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KNOWING WHAT YOU'RE DOING

A Review of Pierre Bourdieu's
Outline o4 a Theory of Practice

Gregory L. Acciaioli

Situating theory: Kknowing and practising

Knowledge, however interesting, can never be disinterested. Modes
of explanation need themselves to be explained in terms of the biases
and purposes generating them. Given this realization, an apprehension
embedded in our intellectual tradition since at least the sophists, expla-
natory acceunts and the often implicit styles of understanding that in-
form them have inevitably generated critigues that seek to situate such
received interpretations in the specific conditions of their production.
It may thus be illuminating to approach Pierre Bourdieu's Cutlipe of a
theory of practice by invoking a somewhat parallel text that sought te
expose a received manner of accounting for social phencmena - Charles
Dickens's Hard times. In his characterization of a particular manner of
compiling knowledge - the supposedly objeéiive statistical procedures
upon which government reports in the form of 'blue books' dealing with
diplomatic matters and issues of political economy depended - Dickens
highlighted the limitations of a type of knowledge Bourdieu criticizes
in its more recent imcarnation:

Although Mr. Gradgrind did not take after Blue Beard,
his rocom was quite a blue chamber in its abundance of
blue bocks. Whatever they could prove (which is usually
anything vou like}, they proved there, in an army con-
stantly strengthening by the arrival of new recruits.
In that charmed apartment, the most complicated social
questions were cast up, got into exact totals, and
finally settled - if those concerned could only have
been brought to knew it. As if an astronomical cbser-
vatory should be made without any windows, and the
astrenomer within should arrange the starry universe
solely by pen, ink and papex, s0 Mr. Gradgrind, in

his Observatory (and there are many like it), had no
need to cast an eye upon the teeming myriads of human
beings around him, but could settle all their destinies
on a slate, and wipe out all their tears with one dirty
little bit of sponge.l

The compilations contained in these blue books were the product of
& particular type of activity - a scientific activity their proponents
termed it - rooted in a certain political and economic milieu. Dickens
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raéically dichotomizes the perspectives of those studied and those study-
ing. While the former were not given to know how all their problems had
been so scientifically resolved, the latter produced these scientific
analyses not by observing the conditions to be ipvestigated, but simply
by £iddling with their instruments. By such means investigators retained
2 detached perspective producing studies not at all situated in the c¢on-
ditions to be explicated. The results turned out to be merely an arte-—
fact of the methods used and of the position of practical privilege en-
joyed by such analysts that made such an objective perspective possible.
Given such a point of view they could only muck about in the mire of
compilations, elucidating only the structure of those statistical mud
pies they had themselves constructed.

Like Pickens's lament, Pierre Bourdieu's Qutline of a theory of
practice situates itself in opposition to contemporaxy accounts of society
and culture. It attempts to evaluate, and at times to excoriate, not so
mich a particular form of analysis, but a set of presuppositions encompas-
sing a number of approaches. These assumptions to be exposed relate both
to method and the characterization of the object of study. In the course
of his critique, Bourdieu takes on structuralism, neo-Marxism, ethnometho-
dology, symbolic interactionism and symbolic approaches modelled on her-
meneutics, for all of them share the presuppositions he wishes to gques-
tion. Ironically, Bourdieu's critical stance toward such theories is
but one exemplification of his general rethinking of the nature of social
action. The amalysts engaged in such explanatory endeavours remain just
a5 unconscious of the conditions of preduction of their own scientific
practice as are the Kabyle peasants of Algeria with whose practice we
will become familiar in the course of Bourdieu's account. This book
takes as its focus not only the wady natives whe are the usual cbjects of
ethnologieal discourse go about acting in and accounting for their social
world, but alsc how sociological (in the widest sense) accounts construe
these phenomena as objects of analysis.z

Bourdieu grounds his analysis in a portrayal of three modes of
'scientific' knowledge, three ways of knowing the werld in opposition to
the practical knowledge of those who do not, indeced cannot, examine the
social world in which they are embedded.

1. Phenomenolegical knowledge strives "to make explizit the truth
of primary experience of the social world, i.e. all that is inscribed in
the relationship of familiarity with the familiar environment, the

unquestioning apprehension of the social world which, by definition,does
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not reflect on itself and excludes the question of the conditions of its
own possibility" (p.32). The attempt to render this tacit knowledge and
the ways in which it operates explicit has largely been the project of
ethnomethodology. For example, the work of Harold Garfinkel (1967) ex-
plores the taken-for-granted grounds of everyday activities, the conven-
tions of understanding that allow interaction to take place in the first
place because they do not have to be consciously constructed anew for
each encounter; they simply are the conditions for the negotiation of
the social world. Within the bounds set by these unspoken parameters
persons are constantly acting and interpreting according to accounting
procedures that culminate in an emergent definition of the situation,
whether processing a person as dead (see Sudnow 1%67) or getting a phone
call started (see Schegloff 1968).

2. Contrasting with phenomenological knowledge is what Bourdieu
labels theoretical knowledge - the construction of the objective rela-
tions that structure practice and the representations of practice. Theo-
retical knowledge attempts to delineate structures existing prior to
persons, structures that make possible the knowledge and primary expe-
xience of those persons. A number of approaches may be characterized as
attempting to construct such accounts: neo-Marxism looks to a mode of
production, encompassing both forces and relations of production, which
in the last analysis determines a certain social formation; structura—
lism uncovers the underlying oppositiens that render_a text, myth, or a
social system intelligible; hermencutics comprehends a ritual or literary
work by copstructing an interpretation. All these approaches share the
same characterization of what they deal with as an object, a datum, an
opus operatum rather than a medus operandi. In Bourdieu's view, this
characterization arises from the very nature of the analyst's relation to
the studied. The outsider, who has no place in the real play of social
activities being observed, tries to elicit a representation of practices,
whether from an informant, a set of aggregate statistics, or a subject
(that is, in psychological research). As a result of this stance, the
observer regards the object as being structured by an underlying code.
All social relations are thus by definition communicative relations. The
analyst's task is to decode the messages emanating from the object of
analysis. Even such an approach as symbeolic interactionism, which might
be placed by some in the phenomencleogical camp given its affinitives with
e¢thnomethodology, presents a model of social interaction as guided by a

stript. In accordance with this script individuals assume roles requiring
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back to the ideas of Culture and Personality. Such familiarity should
not, however, prejudge whether Bourdieu's use of these terms creates a
truly novel account. An evaluation of how well he carries out his pro-
gramme inveolves examining how he uses these terms in a number of cultural
analyses, for it is in the playground of Kabyle culture that Bourdieu

sets out to display his new theoretical perspective in a number of ethno-
logical gambols. Yet, beyond that, one must seriously question whether
the kind of account he presumes to present is possible in the first place.
Do generative principles actually vield the key to the relations of ob-
jective structures and structured dispositions? Or has Bourdieu given us

just one more set of terms for displaying the features of a code?

Practising knowledge: disposing of gifts and the honourable disposition

Bourdieu's first foray involves a rethinking of the congept of ex-
change. According to Bourdieu, whereas Mauss, a2iming for phencmenological
knowledge, attempted %o grasp the native experience and their theory of
that experience, Lévi-Strauss's mechanical laws of the cycle of recipro-
city -~ the principle of the unconscious obligations to give, to give in
return, and to receive - exemplify theoretical knowledge in their object-
ification of the phenomenon of investigation. For Bourdieu, such object-
ification misses the very point of exchange. It constitutes as rever—
sible a practice that agents construe in performance as irreversible.

Such a characterization fails to account for how acts receive meaning
retrospectively from the responses they generate. The absence of a return
prestation at some point in the futures does not simply amount to a
failure to respond appropriately, but in many cases may eliminate the pos~—
sibility of classifying the initial transfer of an object as an opening

phase of gift exchange in the first place. On the other hand, if a good

of the same value is given irmediately in return, we have a case of mere
swapping, not a gift exchange. The explicit guarantee of goods or pay-
ment of equivalent value to be given at a particular future date consti-
tutes the first move as a loan rather than a gift. Fox a gift exchange

to have been inaugurated, the counter-gift must be both delayed and diffe-
rent. What the analyst may characterize as a reversible process must be
construed by the participants as an irreversible ocutlay. Precisely the
temporal structure of such a transaction is crueial to its negotiation
as a gift exchange by the actors. Such necessity reveals the first
characteristic of a strategy in Bourdieu's teyms - its playing on the

timing or tempo of a transaction.
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However, the habitus must be seen not simply as an histerically pro-
duced structure that functions to reproduce the social system that gene-
rated it, but as a set of schemes both imposed and imposing. It is in
the interest of certain groups that a particular mannexr of doing, a spe-
cific standardized mode of achieving all the diverse tasks posed by social
life, be considered the only possible way of acting. The official repre-
sentation of practice is an imposition of meaning, a continual enactment
of symbolic wiolence, that coercively, vet unobtrusively, channels how
participants can construe the social world. Social actors can pursue
the values dictated by their economic and political interests by making
such pursuit appear to be in accordance with cultural rules that can be
invoked as the validation of practice. Wwhat Bourdieu labels second-order
or officializing strategies are simply these ways of making behaviour ap-
Pear to be motivated by pure, disinterested respect for the rule by
"ostentatiously honouring the values the group honours" (p.22).

This ability to officialize one's practice by second-order strat-
egies lends acertain paradoxical quality to the nature of misrecognition.
In Bourdieu's usage, misrecognition connotes not a simple lack of aware-
ness of the objective reality of a particular ecultural practice but a
strategic migconstrual of practice as othexr than what theoretical know-
ledge makes it out to be. Participants in a gift exchange are just as
capable of being struck by the reversibility of the transaction as are
analysts (p.€), but S0 te recognize it would be to destroy the definition
of the transaction as disinterested. 2and to destroy that is to undermine
the cultural framework that enables the implementation of strategies to
take place undexr the guise of simply acting virtuously. For the giving
of gifts to retain any efficacy, such a "ecollective bad faith" (p.233)
must be maintained as “the basis of gift exchange and, perhaps, of all
the symbolic labour intended to transmute, by the sincere fiction of a
disinterested exchange, the inevitable, and inevitably interested rela-
tions imposed by kinship, neighbourhood, or work, into elective relations
of reciprocity” (p.171). Within the ambience guaranteed by misrecogni-
tion participants are able to pursue their interests simply by behaving
appropriately.

This process is quite evident in Bourdieu's analysis of the sense
of honour. His first task is to demenstrate that honourable conduct can-
not adequately be explained by deriving it from a set of rules constitut-

ing a code of honour.

29




mental dispositions, schemes of

female, east and w
e est
L atéetop and bottgm, right and left, ete
posturey o2 eper level, in the form of bodily ’
1ooking 5pea;§i;ce:; wa§;vof standing, sitting,
B g, walking. What i

gf:se ?f'honogr 18 nothing othey than :hzallfd'the

position, inscribed in the and in pes
schemes of thought, which enab,

’

©cord him a certain

dignity, for it Connotes a rece

gnition of equality;
to challenge a Person incapable

of responding is
o dishoneour oneself;

enly a challenge coming from an ¢qual deserves
to be taken up (pp.1l-12).
It is the nature of the riposte tha

t defines a chal
retrospectively as it were, e s e

for the differences betw

een tw i
seldom clear-cut, Ignoring a e

challenge may be an act of cowardice or a
' ster,
interplay of subsequent Strategies,

denigration of the original ea but thig jg decided

only in the
the ambiguities ang equivocations ma
ity of the initial move.
tain expiicit rules,
Position. Although honourable pe,
constantly shifting Strategies
nized as g necessary course of i

logic of honcur. I ig this mi

30

Speaking about the unspoken: ‘
schemes and strategies as structured and structuring
Bourdieu puts forward his analysis of the dynamics of exchange, both
of gifts and of challenges, as a novel account, one that breaks with the
errors and shortcomings of both phenomenclegical and objectivist explana-
tions. His account does not assume actors calculating according to an
obvious measure of advantage and disadvantage. It deoes not attempt to
establish a set of rules or a code from which interaction can be deduced.
Ox does it? Ultimately, the dispositions in which strategies are embed-
ded are organized according to schemes constructed as oppositions - male
and female, east and west, future and past, top and bottom, ete. What is
a set of oppositions but a structure? The presuppositions of the sense
of honour displayed by Bourdieu seem very much to constitute a code.
What Bourdieun thus appears to offer is not so much a different grounding
of social analysis, as he claims, but a Qifferent account of the enact-
ment of underlying codes or structures, indeed a much more explicit ac-
count of how Structures are used in the real world to reproduce the very
institutions in which they are inscribed. Given this concexrn, Bourdieu's
endeavour seems curiously parallel to that of the Culture and Person-
ality theorists of the 1930s; the emphasis is not so much on the under-
lying causes of phenomena but on the intermediate means by which cultural
notions are reproduced in each generation in a determinate social context.
The habitus as a community of dispositions or a system of schemes of per=-
ception and thought is ¢ertainly not the same as 'basie personality', bhut
it functions in Bourdieu's theoretical schema as a whole to the same ef-
fect. Elucidation of just exactly how the habitus functions, and the way
in which Bourdieu invokes the concept of function, requires looking fur-
ther at his treatment of other aspects of Kabyle culture.

Rlthough the schemes of the habitus enable members of a culture to
generate an infinity of practices adapted to endlessly changing situa-
ticns, they are never cognized by these agents as explicit principles.
Rather, they are embodied corporeally in postures and attitudes and inter—
actionally in the style of strategies whose implementation constitutes
practice. It is this very implicitness of operation that Bourdieu is
careful to highlight. Other theories might also stress homologous
series of oppositions -~ outside and inside, night and day, feast day and
oxdinary day - but Bourdieu emphasizes that all the provisions of custom-

ary laws, the precepts of customs, the Sayings and proverbs generated
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informant may characterxize a particular marriage as having been contracted
with a father's father's brother's son's daughter.5 even though the rela-
tionship of the bride to the groom could have been traced through a nume
ber of other paths. This official account characterizes the marriage as
in accord with a prescription, or at least a preference, inscribed in the
cultural order of the Kabyle and other Islamic Middle Eastern societies.
Such a labelling sheuld not be interpreted as if the marriage were trans-
acted in order to accord with that rule. It is but the most orthodox of
the numercus peossible ways of classifying a marriage, an ideological use
of a lineage model and a specific genealogical representation to convey
the image of having contracted a virtuous or regqular marriage. For
Bourdigm, such an account is an example of a second-order strategy, an

account that attempts to give apparent satisfaction te the demands of an

efficial rule.

The rule's last txick is to cause it to be forgotten that
agents have an interest in obeying the rule, or moxe
precisely, in being in a regular situation. Brutally
materialist reduction enables one to break with the
najveties of the spontancous theory of practice; but

it is liable to make one forget the advantage that

lies in abiding by the rules, which is the principle

of the second-order strategies through which the agent
seeks to putr himself in the right...strategies directly
oriented towards the primary profit of practice (e.g.
the prestige aceruing from a marriage} are almost always
accompanied by second-order Strategies whose purpose

is to give apparent satisfaction to the demands of the
official rule, and thus to compound the satisfactions
of enlightened self-interest with the advantage of
ethical impeccability {p.22}.

Strategies aimed at producing 'regular' practices are one

category, among others, of officializing strategies, the

object of which is to transmute ‘egoistic', private,

particular interests (notions definable only within the

relationship between a social unit and the encompassing

social unit at a higher level) into disinterestegd,

collective, publicly avowable, Jegitimate interests

(p.40) .

To account. for why a particular marriage was transacted, one must
lock beyond the official account to the entire history of previous, pre-
sent, and envisaged relationships between the transacting groups, the
bast and pending marriages between them, their re¢lations of debt and
clientship, etc. One must see how the groups fit into universes both of
official kin, a category given once and for all by the "norms of genea-
logical protocol™ (p.34), and of practical kin, those relatives, clients,
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Rather, the mythic opposition is seen to corzespond to and arise from the

fundamental division of domestic polities.

-..the interests of the mother, seeking to reinforce her
position in her adoptive home by bringing into the family
a woman sprung from her own lineage, are objectively
opposed to the interests of the father, who, in arranging
his son's marriage, as befits a man, by an agreement with
his own kin, his own brother, or some other patrilineal
kinsman, reinforces the agnatic unit and, thereby, his
own position in the domestic unit (p.45).

Forms of marxiage thus reproduce the social relaticns of which they are

the product. They are not simply the execution of rules already given,

but the officialized outcome of a play of strategies derived from inte-
Tests embedded in schemes of perception that embody the social order.
Such scheming manipulation of emergent hazardous potentialities consti-
tutes an exploitation of the adventitious whose outcome is legitimized
in officialized representations that invoke a marital code of preferen~
ces and prescriptions. Bourdieu's account umnmasks the suppesed homogen-—
eity of marriage practices and by historically situating specific trans-
actions shows how ordinary marriages simply reproduce the social rela-
tions that make them pessible, while extraocrdinary marriages extend

those relations.

Yet Bourdieu still has not given us an account of participants'
"practical mastery" of the marital situation. In order to speak in the
first place of situating a marriage, Bourdieu has himself had to place
particular marriages in a field constituted by the totality of simulta-

recusly possible marriages. This marital universe he Presents as a coh-

tinuum running from patrilateral parallel-cousin marriage to marriage
His account constructs a map of
An

between members of different tribes.
potentialities rxather than simply reckoning particular movements.
analysis such as Bourdieu's that speaks of the maximization of functions
of internal integration and external alliance loses its grounding in a
notion of practice in virtue of its very exposition of the entire field

in which it is situated. Further, Bourdieu's supposedly generative ac-

count, while sensitive te the nuances of how marriages are actually accom-
Pplished and accounted for {as well as the disparity of these two proce-

dures), ultimately subordinates such jockeying to the requirements of a

detexminate social and economic formation. Explanation proceeds by exanm-

ining “"how the economic and social conditions characteristic of a so¢ial
formation impose the pursuit of the satisfaction of a detexminate type
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mentation and mediation by strategies Proceeding from determinate inte-

rests. However, the Principles generating such strategies are Situated

» but seem rather mere reminis-

Bourdieu's account subtly tells

officially misrecognized, but his

Embodying eulture: communicating codes and hectic attitudes

Objectivist ag Bourdieu

mAY be in hisg Tesort to objective reiations
and oppeositions in the

last resort, his characterization of social action

still diverges in certain respects from other versions. For Bourdieu, the

invocation of Tules is but a short cut to delineating the relation between
habitus as a socially constituted system of cognitive and
tures on the one hand and on the other,

in which the agents”*

corporeal pos—
the socially structured situation

interests, and with them the objective functions and

subjective motivation - Rules are but ge-

in the werld. Yet, even in thisg

characterization Bourdieu slips into
labelling the co-

ordination effected as depending upon a

gents having mag-~
tered a “common code™ (p.81).

Sc  to characterize the habitus is to ac-

cept the very Presuppositions of the semiotic énterprise ~ gulture as a

code - that Bourdieu has set out to challenge. In order te render the

habitus intelligible, Bourdieu has had o Stress its communicative as-—

Pect. Schemes thus become a shared code for interpreting practice and

the social world in which practices are implemented. He tries to avoid

this lapse by borrewing the idiom of transformational-genexative grammax
for the depiction of linguistic mastery in his labelli
a sort of cultural competence.

ture propounded by such anthropo

45 the learned way of doing thin

ng the habitus as
But this is precisely the notion of cul-
logists as Goodenough and Frake - culture

95 appropriately - exemplified in 'how
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to! ethnography.8 In ethnographic semantics of this variety, culture is
also a matter of procedures and schemes that are rule-governed and lead
to unconsciously executed courses of action. Such schemes aré constru?ted
from underlying components or oppositions that structure meaning. R?aln,
in the very endeavour to render natives' actions intelligible, Bourdieu
appears doomed to re-enact the analytical sins of his accursed fore-
rs.
fatheﬂjwever analogous, in many respects, to such aceounts of cul?uxe from
other theoretical traditions, Bourdieu's notion of habitus.does.d;ffer
in certain particulars. The orchestration effected by habitus IS-HDF N
quite the same as the sharing of a common culture. Rather, each 1nd1;:b.
Nal system of dispositions is a strugtural.vax;ant of a?l ?he otéer : i
tuses engendering social interaction. Similarly, Bourdiew % notlon.o
the embodiment of the habitus differs from the characterization of lin—
quistic or cultural competence as a purely cognitive master¥ t%at ema~
nates from somewhere in the head (that is, mind). Habitus is in part a
matter of "hexis", of the body itself serving as a locus of cul?u:al con~
tent in abbreviated and practical form. Honour for the Kabyle is not .
simply a cognitive category. It is embodied in a c%rtaln male mann:r o
walking. With a measured gait, neither lagging behlné nor careless #l
scurrying along, the honourable man confrents his duties head-on, whi :S
the inherently shameful woman must stoop beneath the burden of her tasks.
In Bourdieu's view, the objectified schemes of a culture are incorporated
25 & mode of interaction learned with the body, not inculfated‘as a cog-
nitive code. Enacted practices, such as the differences in gaft mefu'
tioned here, are structured according o a scheme of spatial.d159051tlo:.
The opposition of the centrifugal male orientation fnd centrzpet:lnf::Z :
orientation in domestic space imposes a particulay “body geography
specific relation of each of the sexes to his or her psyc%e. Yet, h:w:::r
mach Bourdieuw battles received notions of cognitive l?arnfng, the ?c-en
embodied in such diagrams as his Figure 9 (p.157) - with its oppos;tTo“
of male as dominant, hot, south, day, open, empty, to female a? submis
sive, cold, north, night, closed, full - must be said to const%tutifc:i::.
Although Bourdieu may fail is his attempt to transcend the notionbe o .
his depiction of the process of encoding, of how schefes ?ome o e
and acted as given by the individual and how schemes ln-dxffefent 5 :
ic domains are analogous to each other, does differentiate his aceoun

i ; i ak.
from the structuralist paradigm with which he wishes to bre
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Co . . I
nstructing time: codifying calendars and analegizing schemes

tions approach asylnptoucally not some Sorxrt of unwritten Score of
.

1 1 rived fr informa S are then r q =
which all the ca endax$ deriv d om info. nts are N regarded 4as im

- ; .
perfect, impoverished Performancegn (5.98). The Kabyle experien th
ence the

year not as distinet antifi " i
+ quantifiable "periods" of time, but as a patchwork

of moments tha i ifi
t are identifieq by certain characteristic sorts of work
.

both men's and women's work. Retain ng the form o his Qriginal linear
A NG £ rig

representati i
3 tion of the agrarian year, Bourdieu proceeds te set out con

Practical ki i
inship that have been brought into practical existence only

gradual i i
1y and Lnte:mlttently, the abstract calendar belies a sense of

J.nco:muensuzable 151311&5 of du ation, ea with ts own hythm = the time
I ’ ch wi 1 p

that flies by or drags depending on

£ winter ang ip the middl 4
- e of lyali,
the pericd of forty days constituting o

the slack season i
' . of agricultura
WOrk in the Winter, but not . .

Set Iyali in the middle of winter. Like other

Phenomena i i i pre-
» time is experiencead 48 a succession of profiles, not as a re
’

arranged g i i
g et of tidy slots, each with associated, Precisely delimiteq ac-

tivities, i i i i
Time is not a Siven, but is itgelf a product of the interests

that i i
construct it., ang these interests are themselves ermbedded in 4if

ferent universes of d}.SCOU.ZSe 1 part incomm urable. The very mode of
r X 4. 1 Ensur [

Presentation Bourdieu allows himselif is byt

‘ another
example of what Bourdieu labels the "theorization effect”

forced synchronization of the successive
r

. involving
the neutralization of distinct

context., i lotiti
bound functions, fictitious totalization of profiles and the sub

f products for the principles of production.
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The cancelling out of the practical functions of temporal
guidemaxks that results from the context of interrogation
and from scientific recording is the hidden condition of
cumulating and seriating the aggregate of the oppositions
which can be produced in relation to different universes
of discourse, that is, with different functions. By
cumulating information which is not and cannot always be
mastered by any single informant ~ at any rate, never on
the instant - the analyst wins the privilege of totaliza-
tion (thanks to the power to perpetuate that writing and
all the various techniques for recording give him, and
also to the abundant time he has for analysis). He thus
secuxes the means of apprehending the logic of the system
which a partial or discrete view would miss; but by the
same token, there is every likelihood that he will overlock
the change in status to which he is subjecting practice
and its products, and ¢onsequently that he will insist on
trying to answer guestions which are not and cannot be
questions for practice, instead of asking himself whether
the essential characteristic¢ of practice is not precisely
the fact that it excludes such questions (p.106).

In actual practice the meanings apprehended monothetically in a single
diagram are produced in distinct contexts and used only polythetically.
Periods like Iyali are opposed not to some absolutely given preceding and
following periods, but are situated in relation to what aspect of the
period is under consideration, whether it be, for example, the fig or
cereal harvest, and also in regard to the relevant groups or individuals
to be addressed and hence mobilized by characterization in terms of a spe-
cific label. Units of characterization constantly form and reform as the
universes of oppositions in which they are constructed shift. What allows
such dynamism is the integral fuzziness of such coneepts. The elements
of symbolic systems need not be explicitly patterned and distinctive in
regard to each other, but need only show enough ccherence to be invocable
in a manageable way. The different schemes relevant to different logical
universes - the cooking cycle, women's work, the dry season day, the in-

trinsic divisions of the year — need mot be, in fact cannot be, exactly

congruent, but only approximately so. It is precisely the areas of lack

of fit in these homologies that allow the deployment of strategies that
constitute practice.

The approximate nature of such analogies is necessitated also by the
fact that the homologies between such universes are connections based on
overall resemblance. Texms are linked as wholes. Though meanings are
brought inte connection in a certain respect or with regard to a certain
aspect of the referent, the guestion of the respect in which the referent

is apprehended does not present itself to social actors. By thus
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: there ig 4 fortiori no neeq to stick to

that Principle at all times. By not Specifying the aspects in temms of

all oppositions may be reduceg tC a
relations, fluig Oppositions of fuzzy terms.
ization,

which Properties relate, few basic
In reading such character-
one is immediately reminded of the Lévi

=~Straussian bricoleur,
who frem a limiteg Supply of miscellaneous cul

tural items ang implements
is able to construct a multitude of cultural obj

cation of oppositions, directional inversions, homologies ang Structural
. 1
ass;gnments.l

Again, the content of Bourdieu's analysis - the oprpositions he in-

vokes as basic schemes - doesg not differentiate his approach from other

¥sis that he characterizes as seeking

eternal angwers to eternal questions, Bourdieu calls for a restoration of

the practicai fecessity of ritual and symbolism.
accomplished by relating these facets

This task is to be

genesis and functioning,

of interactors,

+ bringing together all the fundamental
homologies in one Synoptic diagram
atic correspondences reflect the w
that he is trying to transcend,
Where Bourdiey differs from a st
in the range of materialsg he takes ag the baseline,

but in $tressing the

Partial and not necessarily consistent invoking (the term invocation would

r¢ify what Bourdieu deems ap accomplishing) of the terms of the opposition
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21 i i - small num-
in specific contexts delimited by particular interests The
p&

ber of antagonistic symbols - paramount among them the oppos%tion of the
sexes - is constant. These symbols are situated in such 1oc1.as the
human body, the house, and the structure of time, and ar? értlculatei by
a numbex of practical operators that mediate these oppositions.  Suc X
practical operators are “nothing other than natural proc?sses culturalhf
constituted in and through ritual practice, such as marrxfge and ploug
ing seen as the union of contraries and murder or harvesting seen a? the
separation of contraries" [p.125). In such a sitgated state, prac?l?al
actions such as filling and emptying, «¢rossing thresh?lés and remalnln?

in enclosures, act as the fundamental operators of unlt%n? and separating.
Even these mediators can ultimately be reduced to the llmfted ?rray oi. .
fundamental oppositions regarded as basic - drying ané ?o%stenlng - ? ié
are themselves expressions of the processes of masculxnlzln? and femin N
izing. Autumn is thus regarded as a temporal thxe?hold.marklng thé tx::f
tion from dry to wet and hence masculine to feminine, just as spring
complishes a masculinization in the progression from wet to dr?. .

Such homologies between the cycle of seasons, the sc?edulzng ) N
labour as differentiated by gendexr, and othexr symbolic universes, w:?
certainly be emphasized by any structurally oriented analyst.- Bour :?:;
however, is concerned to highlight the partial nature of th? 1ntegr? Jlar
of such domains as these hemologies are mobilized to d?al w1?h particu "
situations, whether the situation involves the appropriate time ?ottrazi_
act marriage, weave cloth or cook spicy foed. Although l?c?ely in e::er-
nected, these schemes depend on emphasizing certaln.oppos;tlons ziego o
ate practices or symbels that cannot be produced directly from - pone
sitions that are foregrounded by other schemes. Because no more. anb'-
particular sector of the system of partially autonomous sc#emes is mol : N
lized at any one time, the products that result from applying théi; fcr:Z_
are only partially congruent and roughly egquivalent for anyone wi P
tical mastery" of the system (pp.l42-3).

i i wer
Mastering situations: empowering schemes and scheming po

iven the need to inv g play Y pal ally
G t estigate the 1 of oppesitions onl ok X

ntexts are
analyse the social construction of those contexts. Such cont

3 i roduction, circulation,
Structured by "the system of social relations of p f

i in which the
and consumption in which these relations are set up and in
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defined® (p.231).
sion of the Power r

reproduce. Power ig enacted not

. just by the implem i
;mplementaticn} of materia) viole : o fe e of

npos ryprncpls fthecos X.‘lY
1 esition of the ve inciples o nstruction of cality.

example, o

the sS0cial x:epresentatlon of dlffexent ages of llfe whether for-
r T

: -
malized as age grades OX 1in some looser fash.lon, not only €xXpres
Ses

in its

own logiec the Wi i
Power relations of individuals in specific age cla
sses,

by its delineation of the only concei
sites can be attained

limits, commonly call

h sense Yr g K ) S [+ g my -
oL r j&)
r en e es51 p& e
Such a an £ ealit 1ven res N in th chemes producuz m tthO

Produces a closed
Possibility of opini

import.

ritual homologies i
ideoclogical woxrld shutting out the

have no means of rejecting the
e risremae . Whi:: 1? the institutionally organized and
o o o giftr exchange is accomplished, domina-
of "good faith", ¢ is not & matter of lineage heads
rlings for solely personal gain nor of
scicusly to bind ¢lients to them,

who
regard themselvesg merely asg acting virtuou

big men redistributing in order con

of "men of good faith" o

j sly
ting as guarantoers of transactions.

they musy,
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has labour when needed and allows transactions in the market without re-
sort to nmoney - effect unconsciously the collective misrecognition of the
chjective system of social relations that engenders such strategies. The
man of good faith manifests his virtue, while the client remains grateful
to his patron for all the favours bestowed. The construction of this
symbolic capital is accomplished most saliently by the investment of time,
for the giving or squandering of time is regarded as the most precicus of
gifts. As Bourdieu had earlier characterized tempo as the most important
aspect of strategies of gift exchange, so the time spent in performing
one's duty, an act of symbelic calculation in itself, is fundamentally

a question of respecting the proper rhythms, keeping pace as it were.
Accumulating the symbolic capital that acecrues from successfully guarding
the honour of one's women, maintaining intact the landed patrimony, and
other‘such virtuous actions, allows the man of henour ¢ maintain his
network of alliances, his relations with kin and clientele, in order to
accomplish the tasks imposed by the determinate social formation in

which he is embedded. The moral or affective obligations created and

maintained by such behaviour are a mode of symbolic violence, a censored,
euphemized, unrecognizable violence, which nevertheless ineluctably binds
subordinates to one. Such action has its own logic, but it is not that
of the Western benefit-cost analyst calculating in solely material terms.
It is a logic consistent with an economy of practices, a community of
schemes structuring the circulation of land sold and bought, women given

and received, and "throats” "lent" and "returned" (that is, murders suf-

fered ané vengeance wreaked).
Where systems of domination differ is in the degree to which accu-

mulated social capital is objectified. Such objectification is seen in

the extent to which relations of domination must be made, unmade, and

remade in personal interactions. In part, the necessity for continually

negotiating domination depends on the extent of objective, institutional-
ized mechanisms to guarantee such domination, as in the case of a system
of offices or titles. Where such mechanisms are few, it is precisely
the “"great men” who must take care most religiously to conform to the
values generated by the habitus ox at least to convey that appearance by
the use of appropriate second-order strategies, as a more machiavellian

view would have it. In such sccial formations the continuity of relations

of domination is not ensured by an explicit system, nor is it automati-

cally reproduced by the officialization of structure. Rathex, it requires
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of habitys.

Cooking up codes: a critica)l remembrance of things repast

Bourdiey's Programme announced the construction of a new form of

knowledge thar transcended the limitations of both the phenomenological

and theoretical forms of knowledge. This he Sought to achieve by con-

structing the generative Principles by means of which practica)l logic ogr-
ganizes the totality of agents' theughts, berceptions, and actions as

situated in the movement of the
Yet,

~honoured Oppositions with which we

are familiar in Structuralist discourse. wWhat Bourdieu does deliver is a

different mode of conceptualizing how thes

€ principles are realized in
social action,

It is not a matter of consciously invoking a eode or acg~

ing out a sexipt, but of conduct in aecord with dispositions organized

by schemes that Partially and implicitly co-ordinate action as they are

Played upon in Strategies consciously or wnconsciously directed toward

the satisfaction of interests. These Strategies are themselves the mig-

recognized means of Teproducing the determinate secial and economic for-

mations that in the last analysis dictate them.

All this ig accomplished
in the ambience of a doxic mode

of adherence,

the unquestioneqd acceptance
of the practice whose moves are the actualizat

ion of these Strategies ang

thus seen as the only way in which one can bhehave, Bourdieu's offerings

do not supersede the objectified account, but provide a mechanism to

account for how such structures are reproduced i

to the phenomenonologically motivated account o
action.,

- however, stiy faces many of the problems of the

Most salient, Perhaps, is the problem

©f c¢hange and thus of history. Bourdieu offers one way of displaying how

social formations are reproduced by the cperation of practice, but there

is no internal dynamic Producing new social forms in his account.

Though
he at times speaks of contradictions,

such contradictions do not motivate

new solutions ROVing the society to different forms of oxganization.

Such contradictions as the position of the frateypal relationship,
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papmarc

a. I
rded both as the medium of streng Chenlllg the lll)eage (for example
reg

through patxllatexal paxallel-cousxn max:;age) and as the point of its

. .
reak- through Competiticny are hedged around by varicus strategies
b P

4 vide the opportunity for mani ulatlng the social order, but they
and pro 5]

N
A ot engender basic medifications that seek to overcome them b)’ the
G N

opexation of an emergent novel prlnclple.
P wo
In fact, Bourdieu evinces a penchant for emphas:l.zlng the rk of
’

trategies 1in overcoming contradictions in the social order 50 as to
5

" . x . " : . £
intain the community of interests (p. 39). This bias stems from a
ma P

nunber of considerations that reveal Bour@ieuw as well within one tradi-

:
tion of $oc;olog1cal thoughc he is Trying desperately to transcend -~ the

Durkheimian heri tage. Bourdieu's notion of prac:lcal klnshlp emphasizes

stration
the manner in which SOlidaIltY is maintained by the :.mposed orchest. T

of habitus.

i it
The extent of practical kinship depends ontggetzzzzgzsy
ici mbers Lo overcome
of the official group me ; [he tens
£ interests wi

dered by the conflict o 2 °
i:gzzided production and consumpt;o§ group, ;9dhtconforms
keep up the kind of practical relationship w ;cthinks
to ihe official view held by every group whic
of itself as a corporate unity (p.40).

Y i group as a
Bourdieu writes here as if on the verge of h postatizing the (=)

i i Cract—
unit that "thinks of itseif", rather than belng constituted by int -

i i the nature of
ing members whose implementation of strategies determines

f "conflict of
social action and its representation. Although he talks o

i i i internally
intexests", he does not develop this notion inte a basis for in
intere , . ' "
In this he is prevented by his tendency at times
The group he defines

generated change.
c¢haracterize the collective habitus as homogeneous. S
ivi ith the same disp
individuals endowed witl
as "the aggregate of the in . ‘ e
(#-15). As it is the schemes constituting habitus that define in :
. - il s are doome:
in the general economy of practices (p.183), all participant

itd i i © take into acg=
to the compliance of misrecognition. What this fails t

fount is the diversity of dispositions inculcated in a dlff::enzzzlg:i:p
ner among individuals. Participants do “°t.j“5t belong t:ioneof orac-
that is interested in maintaining the official repfesenta nt in the
tice, but to a diversity of groups whose &ifferenflal Placemi ve oxpeee-
social oxder is itself the basis for conflicting interests wto o
sion in such strategies as the denial of misreccgnition may .::ezestea
acexbate the tensions that members of the dominant group are i

i i i nding on a
in smocthing. By not delineating this diversity and depe g
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vaguely delimited sense of a unitary group, Bourdiey misses the OPDOr—

tunity te take account not only of social reproduction but also of social

metamorphosis. 1n his Paradigm,

awareness of other modes of exper
urban Settlements,

change can Seemingly only come from

ience, ag generated in multi-ethnjie

and tableg may bring about. In Bourdieu's Paradigm, societies outside
such contact weulg simply continue to reproduce themselves with their own
determinate social formations ¢ternally. Doxa imposes a closed system,

However, more crucially, as Bourdieu at times admits,

ultimatcly gencrating the
whele system is the paradigmatic opposition

of the sexes,
into a number of qualitatively less Primary

45 splintered
OPpositions in the multituge

of schemes that generate practice. Such gchemes are said to be immanent

and patches,
Turalist postulate of the relatiopal,

he has merely given us ap account of
Bourdieu does not

us of habitus, for he sometimes S1tigm

ates habitus in the individual agen

Product of history that determines
tices.

L, yet sometimes refers to it ag a

total community only whern analytically,

In keeping with the Characteristica

hence artificially, displayed.

1ly Gallic discernment of the

T TN

i

§op. 143-6).

.
P S5ense, Qne comes away £rom xeadlng Bourdieu a bit hur:g::y.
a ’

>hors
This domain provides not only one of the central metap!

coe : : '
count, but alse provides way izing this reviewer's
a way of character
i P
of his ac [

Lo = 1o} i aY } e book.
tions to (or refections w n, one 1s tempted 1o s th In
reas

In the best

French tradition he has presented a tantallz:.ng menu of intellectual

dishes comb:.xu.ng new and old concepts prepared in new ways, all flavoured
a heavy sauce of heax tlly Lmlntelllglble prose that at times seems to

: -
by (-] T
mask and hence deny the savour promised by the initial aromatic Programme «
g ’ pul 5 O ali-
1, scho Y meTho

ellectual gourmandizin for our cheri

T g shed lawl, thod f total

zatien, synchzonxzatlon, anéd g&!lel‘.al systematization S-mely create a

soup that destxoys the integrity of the lngxedlents whose
synt:hes:.zed

vidual igquancy first attracgted us. He presents us with ingenious
indivi P

structures t then disavows them, a unappe ng case g
, bu most tizi se of havin

his cake and eating it too. Perhaps it ds just a case of the xead:_ng of

this book - and I suspect the writing of it - smacklng all teo hearx tll}‘

hic sible
h it attempts to depict- It is all a practice made pPos
of that w]

1 ) in £ . £ £ + : implicitl

acts. W i e of embodylng a critigue in a
One wonders if Dickens's strat gy

the habitus.
novel wouldn't be truer, after all, to the nature of

Notes

i i d as a seminar in
i i this review was delivere h School
. earlle;ov;rSR;ngirs of the Department of Agthropologyénkesggziogy’
A:g;st.é?c Stsﬁies. and the Department of Frehistory ?2 a series designed
Facuiey J-f Arts, The Australian Wational University, i o of theoreti-
§a°§1t§°§gla: Léwis and Kathy Robinson to treat regzzzsbgg Yosry Cromwell,
o fitted from rea "
. . sequent drafts bene t 1 of whom grati-
A e T B T B S
i f wha ‘ N
: making me more aware o Bourdieu is
incets gihia 10y Treme e i Snis acsengt o Gonenes o i
iri ; 1 alone, ’
ir eritical acumen; 1 =X rors of Comn-
Sikle o m seceicicrince in persioting 1o e Eempinins grtors of con
. e1 dmy ression. This review was written while tralian-American
it?ﬁilbi:gh:xﬁxaduate fellowship administered by the Aus
Educational Poundation.

. ' rd times for these
! This passage opens Chapter 15 of cha:ies iigﬁe;; isifz of the Penguin
s . ished in 1854, here t en X ! ough, it pre-
;:miﬁ'hfiiizaPUbigition edited by David Craig. -Cuilo:jiiegges?
faga;sa consiiiration of the calculation of marital s

i n account of the
2 Bourdieu appears to promise at the start of this wexk a

ng of scienti P i i ivileged po-
i ! ticular socially priv. po-

embedd £ i ific practice in a par' .

it Although he later hints at this in the work reviewed here, it is

Sition.
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lusive terms, Richard Nice in his

¢ Society and cultyre
+ explicitly cites this temm as

in which George Xelly speaks
ial worlg around us in The psy-
cholegy of Personal constryers (1953),

Such terms ag exXpactation, mere opinion,

conjecture, fancy, vision,
pPopular repute or estimate have been used ¢

© translate 88Ex from the ori-
: Bourdieu's usge of this term

thus captures the notion of the naturalization of the arbitrary, for it

true by popular ¢pinion but

to the repute in which it is

t Bourdieu's uge of the phrage

the definition of myth Proposed by Roland
Barthes (1972). Such a ¢ i
Style of analysis of thig
admit, given his avowed rej
enterprise.

s And, of course, the analyst would immedi
Parallel-cousin marriage, thereby affixip
analytical, approval te the transaction.

ately label it a Patrilateral
g the seal of an established

The functional explanation of Patrilatera) Parallel-cousin marriage
offered by Murphy and Kasden in terms of how it "cantributes to the ex-
treme fission of agnatic lines in Arab society ang, through in—marriage,
encysts the Patrilineal Segments" (1959.:27) comes under Bourdieu's cri-
ticism for its acceptance of anp undifferentiated notion of function as
Pertaining to the grou failing to situate this type

P a5 a whole apd thus
of marriage in the whole universe of Possible marriages that perform
i Irenically, Bourdiey's

satisfy diverse interests,
gYoup as undifferentiated constitutes one of the short-
comings of his owp analysis. See conclusions below.

7 Bourdieu also speaks of the symbolice interests Served by particular
transactions, but his example involving the vali
imply that symbolice interests -
timately be reducible to economi Honour as g
form of symbolic capital is what allews a man to walk confidently into a
market without any money to Pay for the goods he intends o buy or en-

Sures that he wil)] have an éxtensive labour force of underlings during
harvests ang other labour—intensive Pericds,

For Goodencugh s conception of ¢

ulture see Goodenocugh 1970. The ‘'how
te' approach to culture is perhaps

best exemplified in Frake 1964 ang 1975,
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ple,
Yet at times Bourdieu deoes refer te a "class habitus {for exam

83 It is unclear if this is any i juncture of
P- i i i thlng other than the con } .
V. . i g i Onom1c
) dividual habituses of those sharin the same social and [=Yal
the indi

pasition.

re=
- " £ "
In Bourdieu's usage, polyt.hesls oxr the "confusiocn of spheres" is a

(=] PPLY =] ifferent
1t of applyin the same generative schemes to a number of di 0
t su

i i derstanding
i i roximate without an un * :

i i es in a manner that is app i Soioanaan
rosiat un;viiz“s of its own approximation (that is, the regpig finglsieysl
e cogiterses can be considered partially congruent). it

e two u F °
gztion thus allows for fuzzy homologies (p.110}

i i i of her seven
i In this Kabyle story a girl is for;:i :ioiﬁinw;:iiy, e ey cign
seven snakes' eggs. i
o s tz eaZauses her expulsion from the house. In accorjazczn Lth
o Prigg?z i;structions, she eats a roasted, salted sheep anf witer e
o i th open over a pan o ‘

i by her feet with her mou : ) e
Pl Susp:nzeindyare killed. Later, she marries, hés tie czziihzis
sniiz:m::e{git_ pomegranate seeds) and is reunited glt:akzz e
ex he tells her story and displays the seven d?a s: tﬂe Ryl
vy s1te:ed Bourdieu's "decoding™ of this storg anvolveg e analog
:2:nszf thé ingestion of the snakes to fec?ﬁizzziz, :h;e;:le hon of er

: ough the ingestion of eggs . o e
Procr:;t;:n zggrzgte male form cf semen). 7o counteract.tzzsszzkes’ e
thznhenZe ﬁierile, fecundation, the €ggs, now de?eloiedmlthe Snakes, =
he d to move in the opposite direction, moving fro e eied
- force‘d the high to the low. The seven snakes that e?s gf are drte
thg ::;i:de’as befits their structural assignment as siggztes roper fe-
and hence éry while the birth of Heb-Heb-er-Remman vali
an Enoe . H H
male fecundity (p.114).

i to each

12 trying to put together how all these basic geg:: gfi;;:m belon a
b oy ihe constitution of 2 igziéétl hivgofggz claim that this diagram

i ing to keep things s Cais too often
2zi§r;:eziyzzgtures the nuances of %ou?dleu 5 acc°:2§;efz;ailéoes not aim
it appears that Bourdieu's writing is juself a pra ies of illuminating
at a consistent totality but presents instead §aSé: in Bourdieu's wse of
analytical profiles. This practice b3 most eviden ivalent to the basic
the temm ‘principle’. At times principles seer? gt 110), while in
PPPositions underlying schemes of the habitus pﬁ'-eétix're political and
other passages they seem to relate more to the o Jtion = in which the haw
“conomic conditions - the determinate social f°xmatitutes the ‘objectiver
bitus is embedded (p.204). Just exactly Whatlconiic at least in regard
nature of these conditions is also a bit prob em;t is not chjective won-
to the construal of the uvbjective in practice. "the practical interxp-
ditions to which the Kabyle peasant reacts, but na the principle of which
retation which he produces of those ¢°ndftl°:§tiis" (p-116). In any
is the socially constituted schemgs ?f hzs_h 1 tation of the whole
case, this diagram reflects my prineipled interpre
framework.,
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