outposts of colonial empires as semi-autonomous 
 colonial states (Steinmetz 2007
 , 2008
 ) and the extension of metropolitan scientific fields into imperial zones of influence (Steinmetz 2013
 , 2017a
 ). Conversely, imperial or transnational social fields sometimes shrink back onto national or even smaller territories. This was the case with many colonial science fields following decolonization. Globalization extends some fields while downsizing or eliminating others.

Social Fields in Their Wider Contexts: Crisis, Revolution, Loss of Autonomy, and the Death of Fields

A fourth focus for historical field research moves beyond a single focal field and explores its relations to other fields, to the field of power, and to the social space as a whole. Crisis and generalized revolution are keywords here. Trans-field crisis (i.e., crises that occur simultaneously in many fields) may be caused by severe economic downturns or political dictatorship. Bourdieu’s diagnosis of the loss of autonomy across a range of different cultural fields in the era of globalized neoliberalism is suggestive of a trans-field crisis caused by a shift in the field of power toward economic capital (see later discussion). On the other hand, generalized crisis may result from the more contingent synchronization of changes occurring simultaneously within a number of different fields for different reasons. Bourdieu points to this kind of scenario in explaining the generalized crisis of the French Republic in 1968 (Bourdieu 1988
 : Chapter 5
 ). These sorts of crisis may be defined as revolutionary, but in contrast to older definitions of revolution, it does not necessarily entail destroying the state, replacing the ruling class, or redistributing the means of production. Instead, the result of these sorts of crisis may be the elimination of some fields and the creation of others, and the establishment of new dominant groupings in these fields.

In much of his later work Bourdieu explored the widespread loss of autonomy in a variety of contemporary fields “through subjection to external forces” (1998: 57). As Bourdieu reminded his readers, the historical emancipation of the autonomous sectors of cultural fields from “the rule of money and interest” was “not in any sense a linear and teleological development of the Hegelian type.” Indeed, the “progress toward autonomy could be suddenly interrupted” (1998c: 67). In his study of commissions charged with reforming French housing policy in the 1970s, Bourdieu found a basic opposition between, on the one hand, the Ministry of Finance and private banks, and on the other hand, the Ministry of Infrastructures and “all the agencies connected with the development of social housing” (2005: 114). He found that a group of “bureaucratic revolutionaries” ultimately pushed the entire field of housing policy in a more “liberal” (that is, pro-market) direction, which ultimately entailed a loss of autonomy for the housing policy field.

Most of Bourdieu’s examples of heteronomization in the present period involve “threats that the new economic order represents to the autonomy of the intellectual ‘creators.’ ” He focuses on the effects of “material and mental dependence on economic powers and market constraints” and on the “discrediting—indeed, the demolition—of the 
 critical intellectual” (Bourdieu and Haacke 1995
 : 16, 69). Bourdieu’s intervention against television journalism focused on its corrosive effects on the autonomous criteria of evaluation that govern the intellectual, scientific, cultural, and even political fields (1998a). Discussing social science, Bourdieu noted that “an increasingly important part of social science gradually tends to be transformed into applied science which, directly or indirectly, finds itself at the service of extra-scientific functions” (Bourdieu and Haacke 1995
 : 55). The permeation of universities by the logics of “impact” and “audience ratings” (student evaluations) and corporate administrative models (Ginsburg 2011
 ), the shrinkage of research budgets, and the replacement of public funding sources for pure research by more targeted private, corporate, and military sources pose a massive threat to scientific autonomy. And such autonomy is the pre-condition “for the production and diffusion of the highest human creations”—the pre-condition for genuine artistic and scientific innovation (Bourdieu 1998a
 : 65).

Taken to its extreme, the loss of autonomy culminates in the end of fields.
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 Field death has a number of different culprits and takes a number of different forms. Some cases are akin to suicide, or destruction from within. In the case of the political and state fields, we find the opposing examples of elected parliaments abdicating their power to the state (Ermakoff 2008
 ) and parliamentarism eroding the autonomy of the sovereign state, leading to its effective demise (Schmitt 1996
 ; Steinmetz 2014c
 ). In other cases, fields are done in by external forces. Imperial conquest usually involves the violent destruction of preexisting indigenous states. European colonizers usually destroyed local polities and replaced them with colonial states controlled by the conquerors (Steinmetz 2008
 ). In Iraq in 2003, the American invaders disbanded the existing civilian and military administration and replaced it with fields of their own design. Nazi Germany and the Soviet Union banned cultural and disciplinary fields like sociology, or removed their autonomy by compelling them to conform to dogma. West German elites retaliated in kind after 1990, eliminating university departments focused on Marxism, as part of a sweeping replacement of elites (Bollinger and Van der Heyden 2002
 ). Finally, cultural fields can suffer a slow death when states or corporations tighten the noose around cultural producers’ necks by demanding useful or “impactful” work.


HISTORICAL
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 FRANCE




Accounts of historical sociological research focused only on the United States are unable to see more than a single “wave” of research in the present (Adams, Clemens, and Orloff 2005
 ), whereas a more international or transnational perspective opens up different narratives. For example, a non-positivist historical sociology already flourished in Weimar Germany (Steinmetz 2010
 , 2017b
 ), but it is overlooked in accounts of historical 
 sociology, even by present-day German sociologists (e.g., Bühl 2003; Schützeichel 2004), whose imagination seems to have been captured by the American domination of international sociology, which is part of the broader US domination of global scientific fields.
 19
 Similarly overlooked by US-centric commentators on historical sociology are the French sociologists working in the spirit of Bourdieu, who have crafted a novel form of historical sociology that differs from both the German and Anglo-American varieties (Steinmetz 2011
 ). French sociologists also overlook the existence of a flourishing historical sociology in their own midst.
 20
 There is a huge collection of works by French sociologists, which, taken together, suggest an agenda for historical sociology that is deeply connected to Bourdieu’s approach and which differs in several basic ways from the leading approaches in “Anglo-American” historical sociology.
 21
 The journals Genèses
 and Politix
 , in addition to Actes
 , have represented interdisciplinary spaces defined by historical research and a strong orientation toward Bourdieu’s categories. The range of fields covered in this work is enormous, ranging from intellectual, scientific, cultural, and educational practices to law, class formation, and social movements.

What has been even less visible is the international
 and transnational
 
 22
 emergence of a historical sociology inspired by Bourdieusian field theory outside France. This work stems from the fact that students from European countries have been able to study at the École des Hautes Études en Sciences Sociales (EHESS) in Paris with Bourdieu and his successors, due to the Erasmus Programme. It has been supported by international and Francophone projects such as the European Commission’s program “European Space of Research in the Social Sciences” (2004–2008) and the project “International Cooperation in the Social Sciences and Humanities,” financed by the European Science Foundation. Sociologists who studied or interacted with Bourdieu have helped educate their colleagues about his work, from Finland (Kauppi 1996
 ) to the United States (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 ; Ringer 1990
 ; Swartz 1997
 ).

Even more important, perhaps, is the burgeoning body of historical work by social scientists outside France, coming from a number of different disciplines and organized around Bourdieusian field theory. A brief overview of some of the most innovative work in this area provides a sense of the movement’s breadth and depth:


•
 Angermuller (2015)
 shows that the emergence of French structuralism in the 1960s was dependent on changes in the overall French academic field and the emergence of interstitial spaces between fields.


•
 Bortoluci (2015)
 explores the field of architecture in Sao Paolo between 1950 and 1995 and shows how it was shaped not only by internal dynamics but also by its relations to external architectural fields in Rio and abroad.


•
 Büyükokutan (2011) studies the field of American poetry in the second half of the twentieth century, tracing the different relations of dominated newcomers (the Beats) and dominant poets to politicization during the Vietnam War.


•
 Desan (2016)
 analyzes the transformation of a group of French socialists into fascists during World War II. He notes that most scholars have focused on the significance of neo-socialism, a dissident current within the French Socialist Party. Some 
 of the more prominent socialists who became Nazi sympathizers came from this current, and the assumption has often been that it was the ideational features of neo-socialist doctrine itself that predisposed them toward a fascist transformation. Desan argues, however, that the political trajectory of the neo-socialists was not an inexorable, linear process, but was punctuated by a series of adjustments to the changing conjuncture of the political field. The neo-socialists iteratively reworked their identities as their position in the political field changed, and they became fascists only when their position in the political field became increasingly aligned with Nazi power during the German Occupation.


•
 Fligstein and McAdam’s ambitious work (2012) translates Bourdieusian field theory into the terminology and epistemological assumptions of American organizational sociology. As Swartz (2014a
 : 395) notes, Fligstein and McAdam’s book “is neither exegetical nor critical” of Bourdieu, but is rather a “selective importation of features they find agreeable for their purposes of proposing a mesolevel conceptual framework that stresses change, inter-organizational relations, and cooperation.” Fligstein and McAdam depart from Bourdieu in several key ways, foregrounding cooperation and coordination rather than differentiation and conflict, and focusing on actors’ awareness and purposive goals, in contrast to Bourdieu’s emphasis on unconscious practice motives. Their notion of innate social skills contrasts with Bourdieu’s critical analysis of the ways the distribution of skills can be “skewed by an unequal distribution of cultural or social capital” (Swartz 2014b
 : 678), and the ways in which the very definition of what counts as skills and which skills are most valuable is socially rather than biologically determined. Unlike Bourdieu, who emphasizes the ways in which “fields can form groups” (Swartz 2014a
 : 399) and transform individuals, Fligstein and McAdam privilege already constituted groups. Their work is laudable in emphasizing the historical emergence of new fields, the contingent ways in which different fields interact in producing macro-social events and crises, and in connecting Bourdieu’s work to sociologists interested in economics, social movements, and policymaking (see also Bourdieu 2003
 ; Mathieu 2012
 ).


•
 Lei (2014)
 sets out to explain the reasons that the Chinese state banned the practice of traditional medicine in 1929. In the section that is most directly inspired by Bourdieu, Lei shows how the two groups of scholar-physicians competed in the wake of the Manchurian pneumonic plague of 1910–1911 to monopolize support and sanction from the Chinese state. Lei also analyzes the transformation of traditional Chinese medicine into a “mongrel” science and traces the eventual emergence of two parallel systems of schools and hospitals, Western and traditional.


•
 Medvetz (2012)
 analyzes think tanks in American political life. He asks how think tanks emerged from struggles within a larger social space and field of power, and he argues that they are defined by their combined dependence on and autonomy from four other fields: the economic, political, university, and media fields. Medvetz shows how the habitus and products of think tank experts mix attributes from these different poles. The complicated task that every think tank expert faces is to signal autonomy to the general public (thereby suggesting a difference from a 
 mere lobby) while simultaneously signaling heteronomy to the restricted public—the clients.


•
 Saruya (2012)
 examines the fields of intellectuals and students in Japan in relation to the Anpo
 protests around the first revision of the US-Japan Security Treaty in 1960 and proposes a field-analytic model of competition among different groups of students. She argues, following Mathieu (2012)
 , that one cannot generally speak of a field of social movements, given the absence of a common metric of symbolic capital across different movements, but that individual movements sometimes take on field-like characteristics (internal competition over a specific form of symbolic capital, division between more autonomous and heteronomous poles).


•
 In my own work, I have examined the formation of the fields of American, French, and British sociology in the twentieth century (Steinmetz 2005
 , 2009
 , 2013
 , 2017a
 ); the forced emigration of German sociologists to the United States after 1933 and their failure to insert themselves into homologous positions in American social science fields (Steinmetz 2010
 ); and the construction of colonial states as specialized fields organized around competing claims to a specific kind of talent or expertise, which I call ethnographic acuity (Steinmetz 2007
 , 2008
 ).

This short list of works by social scientists in several different disciplines and national settings reveals that Bourdieusian field theory has become a crucial impetus to historical social science, generating ever new lines of inquiry. Bourdieu is the only French sociologist since Durkheim to have burst the national boundaries of France to this extent and to have inspired a global following. But while Bourdieu has secured his place as a classic sociologist, this does not mean that his theoretical, epistemological, and methodological framework is now complete, frozen in place. There is ample room for neo- and post-Bourdieusian elaborations, parallel to the many variations on Marx and Weber that have emerged since the deaths of those foundational thinkers.

NOTES



1.
 René Gouellain, Rapport, Sept. 1971, “Sur l’état de ma thèse en vue du Doctorat d’État,” p. 7, CNRS dossier, CNRS archives (Gif-sur-Yvette, France).

2.
 On Weimar sociological historicism, see Mannheim (1952 [1924]; 1932)
 ; Steinmetz (2010)
 .

3.
 On the split between Aron and Bourdieu in 1968, see Joly (2015)
 .

4.
 Letter from de Dampierre to Grémion, October 8, 1995, in Bibliothèque Éric de Dampierre (Nanterre, France), Dampierre papers, FILE 9: MSHO—Correspondants scientifiques E-N; also Dampierre, “Note sur le CENTRE EUROPÉEN DE SOCIOLOGIE” (first version), November 1, 1959, in folder “Centre de sociologie européenne,” C. Heller papers, EHESS archives (Paris).

5.
 In the third version of the application to the Ford Foundation for funding, Aron included Bourdieu alongside de Dampierre; folder “Centre de sociologie européenne,” C. Heller papers, EHESS archives (Paris)
 .

6.
 Balandier reciprocated this lack of interest (see his comments in Balandier [2010: 56]
 ), although several of his students, including Françine Muel-Dreyfus and Rémy Bazenguissa-Ganga (1997)
 , worked with Bourdieu’s concepts.

7.
 Bourdieu was seen by some of his contemporaries in the late 1950s and early 1960s as being located politically on the “center-right” (“centre droit”) or as being “barely on the left” (“à peine de gauche”); interview by Amin Pérez with Jeanne Favret-Saada, former student of Aron at the Sorbonne who replaced Bourdieu as the instructor in “Morale et sociologie” at the University of Algiers in 1960, in Pérez (2015: 92). Of course these political judgments have to be carefully assessed and placed in their proper historical and national context.

8.
 It is also possible, as Joly (2012
 : 216) muses, that Bourdieu’s subtitle was meant to please Fernand Braudel, director of the Sixth Section, who believed that Bourdieu’s early work on Algeria “took too little account of history” (Bourdieu 2007
 : 31).

9.
 “Préface,” Année sociologique
 1, 1896–1897 (Paris: Felix Alcan, 1899), iii.

10.
 See Blondiaux (1991)
 ; Heilbron (2015)
 .

11.
 Ontologically, the sociological present tense
 focuses analytically on the moment of research and writing. Works written in sociological present tense either ignore everything anterior to the moment of analysis or relegate the past to “background” conditions. This epistemological stance became part of the positivist methodological unconscious in postwar US positivist sociology (Steinmetz 2005
 ). It was so well codified that even a sociological study that drew on historical data could be divided into a present—the moment of the “dependent variable”—and historical “background.”

12.
 Letter from Bourdieu to Abdelmalek Sayad, late 1959. In Fonds d’Archives Abdelmalek Sayad (FAAS), Musée de l’Histoire de l’Immigration (MHI), Paris, France. Thanks to Amin Perez for this reference.

13.
 This shift from a polemical focus on barriers to class inequality to a focus on margins of freedom within structural constraint—and therefore historical change—corresponds closely to the shift in France and the rest of the advanced capitalist world from Fordist stability to destabilization. The bellwether of this shift in France was the events of May 1968. While Bourdieu is one of the only leading French intellectuals who did not take a public stance for or against the events of May 1968 (Pérez 2015), his analyses of class reproduction were widely discussed during the student revolt. Bourdieu’s increasing politicization and his exploration of ways to deploy social science politically was not unconnected to his increasing historicism. On Bourdieu’s politics, see Poupeau and Discepolo (2002) and Pérez (2015).

14.
 On Chartier and Bourdieu, see later discussion. For Hobsbawm’s comment on Bourdieu, see “Eric Hobsbawm on Charles Tilly” (2009), at http://www.ssrc.org/programs/pages/tilly-fund-for-social-science-history/eric-hobsbawm-on-charles-tilly/
 .

15.
 Translation adjusted by the author of this article.

16.
 On the need to analyze the “time zero” of a field, see Alfredo Joignant, “Genèse et structure du champ politique: Éléments de sociologie du temps zéro de l’espace des positions politiques,” paper presented at the conference “Pierre Bourdieu e l’epistemologia del pensiero sociologico,” Rome, October 2015.

17.
 These are the author’s translations, created before publication of the official translation of Bourdieu’s text into English.

18.
 A very different dynamic leading to the loss of fieldness occurs when a field becomes an apparatus—
 when “all movements go exclusively from the top down . . . such that the struggle and the dialectic that are constitutive of the field cease” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 102)
 .

19.
 Of course there are exceptions, such as Kruse (1998)
 . The different German renderings of the history of historical sociology are linked to different positions within the German sociological field, as might be expected.

20.
 A recent overview of French sociological work since 1960 does not contain a chapter or even an index entry for “sociologie historique” (Paradeise, Lorrain, and Demazière 2015).

21.
 Bazenguissa-Ganga (1997)
 ; Boltanski (1987)
 , Boschetti (1988)
 ; Brisson (2008)
 ; Colonna (1975)
 ; Dezalay and Garth (2002)
 ; Fabiani (1980)
 ; Hauchecorne (2011)
 ; Heilbron (1995)
 ; Heinich (1981)
 ; Henry (2012)
 ; Jeanpierre (2004)
 ; Karady (1976)
 ; Lambert (1982)
 ; Lardinois (2007)
 ; Lenoir (2003)
 ; Mathieu (2012)
 ; Muel-Dreyfus (1983)
 ; Perez (2015); Pinto (2007)
 ; Pollak (1978)
 ; Ponton (1977)
 ; Popa (2015)
 ; Sapiro (2014)
 ; Topalov (1994)
 .

22.
 Most social science work is still strongly linked to national fields, since most social scientists work for universities or research organizations that are governed and financed by states. Language differences and national theoretical traditions also continue to play a stronger role in the social sciences than in the natural sciences. As a result, it is more realistic to speak of international than transnational processes.
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THE RELEVANCE OF BOURDIEU’S CONCEPTS FOR STUDYING THE INTERSECTIONS OF POVERTY, RACE, AND CULTURE




KERRY WOODWARD

IN
 response to the culture of poverty theories that arose in the United States in the 1960s—and the racism and victim-blaming that permeated these theories (Katz 2013
 ; O’Connor 2001
 )—many sociologists who study poverty were hesitant to explore issues of culture in the decades that followed. Concerned that their research would lead to further racialized stereotyping of the poor, or perhaps thinking that it was more important to substantiate the structural causes of poverty and its perpetuation than explore the linkages between structure and culture, many scholars avoided the topic of culture altogether, or focused on proving that poor people share mainstream values. However, in the last two decades, scholars have begun revisiting issues of culture and the ways in which poverty, race, and culture intersect in complex ways (Small, Harding, and Lamont 2010
 ). Recent research and discussion about the relationship between structure and culture have gone far to explain the ways that structural forces shape culture, and that culture, in turn, can solidify in patterned and definitive ways, operating as structure. While there are myriad theoretical approaches to studying the intersections of structure and culture in relation to poverty, Pierre Bourdieu’s theoretical framework has become one of the most visible and influential of these. And while it emerged independently from intersectional theory—an approach introduced by Kimberle Crenshaw (1991)
 and developed by scores of feminist scholars in the decades following—it is congruent with an intersectional approach to understanding difference and inequality.

Intersectionality was initially designed to think about the ways race and gender interact—in particular, how the experiences and structural positions of women of color are unique from those of both white women and men of color. Today an intersectional framework is commonly used to think about race, class, gender, sexuality, and many other areas of difference. In this chapter, I argue that Bourdieu’s writings provide key conceptual tools that are invaluable in understanding linkages among poverty, race, and culture, as well as other areas of inequity, such as gender, that are less a focus of this chapter. His theory of the ways economic, social, and cultural capital work together to reproduce social inequality is particularly useful in understanding the interrelationship between the micro and macro dynamics of social inequality. Further, his work has led to a proliferation of scholarship utilizing his concepts. Some of this work has advanced his theories in important ways to make them even more useful for understanding poverty and impoverished populations in specific social contexts.

In this chapter, I argue that the work of Pierre Bourdieu—and the significant body of literature that has built upon his key theories and concepts—offers many of the tools necessary to help us better understand the connections between poverty, race, and culture that plague the US social landscape and appear as growing problems throughout Europe as well. Here I focus on his concepts that I believe are the most promising for understanding poverty, particularly those that have been expanded or reimagined in useful ways by other scholars. No aspect of Bourdieu’s theory of the reproduction of social inequalities has received as much attention—both cursory and serious—as his concepts of economic, social, and cultural capital. In addition, Bourdieu’s theorizing about symbolic capital (and power) and habitus have been particularly fruitful in understanding poverty and have been used in innovative and productive ways. These concepts, and others that have emerged from his broader theory of capital and have been shown to contribute to the reproduction of social inequality, are the focus of this chapter.

I begin by providing some context about poverty, culture, and race in Western countries today, and the need for more scholarship that interrogates these intersections. Next, I turn to several of Bourdieu’s most important concepts for understanding social inequality and its reproduction. I then explore major theoretical developments that have extended Bourdieu’s concepts in rich ways. Finally, I point toward areas for future research and theoretical development.


CONTEXT




Economic instability in the United States and Europe has grown in recent years (Giddens 2014
 ; Kalleberg 2011
 ). The United States has one of the highest poverty rates among wealthy nations at nearly 15%, with more than one in five children living below the poverty line. Among certain groups, poverty rates are much higher: 26% among Blacks and over 23% among Latinos (US Census Bureau, DeNavas-Walt, and Proctor 2015
 ). The media, conservative politicians, and large segments of the public continue to 
 blame these groups for their own disadvantaged circumstances. In addition to Blacks and Latinos, undocumented immigrants, poor single mothers of color, and those enduring long periods of homelessness are among those in the United States who are too often depicted as criminal, lazy, or otherwise abhorrent. Along with neoliberal social welfare policies that have led to increasing inequality and deeper poverty among the most subjugated, mass incarceration and, more recently, mass detainment and deportation have been used to manage and discipline poor people of color (Dowling and Inda 2013
 ; Soss, Fording, and Schram 2011
 ).

While stronger social welfare policies have protected many European countries from the decades of growing inequality seen in the United States, since 2009 a debt crisis has swept Europe, spiraling many countries’ economies into crises. Simultaneously, violence in the Middle East and North Africa has increased migration to European cities. In turn, some of the same racist and anti-immigrant rhetoric that has plagued US efforts to combat poverty has emerged loudly in European discourse as well (The Economist
 2015; Ekman 2015
 ). Recent terrorist attacks in Western European cities have spurred an increase in Islamophobia and racism worldwide, and the surge of Syrian immigrants throughout Europe (and elsewhere) is likely to inflate concerns about supposed cultural barriers to immigrants’ economic assimilation and ability to escape poverty.

Given the increasingly global nature of economic instability and the migration of poor people, as well as persistent and high rates of poverty among some groups—especially Blacks—in the United States, we need theoretical tools to illuminate social mobility in these changing contexts. Considering both mainstream and social media’s emphases on the cultural styles of certain disadvantaged groups—such as poor, urban Blacks in the United States or Muslim immigrants throughout much of Europe—we need theoretical frameworks that can help us understand the cultural repertoires embraced in different communities and how these are received by mainstream institutions. In addition, we need to interrogate differences among people within subjugated populations—we must ask how historical and social forces create salient differences between people even within the same poor, marginalized community. Bourdieu’s theory of social inequality and its reproduction, which merges cultural and structural forces, provides an excellent theoretical base for exploring these many important issues. Furthermore, numerous scholars have added to and amended Bourdieu’s concepts to make them more useful and applicable for understanding poverty and those who live at the margins, thus providing a rich foundation for examining the most disenfranchised among us.


BOURDIEU ON
 CULTURE AND THE
 REPRODUCTION OF
 CLASS




Bourdieu’s theory of economic, social, cultural, and symbolic capital as primary forces in the reproduction of social inequality has served as the basis for much contemporary scholarship on poverty and culture. Bourdieu argued, in “The Forms of Capital” 
 (1986: 243) that capital “can present itself in three fundamental guises,” as economic, cultural, or social capital, where the latter two can be converted into economic capital under certain circumstances, and with an input of labor. While economic capital is simply that which can be quickly monetized, social and cultural capital are more complex concepts. Bourdieu broke cultural capital into three forms: embodied, objectified (cultural goods such as books or art), and institutionalized. The embodied form of cultural capital consists of one’s dispositions and tastes, which are acquired “in the absence of any deliberate inculcation, and therefore quite unconsciously” (1986: 245). Institutionalized cultural capital includes educational credentials and certificates. Bourdieu explains that the less common the cultural capital, the more valuable it is likely to be—in other words, it is the inequality in cultural capital which gives it its worth. Social capital connotes the connections or social network to which one has access as a member of a group. Bourdieu explains that these social relationships are “the product of investment strategies, individual or collective” (1986: 249), which are employed—consciously or not—to build useful social relationships. Collectively, the way these different types of capital are distributed at any point in time “represents the immanent structure of the social world” (1986: 242).

A fourth type of capital, symbolic capital, refers to the prestige or authority one may have as a result of other types of capital, or as a result of socially defined “signs of distinction,” including things such as race, or even fashion sense. Differences or distinctions between people that are recognized as legitimate become symbolic capital, yielding a “profit of distinction” (2013: 297). Elsewhere, Bourdieu wrote that “symbolic capital is nothing other than economic or cultural capital when it is known or recognized” (1989: 21). Thus symbolic capital, like other forms of capital, operates to “reproduce and reinforce the power relations that constitute the structure of social space” (1989: 21). The dominant class, Bourdieu writes in The Bachelors’ Ball
 , has the power to shape its own identity, whereas the dominated class exemplifies “the class as object, forced to shape its own subjectivity from its objectification” (2008: 198). Lacking symbolic power, those at the bottom of a society’s hierarchical structure lack even the power to define themselves. Importantly, Bourdieu notes here—although talking about French peasants—that this objectification is similar to that experienced by “victims of racism” (2008:198). Bourdieu argues that these forms of capital structure the social world, creating distinctions between people and providing some with vast opportunities to convert their capital to economic capital while leaving others with few opportunities to do so.

A related concept is that of habitus. Habitus represents the most embodied form of capital—the way capital (most notably cultural capital, and in turn symbolic capital) is writ on the body, shaping one’s physique, movement, and disposition. Elsewhere Bourdieu defines habitus as the “mental structures” through which people understand their surroundings and the world (1989: 18). As an embodied disposition, one’s habitus is “the result of the internalization of external structures” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 18), produced by “different conditions of existence” that in turn produce one’s lifestyle (1984 [1979]: 171–172) or way of being. The embodied social distinctions that comprise one’s habitus are more immutable than one’s economic capital, or even one’s social or cultural capital. Imagine a young person—even one with a college education—from a poor family and neighborhood preparing for a job interview: One can learn how to 
 answer standard interview questions or dress for an interview; however, there are other factors that matter in creating the “right” impression during a job interview—for example, the way one carries one’s body, or one’s linguistic presentation of self—that are much harder to change or learn. Bourdieu, the grandson of peasants and the son of a low-level white-collar worker, discusses his own habitus in his autobiographical Sketch for a Self-Analysis
 (2008 [2007])
 . He describes the disjuncture between his own “mixture of aggressive shyness and a growling, even furious bluntness” and the “distant assurance of well-born Parisians” (89). Discussing his experience in boarding school as a deeply intellectual youth from “low social origin,” Bourdieu writes that he developed a “cleft habitus
 , inhabited by tensions and contradictions” (100).

The concepts of capital and habitus are extremely useful in explaining the social reproduction of inequality, particularly the ways that families—and arguably neighborhoods and local institutions—transmit not only economic capital, but social, cultural, and often symbolic capital as well, in turn shaping the development of young people’s habituses. Social position is passed on to the next generation—with plenty of exceptions, of course—because of the cultural capital transmitted in the home, the educational opportunities available to children depending on their parents’ economic and cultural capital, and the social capital that one can access as a result of their family’s social network. By connecting structure and culture, and micro and macro dynamics, Bourdieu’s concepts provide theoretical tools to understand the lives of poor people, the dynamics of poor communities, and the complicated relationship between race/ethnicity, culture, and class.


CRITIQUING
 , DEVELOPING
 , AND
 RETHINKING
 BOURDIEU




Having briefly outlined the most pertinent of Bourdieu’s concepts for discussions of poverty and disenfranchised populations, I now turn to some of the most significant critiques and reconsiderations of Bourdieu’s theory—criticisms and reflections that have led to theoretical advances in understanding the dynamics of social inequality. I begin with what is arguably the most widely used of Bourdieu’s concepts: cultural capital. From there I discuss social—and to a lesser extent, economic—capital. Then I explore several forms of capital relevant to the study of poverty that, while consistent in many ways with Bourdieu’s theory of social reproduction, are not developed in his work: moral and emotional capital. Finally, I turn to Bourdieu’s concept of habitus, and to key uses and advances of this concept.

What Constitutes Capital?

Several decades ago, Michèle Lamont and Annette Lareau (1988), in a breakthrough article, assessed Bourdieu’s writings (including those co-authored with Jean-Claude 
 Passeron) on cultural capital. They concluded that his understanding of cultural capital—as developed over the course of many writings—was both too broad and too specific to the French case, and that its theoretical usefulness as a concept would be greater if clarified and narrowed. They proposed limiting it to the following: “institutionalized, i.e. widely shared, high status cultural signals (attitudes, preferences, formal knowledge, behaviors, goods and credentials) used for social and cultural exclusion” (Lamont and Lareau 1988
 : 156). Lamont and Lareau were aware that this definition was limiting in that it failed to explain symbols of high status within low-status communities (e.g., stratification among the poor). However, they argued that Bourdieu limited his notion of cultural capital to these high status signals in most of his writings (1988: 157 n5). For clarity, they suggested that a new term (they recommended “marginal high status signal”) be developed for discussing “lower class high status cultural signals” (157).

Several years later, John Hall (1992)
 wrote a much more critical assessment of Bourdieu’s use of the concept, in which he criticized Bourdieu for assuming a single, unified system of cultural capital. Instead of supporting Lamont and Lareau’s call for a different term for signs of high status within lower status communities, Hall called for the recognition of multiple forms of cultural capital. Theoretically positing the very issue taken up by other scholars empirically a decade later, Hall wrote that “a dominated ethnic group may use one form of cultural capital with a currency in the wider world while a separate kind of cultural capital establishes status within the group itself” (1992: 270–271). Hall’s essay provided a pivotal starting point for this later work.

Raising similar concerns as Hall, yet focused more on interpretations of Bourdieu rather than his own writing, Annette Lareau and Elliot Weininger (2003) wrote an important follow-up to the article written by Lamont and Lareau (1988)
 nearly 15 years earlier. In it they argued that a problematic consensus about the meaning of cultural capital had developed in the (English-language) literature on cultural capital and education. They showed that cultural capital had come to mean “highbrow” cultural markers, and that it had also become distinct from skills or abilities. They argued that this seeming consensus in the literature strayed from Bourdieu’s intent. They wrote:

on the basis of our reading of Bourdieu’s work, we have attempted to develop an alternative interpretation of cultural capital that does not restrict its scope exclusively to “elite status cultures,” and that does not attempt to partition it—analytically or empirically—from “human capital” or “technical” skill. . . . [T]his approach stresses the importance of examining micro-interactional processes whereby individuals’ strategic use of knowledge, skills, and competence come into contact with institutionalized standards of evaluation. (Lareau and Weininger 2003
 : 597)

In other words, Lareau and Weininger (2003)
 refocused our attention on Bourdieu’s recognition that there is power inherent in determinations about what constitutes cultural capital within mainstream institutions.

Scholars of poverty, culture, and inequality have been divided on the best way to proceed with the concept of cultural capital. While some scholars saw Bourdieu’s view 
 of cultural capital as limited to high-status cultural knowledge and tastes and considered this a significant weakness of his theory, others argued that his theory of fields—or “socially structured space[s] in which agents struggled” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 17)—accounted for this. In some ways, the difference may have been between those focused on understanding Bourdieu’s precise understanding of cultural capital and those more interested in the usefulness of the concept for understanding their own empirical data.

Using Hall’s important critique of Bourdieu’s theory of cultural capital as a starting point, a number of scholars have explored new ways of thinking about cultural—and other forms of—capital that are particularly useful for understanding those in impoverished communities or others who exist outside mainstream cultural norms. Prudence Carter (2003)
 elaborated a conceptual distinction between dominant and non-dominant cultural capital based on her research on education and culture among Black and Latino youth. Unlike Lamont and Lareau (1988)
 , who recognized the need for a concept that addressed high-status cultural markers in low-status/low-income communities but who recommended leaving the term “cultural capital” behind, Carter embraced the term but created a distinction between cultural markers that were useful in the mainstream, dominant realm of education and those that yielded high status within Black or Latino youth communities. Carter showed that Black youth possessed both dominant and non-dominant cultural capital, making choices about how and when to deploy which set of cultural signals. While some “forsook perceived ‘black’ authenticity” (2003: 151) in an attempt to claim the benefits associated with dominant cultural capital, Carter argued, others eschewed dominant cultural capital, often suffering consequences as a result. Still others sought a balance, “strategizing how they would attain both authentic in-group status and academic mobility” (150).

In his research on poor Black and Latino young men in Oakland, California, Victor Rios (2011)
 also identified a set of creative “resilience skills,” which, drawing on Gramsci’s (1971)
 concept of organic intellectuals, he called organic capital. He described this as a form of social and cultural capital that developed in response to structural inequalities and criminalization. While useful on the streets, organic capital is less successful at helping these youth achieve their goals in schools or the formal labor market. Rios is clear that this form of capital developed in resistance to poverty, violence, and other barriers, and that it “allowed [the youth] to persist through neglect and exclusionary experiences” (2011: 98).

My own work (Woodward 2013
 ), informed by much of the scholarship noted in the preceding sections, but drawing particularly on Carter’s work, argued that in addition to dominant and subjugated (a word I prefer to “non-dominant”) cultural capital, dominant and subjugated forms of economic and social capital also exist, forming an interlocking system of subjugated capital. Within the context of research on welfare-reliant women in the United States, generally assumed (not always accurately) to be lacking all types of (dominant) capital, I showed that many poor women possessed cultural abilities and status markers that were relevant and carried status in their communities (subjugated cultural capital). Further, I found that many welfare-reliant women also had 
 subjugated social and economic capital—or social connections that, while not helpful in mainstream institutions like schools or the formal labor market, were useful for their survival, such as for obtaining subjugated—unreported or illicit—economic capital. Instead of constructing these women as lacking all capital and designing welfare programs on this premise, I argued that we should acknowledge the various resources and skills that welfare-reliant women had, even if these forms of capital would not be well-respected or valued in the mainstream labor market.

Rather than revising and reworking Bourdieu’s concepts, Tara Yosso (2005)
 went further in thinking about the resources that poor communities of color possess. While acknowledging that Bourdieu offers a “structural critique of social and cultural reproduction,” Yosso argued that “his theory of cultural capital has been used to assert that some communities are culturally wealthy while others are culturally poor” (2005: 76). She went on to explain that this reading of Bourdieu’s work “exposes White, middle class culture as the standard and therefore all other forms and expressions of ‘culture’ are judged in comparison to this ‘norm’ ” (76). Responding to a large body of educational research exposing and criticizing the deficit model in US classrooms—where poor children and children of color are seen as lacking the skills, behaviors, and knowledge to match their white middle-class counterparts in achievement—Yosso developed the concept of community cultural wealth
 . Yosso concluded that it is not that poor and marginalized groups lack cultural knowledge, but that their cultural knowledge is not valued in mainstream (i.e., educational) contexts. Her concept of community cultural wealth redirects our attention to the various types of capital or resources that are possessed in poor communities of color—such as the ability to speak in multiple languages or styles, or the familial and communal bonds and knowledge that exist in Black and Latino communities. These resources are usually undervalued in schools and other mainstream institutions, but may be mobilized to encourage critical thinking and other learning in the classroom (Yosso 2005
 ), where dominant cultural capital may then be imparted more successfully.

Carter, Rios, Woodward, and Yosso—in explicit or implicit ways—all raised the concern that Bourdieu’s concepts had become ways to frame poor people of color as lacking, and instead demanded that we consider the context of people’s primary social worlds, arguably what Bourdieu would call different fields. Undeniably, poor people are disproportionately lacking dominant
 social and cultural capital—those forms that are recognized as valuable by those in power within mainstream institutions—and these forms of capital create and recreate social stratification. But if we want to understand marginalized communities, we need to broaden our understanding of capital. Doing so allows for a focus on differences within and between poor communities, different types of social networks and social connections that contribute to survival in these settings, and varied dispositions and tastes. Greater understanding of the strengths, skills, and ways of being that are valued in diverse communities is useful for the creation and implementation of policies—including attempts to impart dominant cultural capital to those who want greater opportunities in mainstream institutions.

Capital Activation

Amidst debates about the meaning of capital, a number of scholars have focused on the ways in which social and cultural capital become activated and are received. Annette Lareau and Erin Horvat (1999), in their study of Black and white parents’ involvement in their elementary school children’s education, showed that possessing
 cultural capital alone is insufficient; it must also be activated
 , or put into motion, and then accepted
 by the institution. Further, they demonstrated that people differ in their ability to activate the cultural capital they possess, and that various factors—including what we might think of as symbolic capital, such as race or appearance—may affect whether the institution accepts or rejects people’s cultural capital.

Similar to the problem that Lareau and Horvat found with activation and acceptance of cultural capital, Sandra Smith (2005)
 found that a key obstacle for the Black, urban poor jobseekers she studied was not just a lack of social capital, but an inability to activate
 the social capital they did have. She found that the majority of low-income Blacks who were in a position to assist others in finding employment were hesitant to do so because of “pervasive distrust . . . around issues of motivation, neediness, and delinquency” (2005: 20). In other words, job holders worried that those seeking assistance would fail to be good workers or colleagues, thereby injuring the reputations the job holders had built for themselves. In communities with higher rates of poverty, this distrust—and thus difficulty activating one’s social capital—was greater than in neighborhoods with less poverty.

Thinking about what it takes to activate dominant social and cultural capital, or what it takes to deploy it in a way that is beneficial, raises new and interesting issues around race, culture, and class. What does it mean if one’s gender, race, or another status marker influences not only the capital one possesses, but the way others interpret that capital? How do differences in the ability to activate capital, or differences in the reception the same capital receives depending on one’s social location (or symbolic capital), shape social inequalities? These questions prove to be promising directions for continued research.

New Types of Capital

Expanding on Bourdieu’s notion of capital in innovative ways, scholars have theorized new types of capital that contribute to our understanding of social inequality. Mariana Valverde (1994)
 first developed the concept of moral capital in an attempt to draw connections between the moral regulation of institutions such as schools and welfare agencies and economic and other social processes. Focused more on the role of the state and philanthropic groups than on the poor themselves, she argued that the provision of aid in the form of economic and cultural capital to the poor is really “aimed at restoring and maximizing the moral capital of the urban poor in capitalist countries” (Valverde 
 1994: 220). She went on to argue that “aid—increasingly taking the form of services or advice rather than money—is now supposed to ‘moralize’ the poor, to make them thrifty, clean, hard-working and sober” (221). In other words, the aim of much social policy—both historically and today—is to transmit moral capital to the poor, thus protecting the nation’s
 moral capital. This line of theorizing might be particularly useful for thinking about the neoliberal emphasis on “personal responsibility” and the ways this is embedded in recent social policies in the United States and globally.


Jennifer Sherman (2006
 : 893) used the concept of moral capital in a different way to delineate differences in the “perceptions of individuals’ moral worth” among poor members of the rural community where she did her fieldwork. She found moral distinctions between the sources of income that poor families had, with paid work providing the most moral capital, and means-tested welfare programs and illegal activities providing not only less, but negative, moral capital. Families whose coping strategies provided greater moral distinction obtained a form of symbolic capital that was useful for obtaining social and economic capital. Sherman’s work provides insight into the way moral capital can be converted into other types of capital and suggests the need for research into moral capital in other settings.


Helga Nowotny (1981)
 identified another form of capital—emotional capital—in her work on Austrian women’s relationship with the public versus private spheres. Noting the gendered nature of the two spheres, Nowotny argued that women—while often lacking the capital valued in the public sphere—tend to hold greater emotional capital, which is found predominantly in the private sphere. She defined emotional capital as the “knowledge, contacts, and relations as well as access to emotionally valued skills and assets, which hold within any social network characterized at least partly by affective ties” (Nowotny 1981
 : 148). Notwotny argued, however, that this private form of capital is only useful in the private realm, and is not convertible into economic capital—except when there is a “re-enactment in the public sphere of the family situation typically found in the private sphere,” such as when women are publicly engaged but in traditional ways, like concerning themselves with “women’s affairs” (153). Nowotny’s conceptualization of emotional capital in this way has particular relevance for thinking about the care work that dominates much of the low-wage labor market for women today.

While others occasionally discussed emotional capital in the decades that followed, Diane Reay (2000)
 was one of the first to explicitly explore class-based differences in the possession of emotional capital. In her research on mothers’ engagement with their children’s schooling, she found that working-class mothers often struggled to impart emotional capital to their children given the constraints of their daily lives and their own reserves of capital. Carissa Froyum’s (2010)
 study of staff interactions with Black girls at an afterschool program further highlights the utility of the concept of emotional capital for thinking about poverty, race, and culture, as well as gender. She showed that the (mostly) Black women staff members who sought to provide Black girls with the tools to navigate racist institutions in fact taught them to be deferential as well as emotionally restrained. While Froyum did not think that emotional restraint, as an aspect of emotional capital, was likely to be particularly beneficial for Black girls, she argued 
 that deference “comes at the cost of reinforcing racialized, classed, and gendered ideologies that contribute to the girls’ marginalized statuses in the first place” (2010: 38). Froyum recognized that the staff were teaching youth the emotional capital that they were expected to deploy at work—deference to whites with more power—but argued that the costs of this type of emotional capital were great, including privileging a white middle-class notion of femininity and encouraging a view of cultural deficiency among low-income Black girls. Reay’s and Froyum’s work on emotional capital, race, and class—as well as gender—point to new directions for exploring racialized poverty and its transmission.

Habitus

We might think of Bourdieu’s concept of habitus as the embodiment of both cultural and emotional capital, both of which comprise one’s disposition or way of being. While much research has utilized the concept of habitus, fewer scholars have developed the concept in new and productive ways to explore poverty or marginalized populations. Two studies are particularly worthy of attention because of the theoretical innovation and the way the authors use the concept of habitus to explain differences between similarly situated marginalized populations.


Philippe Bourgois and Jeff Schonberg’s (2007)
 research on homeless heroin users broke new ground with the concept of “ethnicized habitus,” which they use to explain the “intimate apartheid” or racial divide among homeless addicts who live alongside one another and share many daily struggles. One type of ethnicized habitus the authors identify is based on the different income-generating strategies used by their Black and white study participants. Bourgois and Schonberg found that while both groups of homeless addicts engaged in begging, whites were more likely to beg passively, while Blacks engaged in active begging, either offering a service (such as window washing) or otherwise verbally engaging those from whom they were soliciting money. White addicts also worked as occasional day laborers for small, local businesses. Black addicts, on the other hand, were more likely to engage in burglary and elaborate fencing schemes. Bourgois and Schonberg explained that the Black men in their study were far less likely to be successful in “passive begging” than their white counterparts, and that most of the small business owners preferred to hire homeless white men—and treated them better—than homeless Black men. They therefore cautioned against interpreting their findings as confirmation of stereotypes about Black criminality, for example, instead insisting that we consider the way habituses are formed over generations. Reminding readers of the continued symbolic significance of slavery in the United States, they argued that the Black men in their study experienced the abuse of casual employers differently than their white counterparts. Yet by showing that neither the white nor the Black men in their study explained their income-generating choices based on racism or external structures, they highlight the way a history of racism combined with continued racist practices—or privileges—became embodied in the men’s habituses. The concept of 
 “ethnicized habitus” is particularly useful for understanding the intersections between historical structures, contemporary patterns of discrimination, and the embodiment of cultural repertoires.

Much like Bourgois and Schonberg’s (2007)
 work, Pasquetti’s research on Palestinians illuminates the way “different discursive and material environments can structure how subordinated people, who otherwise recognize their shared membership in a group, acquire distinct moral and political worldviews” (Pasquetti 2015
 : 26). Bringing Bourdieu’s notion of habitus into conversation with feminist and critical race theory’s concept of “subjugated knowledges,” she sought to explain the different dispositions between two groups of Palestinians in the city of Lod in Israel: those who grew up in the West Bank and those raised in Lod. Pasquetti described the experience of Lod Palestinians as one of vilification and criminalization by the Israeli state and institutions, which created the context for the development of their “structural-political interpretation” of their experiences. This political disposition and understanding of their circumstances differed from that of Palestinians raised in the West Bank and now living in Lod, most of whom were at risk for deportation. West Bank Palestinians, Pasquetti found, interpreted their experiences through a moral framework that was “connected to the disposition to invest in moral-social cohesion” that developed under military occupation (2015: 19). This disposition led West Bank Palestinians to engage in “moral rhetoric about the lifestyles of their fellow-Palestinians in Lod,” which in turn allowed them to “preserve their habitus and secure their sense of self-worth” (25). Pasquetti’s theoretical contribution has important implications for studying subordinate groups in other parts of the world, and for understanding the ways structural inequalities and particular historical circumstances shape the dispositions of deeply disenfranchised groups, potentially leading to different habituses, even within a similarly marginalized population.


FUTURE
 DIRECTIONS




While far from exhaustive, this chapter has highlighted Bourdieu’s most useful concepts for the study of poverty, race, and culture, and some of the key theoretical advances that have stemmed from his work. Collectively, this body of literature provides indispensable tools for understanding the complex ways that social institutions—including families, schools, and neighborhoods—create vastly different capacities to be economically successful and socially incorporated in mainstream institutions. In addition, this theoretical framework contains tools for understanding many of the differences we see within marginalized groups of people, and thus for explaining the different trajectories of people’s lives, and the greater economic success of some. Bourdieu’s concepts and the outgrowths of them are invaluable for understanding the connection between what gets called “culture” (e.g., tastes, dispositions, linguistic styles, and ways of being) and social structures, and thus for the ways inequality is reproduced for both individuals and groups.

While some arenas of social reproduction have been thoroughly explored using Bourdieu’s concepts and have served as bastions of theoretical innovation (e.g., schools and the education system), others remain largely unexplored. Further, while some concepts (e.g., cultural capital) have been thoroughly theorized and utilized productively, other concepts are newer or have not yet been applied in innovative ways. Here I briefly outline three areas I see as ripe for theoretical development and some of the empirical problems they may be useful for illuminating.

I begin with moral capital, a form of symbolic capital that has been under-theorized, yet holds great potential. The concept of moral capital has clear linkages to research that shows the common dissociation among members of certain stigmatized groups, for example welfare-reliant women who position themselves as distinct from other
 welfare recipients on the basis of their presumed greater deservingness (Broughton 2003
 ; Seccombe 1999
 ). Similarly, moral capital may be useful for understanding the range of social relationships within poor, urban communities where distrust has been shown to be pervasive (Levine 2013
 ; Smith 2005
 ). We might ask whether moral capital influences the ability to activate other types of capital, or the way other types of capital are received in these communities. Another possible direction might be exploring the existence of moral capital within particular settings where people are presumed to lack moral capital: Does moral capital exist within gangs, or prisons? If so, what does this look like? In a related vein, future research might explore how moral capital operates within the context of criminalized and highly surveilled populations, such as inner-city Blacks, undocumented immigrants, or Muslim communities.

A second direction for future research might expand our understanding of the ways capital is received in different contexts, and depending on the symbolic capital held by the group or individual. How do the historical circumstances of different marginalized groups and the prevailing stereotypes about them affect how members’ social and cultural capital is received? What mitigating factors affect the ability to activate one’s cultural capital—or to have that capital acknowledged? This may be a particularly productive avenue of research for thinking about migrant communities, whose capital may not be recognized in a new context. It may also be useful for exploring the effects of negative symbolic capital (Bourdieu 2000
 )—race, religion, or a prior conviction, for example—and how this affects one’s ability to put one’s capital to use.

A third direction for future research would advance our understanding of habitus in the context of marginalized communities, particularly exploring the development of different habituses within seemingly similar groups—as Bourgois and Schonberg (2007)
 and Pasquetti (2015)
 have done. Habitus may be a particularly useful concept, for example, in understanding subtle processes of immigrant incorporation and explaining both successes and struggles within immigrant groups as they seek incorporation into the institutions of their new communities. Abdelmalek Sayad’s The Suffering of the Immigrant
 (2004) shows the potential fruitfulness of such an approach. Similarly, the habituses of gang members might be examined both to understand differences between gang members—or between those who join gangs and those who resist, despite similar circumstances—and to explore differences in one’s ability to extricate oneself from a 
 gang or criminal activity later in life. Alistair Fraser (2013)
 has begun this work by developing his concept of “street habitus,” which incorporates the importance of place, or physical space, into the notion of a habitus among gang members. Other questions for exploration include the following: How are habituses among particular groups shaped by past and present social structures? How do different habituses within similarly situated groups affect people’s chances of success in mainstream institutions? How are habituses interpreted and received differently depending on the symbolic capital (including race, gender, or other social location) one holds?

While these are only three broad possible directions for future research, they highlight the utility of Bourdieu’s concepts, as well as the importance of the scholarship and theoretical advances that have followed from his original work. We live in a context of rising inequality and economic instability, increasing migration, and persistent racial and ethnic cleavages. But we also live in a context of massive wealth, large states, and seemingly unlimited technological innovation and capacity. Understanding the micro-level processes by which macro-level inequality is reproduced is essential for strategizing ways to combat economic and racial/ethnic inequality. Unfortunately, it is not a lack of theoretical tools or empirical research that is our greatest obstacle to ameliorating poverty and suffering; it is a lack of political will.
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CHAPTER 30





FOUR TRANSVERSAL PRINCIPLES FOR PUTTING BOURDIEU TO WORK




LOÏC WACQUANT
 *


THERE
 are many ways to “slice and dice” Bourdieu for use in any domain of inquiry, and there already exits numerous standardized introductions and routinized overviews of his main writings intended for students of specialized topics, ranging from education, organization, religion, and intellectuals, as featured in the present volume, to the study of space and the city as the latest major frontier for Bourdieu-inspired scholarship (Painter 2000
 ; Webster 2010
 ; Fogle 2011
 ; Lippuner 2012
 ). These pedagogical capsules of Bourdieu’s main theories (always limited to a few major publications translated in the author’s own language) typically overlook the majority of Bourdieu’s corpus, suffer from predictible disciplinary biases and blinders, and scarcely indicate how to translate these theories into practical research designs and operations. Such is the purpose of this chapter.

I provided elsewhere a detailed discussion of how to deploy and distribute habitus, social space, bureaucratic field, and symbolic power in a comparative investigation of the triadic nexus of “Marginality, Ethnicity and Penality in the Neoliberal City” (Wacquant 2014
 ). I sketched a cartography of the analytic division of labor between these concepts and indicated how they can serve to clarify categories left hazy (such as the ghetto) and to forge new concepts (territorial stigmatization and advanced marginality, punitive containment and liberal paternalism, hyperincarceration and negative sociodicy) as tools for the comparative sociology of the unfinished genesis of the post-industrial precariat, the penal regulation of poverty in the age of diffusing social insecurity, and the building of the neoliberal Leviathan. Here I want to build on this argument about urban structure and experience to spotlight four transversal principles that undergird and animate Bourdieu’s research practice
 .

These principles are liable to escape the notice of the rushed reader eager to deploy Bourdieu on the urban front, but they can more fruitfully guide inquiry into the city, as in any other domain, than the exegesis of this or that writing of Bourdieu ostentibly 
 pertinent to it. For purposes of mnemotechnic compression, I attach these principles to five authors who form central pillars of Bourdieu’s thought: Bachelard, Weber, Leibniz and Durkheim, and Cassirer. That these are not the “usual suspects” mentioned in standard presentations of Bourdieu is indicative of the yawning gap between the actual inspiration and inner makeup of his work and its academic image, formed by the accumulated layers of decades of truncated or mystified readings, guided by misplaced theoreticism. I also flag three correlative traps that Bourdieusian explorers of this or that sector of the social world should exercise special care to avoid: the fetishization of concepts (which stops inquiry where it should start), the seductions of “speaking Bourdieuse” because it is the academic langue du jour
 , and the forced imposition of his theoretical framework en bloc
 when it is more productively used in kit through transposition.


THE
 BACHELARD
 MOMENT




Break with common sense (which comes in three varieties: ordinary, policy, and scholarly) to question accepted categories of analysis, deconstruct prefabricated problematics, and forge robust analytic concepts, designed by and for empirical analysis, that encompass but depart sharply from folk notions (Wacquant 2002
 ). This is a straightforward application of the imperative of epistemological rupture and vigilance
 , the foremost teaching of “historical epistemology,” the philosophy of science developed by Bourdieu’s mentors Gaston Bachelard and Georges Canguilhem, which Bourdieu transplanted from the natural and life sciences to the social sciences (Bourdieu et al. 1968
 ; Bourdieu 2001
 ; see Rheinberger 2010
 for a compact profile of this current).

This is a moment of inquiry too often ignored or skipped as a matter of course: vast sectors of urban research, for instance, accept the terminology, queries, and worries propounded by city managers, policymakers, journalists, or academic fashion (fastened nowadays on the twinned phenomena of gentrification and ethnic segregation, and the blossoming of cultural industries), when they should instead detect and neutralize the historical unconscious and social biases embedded in them by including these in their object of analysis. As Bachelard (1938: 26) warns, “The scientific mind forbids us to have an opinion on questions that we do not understand, on questions that we do not know how to formulate clearly. Above all, one must know how to pose problems.”


THE
 WEBER
 MOMENT





Effect the triple historicization
 of the agent (with the concept of habitus), the world (via the notion of social space, of which field is but a subtype), and the categories and methods of the analyst (epistemic reflexivity). This principle expresses Bourdieu’s radically 
 historicist and agonistic vision of social action, structure, and knowledge, which is most germane in spirit and method to the work of Max Weber—even as the latter was wedded to an analytic individualism thoroughly alien to Bourdieu’s relationalism (Bourdieu 2011
 [2000]). For both authors, domination pervades social life but takes a multiplicity of forms that are irreducible to some economic basis and always entail the intercession of a symbolic authority framing the relation at hand, which leads Weber (1958)
 to focus on legitimacy and Bourdieu (1997)
 on the social production of doxa and the workings of misrecognition.

This is why Weber, and not Marx, is Bourdieu’s anchor here (despite the latter’s historical and relational approach): like the author of Wirtschaft und Gesellschaft
 , Bourdieu rejects economic determinism, the search for foundations, and the neo-Hegelian notion that history is endowed with a directional logic. He stands squarely in the neo-Kantian lineage that construes philosophy as duty-bound to start and end with “the fact of science” (to quote Bachelard again) and engages a genetic conception of knowledge as a perpetually unfinished synthetic process. This anti-metaphysical view of Kant was enshrined by the Marburg School, where Cassirer was trained on the advice of Georg Simmel and which influenced Weber through the works of Windelband and Rickert, leaders of the rival school of Baden neo-Kantianism.

Accordingly, one should grasp urban (or any other) constellations, categories, and practices as the products, weapons, and stakes of struggles waged over multiple temporalities, ranging from the longue durée
 of secular macro-structures to the mid-level tempos of political cycles and institutional gyrations, to the short-term phenomenological horizon of persons at ground level. This commandment belies the stale academic tale of Bourdieu “the reproduction theorist” that continues to be spun, even by urban scholars sympathetic to his approach (e.g., Harding and Blokland 2014
 : 129–130), but it accurately captures both his explicit instructions and his extant scientific practice (Wacquant 2017
 a).


THE
 LEIBNIZIAN
 -DURKHEIMIAN
 MOMENT





Deploy the topological mode of reasoning
 to track the mutual correspondences, transpositions, and distortions between symbolic space (the grid of mental classifications that guide persons in their cognitive and conative construction of the world), social space (the fluctuating distribution of socially effective assets or capitals), and physical space (the built environment resulting from rival efforts to appropriate material and ideal goods in and through space). This way of thinking is indispensable because “social space tends to retranslate itself, in more or less deformed fashion, in the guise of a definite arrangement of agents and properties. It follows that all the divisions and distinctions of social space (high/low, left/right, etc.) are really and symbolically expressed in appropriated physical space as reified social space” (Bourdieu 1997
 : 162).

This principle stands at the confluence of the geometric
 component of Bourdieu’s thought, grounded in his early avid reading of Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz (whose analysis situs
 , developed in reaction to Pascal’s perspective geometry, exemplifies the monist rationalism Bourdieu wishes to extend) and its morphological
 strand, derived from Durkheim and Mauss’s (1901)
 bold formulation of the correspondence between the physical substratum and layout of social groups and the “forms of classification” through which they view themselves and the world. Elke Weik (2010)
 is right to point out the similarities and affinities between Leibniz and Bourdieu: the creative force that constitutes the world is God for the former and history itself for the latter. But he focuses mostly on habitus when the stronger linkage between the two thinkers is their shared relational philosophy of space (see De Risi 2007
 on Leibniz’s view). It bears noting here, by way of transition to the fourth principle, that Cassirer’s (1902)
 first book was a dissection of the thought of Leibniz in its scientific context.


THE
 CASSIRER
 MOMENT




Recognize the constitutive efficacy of symbolic structures
 and anatomize their twofold imprinting, onto the subjective complexes of dispositions
 (categories, skills, and desires) that make up the habitus, on the one hand, and onto the objective mesh of positions
 (distributions of efficient resources) that compose institutions, on the other. Ernst Cassirer’s (1944)
 genetic “philosophy of symbolic forms” is the main inspiration for Bourdieu’s potent concept of symbolic power that stands at the epicenter and apex of his work—and yet is often overlooked by conventional readings and uses of Bourdieu, ossified in the incomplete and redundant tryptich of “habitus, capital and field” (Wacquant 2017
 a). Because the human animal encounters the physical universe not as brute reality, but through the medium of symbols (materialized, in Cassirer taxonomy, as language, myth, religion, art, and science—five topics that Bourdieu mined with zest), the most objectivist science of the city must of necessity make room for the rival classificatory schemata through which agents give pattern and meaning to the world. And because the social world can always be experienced and constructed through a plurality of points of views, these competing symbolic systems constitute so many weapons in the “struggle to produce and impose the dominant vision of the world” (Bourdieu 1990
 [1982]: 159) and thereby shape it materially, propelling the historical alchemy of the realization of categories
 that is the conundrum at the epicenter of Bourdieu’s lifework (Wacquant 2013
 ).

Applied to urban space, this principle implies paying attention not only to the phenomenology of urban life as lived reality situated in specific sites, but also to the words through which people, objects, activities, and places in the city are named because consequential categorization
 is an especially powerful vector of conservation or transformation of reality given the concentration of symbolic authorities (religious, political, legal, journalistic, artistic, academic, and scientific) in the metropolis. The material stamping of urban reality through its symbolic casting assumes a paradigmatic and paroxystic 
 form with territorial stigmatization, whose sites and circuits of production, diffusion, and consumption permeate the city, even as it fastens on districts of sociomoral perdition at the edges and bottom of urban space (Wacquant 2018
 ).


BY
 WAY OF
 ENVOI
 , THREE
 WARNINGS




Taken together, these principles inform a scientific outlook that is sharply divergent from those fostered by positivism, realism, and hermeneutics, the alternative epistemologies that reign across social science. This stance commands investigations centered on the wide-awake and active “construction of the object” that eschews both empty formalism and blind empiricism to enter into the specificities of historical cases with the benefit of a generalizing analytic (Bourdieu 2001
 ). Along with these principles, one can distill from Bourdieu’s scientific practice three general warnings that will benefit students of the city (or any other specialized domain) wishing to appropriate his work, whether in letter or spirit. First, avoid the fetishization of concepts
 : Bourdieu is frequently misread as a “theorist,” whereas he was a dogged detractor of “conspicuous theorizing.” He construed theory not as the haughty master, but as the humble servant of empirical inquiry, and he never advanced the one but through developing the other (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 29–35 and passim). The corrective to this common scholastic distortion, exemplified by many articles recently published in Progress in Human Geography
 , is to background the textual definition of concepts and to pay close attention to how Bourdieu converts them into concrete research operations to forge his empirical objects.

Second and relatedly, beware of the rhetorical trap
 : countless authors paint their inquiries in the color of Bourdieu when in reality the latter’s notions play no role in their analysis. The words are there, but the concepts are not. Proof is that their findings and arguments are no different than if they had been derived from any number of alternative approaches (which they generally were). The concept of field is perhaps the most abused in this manner, as when it is invoked as a bland synonym for domain or arena displaying none of the highly distinctive properties that characterize a field as such according to Bourdieu (differentiation, autonomy, monopolization, chiasmatic organization, prismatic effects, etc.). By “speaking Bourdieuse” out of turn, these authors not only confuse rhetorics for analytics; they also occlude the theoretical and empirical profits that an effective deployment of Bourdieu’s tools would deliver.

Such sterile soundings easily degenerate into nonsensical word play, as illustrated by the comical multiplication of urban-inflected habitus in recent scholarship: the “metropolitan habitus,” the “suburban habitus,” the “gentrification habitus,” the “dot.com habitus,” not to mention the absurdist “mini-habitus” (perhaps paving the way for the imminent annointment of the nano-habitus), all of which indicate that their inventors do not understand the basic meaning and makeup of habitus (see Wacquant, Chapter 24
 in this volume). It is constitutive of the metropolis that it contains a diversity of populations and categories, a wide span of social conditions, and a plurality of bounded social 
 microcosms, each fostering rival schemata of perception and appreciation. It follows logically that it spawns a great diversity of competing sets of dispositions (corresponding to broad classes of positions and trajectories), and not
 a singular unified habitus characteristic of the city as such. Talk of a “metropolitan (suburban, etc.) habitus” is sonorous but empty “Bourdieu-babble.”

Third, it is not only possible but generally desirable to decouple Bourdieu’s concepts from one another
 , to ensure that there is a real payoff to their individual usage before they are eventually recombined as needed to frame and resolve the empirical puzzle at hand. I am well aware that Bourdieu and I argued in favor of the opposite strategy in An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology
 , stressing that “notions such as habitus, field, and capital can be defined only within the theoretical system they constitute, not in isolation” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992
 : 96). But, back in 1992, the priority was to provide an overarching view of the architecture and inner logic of Bourdieu’s framework and to explicate the synergy between his various concepts to readers largely unfamiliar with them. In the intervening decades, the most fruitful works inspired by Bourdieu have turned out to be those deploying elements of that framework, while authors seeking to harness it in its totality have too often floundered. So we must heed Bachelard’s teaching that epistemology is historical and change its prescription in reaction to the greatest threat to knowledge at hand.

Moreover, the theological reading of the Bourdieusian scriptures stipulating that one implement his core notions omni et simul
 is in tension, if not contradiction, with the pragmatics of any research project, and it clashes with the way Bourdieu himself employed them. For instance, the French sociologist mines habitus and symbolic power without any mention of field throughout his Algerian work (Bourdieu 1972
 , 1977
 , 1980
 , 2008
 ), for the simple reason that no field exists in the agrarian communities of the Kabyle countryside. This cautious strategy is especially apposite for those investigators who are still groping to move beyond an elemental grasp of Bourdieu’s way of thinking: It is better to apply one concept well within its proper analytic purview than to invoke five at cross-purposes or for mere declamatory effect.

For illustration, Nathan Marom’s (2014)
 recapitulation of “One Hundred Years of Spatial Distinction in Tel Aviv” offers a case model of an economical, efficient, and fruitful use of Bourdieu that validates these three recommendations. To make sense of the trajectory of sociospatial oppositions over the full life course of this disputed city, Marom focuses on a single operation, “the translation of social space into physical space.” He draws elegantly on just two concepts, social space and symbolic power (whose duo happens to be the pivot of Bourdieu’s thought); he engages them to break with the naturalizing problematic of segregation inherited from urban ecology, as well as to overcome the blindness of political economic approaches to the performative potency of symbolic classifications and classification struggles. Bourdieu goads Marom to formulate a new question, to historicize its terms, and to dig up data enabling him to document novel empirical facets of the phenomenon and, ultimately, to produce an original interpretation of the changing principles of spatial vision and division of Tel-Aviv across multiple scales that other theoretical perspectives could not have spawned.

Marom’s article further confirms that, while every one of the seven major concepts organizing Bourdieu’s work (habitus, capital, social space, field, symbolic power, doxa, and epistemic reflexivity) can be fruitfully mobilized by investigators of urban constellations, the most potent and generative of the lot is indisputably social space
 —not only because it is anchored by a geographic metaphor, but also because it is the “mother category” from which flow the more restricted concepts of field, corps
 (body), and apparatus as specific types of settings in which social action takes root and flows (Wacquant 2017
 a) and because it is a “natural fit” for the city as a milieu fostering the incubation, differentiation, proliferation, and accumulation of competing forms of capital. Indeed, social space is the one category that most decisively sets Bourdieu apart from and fills a gaping void at the center of all extant strands of urban theory: Chicago-style ecology and ethnography, political economy, post-colonial urbanism, assemblage theory, planetary urbanism, and the urban land nexus approach (Storper and Scott 2016
 ).

To conclude, putting Bourdieu to work entails not reciting scriptures in awe or disdain, replicating or refuting findings necessarily tied to a time and place, or yet launching into theoretical disquisition with or against the master-thinker, but investing in concrete research operations the principles of construction of the object
 that he engaged and exemplified in his scientific practice. Epistemological rupture, triple historicization, the topological mode of thinking, and recognition of the constitutive efficacy of symbolic structures are not theoretical slogans to be adjudicated on paper, but practical blueprints for the concrete fabrication of sociological research projects. This means that mimesis and not exegesis
 should guide those social scientists who wish to build on, extend, or genuinely challenge the scientific machinery and legacy of Pierre Bourdieu.

NOTE



*
 Dedicated to Mathieu Hilgers, with affection and admiration
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