Tn the space of less than two decades, Plerre Bourdiew’s (1930-2002) work has become
remarkably influential in Fnglish-language sociology. There are two reasots for this,
the most abvious of which 1s that Bourdieu has a great deal to say about how social
1ife works and how it should be studied, At the same time, fe has incorporated his
insights into an incredible range of empirical investigations. In fact, Bourdicu bris-
ted at being called a “theorist,” a label that he considered too confining. Of the
major contemporary theorists, Bourdieu has had the most concrete impact on the
Lwork of other sociclogists. This is not simply a mattet of numbers of citations;
Bourdieu’s concepts are regularly adopted and used by empirically oricnted sociolo-
oists in their own studies. As a result, terms such as “habitus,” “field,” and “cultural
capital” have become commonplace in major sociological journals.

' The second reason for Bourdien’s remarkable influence is that he occupies a unique
- position in the feld of contemporary social theory. Bourdieu shares some intellec-
‘wal roots with many of the “poststructuralist” o1 “postmodernist” French theorists,
‘such as Foucault, Lacan, and Derrida. Like them, Bourdicu 1 interested n language
fand its conncction to PUWeL. But in many ways, Bourdieu is a more profoundly
social theorist — for him, language is always employed by particular actors for par-
ticular ends. He has also been more consistently engaged with the classical themes
 of sociotogical theory, particularly the connection betwecen structure and acuon. In
L this, he has much in common with Anthony Giddens. But while Giddens has attempted
E 1o work out a3 more oI less systematic theory of “structuration,” Bourdieu has instead

;-prefen‘ed to develop conceptual tools intended to illuminate the process of social
 life in concrete settings.

Rourdicu was originally crained as an anthropologist working within the struc-
b ralist eradition of Claude Lévi-Strauss. His first published studies, based on his

-_'ﬁcldwork in Algeria, were written 1n this perspective. Eventually, Bourdieu began

i to move away from these studies both topically and theoretically. 11is work came
E (o be appreciated by English-language sociologists only toward the end of the 1970s,
f with the translation of Outline of a Theory of Practice (1977), and it has grown
 with his major theoretical work, The Logic of Practice {1990} Bourdien, however,
F did not want to be seen as just 2 theorist. In fact, he strongly criticized what he

ermed “theoretical theory” = that is, work that is more concerned with building
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abstract systems of categories
world. Tnstead, he chose t© lin
'Yhis includes the vast pumber of scholarly articles and many
topics that he has produced. Among them are studies of the tastes of French socta _
classes {Distinction [1984]}, education {Homo Acadenucus [1988] and The Stat ontation betwe
Nobility [19961} and ardstic and Literary ficlds {Free Exchange [1995] and The Rules - '
of Art [1996]). His recent work examines the threat of globalization to the achieve
ments of social struggles and the building of relatively autonomous social fields. : i :
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He remained active it a wide variety of research projects throughout bis life, and liresource
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was the subject of a feature-length documentary, a sociologie est un sport de
combat (“Sociology 15 a Combat Sport”}. '

Faise Divides

Central to Bourdien’s inteliectual project was his attempt to overcome chroni ' [Bdizis: to en
fault line in sociological theory. In Anglo-American sociology, this fault line create ' '
A series of dichotomies, such as micro- versus macro-sociology, qualitative vers
quantitative studies, and the study of action versus the study of institunions. 0
course, there is no necessary connection among these pairs of labels. For examplf_i
tive and some qualitative sociology focuses o Jer: Suc

some micro-sociology is quantita
divide defines two relatively distinct maodels forg

institutions, But in practice, this
sociology. :

Pourdieu used ver another set of labels to invoke this divide — subjectivismj
versus objectivism. His use of thesc particular terms largely arose from the conte %
of French social science in the 1960s, when the structuralist anthropology of Clau
Lévi-Stranss was the dominant representative of the ohjectivist mode of thinki
Seructuralism was in many ways the descendent of Durkheim’s work, particula
his later examinations of culture as in Elementary Forms of Religions J.ife. Bourdi
himsclf was trained as a structaralist, and elements of this tradition remain n K
work. A good example of this was Bourdiew’s enduring intercst in examining ¢ :
stable cultural oppositions that appear in language, physical space, and social spa
But the structuralists attempted to anderstand the meaning ot such oppositions'
raking an objective, “ocientific” point of view from outside of the action being
observed. Tt thus tended to explain the structuring of action only as the resultigf
external forces that either push people m one direction or constrain them from go
it another. Bourdieu, in contrast, argued for a social saence based on the study
the doings of actors who always have some practical knowledge about their world}
even if they cannot asticulate that knowledge.

Bourdien’s vision of social science challenged not only objectivist accounts,
ones. I subjectivist accounts the observer takes the individuaj
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in France was lean-Paul Sartre, but it is also characteristic of the phenomenology
of Alfred Schutz and some forms of interactionism and cthnomethodology. Bourdieu
criticizes this way of thinking because it fails o grasp the cuttural or material con-
straints that shape people’s actons, making each action “a kind of antecedent-less
confrontation berween the subject and the world” (1990: 42). In short, objective
accounts can help us understand structure, and subjective accounts €t help us under-
stand action. But both are one-sided in that they Jivorce acrion from structure.
Boucdien insisted that both structure and acnon are necessary components of any
properly specified theory of social life: they are decply interrelated. Structures are
“epructuring” in the sense that they guide and constrain action. But they are also
.o the sense that they arc generated and reproduced by actors.
“genetic structuralism”: a sociology that uses the
al analysis, but approaches structures in terms of

“seructured”
Ultimately, Bourdieu called for a

intellectual resources of structur
the ways in which they are produced and reproduced in action.

Relational Analysis

To understand the dynamic relationship berween Structure and action, Bourdieu
coptended, is to enter 1nto 2 relational analysis of social tastes and pracuces. By
«pelational,” Bourdieu meant that tastes and practices are organized by acrors’ rel-
ative locations in social space. This relational analysis is oricnted by three central
concepis — POSHions, position-taking {“practices™), and dispositions (“babitus”}. The
atively simple. Actors occupy positions 10 social space relative

first two terms are rel
for example, occupation, edu-

+o one another. Such positions may be defined by,
cation, Of proxXimity to power, What matters, however, is not how positions are
measured, but that people stake their claims 10 social status on such positions and
therefore define themselves through them. Positions ar¢ maintained and signaled to
others by a process of position-taking {Rourdieu sometunces refers to this in french
as “prises de position” ). position-taking, refers to the choices that actors make that
signal their positions 16 on¢ another in symbolic terms. For example, certain social

positions are signaled by styles of dress, choices in lewsure acrivitics, or tastes in art

and literature.
The third term, dispositions, of “habitus,”
. stressed that there is no direct copnection between positions and forms

of position-taking. Positions are associated with certain sets of practices, but occu-
pying a posion does not cause a persomn to adopt these practices. ‘Chere is also no
necessary connection between e two. In different nimes and different places, dif-
ferent sets of pracuces work just as well 10 signal a given social position. Bourdieu
argned that it is the babitus that mediates berween positions and position-taking.
In other words, the babifus is the site of the interplay berween structure and prac-
tice. Habitus rcfers to systems of dispositions that ate shaped by the expericnces
of actors in particular positions in the social structure, These dispositions therefore
“generatc and organize practices and representations” {Bourdieu 1990: 33). The
babitus does not operare as a S€t of strict rules about what to do or not do, of
what to like or not like. Instead, it works as a set of loose guidelines that orient

is key 1o Bourdicu’s analysis.

Bourdiet
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actors, though actors are not necessarily conscious of them. Because they are loose
guidelines, these dispositions are very flexible, even though they are deeply rooted.
They leave a great deal of room for improvisation and are casily applied to new
settings. As the term suggests, habitus 1s acquired through repetition. In order for
1s to live in a soctal world, we require the kind of orientation and guidelines to
action and awarencss that babitus provides.

A former rughy player, Bourdicu often used the metaphor of the game to
convey an understanding of social life. But by “game” he did not mean mere diver-
sions or entertainment. Rather, he meant the experience of being passionately involved
in an activity in which the mental and physical are merged in action. In a game,
there are formal rules, but also a constant need to improvise strategy according
to an unarticulated but ingrained “scnse™ of the game. Our experience teaches us
characteristic ways of generating new actions. We incorporate into our habitus a
sense of what we can “reasonably” expect in a given situation. This shapes how
we choose careers, how we decide which people are “right” for us to date or marry,
and how we raise our children. These taken-for-granted dispositions of the habitis
can sometimes lead to partial or distorted understandings, or mrisrecognition.
Bourdicu argued that participation in any set of social practices embeds us in char-
acteristic mistecognitions. Fle observed this during his early research in Algeria.
The French colonists understood themselves as part of a civilizing mission in which
modern France would belp traditional Algeria. But the French systematically mis-
recognized the power and exploitation that were endemic to the French presence.
These sparked the Algerian struggle for independence and became manifest in the
bloody French effort to repress it

Bourdien considered babitus to be the central object of analysis for sociology. It
is on the basis of dispositions that Bourdieu defined social groups (including social
classes) since those who occupy similar positions will have the same habitus. The
problem is that while positions and position-taking can both be observed directly,
Babitus cannot. Because of this, Bourdieu’s empirical studies often follow a common
method. First, he outlines the “social space” of positions and the “symbolic space™
of position-takings and shows how they map onto one another. Then, he uses this
corresponderce as a guide to reconstruct the collective habitus of key sets of actors
in the particular field 1 quesrion,

The Logic of “Fields”

Bourdieu’s relational analyses are tied to fields. This is because the positions that
actors occupy and the practices that signal and maintain their positions are specific
to particular fields. What counts as a “field”? Broadly speaking, a field is a domain
of social life that has its own rulcs of organization, generates a set of positions,
and supports the practices associated with them. Bourdieu suggested that there is
some connection between felds {a person occupying a dominant position in one
field will often occupy a dominant position in another), but they are at least par-
tially autonomous. One can think of social fields as analogous to sports fields. A
soccer field, for example, is simply the terrain upon which the game is played.
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The players’ positions ase arrayed in this space and it provides houndaries within
which the game must proceed. But the field itself cannot dictate the actions of any
particular player. Within the boundaries set by the field, there is room for impro-
yisation and autonomy. Similarly, social fields provide the terrain upon which
positions are arrayed and withm which position-takings occur. They provide
houndaries for action, but within these boundaries they allow creative LD provisa-
tion. And like players on a soccet field, participants in social fields occupy difter-
ent positions. For example, a small-town lawyer and a Supreme Court justice are
both participants in the legal field. Their particular positions in the field open
particular sets of opportunities for them, as well as particular sites of contention.
Bourdieu saw action 1n a feld not as a static reflection of established positions, but
as the result of many contending projects of position-taking.

Bourdieu’s work has recetved such a wide audience in part because he has not
constrained himself to the study of any one social field. Some of the ficlds that
Rourdieu has studied in his empirical work include the political field, the literary
and artistic fields, and the field of education. Because each field has its own struc-
ture, the oppositions that occur and the way they are signaled may vary. Bourdieu
spoke of the «pyles of the game”™ that accompany 4 particular field. People who
have been connected with a Geld for a long time may not be conscious of the rules
of the game because they seem 80 patural. But to a newcomet, the rules can seem
strange. Higher education is a good example. Children of highly educated parents
have a sense of how to pick an clite college and how to interact with their
professors once they get there. To first-generation college students who have not
‘arernalized the tacit rules of the game, these things can secm very forcign and cven
mysterious. As a result, these students can fiave a much harder tme adapting to
and succeeding in college life.

Economic and Cultural Capital

The possession of different forms of “capital” provides the basic structure for the
organization of fields, and thus the generation of forms of babitus and the practices
associated with them. It should be noted, however, that Bourdicu’s use of the term
is very different from that of Marx. There are two kinds of capital that Bourdien
often discusses — £cOROMIC capital and cultural capital. Economic capital rests on
the possession, control, or proximity to wealth or property. ln contrast, cultural
capital is a symbolic form of capital in the sense that it does not refer to tangible
resources. Instead, it designates the cuttural knowledge or prestige associated with
high educational schievement. This distinction s in many ways analogous to
Weber’s discussion of class and starus. Bourdieu also discussed two other kinds
of capital: social and symbolic. Social capital is based on social connections with
others. Symbolic capital is the most complex of these conceprs. It refers to the
capability of actors to use practices as symbols 1n order to claim and maintain
positions. Each of the forms of capital is at least partially ransferable to other forms.
Just as one can cash in stocks to buy real cstate, a person <an “cash in™ social
capital to attain a job that increases economic capital.
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These forms of capital structure the oppositions that oceur in any particular field.
Although the exact nature of the oppositions vary from field to ficld, Bourdieu
generally discussed two dimensions n which capital orders social space. The most
basic dimension is what Bourdieu called capital volume, which distinguishes
between positions with a great deal of capital overal! {professionals, private-sector
cxecutives) and those without much capital of any kind (unskilled workers, small
farmers). This opposition of positions corresponds to culiturally opposed sets of prac-
rices and tastes {golf and champagne on the one hand, fishing and beer on the other).
This contrast between the high and the low is so obvious to most members of any
society that not much energy has to go into maintaining the social distance that
goes along with it. Much more energy goes into maintaining the second dimension,
which might be called the capital composition. This dimension distinguishes between
positions that are relatively high in economic capitat and those that arc relatively
high in cultoral capital. Those positions with relatively high overall capital volume
are generally the most invested in maintaining this opposition. This is intercsting,
hecause it shifts attention from the opposition between the elites and the masses
to the struggle bettween different clites over the control of symbolic goods. As Bourdieu
claimed, “minimum objective difference in social space can coincide with maximum
subjective distance. This is partly because what is ‘closest’ presents the greatest threat
to social identity” {Bourdieu 1990: 137).

Reading Bourdieu

Bourdieu constantly tried to signal his theoretical positions to his readers. He did
this not only in his arguments, bur also in his writing style. This can make 1t difficult
to read his work for the first time. Understanding what Bourdieu is doing and why
he is doing it can help, however. There are two stylistic elements that are most
baffling to new readers. The first 1s the self-conscious circularity of the sentences.
English-language readers who are used to a more lincar writing style are often
bothered by this, though the style will seem more familiar to those who have some
practice reading French social theory. By writing in this manver, Bourdieu wanted
to show where his argument might diverge from the reader’s assumptions. The
second element that causes some confusion s the use of what Bourdicu called a
“hierarchy of text.” The main text is interspersed with passages printed in a smaller
font. This is meant to break the formal fagade of scientific argument with less
formal asides and examples that show the development of the ideas. It is also intended
to bridge the distance between author and reader by making the text more like a
conversation.

The readings that follow are not meant to cover the entire range of Bourdieu’s
writing. Instead, they illustrate key paints of his theoretical arguments, particularly
regarding babitus, capital, and field. The first sclection, “Social Space and Symbolic
Space,” is an argument for the importance of relational analysis. It is the most plainly
written of the four essays, since it was originally presented as a lectare to introduce
his work on French society to a Japanese audience. The second reading, “Structures,
Habitus, Practices,” from The Logie of Practice, s a morc theoretical treatment of
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the concept of babitis and the way it mediates between the social space of posi-
tions and the symbolic space of position-taking. The stress is on the way that the
babirus is oriented to concrete practices. fr 1s only by studying practices, Bourdieu
tells us, that we can see ¢the connection berween structure and action. Bourdieu also
stresses the soctal nature of the babitus, Fven when we are speaking of the habitus
of an jndividual rather than a group, We are tatking about a set of internalized dis-
positions that result from social interaction. The babitus is therefore social in the
same way as is the concept of “self” in the writing of George Herbert Mead.

‘The last selection is example of Bourdiew’s interest in analyzing distinct fields.
“The Field of Culwural Production, or: The Economic World Reversec " discusses
the way different forms of capital strucrure the literary field, which Bourdieu uses
as an example of artistic production more gencrally. Bourdicu shows that
while this field has tts own organizing logic, it is not completely separate from con-
siderations of power. QOppositions between different sets of positions are structured
simultanecusty by relation to the economic market and by claims to Artistic purity.
High status in the field demands not just talent, or vision, but also a commitment
to “art for art’s sake.” This means producing works specifically designed for the

Geld of art, rather than the market,
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] Chapter 19

Social Space and Symbolic Space [1994]

‘ Pierre Bourdieu l

[ think that if § were Japanese 1 would dislike most of the things that non-Japanesc
people write about Japan. Over twenty years ago, at the time when 1 began to do
research on French society, 1 recognized my irritation at American ethnologies of
France in the criticism that Japanese sociologists, notably Hiroshi Miami and Tetsuro
Watshiji, had levied against Ruth Benedict’s famous book, The Chrysantherm and
the Sword. Thus, 1 shall nor talk to you about the “Japancse sensibility,” nor about
the Japanese “mystery” or «piracte.” T shall talk about France, a country I know
fairly well, not because 1 was born there and speak its language, but because I have
studied it a great deal. Does this mean that I shall confine mysclf to the particu-
farity of a single society and shali not talk in any way about Japan? I do not think
so. 1 think, on the contrary, that by presenting the model of social space and
symbolic space that | constructed for the particular case of France, | shall sull be
speaking to you about Japan (just as, in other contexts, § would be speaking about
Germany or the Unired States}. For you 10 understand fully this discourse which
concerns vou and which might secem to you full of personal allusions when I speak
about the French bomo academicus, would like to encourage yvon to go beyond
a particularizing reading which, besides being an excellent detense moechanism against
analysis, is the precise cquivalent, on the reception side, of the curiosity for exotic
particularism that has inspired so many works on Japan.

My work, and especially Distinction, is particularly exposed to such a reading.
lts theoretical mode! is not embellished with all the marks by which one usuvaily
recognizes “grand theory,” such as lack of any reference to some cmpirical reality.
The notions of social space, symbolic space, or social class are never studied in and
for themselves; rather, they are tested through rescarch in which the theoretical and
the empirical are inseparable and which mobilizes numerous methods of observation

Prerre Bourdiew, “Social Space and Symbolic Space,” pp. 627-38 from “Soctal Space and
Symbolic Space: Introduction to a Japanese Reading of Distnction,” Poetics Today, 12: 4
{1991). Copyright © 1991 by the Porter Instirute for Poetics and Semiotics, Tel Aviv University.
All rights reserved. Used by permission of the publisher, Duke University Press.
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and measurement - quantitative and qualitative, statistical and ethnographic,
macrosociological and microsociological (all of which are meaningless oppositions)
~ for the purpose of studying an object weil defined in space and time, that is, French
soctety in the 1970s. The report of this research does not appear in the language
to which certain sociologists, cspecially Americans, have accustomed us and whose -
appearance of universality is duc only to the imprecision of a vocabulary hardly J
distinguishable from everyday usage (I shall mention only onc example, the notion
of “profession™}. Thanks te a discursive montage which facilitates the juxtaposition
of statistical tables, photographs, excerpts from interviews, facsimiles of documents,
and the abstract language of analysis, this report makes the most abstract coexist
with the most concrete, a photograph of the president of the Republic playing tennis
or an interview with a baker with the most formal analysis of the generative and -
unifving power of the habitus.

My entire scientific enterprise is indeed based on the belief that the deepest logic
of the social world can be grasped only if one plunges into the particularicy of
an cmpirical reality, historically located and dated, but with the objective of con-
structing it as a “special case of what is possible,” as Bachelard purs it, that is, as
an exemplary case in a finite world of possible configurations. Concretely, this means -
that an analysis of French social space in the 1970s ts comparative history, which .
takes the present as its object, or comparative anthropology, which focuses on a -
particular cultural arca: in both cases, the aim is to try to grasp the invariant, th
structure in each variable observed.

[ ain convinced that, although it has all the appearance of ethnocentrism, at
approach consisting of applying a model constructed according to this logic to another
social world 1s without doubr more respectful of historical realities (and of people} -
and above all more fruitful in scientific terms than the interest in superficial features
of the lover of exoticism who gives priority to picturesque differences (I am chink-§
ing, for instance, of what has been said and written, in the case of Japan, abou
the “calture of pleasure™), The researcher, both more modest and more ambitious
than the collector of curiosities, seeks to apprehend the structures and mechanisms §
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alike, such as the principles of construction of social space or the mechanisms of
reproduction of thar space, and thar the researcher secks to represent in a model
aspiring to a uriversal validity. In that way it is possible to register the real dif-
ferences that separate both structures and dispositions {habitus), the principle of :
which must be sought not in the peculiarities of some national character — or “soul”
— but in the particularities of different coffective histories.

The Real is Relational

In this spirit 1 will present the model T constructed in Distinction, first cautioning
against a “substantialist™ reading of analyses which intend to be structural or,
better, relational (1 refer here, without being able to go into detail, to the opposi-
tion suggested by Lrnst Cassirer between “substantial concepts™ and “functional
or relational concepts™). The “substantialist” and naively realist reading considers
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ical and ethnographic, R cach practice {playing golf, for example) or pattern of consumption (Chinese food,
for instance) in and for irself, independentdly of the universce of substitutable prac-
- tices, and conceives of the correspondence between social positions {or classes, thought
of as substantial sers) and tastes or practices as a mechanical and direct relation.
o accustomed us and whose According to this logic, naive readers could consider as a refutation of the model
sion of a vocabulary hardly “the fact that, to take a perhaps facile example, Japanese or American intellectuals
‘ pretend to like French food, whereas French intellectuals like to go to Chinese or
Japanese restaurants; or that the fancy shops of Tokyo or Fifth Avenue often have
" French names, whereas the fancy shops of the Faubourg Saint-Honor¢ display English
names, such as “hairdresser.” Another example which is, T believe, even more strik-
ing: in Japan, the rate of participation in general elections s highest among the
least educated women of rural districts, whereas in France, as I demonstrated in
an analysis of nonresponse 1o opinion polls, the rate of nonresponse — and of indif-
- ference to politics — is especially high among women and amony, the least educated
- and the most economically and socially dispossessed. This is an example of a false
. difference that conceals a real one: the apathy associated with disposscssion of the
means of production of political opinions, which is expressed in France as simple
absentecism, translates, in the case of Japan, as a sort of apolitical participation,
. We should ask further what historical conditions {and here we should invoke the
whole political history of Japan) have resulted in the fact that conservative paruies
L in Japan have been able, through quite particular forms of clientelism, to benefit
b from the inclination roward unconditional delegation deriving from the conviction
of not being in possession of the stalutory and rechnical competence which 1s
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. necessary for participation.

. The substantialist node of thought, which characterizes common sense = and racism

— and which is inclined to trcat the activities and preferences specific to certain

individuals or groups in a society at a ceftam moment as if they were substantial

g properties, inscribed once and for all in a sort of biological or cultural essence, leads

- 10 the same kind of error, whether one is comparing different societies or succes-

E sive periods in the same society. Some would thus consider the fact that, for
i example, teniis or even colf is not nowadays as exclusively associated with dom-
E- inant positions as n the past, or that the noble sports, such as riding or fencing
{or, in fapan, the martial arts), arc no longer specific to nobility as they originally
b were, as a refutation of the proposcd model, which figure 19.1, presenting the cor-
i respondence between the space of constructed classes and the space of pracnces,
captures in a visual and synoptic way. An initially aristocratic practice can be given
¥ up by the aristocracy — and this occurs quite frequently — when it is adopted by a
growing fraction of the bourgeoisie or petit-bourgeoisic, or even the lower classes
{this is what happencd in France to boxing, which was enthusiastically pracriced
by aristocrats at the end of the nineteenth century). Conversely, an initially lowcer-
class practice can somctimes be taken up by nobles. In short, one has to avoid turn-
ing into necessary and intrinsic properties of some group (nobility, samurai, as well
as workers or employees) the properties which belong to this group at a given moment
in time because of its position 1n a detcrminate social space and in a determinate
state of the supply of possible goods and practices. Thus, at every moment of each
society, one has to deal with a sct of social positions which is bound by a relation
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Figure 19.1 The space of social positions and the space of lifestyles (the dotted line
indicates probable oricntation toward the right or left)

of homology to a set of activities {the practice of golf or piano} or of goods {a second
home or an old master painting) that are themselves characterized relationally.
This formula, which might seem abstract and obscure, states the first conditions
for an adequate reading of the analysis of the relation between sociaf positions (a
relational concept), dispositions {or habitus), and position-takings (prises de posi-
tion), that is, the “choices” made by the social agents in the most diverse domains
of practice, in food or sport, music or politics, and so forth. It is a reminder that
comparison 1s possible only from systest to system, and that the search for direct
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equivalences between features grasped in isolation, whether, appearing at first sight
different, they prove to be “functionally™ or technically equivalent {like Pernod and
shachi or saké) or nominally identical (the practice of golf in France and Japan,
for instance), risks unduly identifying structurally different properties or wrongly

horse-riding distinguishing structurally identical properties. The very rtitle Distinction serves as

L:::g champagne a reminder that what is commonly called distinction, that is, a certain quality of

VES bearing and manners, most often considered innate {one speaks of distinction naturelle,
b “natural refinement™}, is nothing other than difference, a gap, a distinctive feature,
unring

in short, a refational property existing only in and through its relation with other
Properties.

This idea of difference, or a gap, is ar the basis of the very notion of space, that
is, a set of distinct and coexisting positions which are exterior to one another and
which are defined in relation to one another through their smutual exteriority and
their relations of proximity, vicinity, or distance, as well as through relations of
order, such as above, below, and befroeen, Cerrain properties of members of the
petit-bourgeoisie can, for example, be deduced from the fact that they occupy an
intermediate position between two extreme positions, without being objectively
identifiable and subjectively identified either with one or the other position.

Social space is constructed in such a way thac agents or groups are distributed
in it according ro their position in statistical distributions based eon the fwo prin-
ciples of differentiation which, in the most advanced societies, such as the United
States, Japan, or France, are undoubredly the most efficient: economic capital and
cultural capital. It follows that all agents are located in this space in such a way

SLSITR IS I
SUIAOTINA TVIDTAWINGD

VOTE FOR THE RIGHT

CULTURATL CAPITAL -
FCONOMIC CAPITAL +

; "’f,::::" % that the closer they are to one another in those two dimensions, the more they have
" spakling X in common; and the more remote they are from one another, the less they have in
whirc wine % common. Spatial distances on paper are equivalent to social distances. More precisely,

7 as expressed in the diagram in Distinction in which I tried to represent social space

ordion {figure 19.1), agents are distributed in the hrst dimension according to the overall

volume of the different kinds of capital they possess, and in the second dimension
according to the structure of their capital, that is, according to the relative weight
of the different kinds of capital, economic and cultural, in the total volume of their
capital.

Thus, in the first dimension, which is undoubtedly the most important, the
E holders of a great volume of overall capital, such as industrial employers, members
E of liberal professions, and university professors are opposed, in the mass, to those
who are most deprived of economic and cultural capital, such as unskilled workers,
But from another point of view, that 15, from the poinrt of view of the relative weight
& of cconomic capital and cultural capital in their patrimony, professors (relatively
wealthier in cultural capital than in economic capital) are strongly opposed to indus-
trial employers {relatively wealthier in economic capital than in cultural capitall,
and this is no doubt as true in Japan as in France {alchough it remains to be verified),
The second opposition, like the first, 1s the source of differences in dispositions
and, therefore, in position-takings. This is the case of the opposition between intel-
g lecrnals and industrial empioyers or, on a lower level of the social hierarchy, between
primary school teachers and small merchants, which, in postwar France and Japan
alike, translates, in politics, into an opposition between left and right (as is suggested
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in the diagram, the probability of leaning politically toward the right or the left
depends at least as much on the position in the horizontal dimension as on the
position in the vertical dimension, that is, on the relative weight of cultural capital
and economic capital in the volume of capiral possessed at least as much as on the
volume itself).

In a more general sense, the space of social positions is retranslated into a space
of position-takings through the mediation of the space of dispositions (or habitus}.
In other words, the system of differential deviations which defines the different
positions in the two major dimensions of social space corresponds to the system
of differential deviations in agents’ properties {or in the properties of constructed
classes of agents), that is, in their practices and in the goods they possess. To cach
class of positions there corresponds a class of habitus {or tastes) produced by the
social conditioning associated with the corresponding condition and, through the
mediation of the habitus and its generative capability, a systematic set of goods
and propertics, which are united by an afhmty of style.

One of the functions of the notion of habitus is to account for the unity of style,
which unites the practices and goods of a single agent or a class of agents (this is
what writers such as Balzac or Flaubert have so finely expressed through their descrip-
tions of settings — such as the Pension Vauquer in Le Pere Goriot or the clegant
dishes and drinks consumed in the homes of different protagonists of L'Education
sentimentale — which are at the same time descriptions of the characters who live
in them). The habitus is this generative and unifying principle which retransiates
the intrinsic and relational characteristics of a position into a unitary lifestyle, that
is, a unitary set of choices of persons, goods, practices.

Like the positions of which they are the product, habitus are differcntiated, but
they are also differentiating, Being distiner and distinguished, they are also distinction
operators, implementing different principles of differentiation or using differentdy
the commion principles of differentiation.

Habitus are generative principles of distinct and distinctive practices — what the
worker cats, and especially the way he eats it, the sport he practices and the way
he practices it, his political opinions and the way he expresses them are systemat-
ically different from the industrial owner’s corresponding activitics. But habitus
are also classificatory schemes, principles of classification, principles of vision and
division, different tastes. They make distinctions between what is good and what
is bad, between what is right and what is wrong, between what is distinguished
and what is vulgar, and so forth, but the distinctions arc not identical. Thus, for
instance, the same behavior or even the same good can appeac distingnished to one
person, pretentious to someone else, and cheap or showy to vet another,

But the essential point is that, when perceived through these social categories of
perception, these principles of vision and division, the differences in practices, in
the goods possessed, or in the opinions expressed become symbolic differences and . ich, unlike tt
copstitute a veritable language. Differences associated with different positions, that '
is, goods, practices, and especially manzners, function, in each society, in the same
way as differences which constitute symbolic systems, such as the set of phonemes
of a language or the set of distinctive features and of differential “écarts™ that cons

stitute a mythical system, that is, as distinctive signs.
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Herc 1 open a parenthesis in order to dispel a frequent, yet disastrons, mis-
understanding about the title Distinction, which has led some to believe that the
entire book was limited to saying that the driving force of all human behavior was
the search for distinction. This does not make sense and, moreover, it would not

e anything new if one thinks, for example, of Veblen and his notion of conspicu-
us consumption. In fact, the main idea is that to exist within a seaal space, to
occupy a point or to be an individual within a social space, is to differ, to be dif-
ferent. According to Benveniste's formula regarding langnage, “to he distinctive, to
be significant, is the same thing,” significant being opposed to insigniticant, or to
different meanings. More precisely ~ Benveniste's formulation is a lirtle too guick

. — a difference, a distinctive property, white or black skin, slendlerness or stout-
ness, Volvo or VW Beetle, red wine or champagne, Pernod or scotch, golf or soc-
cer, piano or accordion, bridge or belote {1 procecd with oppositions, because things
tend to operate in this fashion most of the time, although the situation i1s more
complicated than this), only becomes a visible, perceptible, non-indifferent, socially
pertinent difference if it is perceived by someone who 15 capable of making the
distinction — because, being inscribed in the space in question, he or she is not indif-
ferent and is endowed with categories of perception, with classificatory schemata,
with certain taste, which permits her to make differences, to discern, to distinguish
- berween a color print and a painting or between Van Gogh and Gauguin. Differ-
ence becomes a sign and a sign of distinetion (or vulgarity} only if a principle of vision
and division is applied to it which, being the product of the incorporation of the
structure of ohiective differences (for example, the structure of the distribotion in
the social space of the piano or the accordion or those who prefer one or the other},
is present among all the agents, piano owners or accordion Jovers, and structurcs
the perceptions of owners or lovers of pianos or accordions {there was a need to
spell ot this analysis of the logic - that of symbolic violence ~ according to which
-8 dominated lifestyles are almost always perceived, even by those who live them, from

@ the destructive and reductive point of view of the dominant aesthetic).
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- The Logic of Classes

that cannot be shown but which

To construct social space, this invisible reality
is at the same time to create the

i organizes agents’ practices and representations,
© possibility of constructing theoretical classes that are as homogeneous as possible
l from the point of view of the two major determinants of practices and of all their
' attendant properties. The principle of classification thus put into play is genuinely
explanatory. It is not content with describing the set of classified realities, but rather,
- like the good raxonomies of the natural sciences, it fixes on determinant properties
. which, unlike the apparent differences of bad classifications, allow for the prediction
of the other properties and which distingnish and bring together agents who are
as similar to each other as possible and as different as possible from members of
f other classes, whether adjacent or remote.
. But the very validity of the classification risks encouraging a perception of
E' theoretical classes, which are fictitious regroupings existing only on paper, through
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an intellectual decision by the rescarcher, as real classes, real groups, that are con-
stituted as such in realicy. The danger is all the greater as the research makes 1t
appear that the divisions drawn in Distinction do indeed correspond to real dif-
ferences in the most different, and even the most unexpected, domains of practice,
Thus, to take the example of a curious property, the distribution of the dog and
cat owners is organized according to the model: commercial employers {on the right
in figure 19.1) tend to prefer dogs, intellectuals (on the left in figure 19.1) rend to
prefer cats.

The model thus defines distances that are predictive of encounters, affinities, sym-
pathies, or even desires. Concretely, this means that people located at the top of
the space have little chance of marrying people located toward the bottom, first
because they have little chance of physically meeting them {except in what are called
“had places,” that is, at the cost of a transgression of the social limits which reflect
spatial distances); secondly becausc, if they do accidentally meet them on some occa-
sion, they will nor get on together, will not really understand each other, will not
appeal to onc another. On the other hand, proximity in social space predisposes
to closer relations: people who are inscribed in a restricted sector of the space will
be both closer (in their propertics and in their dispositions, their tastes) and more
disposed to get closer, as well as being casier to bring together, to mobilize. Bur
this does not mean that they constitute a class in Marx’s sense, that is, a group
which is mobilized for common purposes, and especially against another class.

The theoretical classes that | construct are, more than any other theoretical
divisions {more, for cxample, than divisions according to sex, ethnicity, and so onj,
predisposed to become classes in the Marxist sense of the term. If [ am a political
lcader and | propose creating one big party bringing together both industrial
employers and workers, [ have little chance of success, since these groups are very
distant in social space; in a certain conjuncture, in a national crisis, on the bases
of nationalism or chauvinism, it will be possible for them to draw closer, but this
solidarity will still be rather superficial and very provisional. This does not mean
that, inversely, proximity in social space automatically engenders umty. It defines
an objective potentiality of unity or, to speak like Leibniz, a “claim to exist” as a
group, a probable class. Marxist theory makes a mistake quite similar to the one
Kant <enounced in the ontological argument or to the one for which Marx
criticized Hegel: it makes a “death-defying leap” from existence n theory to
existence in practice, or, as Marx puts it, “from the things of logic to the logic of
things.”

Marx, who more than any other theoretician cxerted the theory effect — the
propetly political effect that consists in making tangible (rheorein} a “reality”™ that
cannot entirely exist insofar as it remains unknown and unrecognized - para-
doxically failed to rake this effect into account in his own theory . .. One moves
from class-on-paper to the “real” class only at the price of a political work ot mobi-
lization. The “real” class, if it has ever “really” existed, is nothing but the realized
class, that is, the mobilized class, a result of the struggle of classifications, which
is a propetly symbolic (and polirical) struggle to impose a vision of the social world,
or, better, a way to construct that world, in perception and in reality, and fo con-
struct classes in accordance with which this social world can be divided.
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s or her own experience,

he very existence of classes, as everyone knows from hi
utes the major obstacle

a stake in a struggle. And this fact undoubtedly consrit
i a scientific knowledge of the social world and to the resolution (for there is one

.} of the prablem of social classes. Denying the existence of classes, as the con-
sons not all of which are absurd

ans in the

al analysis denying the existence of differences and of principles of differentiation.
This is just what those who pretend that nowadays the Amecrican, Japanese, and
French societies are each nothing but an cnormous “middle class” do, although in
since those who Delieve this nevertheless preserve the term
80 percent of the Japanese say they belong to the
“middle class”}. This position is, of course, unsustainable. All my work shows that
homogenized, democratized, and

where one expected to see homogeneiry, conflict
nservation where one
Thus, difference {which [ express in describing social space)
¢ this mean that we must accept or affirm the existence
even if political work, armed with Marx’s
theory, had in some cases contributed to making them at least exist through 1nstances
of mobilization and proxies). What exists 15 a social space, a space of differences,
in which classes exist in some sense In a state of virtuality, not as something given
but as something to be done.

Nevertheless, if the social world, with its divisions, is something that social
construct, individuatly and especially collectively, in cooper-
il do not take place in a social void, as
omethodologists seent to believe. The position occupicd in social space,

exists and persists. But doe

certain ethn

. that is, in the structure of the distribution of different kinds of capiral, which are

commands the representations of this space and the position-takings
in the struggles to conserve or transform it

To summarize the intricate relation berween objective structores and subjcctive
which is located beyond the usual alrernatves of objectivism and
ctivism, and even of materialism and
. a famous formula of Pascal’s:

constructions,
subjectivism, of structuralism and constru
idealism, I usually quote, with a lictle distortion
“The world comprehends me and swallows me like a point, but | comprehend it.”
The social world embraces me like a point. But this point is a point of view, the
principle of a view adopted from a point located in social space, a perspective which
is defined, in its form and contents, by the objective position from which it is adopted.
The social space is indeed the first and last reality, since it still commands the
representations that the social agents can have of it

I am coming to the end of what has been a kind of introduction to the reading
of Distinction, in which 1 have undertaken to state the principles of a rclational,
structural reading that is capable of developing the full import of the model [ pro-
pose. A relational but also a generative reading. By this 1 mean that I hope my
readers will try to apply the model in this other “particular case of the possible,”

that is, Japanese society, that they will try to construct the Japancse social space
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and symbolic space,

to define the basic principles of objective differentiation (I think
they are the same, but onc should verify whether, for instance, they do not have
different relative weights — 1 do not think so, given the cxceptional importance which
is rraditionally attributed to education in Japan) and especially the principles of
distinetion, the specific distinctive signs in the domains of sport, food, drink, and
0 on, the refevant features which make significant differences in the different sym-
bolic subspaces. This is, in my opinion, the condition for a comparativism of the
essential that | called for at the begmning and, at the same time, for the universal
knowledge of the invanants and variations that seciology can and must produce,

As for me, [ shall undertake in my next jecture to say what the mechanisms are
which, in France as in Japan and all other advanced countrics, guarantee the repro-

duction of social space and symbolic space, without ignoring the contradictions and

conflicts that can be at the basis of their transformation.

Chapter 20
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Chapter 20

' Structures, Habitus, Practices* [1994]

Pierre Bourdieu

Objectivism constitutes the social world as a spectacle offered to an observer
who takes up a “point of view” on the action and who, putring into the object the
principles of his relation to the object, proceeds as if it were intended solely for

| knowledge and as if all the interactions within it were purely symbolic exchanges.
. This viewpoint is the one taken from high positions in the secial structure, from
[ which the social world is seen as a representation {as the word is used in idealist

philosophy, but also as in painting) or a performance {in the theatrical or musical

~sense), and practices are seen as no more than the acting-out of roles, the playing

of scores or the implementation of plans. The theory of practice as practice insists,

- contrary to positivist materiatism, that the objects of knowledge are canstructed,
. not passively recorded, and, contrary to intellectualist idealism, that the principle
. of this construction is the system of structured, structuring dispositions, the babitus,
~ which is constituted in practice and is always oriented towards practical functions.

It is possible to step down from the sovereign viewpoint from which objectivist

- idealism orders the world, as Marx demands in the Theses on Fenerbach, but with-

out having to abandon to it the “active aspect” of apprehension of the world by
reducing knowledge to a mere recording. T'o do this, onc has ro situate oneself within
“real activity as such”, that is, in the practical relation to the world, the preoccu-
pied, active presence in the world through which the world imposes its presence,
with its urgencies, its things to be done and said, things made to be said, which
directly govern words and deeds without ever unfolding as a specracle, One has
to escape from the realism of the structure, to which objectivism, a necessary stage
in breaking with primary experience and constructing the objccrive relationships,

* Originally translated by Richard Nice.

Pierre Bourdieu, “Structures, Habitus, Practice,” from Pierre Bourdicu, The Logic of
Practice {Cambridge: Polity Press, in association with Blackwell Publishers, 1990). English
transtation copyright © 1990 by Polity Press. Originally published in Irench as Le Sens Pratigue
by Les fiditions des Minuit. Qriginal French text copyright © 1980 Les Editions des Minuit.
Reprinted by permission of Polity Press and Stanford University Press.
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necessarily leads when it hypostatizes these relations by treating them as realities
already constituted outside of the history of the group — without falling back into
subjectivism, which is quite incapable of giving an account of the necessity of the
social world. To do this, one has to return to practice, the site of the dialectic of
the opus operatum and the niodus operandi; of the objectified products and the
incorporated products of historical practice; of structures and babitus.

The bringing to light of the presuppositions inherent in objectivist construction has
paradoxically been delayed by the efforts of all those who, in linguistics as in anthro-
pology, have sought to “correct” the structuralist model by appealing to “context™ or
“giruation” o account for variations, exceptions and accidents {instead of making them
simple variants, absorbed inte the structure, as the strucraralists doj. They have thus
avoided a radical questioning of the objectivist mode of thought, when, that 1s, they
have not simply fallen back on to the free chuice of a rootless, unattached, pure sub-
ject. Thus, the method known as “situational analysis”, which consists of “ubserving
people in a variety of social situations™ in order to determine “the way in which indi-
viduals are able to excreise choices within the limits of a specified soctal strucrure”,!
remains locked within the framework of the rule and the exception, which Edmund
Leach {often invoked by the exponents of this method) spells out explicitly: “T pos-
rulate that structural systems in which all avenues of social action are parrowly insti-
tutionalized arc impossible. In all viable systems, there must be an arca where the

L

individual is free to make choices so as to manipulate the system to his advantage”.

The conditionings associated with a particular class of conditions of existence
produce habitus, systems of durable, transposable dispositions, structured structures
predisposed to function as structuring structures, that is, as principles which gen-
crate and organize practices and representations that can be objectively adapted
to their outcomes without presupposing a conscious aiming at ends or an express
mastery of the operations necessary in order to attain them. Objectively “regulared”
and “regular” without being in any way the product of obedience to rules, they
can be collectively orchestrated without being the product of the organizing action
of a conductor.

It is, of course, never ruled out that the responses of the habitus may be
accompanied by a strategic calculation tending to perform in a conscious mode the
operation that the babitus performs quite differently, namely an estimation of chances
presupposing transformation of the past effect into an expected objective. But these
responses are first defined, without any calculation, in relation to objective potenti-
alities, immediately inscribed in the present, things to do or not to do, things to say
or not to say, in relation to a probable, “upcoming” future {u» & venir}, which -
in contrast to the future seen as “absolute possibility” (absolute Moglichkeit) in Hegel's
{or Sartre’s) sense, projected by the pure project of a “negative freedom™ ~ puts
itself forward with an urgency and a claim to existence that excludes all delibera-
tion. Stimuli do net exist for practice in their objective truth, as conditional, con-
ventional triggers, acting only on condition that they encounter agents conditioned
to recognize them. The practical world that is constituted in the relationship with
the habitus, acting as a system of cognitive and motivating structures, is a world
of already realized ends — procedures to follow, paths to take — and of objects endowed
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d with a “permanent teleological character”, in Husserl’s phrase, tools or institutions.
4 This is because the regularities inherent in an arbitrary condition (“arbitrary™ in
Saussure’s and Mauss’s sense) tend to appear as necessary, even natural, since they
are the basis of the schemes of perception and appreciation throngh which they are
apprehended.

If a very close correlation is regularly obscrved between the scientifically con-
structed objective probabilities {for example, the chances of access to a particular
good) and agents’ subjective aspirations (“motivations” and “needs”), this is not
4 because agents consciously adjust their aspirations to an exact evaluation of their
chances of snccess, like a gambler organizing his stakes on the basis of perfect informa-
tion about his chances of winning. In reality, the dispositions durably inculcated by
the possibilities and impossibilities, freedoms and necessities, opportunities and pro-
hibitions inscribed in the objective conditions (which science apprchends through
statistical regularities such as the probabilities objectively attached to a group or
classj generate dispositions objectively compatible with these conditions and in a
sense pre-adapted to their demands. The most improbable practices are thercfore
excluded, as unthinkable, by a kind of immediate submission to order that inclines
agents to make a virtue of necessity, that is, to refusc what is anyway denied and
# to will the inevitable. The very conditions of production of the babitus, a virtue
4 made of necessity, mean that the anticipations it generates tend to ignore the restric-
& tion to which the validity of calculation of probabilities is subordinated, namely
that the experimental conditions should not have been modified. Unlike scientific
estimations, which are corrected after each experiment according to rigorons rules
of calculation, the anticipations of the habitus, practical hypotheses based on past
experience, give disproportionate weight to early experiences. Throngh the economic
and social necessity that they bring to bear on the relatively autonomous world of
the domestic economy and family relations, or more precisely, through the speci-
fically familial manifestations of this external necessity (forms of the division of
labour between the sexes, houschold objects, modes of consumption, parent—child
relations, etc.}), the structures characterizing a determinate class of condirions of
existence produce the structures of the babitus, which in their turn are the basis of
the perception and appreciation of all subsequent experiences.

The habitus, a product of history, produces individual and collective practices —
more history ~ in accordance with the schemes generated by history. It ensures the
active presence of past experiences, which, deposited in each organism in the form
of schemes of perception, thought and action, tend to guarantee the “correctness”
of practices and their constancy over time, more reliably than all formal rules and
explicit norms. This system of dispositions — a present past that tends to perpetuate
itself into the future by reactivation in similarly structured practices, an internal
. faw through which the law of external necessities, irreducible to immediate con-
e straints, is constantly exerted — is the prmciple of the continuity and regularity which
" objectivism sees in social practices without being able to account for it; and also
- of the regulated transformations that cannot be explained either by the extrinsic,
instantaneous determinisms of mechanistic sociologism or by the purcly internal
- but equally instantaneous determination of spontaneist subjectivism. Overriding the
f: spurious opposition between the forces inscribed in an eatlier state of the system,

|
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outside the body, and the internal forces arising nstantancously as motivations spring- Because th
ing from free will, the internal dispousitions — the internalization of externality ~ ich their g
enable the external forces to exert themselves, but in accordance with the specificy objective |
logic of the organisms in which they are incorporated, i.e. in a durable, systematic
and non-mechanical way. As an acquired system of generative schemes, the habitus §
makes possible the free production of all the thoughts, perceptions and actions §
mherent in the particular conditions of its production — and only those. Through §
the habitus, the structure of which it is the product governs practice, not aloug the 3
paths of a mechanical determinism, but within the constraints and it initially § is implem
set on 1ts inventions, This infinite yet strictly limited generative capacity is difficult 3 Honship of t

uctures tl
he present ¢
“onditions wi
they can the

to understand only so long as one remains locked in the usual antinonties — which oncealing it
the concept of the babitus aims to transcend - of determinism and freedom, con- ispense witl
ditioning and creativity, consciousness and the unconscious, or the individual and B tory which h
socicty. Because the habitus is an infinite capacity for generating products — thoughts, erates in the

perceptions, expressions and actions — whose limits are set by the historically and.
socially situated conditions of its production, the conditioned and conditional free-
dom it provides is as remote from creation of unpredictable novelty as it is from 4
simple mechanical reproduction of the original conditioning, _

Nothing is more misleading than the illusion created by hindsight in which all 3
the traces of a life, such as the works of an artist or the events at a biography, 4
appear as the realization of an essence that seers to pre-exist them, Just as a marture
artistic style is not contained, like a seed, in an original inspiration but is contin-
uously defined and redefined in the dialectic between the objectifying intention and
the already objectified intention, so too the unety of meaning which, after the event,
may seem to have preceded the acts and works announcing the final significance, 3
retrospectively transforming the various stages of the temporal series into mere
preparatory sketches, is constituted through the confrontation between questions’
that only exist in and for a mind armed with a particular type of schemes and the
solutions obtained through application of these same schemes. The gencsis of
system of works or practices generated by the same habitus (or homologous :
habitus, such as those that underlie the unity of the life-style of a group or a class):
cannot be described either as the autonomous development of a unique and always
sclf-identical essence, or as a continuous creation of novelty, because it arises from
the necessary yet unpredictable confrontation between the babitus and an event tha
can exercise a pertinent incitement on the babitus only if the latter snatches it from
the contingency of the accidental and constitutes it as a problem by applying to
it the very principles of its solution; and also because the habitus, like every “ar
of inventing”, is what makes it possible to produce an infinite number of practice
that are relatively unpredictable (like the corresponding situations) but also limited
in their diversity. In short, being the product of a particular class of objective
regularities, the babitus tends to generate all the “reasonable”, “common-sense”,
behaviours {and only these} which are possible within the limits of these regularities, -
and which are likely to be positively sanctioned because they are objectively:
adjusted to the logic characteristic of a particular ficld, whose objective future they |
anticipate. At the same time, “without violence, art or argument”, it tends to exclude
all “extravagances” {“not for the likes of us”), that is, all the behaviours that would
be negatively sanctioned because they are incomparible with the objective conditions.
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Because they tend to reproduce the regularities immanent in the conditions in
which their gencrative principle was produced while adjusting to the demands inscribed
as objective potentialities in the situation as defined by the cognitive and motivating
structures that constitute the habitus, practices cannot be deduced either from
the present conditions which may seem to have provoked them or from the past
& conditions which have produced the habitus, the durable principle of their production.
§ They can therefore only be accounted for by relating the social conditions in which
the habitus that generated them was constituted, to the social conditions in which
it is implemented, that is, through the scientific work of performing the interrcla-
tionship of these two states of the social world that the habitus performs, while
concealing it, in and through practice. The “unconscious™, which enables one to
dispense with this interrelating, is never anything other than the torgetting of his-
tory which history itself produces by realizing the objective structures that it gen-
-~ erates in the quasi-natures of habitus. As Durkheim® puts it

In each one of us, in ditfering degrees, is contained the person we were yesterday, and
indeed, in the nature of things it is cven true that our past prersonie predominate in
us, since the present is necessarily insignificant when compared with the long period
of the past because of which we have emerged in the form we have today. It is just
that we don’t dircctly feel the influence of these past selves precisely because they are
so deeply rooted within us. They constitute the unconscious part of ourselves.
Consequently we have a strong tendency not to recognize their existence and to ignore
their legitimate demands. By contrast, with the most recent acquisitions of civilization
we are vividly aware of them just because they are recent and conscquently have not
had time to be assimilated into our collective unconscious,
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The habitus — embodicd history, internalized as a second nature and so forgotten
as history ~ is the active presence of the whole past of which it is the product. As
¢ such, it is what gives practices their relative autonomy with respect to external deter-
 minations 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 the permanence in change that makes the individual agent
a world within the world. The habitus is a spontaneity without consciousness
or will, opposed as much to the mechanical necessity of things without history in
mechanistic theories as it is to the reflexive freedom of subjects “without inertia”
in rationalist theories.

Thus the dualistic vision that recognizes only the self-transparent act of con-
scousness or the externally determined thing has to give way to the real logic
g of action, which brings together two objectifications of history, objectification in
g bodies and objcctification in institutions or, which amounts to the same thing, two
f states of capital, objectified and incorporated, through which a distance is set up
 from necessity and its urgencies. This logic is seen in paradigmatic form in the
dialectic of expressive dispositions and instituted means of expression {morphological,
syntactic and lexical instruments, literary genres, ctc.} which is observed in the
intentionless invention of regulated improvisation. Endlessly overtaken by his own
words, with which he maintains a relation of “carry and be carried”, as Nicolai
Hartmann put it, the virtuoso finds in his discourse the triggers for his discourse,
which goes along like a train laying its own rails.* In other words, being produced
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by a modus operandi which is not consciously mastered, the discourse contains an
“objective intention”, as the Scholastics put it, which outruns the conscious inten-
tions of its apparent author and constantly offers new pertinent stimuli to the #odus
operandi of which it is the product and which functions as a kind of “spiritual
automaton”. If witticisms strike as much by their unpredictability as by their
retrospective necessity, the reason is that the trouvaille that brings to light long buried
resources presupposes a babitus that so perfectly possesses the objectively avail-
able means of expression that it is possessed by them, so much so that it asserts its
freedom from them by realizing the rarest of the possibilities that they necessarily
imply. The dialectic of the meaning of the language and the “sayings of the tribe”
is a particular and particularly significant case of the dialectic between habitus and
institutions, that is, between two modes of objectification of past history, in which
there is constantly created a history that inevitably appears, like witticisms, as both
original and inevitable.

This durably installed senerative principle of regulated improvisations is a prac- 3
tical sense which reactivates the sense objectified in institutions. Produced by the
work of inculcation and appropriation that is needed in order for objective struc-
tures, the products of collective history, to be reproduced in the form of the durable,
adjusted dispositions that are the condition of their functioning, the habitus, which
is constituted in the course of an individual history, imposing its particular Jogic
on incorporation, and through which agents partake of the history objectified in -
institutions, is what makes it possible to inhabit institutions, to appropriate them J
practically, and so to keep them in activity, continuousty pulling them from the state 3
of dead letters, reviving the sense deposited in them, but at the same time imposing 3
the revisions and transformations that reactivation entails. Or rather, the babitus
is what cnables the institution to attain full realization: it is through the capacity -
for incorporation, which exploits the body’s readiness to take seriously the per-
formative magic of the social, that the king, the banker or the priest are hereditary
monarchy, financial capitalism or the Church made flesh. Property appropriates its
owner, embodying itself in the form of a structure generating practices perfectly §
conforming with its logic and its demands. If ene is justified in saying, with Marx, _
that “the lord of an entailed estate, the first-born son, belongs to the land”, that RS action itself c
“it tnherits him”, or that the “persons” of capitalists are the “personification” of |
capital, this is because the purely social and quasimagical process of socialization, '
which is inaugurated by the act of marking that institutes an individual as an eldest
son, an heir, a successor, a Christian, or simply as a man (as opposed to a woman,
with all the corresponding privileges and obligations, and which is prolonged,
strengthened and confirmed by social treatments that tend to transforn instituted
difference into natural distinction, produces quite real cffects, durably inscribed in
the body and in belief. An institution, even an economy, is complete and fully viable
only if it is durably objectificd not only in things, that is, in the logic, transcending.
individual agents, of a particular field, but also in bodics, in durable dispositions- A
to recognize and comiply with the demands immanent in the ficld. :

In so far — and only in so far — as habitus are the incorporation of the same
history, or more concretely, of the same histery objectified in babitus and structure
the practices they generate are mutually intelligible and immediately adjusted t
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e structures, and also objectvely concerted and endowed with an objective mean-
ing that is at once unitary and systematic, ranscendmg subjective intennions and
.conscious projects, whether individual or collective. One of the fundamental effects
“of the harmony between practical sense and objectified meaning (sens} is the pro-
duction of a common-sense world, whose immediate self-evidence is accompanied
- by the objectivity provided by consensus on the meaning of practices and the world,
in other words the harmenization of the agents’ cxperiences and the constant
reinforcement each of them receives from cxpression — individual or collective {in
festivals, for example}, improvised or programmed {commonplaces, sayings) - of
similar or identical experiences.

The homogeneity of habitus that is observed within the limits of a lass of condi-
tions of existence and social conditionings is what causes practices and works o
be immediately intelligible and foreseeable, and hence taken for granted. The babitus
makes questions of intention superfluous, not only in the production but also in
the deciphering of practices and works, Automatic and impersonal, significant with-
out a signifying intention, ordinary practices lend themselves to an understanding that
is no less automatic and impersonal. The picking up of the ohjective intention they
express requires neither “reactivation™ of the “lived” intention of their originator, nor
the “intentional transfer into the Other™ cherished by the phenomenclogists and all
advocates of a “participationist” conception of history or sociclogy, nor racit or explicit
inquiry (“What do you mean?”) as 1o other people’s intentions. *Communication of
consciousnesses” presupposes community of “unconsciouses™ {that is, of linguistic and
cultural competences). Preciphering the objective intenmtion of practices and works has
nothing to do with “reproduction™ {Nachbildung, as the carly Dilthey puts it} of lived
experiences and the unnecessary and uncertain reconstitution of an “intention”™ which
is not their real orgin.

The cbjective homogenizing of group or class babitus that results from homaogene-
ity of conditions of existence is what enables practices to be objectively harmonized
without any calculation or conscious reference to a norm and mumally adjusted in
the absence of any direct interaction or, a fortiors, explicit co-ordination. The inter-
action itself owes its form to the objective structures that have produced che dis-
positions of the interacting agents, which continue to assign them their relative
positions in the interaction and elsewhere. “Imagine”, Leibniz suggests,” “two clocks
or watches in perfect agreement as to the time. This may occur in one of three ways.
The first consists in mutual influence; the second is to appoint a skilful workman
to correct them and synchronize constantly; the third is to construct these two clocks
& with such art and precision that ene can be assured of their subsequent agreement.”
So long as one ignores the true principle of the conductorless orchestranion which
gives regularity, unity and systematicity to practices even in the absence of any
spontaneous or imposed organization of individual projects, one is condemned ro
the naive artificialism that recognizes no other unifying principle than conscious
co-ordination. The practices of the members of the same group or, in a differenn-
ated society, the same class, are always more and better harmonized than the agents
know or wish, because, as Leibniz again savs, “following only (his) own laws”,
cach “nonctheless agrees with the other”. The habitus 15 precisely this immanent
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law, Jex insita, inscribed in bodies by identical histories, which is the precondition
not only for the co-ordination of practices but also for practices ot co-ordination.

The corrections and adjustments the agents themselves consciously carry out pre-

suppose mastery of a common code; and undertakings of collective mobilization
cannot succeed without a minimum of concordance between the habities of the mobi-
lizing agents {prophet, leader, etc.) and the dispositions of those who recognize them-
selves in their practices or words, and, above all, without the inclination towards
grouping that springs from the spontancous orchestration of dispositians.

It is certain rhat every cffort at mobilization aimed at organizing collective action bas
to reckon with the dialectic of dispositions and occasions that takes place in every
agent, whether he mobilizes or is mobilized {the hysteresis of habitus 1 doubtless one
explanation of the structural Jag between opportunities and the dispositions 1o grasp
them which is the cause of missed oppertunities and, in particular, of the frequently
observed incapacity (o think historical crises in categories of perception and thought
other than those of the past, however revolutionary). It is also certain that it must
take account of the objective orchestration established amony dispositions that are
objectively co-ordinated because they are ordered by more or Jess identical objective
necessities. Tt is, however, extremely dangerous to concetve collective action by
analogy with individual action, ignoring all that the former owes to the refatively
autonomous logic of the institutions of mebilization (with their own history, their specific
organization, etc.) and to the situations, institutionalized or not, in which it occurs.

Sociology treats as identical all biological individuals who, being the products of
the same ubjective conditions, have the same habitus. A social class (in-itself} - a
class of identical or similar conditions of existence and conditionings ~ is at the
same time a class of biological individuals having the same babitus, understood
as a system of dispositions common to all products of the same conditionings. Though
it is impossible for all (or even two) members of the same class to have had the
same cxperiences, in the same order, it is certain that each member of the same
class is more likely than any member of another class to have been confronted with
the situations most frequent for members of that class. Through the always con-
vergent experiences that give a social environment its physiognomy, with its
“closed doors”, “dead ends™ and “limired prospects”, the objective structures that
sociology apprehends in the form of probabilities of access to goods, services and
powers, inculcate the “art of assessing likelihoods”, as Leibniz put it, of anticipating
the objective future, in short, the “sense of reality”, or realitics, which is perhaps
the best-concealed principle of their efficacy.

'T'o define the relationship between class babitus and individual habitus (which
is inseparable from the organic individuality that is immediately given ro immediare
perception — intuitus personae — and socially designated and recognized - name,
legal identity, cte.), class (or group) babitus, that is, the individual habitus n so
far as it expresses or reflects the class {or group), could be regarded as a subjective
but non-individual system of internalized structures, common schemes of percep-
tion, conception and action, which are the precondition of all objecufication and
apperception; and the objective co-ordination of practices and the sharing of a
world-view could be founded on the perfect impersonality and interchangability of
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singular practices and views. But this would amount to regarding all the pracrices
or representations produced in accordance with identical schemes as impersonal
and interchangeable, like individual intuitions of space which, according to Kant,
reflect none of the particularities of the empirical ego. In fact, the singular habitus
of members of the same class are united in a relationship of homology, that 1s, of
diversity within homogeneity reflecting the diversity within homogeneity characteristic
of their social conditions of production. Fach individual system of dispositions 1s
a structural variant of the others, expressing the singularity of its position within
the class and its trajectory. “Personal” style, the particular stamp marking all the
products of the same babitus, whether practices or works, is never more than a
deviation in relation to the style of a period or class, so that it relates back to the
common style not only by its conformity — like Phidias, who, for Iegel, had no
“manner” — but also by the difference that makes the “manner”.

The principic of the differences between individual babitus lics in the singular-
ity of their social mrajectories, to which there correspond series of chronologically
ordered determinations that are mutually irreducible to one another. The batrtus
which, at every moment, structires new experiences in accordance with the struc-
wures produced by past experiences, which are modified by the new experiences within
the limits defined by their power of selection, brings about a unique integration,
dominated by the earliest experiences, of the experiences statistically common (o
members of the same class. Farly experiences have particular weight because rhe
babitus tends to ensure its own constancy and its defence against change through
the selection it makes within new information by rejecting information capable of
calling into question its accumulated information, if exposed ro it accidentally or
by force, and especially by avoiding exposure to such information. One only has
to think, for example, of homogamy, the paradigm of all the “choices™ through
which the habitus tends to favour experiences likely to reinforce it {or the empiric-
ally confirmed fact that people tend to talk abourt politics with those who have the
same opinions). Through the systematic “choices”™ it makes among the places, events
and people that might be frequented, the babitus tends to protect itself from criscs
and critical challenges by providing itself with a milieu to which it is as pre-adapted
as possible, that is, a relatively constant universe of situations rending to reinforce
its dispositions by offering the marker most favourable to its products. And once
again it is the most paradoxical property of the habitus, the unchosen principle of
all “choices”, that yields the selution to the paradex of the information needed
in order to avoid information. The schemes of perception and appreciation of the
babitis which are the basis of all the avoidance strategies are largely the product
of a non-conscious, unwilled avoidance, whether it results antomatically from the
conditions of existence {for example, spatial segregation) or has been produced by
a strategic intention {such as avoidance of “bad company™ or “unsuitable books”}
originating from adules themselves formed in the same conditions.

Fven when they look like the realization of explicit ends, the strategies produced
by the habitis and enabling agents to cope with unforeseen and constantly chang-
ing situations are only apparently determined by the future. If they seem to be
oriented by anticipation of their own consequences, thereby encouraging the finalist
illusion, this is because, always tending to reproduce the objective strucrures that
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by the already realized outcome of identical or intet-
hich coincides with their own outcome only to the extent
hich they function are identical to or homologous with
e structures of which they are the product. Thus, for example, m the
interaction between two agents or groups of agents endowed with the same babitus
{say A and B), cverything takes place as if the actions of cach of them {say a, for
A) were organized by reference to the reactions which they call forth from any agent
posscssing the same habitus (say by for B). They thercfore objectively imply antic-
ipation of the reaction which these reactions in turn call forth {ay, As reaction to
b,). But the teleological description, the only one appropriate to a “rarional actor”
possessing perfect information as 1o the preferences and competences of the other
actors, in which each action has the purpose of making possible the reaction to the
reaction it induces (individual A performs an action a,, a gift for example, in order
o make individual B produce action by, so that he can then perform action ay, a
stepped-up gift), 1s quite as naive as the mechanistic description that presents the
action and the riposte as 50 many steps in a sequence of programmed acticns pro-

duced by a mechanical apparatus.

To have an idea of the difficulties that would be encountered by a mechanistic theory
of practice as mechanical reaction, directly determined by the antecedent conditions
and entirely reducible to the mechanjcal functioning of pre-established devices — which
would have to be assumed to exist in infinite muamber, like the chance configurations
of stimuli capable of triggering them from outside — one only has to mention the
grandiose, desperate undertaking of the anthropolugist, fired with positivist ardour,
who recorded 480 elementary units of behaviour in 20 minutes’ observation of his
wife wn the kitchen: “Here we confront the distressing fact that the sample cpisode
chain under analysis is a fragment of a larger segment of behavior which in the com-
plete record contains some 480 separate episodes. Moreover, 1t took only twenty min-
utes for these 480 behavior stream events ta occur. If my wifc's rate of behavior is
roughly representative of that of other actors, we must be prepared to deal with an
inventory of cpisodes produced at the rate of some 20,000 per sixteen-hour day per
actor . . . In a population consisting of several hundred accor-types, the number of dif-
ferent episodes in the total repertory must amount to many millions in the course of
an annual ¢ycle”.®

The babitus contains the solution to the paradoxes of objective meamng with-
out subjective intention. It is the source of these strings of “moves” which are objec-
tively organized as stearegies without being the product of a genuine strategic intention
- which would presupposc at least that they be apprchended as one among other
possible strategics. If each stage in the sequence of ordered and oriented actions
that constitute objective strategics can appear to be determined by anticipation of
the future, and in particular, of its own consequences {which is what justifies the
ase of the concept of strategy), it is because the practices that are generated by the
habitus and are governed by the past conditions of production of their gencrative
principle are adapted in advance to the objective conditions whenever the conditions
i1 which the babitus functions have remained identical, or similar, to the conditions
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duction of their @ in which it was constituted. Perfectly and immediately successful adjustment to the
lentical or inter- objective conditions provides the most complete ilusion of finality, or - which amounts

nly to the extent to the same thing — of self-regulating mechanism.

smologous with The presence of the past in this kind of false anticipation of the future performed
example, in the by the babitus is, paradoxically, most clearly seen when the sense of the probable
he same pabitus 3 fature is belied and when disposittons ill-adjusted to the objective chances because
‘hem (say a, for ZW of a hysteresis effect (Marx’s favourite example of this was Don Quixote) are negat-
L from any agent 8 . ively sanctioned because the environment they actually encounter is too different
-ely imply antic- - from the one to which they are objectively adjusted. In fact the persistence of the
A’ reaction to -3 effects of primary conditioning, in the form of the babitus, accounts equally well
‘rational actor” ;3 for cases in which dispositions function out of phase and practices are objectively
wes of the other 2 Fill- adapted to the present conditions because they are objectively adjusted to condi-
¢ reaction to the f tions that no longer obtain, The tendency of groups to persist in their ways, due
xample, in order inter alia to the fact that they are composed of individuals with durable dispositions
orm action a;, 2 398 that can outlive the economic and social condiions in which they were produced, can
hat presents the : be the source of misadaptation as well as adaptation, revolt as well as resignation.
ned actions pro- L One only has to consider other possible forms of the relationship between

E dispositions and conditions to see that the pre-adjustment of the habitus to the

objective conditions is a “particular case of the possible” and so avoid unconsciously

‘hanistic theory universalizing the model of the near-circular relationship of near-perfect reproduc-
lent conditions g tion, which 15 completely valid only when the conditions of production of the
devices — which _babrtus and the conditions of irs functioning are identical or homothetic. In this

- configurations S narticular case, the dispositions durably inculcated by the objective conditions and
to mention the by a pedagogic action that is tendentially adjusted to these conditions, tend to gen-
’Siti"i’ft ?‘fdf’“E  erate practices objectively compatible with these conditions and expectations pre-
servation of his IS 2 red to their objective demands (amior fati).” As a consequence, they tend, without

sample episode . . Lo . ) :
‘b in the com- 1y rat‘lonul caleulation or conscious estimation :.n‘ the chances of success, 1o ensure
oly twenty min- mmediate correspondence between thff a priori or ex ante probalnhty conferred
. of behavior is n an event (whether or not accompanied by subjective experiences such as hopes,
o deal with an expectation, fears, etc.) and the a posteriori or ex post probability that can be estab-
n-hour day per ished on the basis of past experience. They thus make it possible to understand
> pumber of dif- vhy economic models based on the {tacit) premise of a “relationship of intelligible
in the course of ausality”, as Max Weber® calls it, between generic {“typical”} chances “objectively

fexisting as an average” and “subjective expectations”, or, for example, berween

binvestment or the propensity to invest and the rate of return expected or really obtained

re meaning with- the past, fairly exactly account for practices which do nor arise from knowledge
which are objec- 2/l the objective chances.
strategic intention! By pointing out that rational action, “judiciously” oriented according to what 1s
one among othet objectively valid”,® is what “would have happened if the actors had had know-
oriented action; kdge of all the circumstances and all the participants’ intentions™, " that is, of what
yy anticipation of 8 Es “valid in the eyes of the scientist”, who alone 1s able to calculate the system of
whart justifies th bjective chances to which perfectly informed action would have to be adjusted,
generated by th iWeber shows clearly that the pure model of rational action cannot be regarded as
f their generative anthropological description of practice. This is not only because real agents only
ver the condition: ery exceptionally possess the complete information, and the skill to appreciate it,

te the condivion Jihat rational action would presuppose. Apart from rare cases which bring togerher
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the cconomic and cultural conditions for rational action oriepted by knowledge of the
of the profits that can be obtained in the different markets, practices depend not structu
on the average chances of profit, an abstract and unreal notion, but on the specific (for us
chances that a singular agent or class of agents posscsses by virtue of its capital, reason.
this being understood, in this respect, as a means of appropriation of the chances of the
theoretically available to all. © general
homol
Leonomic theory which acknowledges only the rational “responses” of an mdeter- able fu
minate, interchangeable agent to “potential opportunities”, or more precisely to in the
average chances (like the “average rates of profit” offered by the different markets], the ba:
converts the immanent law of the economy into a universal norm of proper economic out effe
behaviour. In so doing, it conceals the fact thar the “rational” babitns which 15 the on Anc
precondition for appropriate cconomic behaviour is the product of particular economic condit
condition, the one defined by possession of the economic and cultural capital required £ sai
in order to seize the “potential opportunities” theoretically available to ally and also N sail.
that the same dispositions, by adapting the economically most deprived to the specific cloth™
condition of which they are the product and thereby helping to make their adapta- probal
tion to the generic demands of the economic cosmos {as regards caleulation, forecasung,
ete.} lead them to accept the negative sancrions resulting from this lack of adaptation, NOTES
that is, their deprivation. ln short, the art of estimating and seizing chances, the
capacity to anticipate the fufure by a kind of practical induction or even to take a 1 M
calculated gamble on the possible against the probable, are dispositiops that can only Re
be acquired in cerrain social conditions, that is, certaim social conditions. Like the M
entreprencurial spirit or the propensity fo invest, econumic information is a function 2 L
of one’s power over the economy. This is, on the one hand, because the propensity 13
to acquire it depends on the chances of using it successfully, and the chances of 3 E
acquiring it depend on the chances of successfully using it; and also because economic oIS
competence, like all competence {linguistic, political, etc.), far from being a simple tech- 4 R,
nical capacity acquired in certain conditions, is a power tacitly conferred on those who 19
have power over the cconomy o (as the very ambiguity of the word “competence” 5 G
indicates) an actribute of status. {h
6 M
Only in imaginary expericnce {in the folk tale, for example), which neutralizes 7 R
the sense of social realities, does the social world take the form of a universe of !
possibles equally possible for any possible subject. Agents shape their aspirations fe
according to concrete indices of the accessible and the inaccessible, of what is and k. Ij‘f
is not “for us”, a division as fundamental and as fundamenrally recognized as that " :
between the sacred and the profane. The pre-emptive rights on the future that are jlﬂ
defined by law and by the monopolistic right to certain possibles that it confers 111
are merely the explicitly gnaranteed form of the whole set of appropriated chances M
through which the power relations of the present project themselves into the Ik
future, from where they govern present dispositions, especially those towards the ' 10 M
future. In fact, a given agent’s practical relation to the future, which governs his - 11 K
- (F

present practice, is defined in the relationship between, on the one hand, his habi-
t1s with its temporal structures and dispositions rowards the future, constituted in
the course of a particular relationship to a particular universe of probabiliries, and
on the other hand a certain state of the chances objectively offered to him by the
social world, The relation to what is possible is a relation to power; and the sense
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ture is constiruted in the prolonged relationship with a world
categories of the possible {for us) and the impossible
{for us), of what 1s appropriated in advance by and for others and what one can
reasonably expect for oneself. The habitus is the principle of a selective perception
of the indices tending to confirm and reinforce it rather than transform it, a matrix
enerating responses adapred in advance to all objective conditions identical to or
- homologous with the {past} conditions of its production; it adjusts itself 1o a prob-
able future which it anticipates and helps to bring about because it reads it directly
g the present of the presumed world, the only one it can ever know. It 15 thus
he basis of what Marx" calls “effective demand” (as opposed to “demand with-

out cffect”, based on necd and desire}, a realistic relation to what is possible, founded

on and therefore limited by power. This disposition, always marked by its {social)

onditions of acquisition and realization, tends to adjust to the objective chances
< of satisfying need or desire, inclining agents to “cut their coats according to their
B’ loth”, and so to become the accomplices of the processes that tend to make the

probable a reality.

of the probable fu
structured according to the
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