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INTRODUCTION

lvica Mladenovi¢ and Zona Zari¢

PIERRE BOURDIEU: THEORY AND PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT

This topic was inspired by the international conference “Horizons of Engage-
ment: Eternalizing Bourdieu” that took place at The Institute for Philosophy
and Social Theory of The University of Belgrade, on December 22nd-23rd 2020,
on the occasion of the ninetieth anniversary since the birth of the world’s most
cited sociologist — Pierre Bourdieu (1930-2002). The aim of this conference
was to familiarise the domestic and regional audiences with the work of Pierre
Bourdieu, by presenting his academic work alongside his public engagement.
We dedicate this special topic to Bourdieu, in order to not only better under-
stand how he became a leading intellectual — after having focused in his early
years on following a professional career as a social scientist — but also to fully
grasp the enduring political significance of his oeuvre and public engagement,
as well as his understanding of the public roles of intellectuals. The three arti-
cles in this volume were chosen based on the rigour and depth in which they
engage with some of the most prominent and applicable parts of Bourdieu’s
work; and the round table discussion because it brought about a lively debate
with distinguished guests, familiar with Bourdieu’s engagement in the public
sphere, as well as the struggles and ethical dilemmas of the time.

Pierre Bourdieu was a French sociologist, born in 1930 in Denguin, a small
rural town in southwestern France. He was educated in Pau and then in Paris,
where he integrated the philosophy department of the prestigious Ecole nor-
male supérieure in 1951. He finished his studies in 1954. Before being called up
for military service in Algeria, he worked as a high school teacher in Moulins.
From 1958 t0 1960, he worked as Assistant Professor at the Faculty of Letters in
Algiers where he made a turn from philosophy to sociology. It was during this
period that he wrote his first book: The Sociology of Algeria. Upon his return to
Paris, Bourdieu became Assistant Professor at the Sorbonne, then a lecturer at
the Faculty of Letters in Lille. In 1962, he became the Secretary General of the
Centre de Sociologie Européenne, one of whose founders was Raymond Aron. In
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1964, he became director of studies at the EHESS, and in 1968, he launched the
Centre de sociologie de I’éducation et de la culture, which he directed until 1983.

His scientific prestige reached its peak in 1981 when he was appointed Pro-
fessor of Sociology at the Collége de France (one of the highest honors in the
French higher education system). By then he had distinguished himself by his
editorial activity : in 1964 he launched the collection Le sens commun (pub-
lished by Les éditions de Minuit), the journal Actes de la recherche en sciences
soctales in 1975, and in 1992 the collection Raison d'agir (published by Le Sewil).
In addition to his gold medal from the CNRS, he also received numerous in-
ternational distinctions: the Huxley Medal, awarded by the Royal Anthropo-
logical Institute of Great Britain and Ireland; honorary doctorates from : the
University of Berlin, the Goethe University in Frankfurt, and the University of
Athens; and membership in the European Academy and the American Acade-
my of Arts and Sciences. However, the greatest indicator of the scope of Bour-
dieu’s influence is the fact that he is the world’s most cited sociologist, ahead
of Emile Durkheim and the world’s second most cited author in the social sci-
ences and humanities, after Michel Foucault and ahead of Jacques Derrida. As
Loic Wacquant pointed out: “Burdieu became a name for a collective research
endeavour that transcends the borders of states and disciplines”.

Pierre Bourdieu’s conception of sociology is probably best embodied in the
following statement: sociology is a combat sport. This is because at the heart of
his major critiques lies a systemic critique of the main determinants of the es-
tablished order: colonialism in The Sociology of Algeria, the school system in
The Inheritors, the aristocratic pretensions of the ruling class in Distinction,
and the state as an instrument of reproduction of the dominant groups in 7%e
State Nobility. In his vision, telling the truth about society becomes the issue of
social and political struggle. Finally, with his rare direct “escapes” into politics
(open support for Coluche in the 1981 presidential elections, his presidency of
the commission that determined the content of educational programs during
the Mitterrand era 1989-1990, the letter to the French government against the
Gulf War in 1990, etc.), it is with the publication of the book Weight of the
World: Social Suffering in Contemporary Society in 1993 — where he pleads for
“another way of running the country” - that Pierre Bourdieu becomes one of
the most committed intellectuals in France. His support for the strikers and
demonstrations against the “Juppé Plan” in 1995, his support for the unem-
ployed who organized the blockade of the Ecole normale supérieure two years
later, his support for Algerian intellectuals, and for European social movements,
are but a few of the many symbolic and political struggles of Pierre Bourdieu,
that have earned him the status of intellectual enemy number one, among the
most tenacious defenders of the neoliberal system in the French intellectual
field. He expressed his political vision of the left in the text entitled “For the
left of the left” (Pour une gauche de gauche) (Le Monde, 8 april 1998). In 1996,
he launched a collection of short books of political intervention, the first of
which, his own, On Television and Journalism, criticizes media intellectuals,
“fast thinkers” of the “disposable thought”.
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In line with sociology as a combat sport, we have envisioned this special top-
ic as a selection of articles on the concepts and thoughts at the center of Bour-
dieu’s work, capable of responding or at least of helping us better understand
the world around us, even today. Nowadays, in an age in which the perfusion
and confusion of information and of knowledge deepens, the very making sense
of the social world has become extremely difficult, adding to the complexity of
objective informing and forming of opinions, and thus public position taking.

The first article by Marc Crépon - the former head of the philosophy de-
partment of the very same Ecole normale supérieure that Bourdieu attended
— deals with the erroneous dichotomy between “democratic reason” and “rag-
ing passions”, and the demo-phobia that often derives from it, in an attempt
to give voice to all those who do not have the right to public space — one of
Bourdieu’s main preoccupations ever since the publication of the Weight of the
World.: Social Suffering in Contemporary Society in 1993. Reflecting on the cri-
sis of political reason through the analysis of demagogic rhetoric, embodied by
the elites who claim to recognize themselves in its values and principles, and
yet are impermeable to the “conditions of non-existence” in which a consid-
erable part of the population lives. Crépon makes a compelling case for a cri-
sis of political reason, through a nuanced elaboration of a political discourse
that has lost touch with “all the misery of the world”, thus pointing out to a
new age of inequality.

Further developing the emphasis on the importance of discourse in social
life, the second article, written by Milos Jovanovi¢, compares Pierre Bourdieu’s
sociological approach with those of Thomas Luckmann and Peter Berger. These
approaches are brought together in the article by their intention of overcom-
ing the gap between “objectivism” and “subjectivism” in social theory, as well
as their critique of the relativistic tendencies of postmodernism. The author
then goes onto elaborate the deepening thematization of the body as a locus
of social influences, a topic central to Bourdieu’s oeuvre through the notion
of incorporation — the pivoting point of theory as well as the practical core
of the habitus. The body being the pre-reflexive organ par excellence, as well
as the locus of action, in which the “interiorisation of exteriority, and the ex-
ternalisation of interiority” (Outline of a Theory of Practice) operate, provides
probably the most radical of all examples in Bourdieu’s oeuvre, of the many
modes of domination and their endurance, analyzing the ways in which it is
used, transformed and transfigured by the social world.

The third article by Inga Tomi¢ Koludrovi¢ and Mirko Petri¢ discusses the
usefulness of using a bourdieusian framework — by applying the notion of so-
cial capital in the study of South East European societies, based on data from
projects on survival strategies of individuals and households — in theorizing
the modernisation of gender relations. Bourdieu describes the strength, grip
and endurance of symbolic power in its inscription in bodies in the form of
dispositions that are constitutive of the habitus. Thus the question of gender
arises — even though not explicitly theorized by Bourdieu — and offers a nov-
el and captivating lense for the analysis of Bourdieu’s main interrogation on
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the persistence of domination through often invisible, symbolic power. Thus,
establishing and publicly announcing the reality of the social world becomes,
in Bourdieu’s vision, and our own, the main stake of social struggles. Precisely
because of that, he criticises the artificial separation between scientific work
that produces knowledge and intellectual engagement that introduces that
knowledge into the public sphere. This positioning, coupled with the American
translation of Distinction by Harvard University Press in 1984, is how Pierre
Bourdieu acquired international stardom as one of the most relevant thinkers
of the social world, a claim this topic aims to demonstrate is just as relevant
today, if not moreso.

Thus, the final, closing article of this special topic, recaps an enriching
round table discussion with our distinguished guests: Gisele Sapiro, Philip Gol-
ub, Frédéric Lebaron and Franck Poupeau, as it introduces the reader to Bour-
dieu’s public engagement through direct and enticing recollections of those
who have closely collaborated with him over the years, or have been influenced
and inspired by his work. Using the tools of empirical sociology, and bringing
up phenomena which are not easily understood, this article aims to provide
more clarity to those who actually need to use these concepts from the social
sciences to be able to own their own lives and become self-determining actors.
Just as Bourdieu always approached the “hot topics” of the time, and current
events as a specific intellectual — but also as a collective intellectual, through col-
laborations and public engagements with like-minded individuals — putting
his symbolic capital at the service of others and political causes, thus practic-
ing science as a “work in progress” rather than “a ready-made set of concepts”.
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Marc Crépon

THE IMPORTANCE OF PIERRE BOURDIEU
TODAY. ON CONSENT TO MISERY

ABSTRACT KEYWORDS
This article reflects on the crisis of political reason in this heyday of Pierre Bourdieu,
populistic rhetoric, proposing to move beyond the erroneous dichotomy consent, democratic
between “democratic reason” and “raging passions,” and the demo-phobia reason, raging of
that often derives from it. We propose instead to follow Bourdieu’s ?gf\ifm”;’orar
footsteps in bringing our attention to the forms of impermeability that impermeabiliry
fracture our contemporary political and social life, establishing the populism '
conditions of possibility of the reasonable and the unreasonable. What

marks contemporary political passions as particularly dangerous is their

impermeability to the lessons of our historical past, to the moral

condemnation of the political instrumentalization of difference and to

the sacred character of fundamental principles. This hermeneutical gap,

however, is later explained by a more fundamental analysis of the problem

of contemporary impermeability, one which operates as a reversal of the

dichotomy between political reason and passion. It is no longer the

electorate, seduced by the sirens of populism, which is impermeable to

the voice of political reason; it is, instead, this very reason, embodied by

the elites who claim to recognize themselves in its values and principles,

which has become impermeable to the “conditions of non-existence” in

which a considerable part of the population lives. If there is a problem

of contemporary impermeability, or imperturbability, it is that of a political

discourse that has lost touch with “all the misery of the world".

To my students, with gratitude

We wanted to regard the elections that brought to power charismatic populist,
reactionary, sexist and xenophobic leaders all around the world as an accident
of history, a fit of bad temper or an outbreak of fever. We wanted to believe
that this was a moment of bewilderment of angry peoples, disappointed in
politics, and that the first steps of these leaders in violating the principles and

Marc Crépon: Chair of Philosophy, Ecole Normale Supérieure, Paris; marc.crepon@ens.fr.
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values of democracy would soon bring the voters back to “reason”. We imag-
ined that, in spite of everything, there existed a consensus on democratic values
and principles, a consensus stronger than negative passions and constitutive of
a shared heritage; a consensus strong enough to reconstitute, if not impose, a
symbolic barrier against the questioning of these principles, or their destruc-
tion. This consensus had certainly given way once, but we thought it deeply
rooted in the spirit and democratic culture of men and women who were not
prepared to give it up permanently. We were mistaking our desires for actual
reality. In Europe or the United States alike, the infatuation of a large fringe
of the electorate for the populist rhetoric of these vehement and often cari-
catural leaders — the very ones whose gestures, language, and violence offend
the intellectual, cultivated, and comfortably installed elites — seems to be con-
firmed with each new election.

The recent American presidential election almost gave us another confir-
mation. For months, a landslide victory for the Democratic candidate had been
anticipated, which the same elites had been waiting for as a return to normal-
ity. This did not happen. Not only was the democratic success hard-won, but
its very conditions, namely the suspicions of fraud and the contestation of the
result, confirmed the magnitude of people’s distrust in the institutions, in the
State administration and in the media. The very image of the democratic pro-
cess was weakened when the imperative to “count every vote”, because “the
choice of each individual is equally important”, was no longer agreed upon. To
refuse such a count, in a helpless attempt to forge a victory for Trump, meant
not only turning one’s back on that basic form of political decency which is
based on the acceptance of alternation; it meant, most importantly, turning a
partisan and perverse invocation of democratic rules into the springboard for
their destruction. Now that the confidence required by the democratic process
in order to assure a peaceful transition was compromised, one could foresee
that uncontrolled manifestations of violence would ensue.

This mistrust was not insignificant. It confirmed a gap. Suddenly, it re-
minded us of how fragile “democratic reason” is when confronted with the
“rage of negative passions” that fracture society, while at the same time dis-
tancing it from the principles that are supposed to ensure its unity and coher-
ence. It attested to the reality of a country so fractured that eventually the two
camps no longer speak the same language, becoming irreconcilable as words
have lost their common meaning and nothing can be agreed upon. The words
“freedom”, “equality”, “democracy” no longer convey a shared meaning, if they
ever did. Paradoxically, it became possible to use these words to justify and
endorse their historical antonyms: discrimination, inequality, injustice. This
was not surprising. Language is a weapon that few governments and political
leaders have the wisdom to mobilize without creating disorder and confusion,
to capture the attention of voters or discredit their opponents. With populism,
however, a new threshold is crossed with the deliberate use of a vulgar lan-
guage that does not shy away from provocation, choosing to cut itself off from
the most elementary rules of democratic decency. The most sacred words of



PIERRE BOURDIEU: THEORY AND PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT | 507

language, bearers of values that one would expect to be commonly shared, find
themselves drowned, overused, diverted from their meaning, caught in the net
of passions, and instrumentalized by part of the elite to trick people into es-
pousing causes that go to their own detriment.

There is no doubt that hatred, resentment, envy, and revenge are at work in
populist rhetoric. However, are we deluding ourselves again in thinking of the
gap as an opposition between “democratic reason” and “raging of passions”?
Are we not, once again, demonstrating bad faith and blindness by belittling
the “vox populi,” as the elites are always inclined to do when it disturbs their
frames of thought and linguistic codes? Let us remark on three traits of im-
permeability which these negative political passions display throughout the
world. First of all, they are impervious to the warnings of history against the
disastrous effects of any renunciation of fundamental rights and freedoms.
Secondly, they are impermeable to the commonly accepted condemnation of
all political instrumentalization of differences and of their phobias (homopho-
bia, xenophobia, islamophobia, etc.). Finally, they are impermeable to the sac-
rosanct character of fundamental principles such as the separation of powers,
the equality of rights, the right of asylum, academic freedom, etc.

However, one must be careful not to misinterpret this impermeability, which
can be understood in two ways. The first is to put it down to ignorance and the
weight of affects. It amounts to thinking that once voters are seduced by the
radicalism of populist discourse, if not its extremism or even fanaticism, their
attachment to fundamental rights and freedoms can no longer shepherd their
political choices. This somewhat arrogant view postulates that voters, glued
to the screens that capture their attention and their emotions, prioritize the
self-interested and partisan mimicry of their “passions” over any other consid-
eration. What matters to such an electorate, so the argument goes, is neither
the truth and correctness of the analyses offered by the political leaders who
demand their votes, nor their fidelity to the principles and values of democracy.

What matters to such voters is the skill with which politicians declare them-
selves in unison with voters’ emotions, persuading them that they feel, live and
think things as they do — reaching out to their desires. This way of represent-
ing the vox populi, which I once called “demophobia” (Crépon 2012a) produc-
es a pejorative image of the people in order to govern them without consent
or consultation. Demo-phobia is defined by two features. On the one hand, it
institutes and systematizes the discrediting of any opinion that expresses mis-
trust, discontent, or even criticism of institutions. It thereby denies any power
to the people by performing a perverse reversal of the legitimacy of democrat-
ic suffrage. On the other hand, it establishes a hierarchy of opinions, differen-
tiating between the informed, educated and competent, and the captive and
manipulated, or even the idiosyncratic, instinctive and impulsive.

The second way of understanding impermeability discredits this (Nietzs-
chean and Platonic) demo-phobia. It turns it on its head, switching subject and
object. In this second interpretation of the impermeability of political passions,
it is no longer the electorate which is seduced by the sirens of populism and
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impermeable to the voice of “political reason”; it is, instead, this very “reason”,
embodied by those who claim to recognize themselves in its values and prin-
ciples, which has become impermeable. But impermeable to what? This is the
main question that [ will try to address.

If we are to speak of impermeability, we should do so with regards to the
“conditions of non-existence” in which a considerable part of the population
lives without any form of social recognition. I will follow in Bourdieu’s foot-
steps to show this claim. If there is a problem of contemporary impermeabil-
ity, or imperturbability, it pertains to a political discourse that has lost touch
with “all the misery of the world” (Bourdieu 1993), to quote the title of a book
Bourdieu wrote in 1993, which should have alarmed us while there was still
time. The category of misery refers to those who, struggling to make ends
meet, perceive themselves as the vanquished of history, accompanied by the
permanent feeling that their sufferings are ignored, and their claims never
heard. “Political reason”, to which they are asked to subscribe — keeping si-
lent, letting others decide for them with patience and confidence, waiting for
better days — no longer speaks to them, as it is built upon their erasure. To use
Foucault’s term, not only “political reason” makes of their sufferings “a mute
remnant of politics”, but, even more violently, turns them into the blind spot
of political analyses and calculations, a collateral damage of economic devel-
opment at a time of globalization, a fatality of history. This language no lon-
ger speaks to them because it has remained for too long impermeable to their
needs and expectations.

Bourdieu’s reflections are therefore about “misery” and ignorance thereof: what
we neither knew nor wanted to see, a fracture, if not a cut, which has for too
long been considered incidental and inconsequential. A large part of the in-
tellectual elites, those called by Bourdieu the “heirs”, are confronted with the
success of populism, with its verbal and physical violence, with racism, sexism,
chauvinism, xenophobia and ultranationalism. With the notable exception of
those who feed this vehemence with ambiguous statements and inflammato-
ry speeches, the heirs do not understand what is happening, no matter their
education, knowledge and culture.

They are heirs to this culture and the codes it has adopted, the languages
it speaks, and they are sure to feel the impotence of their heritage to stop the
inexorable rise of an infatuation made of false promises and bad solutions,
which they know to have never contributed anything but a surplus of misfor-
tune and misery to human society. They repeat this to no avail. Is their voice
less booming than in the past? The authority attached to their knowledge and
titles is no longer recognized, if not in a very partial way and by those who
solicit their complicit expertise, which is part of what marks their separation
from the rest of the population. Is it “the people” who have turned away from
them? Or should it be said, on the contrary, that today the elites are paying
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for the forgotten and repressed truth of their condition, namely their own in-
difference to the misfortune of men?

This is the question that leads us, today more than ever, in Bourdieu’s foot-
steps. I wonder whether the elites could be accused of what Bourdieu called
“an excess of confidence in the powers of discourse”, and because of a lack
of timely assessment of their impermeability they find themselves brutally
exposed to doubts about the capacity of their work to change the course of
the world — even a little! Is it for this reason that they show themselves, once
again, powerless to prevent the worst from happening, wherever it is likely to
happen, starting with the proliferation of authoritarian regimes, with all their
impacts on the management of migratory, health, social, environmental, and
climatic disasters?

Everything becomes unstoppable and their discourses flounder against the
vanity of their effects; it is an understatement to say that this results in the
kind of melancholy of history that usually accompanies the disillusionment
of the powers of the mind. It would be wrong to reduce it to wounded pride.
This would disregard the nihilism that lies in wait and consents to the worst
with this simple utterance: what’s the point! There is nothing we can do about
it! All that can be said and done to analyze, criticize and warn against the evil
that is brewing and try to prevent it will not change the course of history. It
carries too little weight to counter the seductive power of verbal outrages and
extreme measures, of the murderous adventurism (actually very organized) of
a charismatic leader and his servants who do not care.

To abandon oneself to this melancholy, according to which the destiny of
the intellectual elite would be to see catastrophes arrive inexorably, without
having the slightest chance of avoiding them, is nevertheless to miss the point,
which is not so much about the limits and powers of thought as about the con-
ditions of its practice. If we consider our analysis of demo-phobia and of the
reversal of impermeability, this amounts to saying that the analysis of popu-
lisms should not focus exclusively on the permeability of hearts and minds to
the extreme theses conveyed by populist ideologies, but on the impermeabili-
ty of the elites to the sense of abandonment, distress, helplessness and misery
of those they have cut off themselves from, whom they do not see and do not
hear except from afar. This amounts to questioning the resulting complicity,
which I will call “consent to misery”, as I have elsewhere spoken of “murder-
ous consent” (Crépon 2012b).

The critique of scholarly reason that the Meditations pascaliennes deploy
proves decisive here. Mocking the pretension of some intellectuals to expe-
rience revolutions in the order of words as radical revolutions in the order of
things, Bourdieu invites them to pay greater attention to the course of the world
and to be more humble: “Intellectual powers”, he writes, “are most efficacious
when they are exercised in the same direction as the immanent tendencies of
the social world, at which time they indubitably redouble, through omission
or compromise, the effects of the forces of the world, which are also expressed
through them”. (Bourdieu 2000: 3)
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Let us stop and think about the gulf that separates the elites (cultivated, edu-
cated in prestigious schools and universities) from this poor, vulnerable and
disillusioned fringe of the population, which, at the very least, no longer gives
them the credit of reason and truth, because they don’t expect anything good
from them! Let us take seriously an observation that is easy to make, in Eu-
rope, Brazil, the United States and all over the world: knowledge and infor-
mation technologies have long ago dethroned all forms of authority that had
arrogated to themselves the power to instruct and enlighten... by inviting the
vanquished of history to be patient! To understand this fracture — and this is
Bourdieu’s lesson — we should start afresh from our Znvolvement in the world,
inasmuch as it zmplicitly determines the limits of what we take the zrouble to
see and hear, the constitution within us of the visible and the invisible, the
audible and the inaudible, according to which we decide what revolts us and
moves us to action because we are determined to reject it.

Considering the failings, the bankruptcy, the very injustice of this partiality,
we can no longer act as if we were not dependent on a collective history that
has produced the categories of thought with which we apprehend the world
and society, in its fractured diversity. By the same token, we cannot act inde-
pendently of an individual history that has created the conditions of family,
society, and schooling according to which we have appropriated those same
categories of thought, while others were immediately deprived of any possible
appropriation of this epistemic order.

The meaning and value we give to words, in which our perception and
apprehension of the world is constructed, are themselves dependent on this
double history. Against the illusion of a transparency of consciousness to it-
self, we must admit that this apprehension is opaquer than we are ready to
acknowledge, and that being partial (in all senses of the term) is at the same
time problematic. This partiality, on which I insist, is the price to pay for the
implicitness that Bourdieu points out. “It is because we are implicated in the
world that there is implicit content in what we think and say about it” (ibid.:
9). What is he talking about? What exactly is “implicit”? I will argue that the
implicit determines and masks everything that may be partisan (and therefore
truncated, forgetful, and ignorant) in our perception and condemnation of vi-
olence in the world - that is to say on our doorstep, in subway corridors, in
suburbs and underprivileged countryside’s. The implicitness of our condition
and of our history thus offers a key to grasping not only the nature and origin,
but also the configuration and extent of the “consents to misery” that define
us. Amongst such forms of consent to misery, I will specifically focus on one
that not only has little concern for the misfortune of faraway people, but also
has little regard or compassion for those nearby.

We will not recall the conditions of entry into the academic milieu that
Bourdieu analyzed in detail, except to mention that they remain, even today,
the common denominator of all access to positions of power in companies
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and administrations, as well as in higher education. We will not dwell on how
such conditions are constitutive of the habitus shared by those who have this
same heritage, whose gradual, progressive, unnoticed incorporation has end-
ed up being second nature to them. What will be emphasized, however, is the
way in which the resulting “scholarly disposition”, the conditions of existence
that define it, the appropriation of the codes that guarantee it, translate into a
“withdrawal from the world”.

Bourdieu’s reflections are a quarter of a century old, and it is not clear that
a new analysis of the conditions of existence and the so-called “security” of
those who embark on the scholarly path should not, on the contrary, prompt
us to measure how they have deteriorated considerably over the years. The sit-
uation of those who aspire to enter the scholarly world, who take the first step,
has become noticeably precarious, and economic and social necessities have
long since painfully caught up with them. The following quote would - thus
— require some added nuance: “While the suspension of economic or social
necessity is what allows the emergence of autonomous fields, ‘orders’ (in Pas-
cal’s sense) which know and recognize only their specific law, it is also what, in
the absence of special vigilance, threatens to confine scholastic thought within
the limits of ignored or repressed presuppositions, implied in the withdrawal
from the world” (ibid.: 15).

This “suspension” does not mean that the scholarly world escapes eco-
nomic hardship and remains immune to impoverishment, but that it is cut
off from the “world of production”, which is undoubtedly, as Bourdieu points
out, “liberatory break and a disconnection”, but contains at the same time “a
potentially crippling separation” (ibid.: 15). Who would deny this today, when
all over the world entire sectors of the economy are weakened by the succes-
sion of confinements imposed by the pandemic, thousands of businesses and
shops threaten to close and hundreds of thousands of workers find themselves
unemployed? At the same time, it must be admitted that even if the scholarly
universes are affected in their operating conditions, in their credits and in their
availability to future generations, they are not directly impacted with regards
to the material conditions of existence of those who already belong to them.

Let us pause at this “withdrawal from the world” and at the “vigilance” it
calls for! What is the point of being vigilant so as not to remain withdrawn
from the world? T will argue that this withdrawal no longer allows us to pay
due attention to the multiple forms of domination that structure and divide
society (between classes, races, genders), or more generally to manifestations
of violence, forms of social exclusion, deprivation, and frustration, which end
up being part of a landscape that we presume to know, disregarding its com-
plexity and diversity. Negligent, forgetful, if not indifferent, we no longer take
the trouble to make visible and audible to ourselves the multiple sufferings
such a withdrawal glosses over.

Let’s go further! This habituation is essentially due to what I called elsewhere
“the sedimentation of the unacceptable” (Crépon 2018), the insidious assim-
ilation of ways of saying that justify ways of doing things. Ways of speaking
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(about mass unemployment, precariousness, security, foreigners etc.) become
second nature. Fashioned out of those false evidences and abusive oversimpli-
fications, which Bourdieu always mistrusted and held responsible for our com-
placent blindness, these ways of speaking draw a screen between us and others;
they become part of the world as a reason for tolerating human misfortune.

v

To take the implicit into account is above all to become aware of a privilege
which, by definition, is very far from universal. It is also to track down the dis-
courses and the ideology which have no other effect than to mask the profound
inequalities (of access to language, of mastery of codes, of rhetorical skill) that
such distinctions cover. The result should be a princely humility that Bourdieu
recalls in these terms: “Awareness of this privilege forbids one to consign to
inhumanity or ‘barbarism’ those who, because they do not have this advan-
tage, are not able to fulfil all their human potentialities. It also forbids one to
forget the limits that scholastic thought, owes to the very special conditions
of its emergence, which one must methodically explore in order to try to free
it from them?” (ibid.: 15).

The Western philosophical tradition, as we know, is made up of the val-
orization of knowledge, contemplation, meditation, ideation and, more gen-
erally, all forms of thought. From Plato to Heidegger, the West had continu-
ously hierarchized human activities, placing at the top of the scale that form
of withdrawal from the world which is the skzo/e. Exemplary in this respect
is the way in which Hannah Arendt, describing the human condition, detach-
es thought from work and labor, making it the highest form of this activity.
Humility then commands us to remember that the possibility of such detach-
ment is far from being universally shared. It never has been so. Immersion in
the scholastic universe, which has always given access to positions of power
in society, inasmuch as they require a normative appropriation of symbolic
forms, has always presupposed “exceptional historical and social conditions”.

These exceptional conditions are quite something! They have the effect of
establishing, as the sociologist points out, “a magic boundary between the elect
and the excluded while contriving to repress the differences of condition that
are the condition of the difference that they produce and consecrate” (ibid.: 25).
Here is the deception, the magical illusion! These conditions pertain to the will
to act as if differences in condition did not exist or had to be explained differ-
ently, by nature or by merit, imagining that institutions, starting with schools,
are sufficient to correct them, and that they give everyone the same chances
to join the camp of the elected representatives. This repression, this sleight
of hand which invisibilizes the conditions of exclusion, is no longer possible.

This is what has been unearthed by the rise of populism that is overwhelm-
ing Europe, Latin America, and the United States, but also by the great waves
of popular protest that challenge the elites. As the gilets jaunes movement in
France (2018-2019) reminded us, this wave carries the hopes of those who no
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longer want to be the losers of a history that has forgotten (or pretends to for-
get) how much it has excluded them. The masses do not forgive the elected
ones for having erased the way in which the historical and social conditions
of their election have contributed to maintaining the masses’ own invisibility
and, more generally, their conditions of non-existence.

\'

Let us move further in the analysis and determination of these conditions of
non-existence. They are characterized, as we have already mentioned, by the
feeling of being invisible and inaudible — of not being heard, let alone listened
to. How can this be understood? What determines listening and understand-
ing in a society? In order to extend our reflections on consent to misery, I will
argue that its strongest ally is the “economy of linguistic exchange”, as Bour-
dieu suggests in Ce que parler veut dire (Bourdieu 1982). Every time we speak,
the sociologist reminds us, two causal series come into play to determine our
ability to speak and our chances of being heard. The first concerns our linguis-
tic habitus, which is socially shaped by conditions of acquisition that make its
disposition very unequal. This determines our capacity to formulate in given
circumstances a differentiated discourse, whose singularity (that is to say, its
own style, understood as what distinguishes it from others comparable to it)
can only be perceived by those who have the appropriate schemes of appre-
ciation. The second is the “system of sanctions and targeted censorship” that
structures the “language market”™: schools, exams, competitions, diplomas, etc.,
in other words, the rituals to which one must submit if they want to have any
chance for their words to carry value.

As a result, in social exchanges, exposed to this market, we never deal with
language, but with discourses that are dependent on this double series. It is
because of the variable disposition of the habitus and of the structure of the
market that, within a differentiated society, not only do different groups not
give the same meaning to the same words, but they do not even recognize the
same value or pay equal attention to all the discourses that may circulate. In
such a society, writes Bourdieu, “what are called ‘common’ nouns — work, fam-
ily, mother, love, etc. — assume in reality different and even antagonistic mean-
ings, because the members of the same ‘linguistic community’ use more or less
the same language and not several different languages” (Bourdieu 1991: 39-40).

“There are no innocent words”, he continues a little further on. “[...] Each
word, each expression, threatens to take on two antagonistic senses, reflect-
ing the way in which it is understood by the sender and the receiver” (ibid.:
40). Who will say that this is not the case with the words we invoke to justify
our political choices: “liberty”, “equality”, “fraternity”, “solidarity”, “secular-
ism” and even “democracy”? Is this the reason for the misunderstanding? Is it
because the socially and economically dominant elites have long since failed
to ask themselves what these words mean in the language of others that they
have made themselves impermeable to their world? Is it because they have
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not been able to hear those who do not have the same linguistic habitus that
they have lost in return the faculty to be heard when they warn of the worst?

Whatever this misunderstanding may be, it follows from the above consid-
erations that a language is anything but a “universal treasure” that all its speak-
ers would share. To reason in these terms is to once again overlook both the
economic and social conditions that make it possible to acquire what a given
society recognizes as “legitimate linguistic competence”, and the constitution
of the linguistic market that organizes the division between a “legitimate” use
of language and its “illegitimate” use. It also means implicitly subscribing to the
different processes that allow the state to impose, through institutions, start-
ing with schools, administration, etc., a system of norms regulating linguistic
practices. It is to deprive oneself of seeing that, in each space, the “linguistic
market” is unified and dominated by a state language, which becomes “the the-
oretical norm against which all linguistic practices are objectively measured”.
No one, Bourdieu explains, is supposed to be unaware of the linguistic law,
which “has its body of jurists — the grammarians — and its agents of regulation
and imposition — the teachers — who are empowered universally to subject the
linguistic performance of speaking subjects to examination and to the legal
sanction of academic qualification” (ibid.: 45).

Clearly, we are doing nothing more than establishing a link between the
relations of linguistic domination that determine the distinction between the
audible and the inaudible, and the “consent to misery” that underlies the dis-
tinction of the visible and the invisible. The strength of populist leaders is to
have reckoned with it. This allows them to pretend to have heeded the anx-
iety, distress, and legitimate resentment of those vanquished by history and
forgotten by progress, in order to make people believe that the new elites will
no longer make the misfortune of mankind “a mute remnant of politics”. Thus,
populist leaders pretend to know the culprits and causes of evil, as well as to
know how to remedy them, using all the means afforded by power, without
anything to stop them from venturing outside the limits of the law. The con-
dition for sharing such a belief is a repeated coup de force against the linguistic
habitus that usually governs the exchanges and debates that animate the po-
litical scene. It is to speak another language that does not prohibit insults and
other vociferous expressions of anathema. In the populist mind, the virtue of
truth carries little value whenever lies are more likely to mark a rupture, to
have immediate effect or to assure destabilization.

So, are we left without hope? The defining feature of populism is to sub-
stitute one invisibility for another. It would be illusory, in fact, to think that
its discourse and its action are based on a fine understanding of society and of
its complexity, or of the tensions that run through it, and not on oversimplifi-
cations. To divide in order to reign, to multiply surrogate targets, presuppos-
es an attention bias that compromises from the outset the possibility of being
open to society’s diversity. This is why populist leaders, anxious to stir up pas-
sions, do not give themselves the means to hear the invisible any more than the
leaders they intend to replace. As we know, if they come to power, the living
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conditions of the historically defeated will not be miraculously transformed.
And yet the damage is done, and even when the time comes for disappoint-
ment (because it always does), it is still to their side that a large part of the eyes
is turned. The air bubble of their false promises does not burst, the balloon of
their blustering postures does not deflate either. So, it is an illusion to believe
that their audience will eventually diminish of its own accord, as the tradition-
al political formations that dream of a “return to normal” seem to think, with
a disconcerting naivety and blindness.

Vi

What should we do? Let us start by hearing and listening, rather than recon-
structing. Encourage people to speak up. Give them the attention and consid-
eration they deserve. Bring them together. Confront them. More than a decade
ago, and recently again, I have emphasized the need to rethink the way democ-
racies should go about being more participatory (Crépon, Stiegler 2007). The
injunctions I have just uttered constitute conditions for not paying lip service
to “participation”. They are certainly not sufficient, but they are a reminder
that no one can claim the exorbitant privilege of carrying the voice of those
who were never allowed to speak up. Our previous reflections are dominated
by the belief that by ignoring the evils that fracture society (such as materi-
al difficulties and existential suffering) one weakens institutions and gets to a
political impasse. From this impasse, populism presents itself as a disastrous
exit that needs to be countered.

How can we free suffering, uneasiness and misfortune from the walls of
silence in which they are locked? One last time, we will follow in Bourdieu’s
footsteps by re-reading La misére du monde. At the bottom of the back cov-
er, readers were invited to understand that the book proposed “another way
of doing politics”. What was that about? Without filters, self-serving calcula-
tions or partisan instrumentalizations, the primary task was to learn, method-
ically, how to learn suffering from the mouths of those who live it. What was
important was to understand, by listening to these voices, the conditions of
production of social misery, of which the distant elites, trained in the techno-
cratic language of the grandes écoles, had only an abstract perception primed
by this very language.

As Hannah Arendt pointed out, politics exists because of human plurality.
It was hopeless to expect that the professionals of politics could give justice to
such plurality, as they did not have the means to comprehend it without pre-
conceived judgments, with that form of attention and humility which is the last
thing one learns in elite schools. It isn’t enough to say that the lesson was not
understood and that the gulfs of misunderstanding have continued to widen.
What was urgent, Bourdieu said, was to produce two effects. “Firstly, simplistic
and one-sided images (notably those found in the press) must be replaced by a
complex and multilayered representation capable of articulating the same real-
ities but in terms that are different and, sometimes, irreconcilable”. Secondly,
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“following the lead of novelists such as Faulkner, Joyce or Woolf, we must re-
linquish the single, central, dominant, in a word, quasi-divine, point of view
that is all too easily adopted by observers — and by readers too, at least to the
extent they do not feel personally involved. We must work instead with the
multiple perspectives that correspond to the multiplicity of coexisting, and
sometimes directly competing, points of view” (Bourdieu 1999: 3).

Such was the point of the essential configuration of the “space of points of
view” that made up La misére du monde. By giving their due to the diversity
of lifestyles and to the resulting social interactions, this wonderful book de-
velops a fine and attentive intelligence of society, which is the first thing to be
betrayed by the overly simplistic attempts of the elites to embody the political
will and desires of the people.

In doing so, Bourdieu understood above all that it is dangerous and in-
consequential to talk about misery in overly general terms. Sticking to the
great “misére de condition” as the sole criterion for assessing, as an absolute,
the suffering of all people, meant that one could not see the relative forms of
small-scale misery — what Bourdieu calls “misere de position”. The distinction
between “great misery” and “petty miseries” (since the “miseére de position”
admits a plural) calls for two remarks. The first is that we consider the latter
to be negligible in import, we do not want to see them, because they are rel-
ative, supposedly subjective, and we consider them to follow in the wake of
inequalities that it would be vain to claim to be able to address. They are the
ones that make people say, “Stop complaining!”, “Think of all the advantages
you enjoy, of what the State and society do for you!”, “Think about those who
are infinitely more unhappy than you are!”. They constitute the background
of the consent to misery on which our reflections have focused. The second
is that nothing yields more favorable ground for the rise of populism than the
abandonment of these little miseries to themselves, in indifference or contempt.

(Traduction: Micol Bez, PhD candidate, Northwestern University and Ecole
Normale Supérieure de Paris.)
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Mark Krepon

Vaznost Pjera Burdijea danas. O pristanku na bedu

Apstrakt

Clanak se fokusira na krizu politickog razuma u dobu procvata populisticke retorike i pred-
laze odmak od pogresne podvojenosti izmedu ,,demokratskog razuma"“ i ,besnih strasti‘, od-
nosno demofobije koja iz njih ¢esto proizlazi. Umjesto ove dihotomije, predlazemo da, sledeci
Bourdijeov trag, paznju treba usmeriti na oblike nepropusnosti koji lome nas savremeni po-
liticki i drustveni Zivot, uspostavljajuci uslove moguénosti razumnog i nerazumnog. Najpre,
primecujemo da je ono Sto savremene politicke strasti ozna¢ava posebno opasnima jeste
njihova nepropusnost za lekcije iz nase istorijske proslosti, kao i za moralnu osudu politicke
instrumentalizacije razli¢itosti i za sakralni karakter temeljnih nacela. Taj hermeneuticki jaz,
medutim, kasnije objasnjavamo dubljom analizom problema savremene nepropusnosti, koja
ponistava dihotomiju izmedu politickog razuma i strasti. To viSe nije biracko tijelo, zavedeno
sirenama populizma, koje je nepropusno za glas politickog razuma; umjesto toga, upravo taj
razum, koji utelovljuju elite koje tvrde da se prepoznaju u njegovim vrijednostima i nacelima,
postao je nepropustan za ,uslove nepostojanja“ u kojima Zivi znacajan dio stanovnistva. Ako
postoji problem savremene nepropusnosti ili smetniji, nasa je hipoteza, to je problem politic-
kog diskursa koji je izgubio dodir sa ,svom bedom sveta“.

Klju¢ne reci: Pjer Burdiju, pristanak, demokratski razum, savremena nepropusnost,
populizam
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BOURDIEU’S THEORY AND THE SOCIAL
CONSTRUCTIVISM OF BERGER AND LUCKMANN'

ABSTRACT KEYWORDS

The paper compares Pierre Bourdieu’s sociological approach with the Bourdieu, Berger &
one developed by Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann. The aim of the Luckmann,

paper is to identify the complementarities and incongruences of these objectivism/
approaches. The main similarity consists in the intention to “dialectically” Isa“nbjﬁgt'g'sng’vs’;dy’
overcome/bridge the gap between “objectivism” and “subjectivism” in kn(;gwlegdég polit‘ical
social theory. Another parallel includes a negative attitude towards the views '
relativistic tendencies of postmodernism. These authors share the

thematization of: the body as a locus of social influences, the centrality

of language in social life, the social functions of knowledge, and the

importance of power in social relations. Differences in theorizing are

attributed to the different intellectual, theoretical, and socio-cultural

contexts in which these scientists operated. The divergences of these

theoretical approaches become evident when one examines the different

meaning and significance attached to the concepts of individuation,

structure, action, habitus and habitualization, structure of relevance and

relation of common-sense and scientific knowledge. Finally, there is a

visible difference in political views: Bourdieu was a critic “from the left,”

while Berger and Luckmann were self-proclaimed liberal conservatives.

Introduction

The importance of Pierre Bourdieu for contemporary sociology, as well as other
scientific disciplines, probably needs no particular emphasis. Bourdieu was a
highly respected public intellectual in France, who enjoyed immense popular-
ity. Pierre Carles followed him from 1998 to 2001 and made the film: Sociology
is a Martial Art (La sociologie est un sport de combat), in order to help people

1 The research for this paper was supported by the Ministry of education, science and tech-
nological development of the Republic of Serbia (Contract N¢ 451-03-9/2021-14/200165).
The author wishes to thank two anonimous reviewers for their comments and sugges-
tions which helped improve and clarify this manuscript.
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understand his research and encourage their social engagement. The book La
Misere du monde?, which was published by Bourdieu and his associates in 1993

sold over 100,000 copies in three months and stood atop the bestseller list for
months; it was extensively discussed in political circles and popular magazines
alike (conservative Prime Minister Balladur publicly ordered his cabinet mem-
bers to read it); it has been adapted for the stage and is widely used by school-
teachers, social workers and grassroots activists. (Wacquant 1998: 322-323 nl1)

Numerous papers dedicated to Bourdieu undoubtedly speak of his status
as a modern sociological classic.

[T]rying to keep up with the wide spectrum of research done in a Bourdieusian
vein is a bit like Sisyphus continuously rolling his unruly stone up the hill: as
soon as you think you’re on top of it, a fresh wave of publications comes out
proposing all sorts of new concepts and applications. (Atkinson 2020: ix)

Peter L. Berger and Thomas Luckmann are best known for their “Trea-
tise in the Sociology of Knowledge”: The Social Construction of Reality (1991),
first published in 1966.3 In 1997, according to the votes of the members of the
International Sociological Association, this publication entered the list of the
most important books in the 20th century sociology, taking the fifth place, just
above Burdieou’s Distinction.* One should mention here that, on the 25th an-
niversary of its publication, Berger and Luckmann’s book saw a bulletin of the
theoretical section of the American Sociological Association: Perspectives 15(2)
dedicated to it, while three scientific journals: Cultural Sociology 10(1), Human
Studies 39(1) and Socidini studia 13(3), dedicated separate issues to their theo-
ry on the occasion of its 50th anniversary. In Serbia, one issue of The Bulletin
of the Institute of Ethnography SASA (Glasnik etnografskog instituta SANU)
67(1) was titled: “Theoretical legacy of Peter Berger and Thomas Luckmann”
(»Teorijsko naslede Pitera Bergera i Tomasa Lukmana®).

Translated into more than 20 languages, The Social Construction of Reality
is considered one of the key works (Schliisselwerke) of constructivism (Loen-
hoff 2015). The book is labeled “a bible for social constructivists” (Collin 1997:
66), “the original explicitly ‘constructionist’ study” which “established ‘social

2 English translation: Weight of the World: Social Suffering in Contemporary Society
(1999).

3 Berger and Luckmann published their first co-authored paper “Sociology of Reli-
gion and Sociology of Knowledge” in 1963, sketching in it the ideas that would later be
further developed in the book that made them famous. Before it, Berger published sev-
eral more papers, either solely or together with Luckmann, Hansfried Kellner and Stan-
ley Pullberg, in which segments of the Social Construction of Reality were elaborated
in more detail (for the list and short comments on these papers see: Berger 2011: 83).

4 See: https://www.isa-sociology.org/en/about-isa/history-of-isa/books-of-the-xx-
century. Besides Distinction, his Outline of a Theory of Practice also earned great rec-
ognition within his field, and was selected as one of the five most influential works in
the last 25 years in Contemporary Sociology 25(3) (Calhoun 1996).
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construction’ as a permanent part of the vocabulary of social science” (Hjelm
2014:17)%, and promoted Berger and Luckmann as the “pioneers of ‘social con-
structionism’ (Endress 2005: 53).

Before considering the similarities and parallels, that is, differences and di-
vergences between Bourdieu’s and Berger-Luckmann’s theory, one should first
clarify what the term “social constructivism” actually implies and outline the
relation of the two American theoreticians towards it.

Social Constructivism: the World is not Discovered,
but Socially Created

We will provide a quite concise outline of the social constructivist approach,
as not to go out of the context of this paper. We will not deal with Bourdieu’s
theory in this section, as we believe that this elaboration would be redundant,
considering that the entire issue of this journal is dedicated to his theorizing.”

At the very beginning one finds the linguistic dilemma: “constructivism” or
“constructionism”? English-speaking authors prefer the term constructionism,
although there are exceptions (Collin 1997; Detel 2001), while German-speaking
ones use the term Sozialkonstruktivismus and in their papers published in En-
glish one can find social constructivism (Pfadenhauer and Knoblauch [eds.] 2019).

The spatial limitations of this paper do not allow for a comprehensive over-
view of different understandings of the essential characteristics, genealogy,
classifications and critiques of social constructivism, i.e. a detailed examina-
tion on whether it represents a (meta)theory, paradigm, worldview or a spe-
cific type of theoretical sensibility.® What is certain is that this s zoz the case
of a “unique specified doctrine” (Detel 2001: 14264), but rather of “many con-
structionisms” (Hjelm 2014: 3).°

5 The first to use the phrase social construction was Lester Frank Ward in an article
from 1905 (Knoblauch and Wilke 2016: 54), but it was only after the publication of Berg-
er and Luckmann’s book that it became ubiquitous to the extent that Hacking considers
it a “tired metaphor” (1999: 35).

6 Having written their magnum opus in English and published it in New York, they
are considered American theoreticians here, even though both Berger and Luckmann
are Austrians by birth — Berger was born in 1929 in Vienna, while Luckmann was born
in 1927 in Jesenice, Kingdom of Yugoslavia (his mother was Slovene). They both emi-
grated to America shortly after World War II and began their academic careers there.
Berger remained in the USA, while Luckmann returned to Europe in 1965 having earned
professorship at the University of Frankfurt, from where he moved to the University of
Konstanz in 1970.

7 Aswell as the, already mentioned, ever growing abundance of articles, chapters and
books that deal with his sociological work.

8 For various (re-/de-)constructions of “the constructionist mosaic” see: Burr 2015;
Elder-Vass 2012; Gergen 1999; Weinberg 2014.

9 More than a few authors can rightfully, to a greater or lesser degree, be categorized
as constructivists (Bourdieu included). The following are most often mentioned as such:
Michel Foucault, Judith Butler, David Bloor, Barry Barnes, Steve Woolgar, Bruno
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The vocable constructivism' will be used here, primarily because that is
the variant used by Luckmann and Berger themselves, but also by their direct,
self-proclaimed and most prolific descendants — modern German sociologists
gathered around the theoretical and research programs of hermeneutic sociol-
ogy of knowledge (hermeneutische Wissenssoziologie) and communicative
constructivism (kommunikativer Konstruktivismus)".

Simply put: ,,[s]ocial constructionism argues that the human world is not as
simple and obvious as it seems and that people, you and I, take part actively
in producing and reproducing — constructing — it” (Hjelm 2014: 2). The exis-
tence of “objective” facts”? independent from human practices is questioned.

Language is observed as a precondition to thought, shaping it. Language
occupies a prominent role in constructivist research because it serves a per-
formative, and not only a descriptive function.

Hacking emphasizes the idea of contingency — a belief that “things” are
not necessarily given, nor unchangeable — as typical for social constructivism
(1999: 48).

The attractiveness of the constructivist argument lies precisely in the iron-
ic relation towards that which is “taken-for-granted”, as a phenomenon which
“not only could be otherwise but that its ‘local’ form has a history that can be
written to show a collection of interests, actions, and flows of power that have
created and that sustain it” (Schneider 2005: 724). What is insisted upon is the
socio-cultural-historical specificity of knowledge, focusing on the processual-
ity of social interactions and world-building practices. Thus Howard S. Becker
says that for him the social construction of reality means

simply that people talk to each other, in person or otherwise, and decide what
to call things around them and how to understand those things. Other people
might decide those questions differently and that’s why the notion of social
construction has some traction, because it makes you see that what you think
is real, isn’t necessarily real for some other people, and that that creates a very
fruitful area for research and understanding. (Ralén and Ral6n 2013)

Latour, Karin Knorr Cetina, Ludwik Fleck, Jean Piaget, Lev Vygotsky, Mary McCanney
Gergen & Kenneth J. Gergen, Rom Harré, John Shotter, Jonathan Potter, ... For a chrono-
logical overview of the thinkers who influenced the development of constructivism,
from Giambattista Vico to the “postmodern” theoreticians, see: Lock and Strong 2010.
The Oxford Dictinary of Sociology cites William Isaac Thomas, Alfred Schiitz and so-
ciologists of “the Chicago school” as forerunners of constructivism in sociology (Scott
2014: 692).

10 However, in the quotations from the texts, we will retain the original variant.

11 See: Hitzler ez al. 2017; Keller ez al. 2013.

12 Compare with Nietzsche who, as a constructivist avant la lettre, writes: “Against
positivism, which halts at phenomena — “There are only facts’ — I would say: No, facts
is precisely what there is not, only interpretations. We cannot establish any fact ‘in it-
self’: perhaps it is folly to want to do such a thing” (1968: 267).
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Construction
of concepts and knowledge
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Experience < Interpretation
Natural and social environment Understanding
Events, Activities Attribution of meaning

Figure I: Construction and interpretation as means of access to the world of expe-
rience (Flick 2004: 90)

Berger and Luckmann make a decisive departure from social constructiv-
ism. Berger considers it as one of the “impressive illustrations of the unintend-
ed consequences of publishing one’s ideas” (2011: 93). In the text that depicts
interesting details of their collaboration, Luckmann asks: “Who in heaven or
hell, more likely hell, invented (social) ‘constructivism’?” (2001: 23). Berger ex-
plicitly denies any affinity for constructivism, which he considers a “child” from
“the orgy of ideology and utopianism that erupted all over the academic scene
in the late 1960’s” and he expresses the lack of “any sympathy with this Zezz-
geist” and an assuredness that his and Luckmann’s “sort of sociology was not
what all these putative revolutionaries were clamoring for” (Berger 1992a: 2).

Berger correctly assesses that this is not the case of a coherent school of
thought, but rather of a set of theories with similar tendencies, and wrongly
identifies Foucault and Derrida, who dwell in the “long shadow” of Nietzsche
(Berger 2011: 94), as direct progenitors of constructivism, while locating con-
structivism (not entirely unjustifiably) within the framework of “doctrinary
fashionable” postmodern theories, which to him are “each more obscurantist
and intellectually barbaric than its predecessor” (Berger 1992b: 18). He calls
constructivism in its most radical form a “type of nihilism” and emphasizes
that Luckmann and he were repeatedly forced to declare: “We are not con-
structivists” (Berger 2011: 95).13

13 Like Marx, who had a need to distance himself from Lafargue and Guesde: « ce
qu’il y a de certain c’est que moi, je ne suis pas Marxiste » (“what is certain is that [if
they are Marxists], [then] I myself am not a Marxist”).
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This distancing is caused by their ideological, but also epistemological po-
sition. As descendants of the modernist enlightenment project, Berger and
Luckmann do not question the existence of objective reality and facts, and the
possibility of knowing them.* However, between Social Construction of Re-
ality and later constructivism there are significant lines of continuity — Berg-
er and Luckmann’s theoretical setting, having “flown” into the sociological
mainstream, continued to develop through various forms of constructivism,
perhaps in the directions and to an extent not really suitable to them, yet in
such a way so as to rightfully claim that their book represents the origin of
constructivism (Spasi¢ 2019).

By examining the similarities with Bourdieu’s theorizing, the above “flow-
ing” into modern sociology will be illustrated, since it has made everyone deal-
ing with social studies a constructivist to a greater or lesser extent.

With and against Bourdieu

Even though they did not completely ignore each other, as was the case with
Emile Durkheim and Max Weber's, who were also contemporaries whose in-
terests overlapped significantly, it cannot be said that Bourdieu paid much at-
tention to Berger and Luckmann and vice versa. Thus in the text Sur le pouvoir
symboligue (On Symbolic Power), in a footnote Bourdieu mentions Schiitz and
Berger as exponents of /a tradition néo-phenomenologique (1977: 411 n2), and
in the introductory chapter of Az invitation to reflexive sociology one can find
a reference to Berger and Luckmann (Bourdieu, Wacquant 1994: 9 n17) in re-
lation to the shortcomings of the concept of social structure “as the mere ag-
gregate of individual strategies and acts of classification™.

On the other hand, Berger and Luckmann bring up Bourdieu only in the
interviews given at the end of their lives: Luckmann in the context of the ex-
pansion of the concept of “knowledge” that encompasses the one that is incor-
porated,” and Berger in a commentary on other attempts at “reconciliation”
between subjectivism and objectivism in sociological theory."

14 Bourdieu also opposed relativistic (and postmodernist) views of science (Biresev
2014: 139-169), and he considered “postmodernists” to be, in essence, conservative
thinkers “whom the reactivation of the old prejudices of the philosophers against the
social sciences has often led to the verge of nihilism” (Bourdieu 2008: 79).

15 See: Tiryakian 1966.

16 Inalecture held on October 19 1982 in Collége de France Bourdieu speaks of Schiitz
“who inaugurated the phenomenological school in the United States” (Bourdieu 2019:
63), where he certainly has Berger and Luckmann in mind, although he does not explic-
itly mention them.

17 “Bourdieu’s work is certainly consistent with much of our thinking. I don’t partic-
ularly appreciate his concept of ‘habitus, partly because of the word that he uses for the
category, partly also because of the category itself. His work is quite interesting, defi-
nitely” (Dreher Gottlich 2016: 39).

18 “I'm sympathetic. I've read Bourdieu and I’'ve read Giddens, and I have no big quar-
rels with this. Doesn’t interest me very much. I wasn’t interested in these ‘fine
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It is precisely this intention to overcome or bridge the gap between the ob-
jectivist and subjectivist approach, this “false antinomy” between structure and
action, that the first similarity can be observed when comparing Bourdieu’s
and Berger/Luckmann’s theory.

The dialectical approach of Berger and Luckmann is a peculiar precursor
to Bourdieu’s integrative solution (Dreher 2019: 237), which helped shape Gid-
dens’ theoretical framework within which later readers found ideas and terms,
without knowing their original source (Calhoun 1996: 303)”. Theoretical inte-
gration, according to Berger and Luckmann, “requires a systematic accounting
of the dialectical relation between the structural realities and the human enter-
prise of constructing reality — in history” (1991: 208). They conceive the solution
to the fundamental sociological problem of the relationship between an indi-
vidual and a society as a constant dialectical process of creation, transmission
and reproduction of “reality”. In that process, one can analytically differentiate
between three moments: externalization, objectivization, and internalization.

Externalization® is a segment of the dialectic in which “human beings joint-
ly ‘think up’ a social world” (Berger 2011: 90). “Every human society is an en-
terprise of world-building” (Berger 1990: 3), and the “‘stuff’ out of which soci-
ety and all its formations are made is human meanings externalized in human
activity” (8). Subjective meanings are constituted? in consciousness and then
externalized, “which explains individual sociality anthropologically and phe-
nomenologically” (Schnettler, Knoblauch, Raab 2017: 254).

Objectivation? is the moment “in which this social world attains a seeming-
ly ‘hard’ reality over and beyond the individuals interacting within it” (Berger
2011: 90). During objectivation the content which was “externalized becomes

distinctions, to use a Bourdieuian concept, between this theory and that theory. I was
interested, or 7z interested and had been from the beginning, in: what makes people
tick? What makes a society tick? And is a theory useful for understanding? And I found
the approach in Social Construction enormously useful” (Steets 2016b: 17).

19 Giddens, on his part, considers that the analysis developed in The Social Construc-
tion of Reality “quite fails in its attempt to reconcile a theory of action with one of in-
stitutional organization” (1976: 171 n6).

20  Externalization as a concept has its origin in Hegel’s EnzaufSerung, a notion with
three aspects: creating something new, giving/rejecting something of one’s own and
self-opening from the inside out.

21 The subjective constitution of meaning in acts of consciousness (such as selection
and typification), which is dealt with by phenomenological “protosociology?, is (as its
precondition) distinguished from the social construction of reality, which is the subject
of sociology “proper”.

22 Obyjectivation is a translation of the German Versachlichung, which has three logi-
cal stages: 1) the conversion (Verkehrung) of relations between persons into those of
things (Sachen); 2) the conversion of reified relations of Sachen into the socio-natural
properties of things (Dinge) — thingification; and 3) the conversion of production rela-
tions among persons into the reified-thingified relations of things (Sacken-Dinge) that
embody socio-natural properties and thereby acquire a “phantom objectivity” or “phan-
tasmagorical form” (Tairako 2017).
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a reality through social processes of institutionalization and legitimation”
(Schnettler, Knoblauch and Raab 2017: 254).

Internalization is the ,,process by which this objective ‘outside’ world is ret-
rojected into the consciousness of individuals through various experiences of
socialization, beginning in childhood but continuing throughout life” (Berger
2011: 90). Making socially objectified patterns of action and meanings attached
to them “internally” enables the creation and permanent establishment of per-
sonal identity (Jovanovic 2019), which is the process through which individuals
finally integrate into the world.

Berger and Luckmann formulate the fundamental dialectic using the fol-
lowing sequence of assertions: Society is a human product. Society is an objec-
tive reality. Man is a social product. (Berger and Luckmann 1991: 79). One can
easily perceive a similarity with what Bourdieu writes on the construction of
a theory on the manner of practice creation, which is the precondition for the
establishment of “an experimental science of the dialectic of the internaliza-
tion of externality and the externalization of internality, or, more simply, of
incorporation and objectification” (Bourdieu 2010: 72).

Society

Figure 2: The Dialectics of Social Construction in Berger and Luckmann
(Knoblauch 2011: 140)

Any analysis of the social world that leaves out any of the three mentioned
moments leads to a skewed viewpoint, since the expressing of subjective mean-
ing and social chanelling of that activity are “both indispensable, interwoven
and inseparable moments of the social process of The Social Construction of Re-
ality” (Endress 2019: 54; italics M. J.).

Thus, for example, neglecting externalization leads to a reified perspec-
tive of social reality, where it remains hidden that it is a result of an ongoing
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and continuous human production, therefore, social phenomena are observed
as “thing-like”, as being part of “the natural” (or “god-given”) world (Berger,
Luckmann 1991: 222 n29; 106-109)%, thus negating the empirical existence of
social order only as a product of human activity.

Bourdieu also believes that objectivism is an incomplete “mode of theo-
retical knowledge”, bearing in mind that objectivist knowledge neglects the
mutual conditioning between a subject (who knows) and an object (as the ob-
ject of knowledge) and perceives their relationship as faiz accompli (Bourdieu
2010: 79), thereby reducing “history to a ‘process without a subject’” (Bourdieu
1990b: 41). In his critique of objectivism, Bourdieu (2010: 30) uses Marx’s re-
mark addressed to Hegel, who according to him obscures the distinction be-
tween “the things of logic and the logic of things”.

Nevertheless, even though Bourdieu manages to overcome objectivism and
subjectivism, through a “praxeological mode of knowledge”, his theory, which
he himself labels “constructivist structuralism” or “structuralist constructiv-
ism” (Bourdieu 1990a: 123)*, certainly emphasizes the structural moment to
a greater extent. An actor who can improvise and who is capable of invention
and innovation finds his place in Bourdieu’s theory, albeit with his role remain-
ing very limited since “invention is intentionless; the improvisation is regulat-
ed by structures” (Ritzer 2010: 183). Therefore, in a monograph dedicated to
Bourdieu, Jenkins, perhaps not fully justifiably, says:

My strongest criticism of his work is probably that he consistently says he is do-
ing one thing while actually doing something else (and usually something which
negates or undermines his stated project). He seeks, for example, to transcend
the objectivist-subjectivist dualism while remaining firmly rooted in objectiv-
ism. (2007: 175)

Berger and Luckmann offer a solution that leaves more room for the agen-
cy of the subject. In their conceptualization, focused on the bidirectionality
of the relationship between the social and the individual, persons “actively
acquire specific segments of the social knowledge and sediment it in a unigque
way into their own subjective knowledge” (Meyer 2008: 523; italics M. J.). At
that, socio-cultural facts are fully acknowledged:

What the individual represents as his life-world and what he thinks he knows
about it are the result of subjective experiences, social actions and, above all,
socialized experiences. In the standard empirical case, the latter is derived from
a social stock of knowledge: from the meaning reservoir that the subject en-
counters as something historically pre-given and socially imposed - as a ‘so-
cio-historical a priori’. (Schnettler, Knoblauch, Raab 2017: 248)

23 Berger accepts the distinction made by Marx between objectivation (Versachli-
chung), externalization (EntaufSerung), reification (Verdinglichung), and alienation (En-
tfremdung), as well as “notion that the latter two processes, unlike the first two, are not
to be understood as anthropological necessities” (Berger 1990: 197 n10).

24 Bourdieu’s theory is more often referred to as “genetic structuralism”.
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Individuals “designed” in this way are not reduced to Garfinkel’s judgmental
dopes — “actors as constrained or determined by social structures and institu-
tions and able to exercise little or no independent judgment” (Ritzer 2010: 150).

If individuation and agency, activity, and creativity of a subject? are plac-
es in which Bourdieu is theoretically “weaker”?, then theorizing the (class)
structure — particularly the structure of social inequalities and institutional
order - is his strong suit. This comes as no surprise since he had to creatively
fight against a direct and strong influence of French structuralism, embodied
primarily in the works of Claude Lévi-Strauss and Louis Althusser, and by us-
ing the concept of fie/ld” reconceptualize the structure of “social space” in a
relational manner.

Berger and Luckmann see social structure as a mere sum of separate classi-
fication strategies and acts, which is rightfully criticized by Vandenberghe as
a problematic reduction of structure to culture through an “idealistic concep-
tion of social structure as a constraining system of typifications (reduction of
structure to culture)” (Vandenberghe 2018: 413 n6). Furthermore, he also sees
as problematic the overemphasis on meanings to the detriment of norms and
expressions (reduction of culture to symbols and signs), reduction of alienation
and reification to modes of consciousness and states of mind (reduction of so-
cial pathologies to psychological ones), and finally, conservative conception
of the social order (reduction of social order to social control) (Vandenberghe
2018: 413-414 n6).

By focusing on the “Hobbesian problem of order” Berger and Luckmann
cannot be differentiated from Parsons and the functionalists, towards whom
they were actually very critically inclined.

Drawing from Arnold Gehlen’s philosophical anthropology, they see the ba-
sis of social order in biological facts which “do not imply any particular social
order”, but the “fundamental necessity of social order in general” (Abercrombie

25 Inaconversation held in 1999 Bourdieu “confesses” “The whole phenomenolog-
ical obscurantism; Sartre and existentialism; the heroic aesthetics in Nietzsche; the sal-
vation of a philosophy of the subject — I have always found all of this quite dumb. I have
never really been on this z77p” (Bourdieu ez al. 2012: 124).

26  There is a clear bias in Bourdieu’s work towards structuralism: “Unlike the approach
of most others (e.g., phenomenologists, symbolic interactionists), Bourdieu’s construc-
tivism ignores subjectivity and intentionality. He does think it important to include with-
in his sociology the way people, on the basis of their position in social space, perceive
and construct the social world. However, the perception and construction that take place
in the social world are both animated and constrained by structures. What he is interested
in is the relationship between mental structures and social structures. Some microso-
ciologists would be uncomfortable with Bourdieu’s perspective and would see it as little
more than a more fully adequate structuralism. They would be particularly upset by his
unwillingness and inability to deal with subjectivity” (Ritzer 2010: 183; italics M. J.).

27  The field is a relatively autonomous sphere of society in which the actors and their
social positions are located. The position of each particular actor is the result of an in-
teraction of: the special rules of each field, the habitus of the actors, and the quantity
and structure of capitals at their disposal.
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1986: 18). According to Gehlen’s understanding, institutions make human be-
havior “predictable” and “regular”, by reducing human world-openness (Weltof-
fenheit), “plasticity” and “instability” to entrenched and habitual actions. Social
institutions possess the function of “external supports” and “compartments”
for behavior, thus forming a stable background for human activities (Hinzer-
grundserfillung), for the relief (Entlastung) of creativity and inventiveness.
“Although it is, in a sense, biologically required, social order is constructed
socially” (Abercrombie 1986: 18).

While theorizing “the problem of order” Luckmann and Berger appear con-
servative?® when they concentrate on the “social processes which stabilize real-
ity”? and “conceive of social change as rather a threat to the social order than
as a chance for progress” (Eberle 2019: 148). They see the world as “endemi-
cally, fundamentally, and systematically chaotic and precarious” (Abercrom-
bie 1986: 19), and justify the need for order as a shield against the ever-threat-
ening “dark side” of anomie — “social life abhors disorder as nature abhors a
vacuum” (Berger 1971: 3).

Their theory, however, does not lack potential for debunking of order and
the accompanying hierarchy®®, which Berger wrote about as early as in Invita-
tion to Sociology (2004: 25-53), and particularly singled out in a symposium
speech “Sociology and Freedom”. Here he presents his understanding that so-
ciology is subversive (when it comes to entrenched patterns of thought) and
conservative (in its implications on the institutional order):

it should be emphasized that the conservatism in question is of a peculiar kind.
It is 7ot a conservatism based on the conviction that the institutions of the status
quo are sacred, inexorably right, or empirically inevitable. The aforementioned
subversive impulse of sociology precludes this type of conservatism. Rather, it
is a conservatism based on skepticism about the status quo in society as well as
about various programs for new social orders. It is, if you wish, the conserva-
tism of the pessimist. (Berger 1971: 4)

Bourdieu occupied the position of an optimist’s activism,3 but not before
the 1980s.3? Even though close to the French left (advocating the achievements

28 “Nostalgic about the Austro-Hungarian monarchy, he (Berger) was always critical of
the Left. Towards the end of his life, he was closely associated with the neo-conservative
magazine Commentary and the neo-liberal American Enterprise Institute in Washington,
DC. The postings on his blog on the site of American Interest (https://www.the-ameri-
can-interest.com/v/peter-berger/ — M. J.), which he continued until the very last moment,
point to a possible vote for Donald Trump” (Vandenberghe 2018: 408-4009).

29 “We are more interested [...] in the nomic rather than the anomic processes in so-
ciety” (Berger, Luckmann 1991: 226 n71)

30 “It can be said that the first wisdom of sociology is this — things are not what they
seem” (Berger 2004: 23).

31 Which is ironic considering that his theory is often criticized for being too deter-
ministic (Swartz 2005: 362 n49).

32 If the data available from the HyperBourdieu website are accurate, Bourdieu began
to sign petitions (only) in 1980 (http://hyperbourdieu.jku.at/hyperbourdieuPetitions.htm).
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of the welfare state, such as state pension system, job safety, open access to
higher education, etc.), he was never a member of the communist party. During
the 1968 protest he maintained his position on the sidelines (Eribon 1991: 298)
and criticized the heroic role of the “total intellectual”, played, with an irre-
sistible chic radical, by Sartre.

In the first part of his career, Bourdieu was a scientist interested above
all in establishing sociology as a rigorous research and scientifically legiti-
mate (but not a positivist) endeavor, concentrating on internal struggles in the
French intellectual field, which was at the time dominated from “an extreme-
ly preferential position” by philosophy (Bourdieu 2008; Swartz 1997: 28-30)
and an undemocratic way of thinking: “Althusser would refer disparagingly
to the ‘so-called social sciences’. It was a manner of making visible a sort of
invisible separation between the true knowledge — the possessor of science
- and false consciousness. That, I think, is very aristocratic” (Bourdieu, Ea-
gleton 1992: 113)*.

When he reached the established position® and greatly contributed to se-
curing sociology’s place as “the critical conscience of the society” in France
and a science that uses the results of experiential research to lay down a nor-
mative vision that “rightfully” expects certain political effects, Bourdieu ded-
icated himself to the critique of neoliberalism, pointing to the negative social
and economic consequences suffered by those most directly affected by the
“disassembly” of the social security system. He became an “active participant
in numerous strikes directed against the neoliberal policy of the then French
government, but also in protests organized as a way of support for immigrants
and sexual minorities” (BireSev 2014: 13).

Bourdieu perceives the task of scientific research as “unmasking and de-
bunking hidden, taken-for-granted power relations shaping social life” through
which “new possibilities for individual and collective arrangements become
possible” (Swartz 2005: 338). Contrary to Luckmann and Berger who remained
value-neutral Weberians until the end, Bourdieu (with Passeron) criticized that
principle as early as in Reproduction:

In 1981 together with Foucault he organized the action for the support of the Polish
trade union Solidarnos¢ (Eribon 1991: 298-303). Bourdieu was also the initiator of the
French petition against the bombing of Yugoslavia: «Arrét des bombardements, autodé-
termination» published on 31 March 1999 in Le Monde (https://www.lemonde.fr/ar-
chives/article/1999/03/31/arret-des-bombardements-autodetermination_3560545
_1819218.html), and his name was the first on the list of intellectuals from around the
world who signed the appeal: “Why we oppose Nato’s war in the Balkans”, published
on 10 May of the same year in New Statesman (https://www.newstatesman.com/
node/149110).

33 On Sartre’s disdain for the sciences of man and his avoidance of even mentioning
sociology see: Bourdieu 2008: 23.

34 Bourdieu’s academic career reached its summit in 1981 when he was elected full
professor in the Department of Sociology at Collége de France, the most prestigious re-
search institution in France.
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scientific sociology must, in this case, in order to find its object, take as its object
that which stands in the way of the construction of the object. To refuse such a
project is to consign oneself to blind or complicitous adherence to the given as
it gives itself, whether this theoretical surrender be masked under the flaunted
rigor of empirical procedures or legitimated by invocation of the ideal of ‘ethical
neutrality’, a mere non-aggression pact with the established order. (1990: 218 n34)

Ana Biresev deems that in “the foundation of the entire Bourdieu’s theo-
retical construction lies the intention to debunk and examine the mechanisms
of production and reproduction of domination relations in the society” (2014:
17), which gives the notion of power a crucial role.

According to Bourdieu, power is “present” in all social spheres, with a me-
ta-field of power existing and influencing divisions and conflicts in all other fields.
Here Bourdieu becomes an orthodox Weberian when he sees szruggle (Kampf) as
a foundation for the dynamic of social life. The struggle for power is at the core
of all social relations — the struggle for control over material and symbolic re-
sources, which transform into different forms of capital in that way. Therefore,
examining the field of power is necessary and crucial for discovering and under-
standing the origin, meaning and consequences of power relations in any society.

For Bourdieu the class conflict becomes a “classification struggle” where
that which is at stake is power over classification schemes and systems that
form the basis for the ideas about different groups and in turn their (de)mobi-
lization. He develops the notion of “symbolic violence” that relates to govern-
ing by “naturalization” — a process through which the conventional, arbitrary
and class-based seem “natural” and “objective”, resulting in power appearing,
through misrecognition (méconnaisance), invisible and thus more efficient
(Bourdieu 2001: 1-2), since legitimacy “results from the fact that agents apply
to the objective structures of the social world structures of perception and ap-
preciation that have emerged from these objective structures and tend there-
fore to see the world as self-evident” (Bourdieu 1990a: 135).

Berger and Luckmann do not elaborate on the notion of power, yet ac-
knowledge its importance in society nevertheless:

the success of particular conceptual machineries is related to the power pos-
sessed by those who operate them [...] The historical outcome of each clash of
gods was determined by those who wielded the better weapons rather than those
who had the better arguments [...] He who has the bigger stick has the better
chance of imposing his definitions of reality. [...] power in society includes the
power to determine decisive socialization processes and, therefore, the power
to produce reality. (Berger, Luckmann 1991: 126-127; 137)

Berger/Luckmann’s conceptual frame is a convenient basis for the develop-
ment of the theory of power, particularly the subjective dimension of the con-
stitution of power based on systems of relevances,? which makes it possible to

35 The problem of relevance refers to the question why is something chosen as im-
portant from the totality of the lived experience — how a certain topic attracts attention,
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explain the resistance of actors towards the established power structures (Dre-
her 2016), otherwise a problematic moment in Bourdieu’s theory.

Another topic common to these theoreticians is the body as a place of so-
cial reproduction. Mastering practices is, for Bourdieu, located directly in the
body and it does not include consciousness — only subconscious processes to-
gether with permanent bodily dispositions produce action. Through the no-
tion of habitus (a system of perception, thought and action schemes), which
represents the form of the embodied history,* Bourdieu theorizes the input
of objective structures into the body, which gets shaped by upbringing into a
permanent “reminder”™ of the “appropriate” place and behavior of individ-
uals — “[b]odily hexis is political mythology realized, em-bodied, turned into
a permanent disposition, a durable way of standing, speaking, walking, and
thereby of feeling and thinking” (Bourdieu 1990b: 69-70)3.

In dealing with the body, Berger and Luckmann begin from Plessner’s un-
derstanding of eccentricity — “man’s experience of himself always hovers in a
balance between being and having a body, a balance that must be redressed
again and again” (Berger and Luckmann 1991: 68). This is consequential for the
analysis of action in a material environment and the externalization of sub-
jective meanings: “Through acts of externalization, human beings establish
a relationship with their bodies and their physical and social environments”
(Steets 2016a: 100). One could speak of the common objective reality when
there are fundamentally similar ways of thinking and worldviews related to
similar bodily techniques and movements. Through internalization the objec-
tive (non)material reality transforms into bodily practices.

While Berger and Luckmann deal with the body in a society on a philosoph-
ical-anthropological level, Bourdieu considers different “bodily techniques” in
the context of perpetuating social (class, gender, ...) inequalities. Similar differ-
ences exist in dealing with language and common-sense knowledge.

The English translation (and a later French edition) of one of Bourdieu’s
books links language and symbolic power in its title,* which undoubtedly points
to the treatment of language as an instrument in social struggles. In the chap-
ter “Language and Knowledge in Everyday Life” (1991: 49-61), Luckmann and
Berger write about language as the most important sign system of the human

which aspects of the topic are recognized as important, which parts of an individual’s
stock of knowledge are used for interpretation and which motives influence this process?
Relevance structures refer to the principles of selection that can be used to explain the
specific choices, attitudes, decisions, and actions that an actor is prepared to perform.
36 “[E]lmbodied history, internalized as a second nature and so forgotten as history”
(Bourdieu 1990b: 56).

37  “[T]he body is thus constantly mingled with all the knowledge it reproduces” (Bour-
dieu 1990b: 73).

38 For more on “social construction of bodies” see: Bourdieu 2001: 7-42.

39  Language and Symbolic Power (1991), Language et pouvoir symboligue (2001); title
of the first French edition: Ce que parler veut dire: économie des échanges linguistiques
(1982).
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society. Common objectivations of everyday life are made possible and kept
together primarily by language signification. Understanding language is im-
portant for any understanding of the reality of everyday life. Due to its ability
to transcend “here and now”, language builds bridges between different zones
within the reality of everyday life and integrates them into a meaningful whole.
Language enables objectivation, preservation and accumulation of biographi-
cal and historical experience and its transfer to new generations.

When it comes to common sense knowledge, Berger and Luckmann turn
it into a central problem: “sociology of knowledge must concern itself with
whatever passes for ‘knowledge’ in a society, regardless of the ultimate validi-
ty or invalidity (by whatever criteria) of such ‘knowledge’ (Berger, Luckmann
1991: 15). Their approach was labeled zhe new sociology of knowledge precisely
because it meant the “democratization” of the subject of this discipline, which
was until then focused on the “products” (doctrines, ideas, ideologies) of pro-
fessional thinkers. While a small group of people deals with theorizing and
creating worldviews (which do not cover all that is “real” to people), everyone
in society lives in a “world” and “participates in its ‘knowledge’ in one way or
another” (27) — possess a pre-theoretical “certainty that phenomena are real
and that they possess specific characteristics” (13). This “knowledge” consti-
tutes the fabric of meanings without which no society could exist (27).

Bourdieu, like Durkheim, sharply separates common sense knowledge from
the scientific one, and approaches it over the notion of doxa — “natural atti-
tude” of the dominated groups, that is, the pre-verbal apprehension of the
social world as self-evident, “taken for granted” — beliefs characterized by a
seemingly perfect coincidence of the objective order and the subjective prin-
ciples of the organization (resulting in) natural and social world appearing as
(self-)evident (Bourdieu 1990b: 23; 26). Doxa is not subjected to reflection and
its function is to determine the sense of belonging and “someone’s place”, i.e.
set the boundaries to social mobility, and as such it

represents the most radical form of acceptance of the world, the most absolute
form of conservatism. This relation of prereflexive acceptance of the world
grounded in a fundamental belief in the immediacy of the structures of the Leb-
enswelt represents the ultimate form of conformism. There is no way of adher-
ing to the established order that is more undivided, more complete than this
infrapolitical relation of doxic evidence. (Bourdieu, Wacquant 1994: 74)

Bourdieu, together with Wacquant, here demonstrates the connection be-
tween cognitive and political. His theory of knowledge represents a dimension
and an essential part of his political theory.

Conclusion

This paper’s (modest) aim was to identify the levels at which Bourdieu and
Berger/Luckmann “come close” to each other by identifying the same prob-
lems they tackled, albeit in different ways and with different results.
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We will start the summary by considering the structure/action dichotomy
our theoreticians consider. As already pointed out, Bourdieu, ultimately, stands
on the side that emphasizes the restrictions of structures imposed on human
action. This strong social pre-structuring is aptly illustrated by his citation of
Leibniz in according to whom “we are automatons in three-quarters of what
we do” (Bourdieu 2002: 474), where the remaining quarter of our doings is un-
intentional, and eventual improvisation is, in the final instance, regulated by
objective circumstances (i.e. structures).

On the other hand, Berger and Luckmann’s dialectics paves the way for the
shift from subjectivism to relationality — the conceptualization of decentred,
that is, not substantiated subject. Social action forms the (logical) link that
overcomes the alleged polarization of objective and subjective. The dialecti-
cal relationship between subject and object is replaced by the process between
different subjects in which objective social reality is created, whereas the an-
alytical primacy is bestowed upon the relation between subjects. The founda-
tions of relational theorizing, laid down by Elias and Mannheim, innovatively
continued by Berger and Luckmann, are today taken on by Knoblauch in his
project of communicative constructivism. As subjects in Berger and Luckmann’s
conception are never completely socialized, the room is left for conflict and
change, in contrast to the reproduction of social routines, which is the inexo-
rable effect of the determinism in Bourdieu. It might be valuable for the the-
oreticians involved in the agency/structure debate encompassing the issue of
reflexivity (Archer, Sayer, Elder-Vass) to (re)consider Berger/Luckmann’s hint
at the “solution” of this central sociological problem.

As for the thematization of the somatic, Berger and Luckmann make a strong
case for the corporal in their theory, although they restrict the analysis of the
body as a requirement for social action without considering its performative
role, which is of utmost importance for Bourdieu. While Berger and Luckmann
present language as the essential objectivation of knowledge, Bourdieu stresses
its role in social struggles. He makes a sharp cut between common-sense and
scientific knowledge, whereas Berger and Luckmann stress their continuity.

The spatial limitations of this paper did not allow for a more detailed com-
parison of Bourdieu’s and Berger/Luckmann’s theory. Questions related to
research methodologies that stem from these theoretical approaches have,
unfortunately, remained unanswered.*° The foundation of Bourdieu’s compre-
hension on phenomenology, a philosophical standpoint that greatly affected
Berger and Luckmann, has not been given appropriate attention.* What was
done, hopefully informatively enough, was to provide an insight into two ways
of synthesizing ideas that are part of the heritage of the classics of sociology,
with specific intertwining and different emphasis.

40 As introductory literature for Bourdieu’s and Berger/Luckmann’s methodology,
see respectively: Bourdieu ez al. 1991; Berger, Kellner 1981.

41 For considerations of the relationship between Bourdieu and phenomenology see:
Atkinson 2020; Crossley 2001; Frere 2012; Robbins 2016.
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Finally, two short general assessments of these theories can be presented
here. On the one hand, complementarity stands out, at least when it comes to
the relationship between the subjective and the objective, and the idea related
to habitus and habitualization (Knoblauch 2003). On the other, one finds the
incongruence of these approaches, due to insurmountable differences in the
theoretical “architecture” and “attitude”, yet with leaving room for one theory
to “learn” from the other, albeit within the boundaries of each of these theo-
retical frameworks (Bongaerts 2019).

Passing the final judgment on Bourdieu’s and Berger/Luckmann’s theory
was not the intention of this paper, but it is a recommendation for readers.
The openness of both approaches, which defines their conceptual potential,
can make such an attempt particularly interesting and beneficial for the con-
temporary sociological theorizing.
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Milos Jovanovic

Bourdieu’s Theory and the Social Constructivism of Berger
and Luckmann

Apstrakt

U radu se poredi socioloski pristup Pjera Burdijea sa onim koji su razvili Peter Berger i Tomas
Lukman. Cilj rada je da se identifikuju komplementarnosti i razilaZzenja ovih pristupa. Glavna
sli¢nost se sastoji u nameri da se ,dijalekticki” prevazide/premosti jaz izmedu ,objektivizma“
i ,subjektivizma“ u drustvenoj teoriji. Druga paralela uklju¢uju negativan stav prema relati-
vistickim tendencijama postmodernizma. Ono $to je zajednicko za ove autore je tematizacija:
tela kao mesta drustvenih uticaja, centralnosti jezika u drustvenom Zivotu, drustvenih funk-
cija znanja i znacaja moci u drustvenim odnosima. Razlike u teoretisanju se pripisuju razlici-
tim intelektualnim, teorijskim i socio-kulturnim kontekstima u kojima su ovi naucnici delovali.
Razilazenja ovih teorijskih pristupa postaju ocigledna kada se ispita razli¢ito znacenje i znacaj
koji se pridaje konceptima individuacije, strukture, delanja, habitusa i habitualizacije, struk-
ture relevantnosti i odnosa zdravorazumskog i nau¢nog znanja. Konacno, vidljiva je razlika u
politickim stavovima: Burdije je bio kriticar ,s leva“, dok su Berger i Lukman bili samoprogla-
Seni liberalni konzervativci.

Kljucne reci: Burdije, Berger i Lukman, objektivizam/subjektivizam, telo, jezik, mo¢, znanje,
politicka gledista



UDK: 316.472.4:316.2 Bourdieu P.
https://doi.org/10.2298/FID2104538P

Original Scientific Article PHILOSOPHY AND SOCIETY
Received 29.10.2021. Accepted 30.11.2021. VOL. 32, NO. 4, 499-774
To cite text:

Petri¢, Mirko; Tomi¢-Koludrovi¢, Inga (2021), “Bourdieu’s Theorization of Social Capital in the Analysis of
South-East European Societies’, Philosophy and Society 32 (4): 538-566.

Mirko Petri¢ and Inga Tomi¢-Koludrovié

BOURDIEU’S THEORIZATION OF SOCIAL CAPITAL IN
THE ANALYSIS OF SOUTH-EAST EUROPEAN SOCIETIES!

ABSTRACT KEYWORDS

This article discusses the significance of social capital in Bourdieu-inspired Bourdieu, social
analyses of contemporary South-East European societies. We first ~ capital, post-socialism,
recapitulate Bourdieu’s theorization of social capital, emphasizing that it hybrid societies,
allows different operationalizations expressly because of its rather abstract ~ >©uth-East Europe
theoretical character. Following that, we explain what is meant by “South-

East European societies” and that their inequality-generating mechanisms

are largely based on social closure. In the central part of the article, we

comment on some attempts at operationalization of social capital in the

SEE region. While we also discuss two cases of eclectically mixing Lin’s

operationalization with Bourdieusian concepts, at the center of our attention

is the elaboration of Bourdieu’s theorization of social capital put forward

by the Serbian sociologist Predrag Cveticanin. The relevance of his concepts

of “social capital of solidarity” and “social capital of informal connections”

for the study of class relations in post-socialist societies in South-East

Europe highlights the advantages of a consistent application of the

Bourdieusian framework in a contemporary (post-Bourdieusian) context.

Introduction

Allow us to begin this article with a lengthy citation from Bourdieu’s text. In
what was published as an appendix to the second chapter of Practical Reason
(Bourdieu 1998b), he called for identifying specific principles of differentia-
tion at work in different societies across time and space.

1 The preparation of this article was made possible by the bilateral scientific collab-
oration project “Developing a Multidimensional Model of Researching Social Inequal-
ities” (337-00-205/2019-09/10), jointly funded by the Ministry of Education, Science
and Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia and the Ministry of Science
and Education of the Republic of Croatia.
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Social sciences should construct not classes, but rather the social spaces in which
classes can be demarcated, but which exist only on paper. In each case it should
construct and discover (beyond the opposition between constructionism and
realism) the principle of differentiation which permits one to reengender the-
oretically the empirically observed social space. Nothing permits one to assume
that the principle of difference is the same at all times and in all places, in Ming
China and contemporary China, or in today’s Germany, Russia and Algeria. But
with the exception of the least differentiated societies (with still present dif-
ferences in symbolic capital, which are more difficult to measure), all societies
appear as social spaces, that is, as structures of differences that can only be un-
derstood by constructing the generative principle which objectively grounds those
differences. This principle is none other than the structure of the distribution of
the forms of power or the kinds of capital which are effective in the social universe
under consideration — and which vary according to the specific place and mo-
ment at hand. (Bourdieu 1998b: 32, emphasis ours)

In what follows we will discuss the significance of social capital in attempts
to identify the generative principles grounding the structures of the distribu-
tion of the forms of power in contemporary South-East European societies.
We will first briefly recapitulate Bourdieu’s theorization of social capital, em-
phasizing that it allows different operationalizations expressly because of its
rather abstract theoretical character in his work. Following that, we will ex-
plain what is meant by the designation “South-East European societies”. Fi-
nally, in the central part of the article, we will comment on some attempts at
operationalization of Bourdieu’s understanding of social capital in the region
under study. At the center of our attention are the modifications of the concept
of social (and also cultural) capital put forward and elaborated by the Serbian
sociologist Predrag Cveticanin and his collaborators from several countries.?
The aim of the article is to highlight the advantages of consistent application
of the Bourdieusian framework in a contemporary (post-Bourdieusian) context.

Bourdieu’s Theorization of Social Capital

Bourdieu’s is the oldest, and alongside Coleman’s (1988, 1990), the most prom-
inent sociological theorization of social capital. Its roots date back to Bour-
dieu’s early anthropological work in Algeria, in which he already took note of
the importance of “capital of alliances” and “the capital of prestige stemming

2 To be sure, the central impetus behind the mentioned modifications was Predrag
Cveticanin’s incessant work on the development of the model of class analysis applica-
ble in contemporary hybrid societies. This work, however, involves a constant dialogue
between theory and empirical practice, in which his collaborators from the United
States, Serbia, Croatia, and the United Kingdom have participated in different capaci-
ties over the last ten years. They are listed as co-authors in bibliographical references.
The authors of this article have also participated in theoretical, empirical, and interpre-
tive work related to the development of the mentioned model of class analysis but would
like to point out that CvetiCanin’s operationalization of Bourdieu’s theorization of so-
cial capital discussed later in the article preceded their involvement in joint work.
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from an extensive network of affines” (Bourdieu 1977a: 65). Here he also speaks
of the relative precariousness of symbolic capital (in contrast to the relative
stability of economic capital), as well as of “a collective matrimonial strategy”
of its acquisition and the need to “invest” in it to preserve relations. Further-
more, “interest” is mentioned, as in “the ‘family interest’ which tends to see
the daughter as an instrument for strengthening the integration of the agnatic
group, or a sort of symbolic money allowing prestigious alliances to be set up
with other groups” (Bourdieu 1977a: 66).

However, while some of the mentioned keywords can easily be associated
with Bourdieu’s later theorization of social capital, it should be kept in mind
that in the quotes above they refer to a society with a pre-capitalist economy
and forms of domination. His attempts to define social capital in a relational
analysis of the foundations of the social order in differentiated, modern soci-
ety, began in a discussion first published in 1973, one year after the publication
of his Esquisse (Bourdieu 1972).

According to Field (2008: 17), it is in this discussion that Bourdieu initially
defined social capital as

a capital of social relationships which will provide, if necessary, useful ‘sup-
ports” a capital of honourability and respectability which is often indispens-
able if one desires to attract clients in socially important positions, and which
may serve as currency, for instance in a political career. (Bourdieu 1977b: 503)

As claimed by Robbins (2000: 36), at the early stages of its definition, Bour-
dieu essentially treated the nascent concept as an adjunct to cultural capital.
However, following the initial “provisional notes” (Bourdieu 1980), his defini-
tion of social capital was refined in a text published rather shortly afterwards
in German and English (Bourdieu 1983, 1986). Here, Bourdieu asserts that

Social capital is the aggregate or actual or potential resources which are linked
to possession of a durable network or more or less institutionalized relation-
ships of mutual acquaintance and recognition — or in other words, to member-
ship in a group — which provides each of its members with the backing of the
collectivity-owned capital, a “credential” which entitles them to credit, in the
various senses of the word. (Bourdieu 1986: 248-249)

Bourdieu also explained in this text that the volume of social capital pos-
sessed by an agent depends both on the size of the network that can be effec-
tively mobilized, and the volume of capital (economic, cultural, or symbolic)
possessed by all those to whom the agent is connected (Bourdieu 1986: 249).
Furthermore, he emphasized that, although “relatively irreducible to econom-
ic and cultural capital possessed by a given agent”, social capital can never be
viewed as completely independent, due to the nature of the exchanges insti-
tuting mutual acknowledgment, and to the multiplier effect it exerts on the
capital already possessed. Finally, Bourdieu insisted that the existence of a net-
work of connections is “not a natural given, or even a social given, constituted



PIERRE BOURDIEU: THEORY AND PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT | 541

once and for all by an initial act of institution”, but rather “the product of an
endless effort of institution” (Bourdieu 1986: 249).

In other words, “the reproduction of social capital requires an unceasing
effort of sociability” (Bourdieu 1986: 250), and the networks of relationships
result from “investment strategies, individual or collective, consciously or un-
consciously aimed at establishing or reproducing social relationships that are
directly usable in the short or long term, i.e. at transforming contingent rela-
tions [...] into relationships that are at once necessary and elective, implying
durable obligations subjectively felt” (Bourdieu 1986: 249).

The relation of social capital to other forms of capital is shown at a glance
in Miiller’s (1992: 283) representation of the “logic of the forms of capitals”.

Criteria
Forms of  Basis Objecti-  Institutional- Embeodi- Convertibility  Risk of loss Loss
capital fication  ization ment categories
Economic  Money Capital  Property rights High Social upheavals (1) Inflation

capital (wars, revolution,  (2) Dispossession
economic crises)

Social Relation-  Net- (1) Titles of o Low and risky (1) Ingratitude (1) Relationship
capital ships works nobility (but necessary)  (2) Asymmetric traps
and official reciprocity (2) Status traps
titles as (3) Unreason- (3) Friendship traps
individual ableness
properties
(2) Social and
profession-
al status;
the profes-
sion as a
collective
Cultural Knowl- Cultural  Educational Cultivation Medium, de- (1) Inflation of Antiquated habitus
capital edge goods qualifications (Bildung), pending on educational
and as individual taste, dis- (1) the situ- qualifications
knowl-  properties tinction ation of (2) Obsolescence
edge education of knowledge
and occu-
pation
(2) the volume
of other
capitals
Symbolic capital Social perception of the forms of capital: “Prestige”

Figure I: Logic of the forms of capital (Miiller 1992: 283)3

Miiller’s representation also includes the individual properties of different
forms of capital, which almost immediately suggest why social capital is more
difficult to operationalize than economic or cultural capital. Namely, while

3 Translation from the German is ours.
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economic capital obviously easily lends itself to quantification, it has also been
shown that at least some aspects of objectified and institutionalized cultural
capital can be successfully measured (e.g., in terms of possession of cultural
goods or academic qualifications). The same goes for attending different types
of cultural events. In comparison, both investments in and assets gained by
social capital seem to be more “immaterial” and unstable. Furthermore, prop-
erties such as “titles of nobility” and “official titles” run the risk of appearing
antiquated in most modern societies.* And finally, the reputation of different
professions (including their interaction protocols) varies from society to so-
ciety more so than general levels of educational qualifications (routinely used
when measuring institutional cultural capital).

Even without mentioning again that the volume of social capital possessed
by an agent depends not only on the size of his/her network of connections
but also on the volume of the capital possessed in his/her own right by each
of those to whom the agent in question is connected (Bourdieu 1986: 249), it is
evident that operationalizing and measuring social capital in Bourdieu’s sense
of the term is a tall order.

Why has Bourdieu not Operationalized his Notion of Social Capital?

It has been asserted that “the interpretive power of [Bourdieu’s] approach is not
matched by the degree of empirical precision that many sociologists would de-
sire” (Swartz 1997: 161). This relates especially to the fact that in his empirical
work “[s]ocial capital in particular is seldom measured” (Swartz 1997: 161). Field
(2008:17) also mentions that in his “monumental” Distinction (1979), Bourdieu
“furnished only one indicator of social capital: membership of golf clubs, which
he held to be helpful in oiling the wheels of business life”. Likewise, Adam and
Roncevi¢ (2003: 159) acknowledge that Bourdieu “must be regarded as a pio-
neer who laid down the frame of reference for theorizing and research in this
area”, but are quick to add that “his notion of social capital, unlike the concept
of cultural capital, has not been included in a systematic empirical analysis”.
But why did this happen? Why has Bourdieu never “properly operational-
ized” his notion of social capital? There are several potential answers to this

4 This estimate should not be interpreted as concurring with Field’s (2008: 21) asser-
tion that Bourdieu’s theorization of social capital is “ill suited to deal with the more
open and loose social relations of late modernity”. We think that this remark is of rel-
evance only if taken to refer to the hints at operationalization implicit in Bourdieu’s
descriptions of the elites of his time. It is true, as Field (2008: 21) asserts, that “[c]ruises,
dinner parties, Bach and chic sports are hardly the distinctive badges of today’s elites”.
It could also be claimed, as this author does elsewhere, that Bourdieu “perhaps over-
emphasises the role of social capital based on kinship”, and that “his theory appears to
be rooted in a relatively static model of social hierarchy” (Field 2008: 20). However, we
take the view that sociohistorical contexts to which theorizations refer do not neces-
sarily diminish their heuristic potential. Likewise, references to historical situations in
the theory building process do not automatically invalidate the application of the re-
sulting theoretical principles in different sets of circumstances.
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question: none are exhaustive or complete but together provide a starting point
for further discussion.

One could begin by quoting a laconic statement with which Miiller (2014)
illustrates the connectedness between economic and other forms of capital.
According to this statement, “Whoever has money also has connections’, that
is social capital” (Miller 2014: 49). Starting from such a premise, consistent
with Bourdieu’s conviction that “social capital was an asset of the privileged
and a means of maintaining their superiority” (Field 2008: 22), one could ar-
gue that Bourdieu’s reason for not operationalizing it was essentially scien-
tific parsimony. Namely, the indicators of economic and cultural capital have
proved sufficient to perform a more than satisfying analysis in as ambitious a
work as Distinction (Bourdieu 1979).

As concluded by Crossley (2014: 87), “in practice Bourdieu’s mapping of so-
cial space tends to focus upon these two forms of capital alone”. In this context,
it is worth bearing in mind that although in Geometric Data Analysis® “there
is no drastic parsimony principle”, methods encompassed by it “can only be
fruitful if they deal with relevant data” (Le Roux; Rouanet 2004: 11). In addi-
tion to being difficult to operationalize, data related to social capital were ob-
viously thought by Bourdieu not to be relevant or reliable® enough to warrant
the introduction of a whole new set of indicators.

However, we are certainly speaking here about more than a methodolog-
ical choice. There is no doubt that Bourdieu’s focusing on economic and cul-
tural capital also had to do with the sociohistorical context in which his anal-
ysis took place. Crossley (2014: 86—87) reminds us that Bourdieu’s “attempt to
move from a narrowly materialist conception of power and inequality” hap-
pened at the time when class relations had become more complex than was the
case in the 19" century. Writing in the second half of the 20 century, he was
aware that explanations of inequality based merely on the ownership of the
means of production no longer provided an accurate picture of social reality.

As effectively summarized by Crossley (2014: 87), at the time of Bourdieu’s
analysis, the dichotomous class conflict between the bourgeoise and the pro-
letariat had been obscured by “among other things: partial separation of own-
ership from control of the means of production; the growth of public sector
employment; and the emergence of high salary occupations, elevated above
manual labour by their dependence upon scarce forms of technical or cultur-
al knowledge”. Particularly important was also the unprecedented expansion
of education, resulting in increased significance of qualifications. According
to Crossley (2014: 87), all these changes “rendered an exclusive focus upon

5 Multiple Correspondence Analysis, which became internationally known after its
use in Bourdieu’s Distinction (1979), is held by Le Roux and Rouanet (2004: 1) to be “one
of the main paradigms” of what was later called Geometric Data Analysis (GDA).

6 Asargued by Cveticanin and Popescu (2011: 445), a practical consequence of Bour-
dieu’s understanding of social capital as contributing to the reproduction of social in-
equality is that “respondents are likely to be more reluctant to provide reliable data”.
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economic capital problematic”. That is why Bourdieu’s mapping of social space
also relied on several measures of cultural capital.

But what about social contexts in which the analysis of social space simply
requires the introduction of indicators of social capital? How to proceed in
such cases? Our focus in this article is on the post-socialist societies in South-
East Europe, in which informal connections continue to serve as a resource
in both a low-end “economy of favors” and high-end political and economic
transactions (Cveticanin, Popescu 2011; Cveticanin et al. 2019).

Before we proceed further, however, we should position ourselves in rela-
tion to how we approach Bourdieu’s theorization of social capital. In contrast
to those who consider it to be too complex and “abstract”, we believe that ex-
actly these alleged traits allow for operationalizations applicable to contexts
largely different from 1960s and 1970s France. Furthermore, we cannot agree
more with Adam and Roncevi¢ (2003: 164) when they state that “[t]he problem
is how to execute procedures of operationalization and measurement consis-
tent with certain theoretical premises while at the same time remaining sen-
sitive to context”.

The operationalization we discuss in the central part of the article seems
to us to respond well to the task specified above. But let us first explain what
is meant by the designation “South-East Europe”, and what is specific about
the study of inequalities in the societies in this region.

Why South-East Europe?

Our reasons for discussing the potential for operationalization of Bourdieu’s
theorization of social capital in empirical studies of South-East European so-
cieties are threefold: (1) throughout the SEE region, social capital matters a
great deal in generating social inequalities; (2) its relevance is not limited to
the current or past contexts but is also likely to be useful in future studies; (3)
there have been promising attempts at developing context-specific indicators
of social capital in the region.

As regards our first reason, we should mention that the region of South-East
Europe (no matter how its borders are defined) is notorious for its “culture of
informality”. In the socialist times, the importance of social capital (exactly in
the sense theorized by Bourdieu)” was evident in the ubiquity of “connections

7 Itis fascinating to note that Kligman and Verdery (2011: 421-423), when discussing
the transformations of kinship in the collectivized Romanian villages (in the following
excerpt, a change that affected ritual kinship or godfatherhood), describe them in terms
completely consistent with Bourdieu’s theorization of social capital. According to the
authors, “[r]itual kinship had always had an instrumental aspect but under socialism this
aspect took on much greater significance. [...] [Clreating personalistic ties with [the Par-
ty] [...] was a favored way of trying to shape an institutional, instrumentalized relation-
ship through affective, culturally grounded ties aiming to personalize it”. While in the past
the villagers selected as godparents almost exclusively persons from prominent local
families, the pattern changed under socialism: “each generation made its own choices
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and relations” needed to get anything done.® New forms of clientelism and
“fraudulent behavior” were added in the post-socialist period, marked by in-
tensive neoliberal transformation of the economy and society across former
Eastern Europe (Bohle, Greskovits 2012).°

In the current context, it is certainly not easy to determine whether infor-
mal practices in the post-socialist countries are due to “a culture, a contextual
rational choice, or both?” (Cveticanin et al. 2019). However, whatever expla-
nation we might prefer, we should keep in mind what Buchanan (1999: 123)
emphasized in her review of Creed’s (1998) account of the continuity of “re-
forms” in Bulgaria from state socialism to “ambivalent transition™: that “post-
1989 life cannot be understood without a comprehensive understanding of
what came before” and that “the unfortunate dichotomization of East Euro-
pean social history into a before and after” should be transcended. In other
words, since the social and cultural transformation of post-socialist societies
is a historical process, and since the informality discussed doubtless contains
a cultural component, it seems certain that social capital will continue to play
an important role in the SEE region.

This, as has already been stated, is our second reason for wanting to discuss
its operationalization. In the section of the article that follows we are going to
do that by commenting on what we believe is a noteworthy attempt at devel-
oping context-specific indicators of social capital in the South-East European
region. But before we proceed to that, we should briefly explain what exactly
is meant by the designation “South-East Europe”.

In brief, although aware that geography is never innocent, we have opted
for the most “purely geographical” designation for the region under discus-
sion. Such a choice largely eliminates the type of “othering” implied in the
use of the term “Balkans” (suggesting cultural and political “backwardness”).
Moreover, since the late 1990s, the term “South-East Europe” has largely lost

rather than inheriting its parents’, and people increasingly selected sponsors from out-
side the community, basing their selections not on land-owning prominence but oz other
characteristics that might make them useful — a former classmate with a powerful ad-
ministrative job, or one’s factory foreman [...]. Aside from szrazegic selection of ritual
kin, villagers sought to create as many connections as possible with people who had re-
sources of some sort to distribute, seeking links through shared acquaintances, shared lo-
calisms or school ties, or gifts and bribes. [...] Although making friends could be a means
of making a profit, [...] for most villagers it was a necessary survival strategy that enabled
them and their families to get by”. (emphasis ours)

8 To quote but one example, Kligman and Verdery (2011: 423) inform us that in the
socialist Romania, “[t]he various ways of ‘making friends’ with people who possessed
economic or political capital became so common that according to a 1970s joke, the
initials for the Romanian Communist Party (PCR) actually meant pile, cunostiinge, si
relagit, or ‘connections, acquaintances and relations”.

9  Several chapters in Whyte and Wiegratz (2016) contain case studies on how neo-
liberal marketisation of the public sector and financialization of the economy lead to
new kinds of informal economic activity, as well as to the state’s de facto legitimization
of illegal practices.
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its formerly negative connotations' and has become an example of “the sym-
bolic power of European construct embodied by the EU” (Bechev 2006: 22).

While it is true that this designation — “combining the Balkans with the
neighbouring northern and eastern parts” — “lacks the structural cohesive-
ness of a historical region sui generis” (Sundhaussen 2002: 93), it is also not
without reason that “external policymakers and analysts did not lose sight of
certain common problems requiring regional approaches” (Bechev 2006: 19).
In addition, as also argued by Sundhaussen (2002: 93), “[t]he heuristic model
of Southeast Europe [...] makes sense, relating to ethnic diversity, problems of
neighbourhood and interstate conflicts” What the countries in the region also
have in common is increasing peripheralization, resulting from the collapse
of the previously dominant division between capitalist Western and socialist
Eastern Europe (Vidmar Horvat 2018).

At any rate, in our article the designation “South-East Europe” refers to
four member states located on the “internal periphery” of the EU (Slovenia,
Croatia, Bulgaria, and Romania) and to what is currently referred to by the Eu-
ropean Commission as “Western Balkans” (i.e., the remaining post-Yugoslav
countries, plus Albania). While there are obvious differences from one coun-
try to the next, all share a socialist past and its long-term influence on vari-
ous practices in everyday life."! Even more importantly, from a Bourdieusian
perspective, empirical work carried out — among others— by the researchers
whose definition of “hybrid societies” we are about to quote also indicates the
existence of commonalities in inequality-generating mechanisms.

10 According to Todorova (1997), who relies in her argument on the works of Bernath
(1973) and Kaser (1990), Séidosteuropa was intended at the end of the 1920s to become
a “neutral, non-political and non-ideological concept” describing the region encom-
passing the remnants of the Habsburg Monarchy and Ottoman Balkans. However, the
term was subsequently discredited by its use in geopolitical treatises advocating Ger-
man expansionism.

11 In his book on Yugoslavia, Allcock (2000: 7-8) stated that the “generic character-
istics of the model of ‘really existing socialism’ [...] were thoroughly present in the Yu-
goslav system”, despite “all its idiosyncrasies”. And indeed, works based on empirical
and historical research carried out in Romania and Bulgaria, such as Kligman and Verd-
ery’s (2011), Creed’s (1998), and Brunnbauer’s (2007), indicate similarities in patterns
hidden at first glance due to Yugoslavia’s higher standard of living and openness to
Western cultural influences. In methodological terms, one could say that indicators of
cultural consumption in Yugoslav and Soviet-style socialism differed more than indi-
cators of social capital.

12 The empirical research in question took place between 2014 and 2019 within two
large-scale projects funded by the Swiss National Science Foundation (“Life-Strategies
and Survival Strategies of Households and Individuals in South-East European Societ-
ies in the Times of Crisis” - [Z73Z0_152626) and EU’s Horizon 2020 (“Closing the Gap
Between Formal and Informal Institutions in the Balkans” - Grant No. 693537). Quan-
titative and qualitative research was carried out in all successor states of socialist Yugo-
slavia (except Montenegro) and in Albania. It was performed by research teams from all
the researched countries, as well as from Switzerland, the UK, and Latvia.
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Setting aside for a moment all the intricacies of their different historical
trajectories, one could claim that the countries in South-East Europe are com-
monly characterized by their “hybrid societies”. These, in turn, are defined
by Cveticanin et al. (2021: 947) as resulting “from their bearing clear marks
of their socialist past [...] and, on the other hand, from having been exposed
to an intensive neoliberal transformation over the last thirty years”. And fur-
thermore, such “hybrid societies” are characterized by social inequalities in
them being generated by “several mechanisms of similar strength: (1) explosz-
ative market mechanisms (based on economic capital), and (2) different types
of social closure mechanisms (based on political and social capital)”. A further
analytical complication is that “[s]ocial agents use these mechanisms not only
in economic, but also in all other fields”.

In this article, our attention is focused on social capital and how to opera-
tionalize it in the analysis of South-East European societies. Without for the
moment entering a complex discussion on how to analyze class structure in
“hybrid societies”" let us mention here that Cveticanin et al. (2021: 950) state
that social closure mechanisms in South-East Europe are based on: “(1) political
party membership; (2) social networks based on kinship, common geographic
origin, and informal interest groups; (3) ethnicity, religion, and gender; and (4)
credentials and membership in professional associations.”* The question that
needs to be answered is: which measures should be used to indicate the pos-
session of social (and political) capital relevant in Bourdieusian constructions
of social space in the analyzed South-East European societies?

Operationalizing Bourdieu’s Theorization of Social Capital
in the South-East European Context

Whether we start from the quoted excerpt from Kligman and Verdery’s (2011)
book on survival strategies of the Romanian peasants in the conditions of col-
lectivized agriculture® or from the quoted statement emphasizing the impor-
tance of “social networks based on kinship, common geographic origin, and
informal interest groups” (Cveticanin et al. 2021: 950) in social closure mech-
anisms, it is obvious that any Bourdieusian analysis of South-East European
societies requires an operationalization of the notion of social capital.
Namely, as many scholars have noticed, in “the structure of the distribution
of the forms of power [...] effective in the social universe[s]”® of South-East
European countries, this form of capital plays an important role. This in turn

13 This topic is dealt with in detail in Cveticanin et al. 2021.

14 The elements of the presented classification were verified by the empirical research
carried out within the large-scale projects mentioned in footnote 12.

15 DPlease see footnote 7.

16  This phrase, quoted from Bourdieu (1998b: 32), in the original refers to any “social
universe under consideration”. We have here adapted it slightly (by using the plural form
of the noun “universe”) to refer to the specific set of social universes discussed in this
article.
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means that — in the South-East European context — a Bourdieusian analysis
of social capital would contribute decisively to understanding “the principle
of differentiation which permits one to reengender theoretically the empir-
ically observed social space” (Bourdieu 1998b: 32). In contrast to Bourdieu’s
analysis of 1960s and 1970s France, social capital therefore simply needs to be
included when constructing social spaces of contemporary South-East Euro-
pean societies.

An Early Discussion of the Applicability of Bourdieu’s Theorization
of Social Capital

To our knowledge, the first published systematic reflection about the potential
usefulness of Bourdieu’s theorization of social capital in the South-East Euro-
pean context was Smiljka Tomanovi¢’s (2006) discussion of “the applicabili-
ty of Bourdieu’s concept of social capital to studying the families in Serbia”.”

In that text, the author “questions some aspects of the conceptual and heu-
ristic value of Bourdieu’s concept of social capital” (Tomanovi¢ 2006: 111).
Namely, although Tomanovi¢ obviously agrees with Bourdieu’s general view
of social capital as reproducing social inequality, as well as with the claim that
“it is exactly the family that has a central place in acquiring and reproducing
social capital” (Tomanovic¢ 2006: 114), she also thinks that Bourdieu “neglects
the aspects of solidarity and cooperation which are not interest-based” (To-
manovic¢ 2006: 119).'8

Furthermore, relying on terminology coming from a different theoretical
tradition, Tomanovic¢ (2006: 119) states that Bourdieu’s view of the concept
“postulates that ‘bridging’ social capital is worth more than ‘bonding’ [social
capital]”. She then goes on to quote empirical research showing that family
networks and contacts play important roles in parenting and in transitions to
adulthood in post-socialist Serbia and Bulgaria, which makes it clear that she
is skeptical of the usefulness of Bourdieu’s theorization of social capital in the
South-East European context.”

Namely, her interpretation of it excludes the possibility of accounting for
the role of close-knit (“bonding”) family ties and intimate friendships, which
— as she states elsewhere (Tomanovi¢ 2006: 115) — “play a compensatory role
for the economically deprivileged and [are] an important part of their ‘survival

17 All translations from Tomanovic’s text are ours.

18 Elsewhere in the text, Tomanovic explicitly wonders whether “primary relations
of solidarity, which create a sense of belonging to a group (family, group of friends) and
thereby contribute to an individual’s welfare (human capital)” are not “a capital in itself,
and not only in the sense of a resource with the potential of becoming a capital?” (To-
manovic¢ 2006: 118-119).

19  This skepticism is underlined by the author’s subsequent interpretation of social
capital of “young people from different social strata” in Serbia (Tomanovié 2012), in
which she mentions Bourdieu’s “symbolic capital” but relies centrally on Lin’s (1999)
distinction between “expressive” and “instrumental” social capital.
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strategy’”. In connection with this, she mentions (Tomanovi¢ 2006: 119) an
important unresolved dilemma facing future research of social capital in the
South-East European context. It relates to the question of who should be con-
sidered as the bearer of social capital: a household or an individual?

Allin all, Tomanovi¢ (2006: 118) agrees with the group of authors who con-
sider Bourdieu’s theorization of social capital as important for understanding
social relations in contemporary societies but difficult to apply in empirical
research. At any rate, she shares the view that Bourdieu’s conceptualization of
social capital is more difficult to operationalize than are the concepts of oth-
er authors, sometimes “criticized as normative, homogenized, and the like”.

Nevertheless, Tomanovic¢ (2006: 118-120) recommends Bourdieu’s gener-
al approach to social science research? as a potential tool for coping with the
intricacies of studying social capital in contemporary Serbian families. In the
case at hand, the construction of the research object would require operation-
alization of two types of social capital, referred to (in non-Bourdieusian terms)
as “bonding” (or “getting-by”) and “bridging” (or “getting-ahead”). Studying
their distribution in relation to different structural characteristics would then
become possible, as well as studying their connection with economic and cul-
tural capital, and with family strategies of their reproduction and conversion.

Since multimethod research is also recommended, Tomanovic¢ (2006: 120)
concludes her article with an indication of the challenge of interpreting the
findings within a consistent theoretical framework.

A Consistently Bourdieusian Operationalization of Social Capital

In contrast to Tomanovic’s eclectic approach to devising a context-specific
operationalization of social capital, Predrag Cveticanin’s proposed solutions
for the same problem have been developed within a consistently Bourdieu-
sian framework.

Namely, Cveticanin’s work on social capital indicators applicable in the
study of South-East European societies took place as part of a wider attempt
to account for their specific inequality-generating mechanisms. In other words,
his analytical effort was not primarily directed at studying particular “field
struggles” but rather at constructing “the social spaces in which classes can be
demarcated” (Bourdieu 1998b: 32).

20 Especially relevant for Tomanovi¢’s argument is the idea of the integration of the-
ory and method in the construction of the research object (by means of relational anal-
ysis). She also quotes from the passage in Bourdieu and Wacquant (1992: 31), in which
it is explained that Bourdieu treated concepts in a pragmatic way, “as ‘tool kits’ [...] de-
signed to help him solve problems”. This and further quotes support the argument that
the concept of social capital should be seen as “polymorphic, supple, and adaptable,
rather than defined, calibrated, and used rigidly” (Bourdieu; Wacquant 1992: 23) and
that “[w]e must try, in every case, to mobilize all the techniques that are relevant and
practically usable, given the definition of the object and the practical conditions of data
collection” (Bourdieu, Wacquant 1992: 227).
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Such “structures of differences”, as well as “the generative principle which
objectively grounds” them (Bourdieu 1998b: 32), can of course be “grasped only
in the form of distributions of properties among individuals or concrete in-
stitutions, since the data available are attached to individuals or institutions”
(Bourdieu, Wacquant 1992: 230). That is why, at the very beginning of the ar-
ticle on “The Art of Making Classes in Serbia”, Cveti¢anin and Popescu (2011:
444) explain why they think it is necessary to include social capital indicators
into analysis, as different from Bourdieu’s empirical research, in which “the
concepts of economic and cultural capital perform the entire analytical work,
while social capital disappears from the stage”.

After explaining the reasons of divergence in the principles of differentiation
relevant in Western capitalist and South-East European socialist and post-so-
cialist societies, the authors put forward their proposal for “a different under-
standing of the principle of capital composition in comparison with Bourdieu’s
research practice” (Cveticanin, Popescu 2011: 444). They argue that — in the
case of post-socialist Serbia they analyze — social capital should not be kept
in the background as part of the theory of the forms of capital but should also
be used in the construction of social space. Moreover, they suggest that, in the
case at hand, not only social but also cultural capital “should be treated both
in terms of their volume (quantity) and in terms of different types (qualities)”.

What the latter suggestion means is that the authors, based on their previ-
ous empirical and theoretical research,” saw the need to distinguish in their
analysis between the indicators of “local cultural capital” and “global cultural
capital”, as well as between the indicators of “social capital of solidarity” and
“political social capital”. They considered the introduction of these subtypes
of Bourdieu’s capital categories as a necessary precondition for a successful
construction of social space in post-socialist Serbia, and it should be said right
away that the relevance of these context-specific distinctions was indeed con-
tirmed by later empirical research.?

As regards their division of Bourdieu’s category of cultural capital into its
“local” and “global” subtypes, the authors have put forward the hypothesis that
it could be relevant not only in the analysis of Serbian society but more gen-
erally “in societies that were at some point in history ‘Westernized’” (Cvetic-
anin; Popescu 2011: 445), either through colonization or through the activities
of their own elites. All the societies classified above as “South-East European”

21  For cultural capital, the authors mention a paper on symbolic boundaries (Cvetic-
anin; Popescu 2009) and comprehensive analyses presented in Cveti¢anin 2007 as sourc-
es of primary insights leading up to their suggestion. For social capital, two works by
Cveticanin (1997, 2001) are mentioned. The authors’ theoretical research was based on
comprehensive secondary literature quoted in these works and summarized in Cveti¢-
anin; Popescu 2011.

22 In addition to the research results presented in Cveti¢anin; Popescu 2011, the in-
troduction of the mentioned subtypes of capital also proved relevant in analyses per-
formed on different data sets in Serbia (from 2010 and 2015) (Cveticanin et al. 2012a,
2012b, 2012¢, 2015, 2021) but also in Croatia (Petri¢ et al., forthcoming).
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obviously fit this description, and there are indeed empirically verified indica-
tions that in countries other than Serbia “lower social classes |...] have found
sanctuary and the basis for their cultural identity” (Cveticanin et al. 2015: 207)
in local culture.?

In this article, however, we are centrally interested in attempts at opera-
tionalization of Bourdieu’s theorization of social capital. We will therefore now
present in greater detail both the definitions of two subtypes of social capital
put forward by Cveticanin and Popescu (2011) and the measures used in em-
pirical research based on these definitions.

While obviously starting from Bourdieu’s theorization of social capital, the
authors note the existence (in Serbia, but arguably also in other post-socialist
SEE countries) of two different types of social networks resulting from “in-
vestment strategies [...| aimed at establishing or reproducing social relation-
ships that are directly usable in the short or long term” (Bourdieu 1986: 249).

According to Cveti¢anin and Popescu (2011: 447), social networks repre-
senting “political social capital” connect “people” (i.e., social agents) “whose
control over access to public resources (goods and services) enables them to
use these resources to satisfy the private needs of other members of these net-
works and in this way accumulate power (and acquire access to the resources
they do not control)”. To be able to put this subtype of capital in motion, one
needs to accept participation in the system of exchange of “favors”. The au-
thors point out that, within such a system, counter-favors can be returned to
previously known persons occupying positions of authority (in the political
sphere proper, or in companies and public institutions) but also to complete
strangers who are also part of the same informal power structure.

In contrast, social networks representing “social capital of solidarity” are
“based on the existence of ‘primary ties’”, i.e., on reliance on “neighbors, friends,
relatives, or ‘countrymen’ who can pitch in to help with money, goods, services
or emotional support” (Cveti¢anin, Popescu 2011: 447).2* The authors state that
the emotional and expressive dimensions of networks based on “primary ties”
are as important as the instrumental one. However, they point out that such
networks can also be used as capital, which goes to say that they “not only pro-
vide specific benefits to individuals and groups, but can also be used to par-
tially or fully deny those benefits to others”.

23 For example, the analysis of television genre preferences of high-school students
in six larger cities on Croatia’s Adriatic coast, presented recently in Krolo et al. (2019),
identified two types of taste in television: domestic television spectacles and foreign
fiction television. The authors interpret this division as resulting from differences in
parental cultural capital and indicating “cultural seclusion” vs. “global cultural cos-
mopolitism”. Relating cultural consumption to values on the same sample as above,
Marecelic et al. (2021) conclude that “the modern type” resulting from the cluster anal-
ysis “is mainly correlated with highbrow cultural practices and stronger preference to-
wards foreign cultural artefacts, whereas traditional type is more prone to be involved
in the local culture that uses national language”.

24 All the quotes that follow in this and the following paragraph are from the same
page of the quoted work.
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Furthermore, the authors underline the difference between “capital and re-
sources in general”, and consistently with Bourdieu’s theory of capital, state that
it can be “accumulated, transmitted and, under certain circumstances, converted
into another type of capital”. The difference between “political social capital”
and “social capital of solidarity” is that the former can involve “a trade-off in
the form of access to previously unavailable resources” with strangers, while
the latter is premised on requesting favors precisely by claiming “primary ties”.
The authors also mention that capitals are field specific, which implies that
agents participate in field struggles, in which they try to realize their interests
at the expense of others. And finally, in Cveticanin and Popescu’s (2011) arti-
cle, the role of social capital is discussed as part of an attempt to — in Bour-
dieu’s (1998b: 32) words — “reengender theoretically the empirically observed
social space”. Their ambition is no less than to identify the generative princi-
ples grounding the structures of the distribution of the forms of power in the
society under discussion.

In light of all this, it is clear why such a consistently Bourdieusian approach
to the notion of social capital is incompatible with operationalizations based on
a largely metaphorical use of Bourdieu’s categories, or on using them in com-
bination with categories prominent in the communitarian tradition of social
capital research (such as “bonding” and “bridging”). The same goes for oper-
ationalizations based on Lin’s approach to social capital, which is essentially
akin to Bourdieu’s but differs from it in its conception of the relationship be-
tween structural constraints and individual agency.?®

We are now going to present Cveti¢anin’s operationalization of social cap-
ital through measures used in the 2015 survey,?® which served as a basis for the
finalized version of the model of class analysis applicable in hybrid post-so-
cialist societies in South-East Europe (Cveticanin et al. 2021). Before proceed-
ing further, however, we should mention that what was designated as “polit-
ical social capital” in Cveti¢anin and Popescu (2011) is in the new survey and
article conceptualized as two separate categories: “social capital of informal
connections” and “political capital”.?” Likewise, we should mention that — in

25 Assuccinctly summarized by Song et al. (2018: 241-242), “Bourdieu more strongly
emphasizes structural constraints (such as network closure and social exclusion) in the
creation of social capital and the role of social capital in the reproduction of social hi-
erarchy, while Lin more strongly underlines individual agency (such as heterophilous
interaction and network bridging) in the accumulation of social capital and the function
of social capital in climbing the social ladder™.

26 This survey was carried out in four SEE countries (Slovenia, Croatia, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, and Serbia) within the SNSF’s project [Z73Z0_152626, mentioned in foot-
note 12. We are presenting the measures used in the questionnaire for that survey be-
cause the empirical material analyzed in Cveticanin and Popescu (2011) was obtained
from a survey carried out in 2005, before the distinction between “political social cap-
ital” and “social capital of solidarity” was conceptualized.

27  The designation “political social capital” in Cveti¢anin and Popescu (2011) was in-
spired by Bourdieu’s (1998a) statement (which they quote), stating that “a political type
of social capital” was the key principle of differentiation in socialist societies.
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what follows — measures for social capital are presented together with mea-
sures for other types of capital, since its role in the attempted Bourdieusian
construction of social space only becomes fully understandable in that context.

In Cveticanin et al. (2021: 953), the authors inform us that they used (1) av-
erage monthly household income (per household member); (2) value of flat/
house which members of the household own; (3) value of car(s) households
possess (if any); and (4) the size of arable land (if they possess any) as indica-
tors of economic capital.?® As indicators of political capital, they used “a syn-
thetic variable indicating whether the respondents hold an executive position
in a political party or/and in public administration (at the local, regional, or
national level), or a managerial role in companies or public institutions”. As
indicators of social capital, the authors used responses to two questions: (1)
how many people and which people (cousins, neighbors, work colleagues, po-
litical party members or religious community members) respondents can rely
on when they need help (i.e., how large and diverse their social network is);
and (2) whether they have any “informal connections” in public institutions
(the court, police, health institutions, educational institutions, local self-gov-
ernance offices) that could help them to sidestep formal procedures. Finally,
as indicators of cultural capital, the authors used data on the highest level of
education of (1) respondents; and (2) their mothers.?’

The described indicators enabled construction of a Bourdieusian social
space of post-socialist Serbian society, presented in Cveticanin et al. (2021).
However, as was already mentioned in Cveti¢anin and Popescu (2011: 467),
the proposed conception of social space transforms its representation into “a
complex social jigsaw puzzle, [...] no longer based on uniform units of measure
- ‘amounts’ of economic capital and of legitimate cultural capital”. Instead,
it “encompasses the influence of the many important ‘powers and resources’

Cveti¢anin’s conceptualization of two separate categories (“social capital of informal
connections” and “political capital”) reflects the new realities of the society under anal-
ysis (Serbian post-socialist society) and came about following extensive empirical work.
28  Such an operationalization of economic capital can be seen as an attempt to re-
spond to a question similar to that posed by Tomanovi¢ (2006: 119) for social capital.
Namely, in the South-East European context, it is equally unclear who should be con-
sidered as the bearer of economic capital: a household or an individual? In Cveticanin’s
operationalization, income and assets are analyzed at the household level yet in a way
that obviously relates to individual class positions. Such an approach is essentially con-
sistent with Jungbauer-Gans’s (2006: 19) description of respondents as “focal actors” in
Bourdieusian research of structural social capital.

29  The authors inform us (Cveticanin et al. 2021: 971) that their decision to use moth-
er’s rather than father’s highest level of education was “based on the insight that moth-
ers usually spend more time with children and decisively shape their embodied cultural
capital in early childhood”, as is also implied by Bourdieu’s (1984: 75) reference to “the
‘musical mother’ of bourgeois autobiography”. (It should be mentioned here that the
analyses presented in Cveticanin et al. 2021 also contain a number of other indicators
of cultural capital, but they are used in the step of analysis of class relating to lifestyles
and symbolic boundaries.)
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in the social formation” and presents itself as consisting of “regions defined
(in addition to overall volume of capital and volume of economic capital) also
by different types of cultural capital and social capital”. Such a representation
of social space is positioned “in-between Bourdieuian geometrical space and
more topological models of a field” and admittedly presupposes “an explicative
principle of high complexity”. Nevertheless, the authors claim to have shown in
their article (and indeed they have) that “different combinations of capital and
subtypes of capital characteristic for particular areas of social space” helped
explain why - in the analyzed case of post-socialist Serbia — “some types of
social groupings and some types of social practices are more probable in cer-
tain areas of social space than in others”.

The authors (Cveti¢anin, Popescu 2011: 467) conclude their contribution
by stating that they believe Bourdieu’s model of social space is in effect quite
reductive, in relation to the theoretical complexity of his intention to replace
linear thinking with the (empirically reformulated) “structural causality of a
network of factors” (Weininger 2002, 2005). In that sense, their proposal of a
more complex model can be seen as a step in the direction already traced by
Bourdieu. But more importantly, from our perspective in this article, the map
of social space resulting from their theoretical and analytical efforts “indicates
the existence of different bases (resources) for social groupings in Serbia and
different strategies available to these groups” (Cveticanin et al. 2012: 57). In
other words, it enables — among other things — an insight into the effective-
ness of social capital operationalized consistently with Bourdieu’s initial the-
orization of it.

The efforts concerning the production of the model of social space that could
enable class analysis in hybrid post-socialist societies in South-East Europe
were completed ten years after its initial proposal in Cveticanin and Popescu
(2011). The working of the new model is presented in Cvetic¢anin et al. (2021),
using the case of Serbia. However, to show graphically the role of social capital
in how social space is structured in this model, we are going to use diagrams
resulting from the analysis of another South-East European post-socialist so-
ciety (Croatia), presented in Petric et al. (forthcoming).3

A representation of social space in Croatia, constructed using multiple cor-
respondence analysis (MCA) is presented in Figure 1. Without entering into
technical details, discussed in Petric et al. (forthcoming), we present the map
resulting from the analysis, to which the labels of key resources were added
(in the white rectangles next to the edges of the map). They indicate a form of
“capital composition” different compared to Bourdieu’s studies (in which indi-
cators of political and social capital are not used), but nevertheless showing a
robust “gravitation pool of the social”. The added labels of key resources make

30 The reasons for this are twofold. On the one hand, it is shown that the model works
well in another South-East European society. On the other hand, the analysis described
in the next subsection of this article was also performed in Croatia, and the data for it
obtained in a comparable period.
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it possible to understand which among them particularly affect the shaping of
practices in certain regions of the social space (in addition to the influence of
the overall volume of capital).
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Figure 2: Social space in Croatia®

Regarding social capital, it is easy to notice that in the upper right quadrant
one finds social networks of 21-40 and 40+ people, as well as 4-7 informal
connections. In contrast, in the lower right quadrant and lower left quadrant
one finds social networks of 6-20 and 0-5 people, and 0 informal connections.
If we add to this the indicators of political capital, one notices that in the up-
per right quadrant respondents hold a managerial or executive role, while in
the lower right quadrant and lower left quadrant they don’t.

31 The map is adapted from Petri¢ et al. (2021). The same goes for Figure 3.
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In a comparative South-East European context, it is interesting to note
that already in the analysis presented in Cveticanin et al. (2012a) and based
on the data obtained in 2010 within the project “Social and Cultural Capital
in Serbia”, the authors noted a difference between parts of the analyzed social
space. In some regions, primarily indicators of cultural capital were distrib-
uted, while in other regions indicators of social capital dominated. Further-
more, the authors also mention “a bifurcation of the indicators of economic
capital”. Their conclusion was that “[h]igh modalities of income indicators go
along with maximal modalities of indicators of cultural capital while, on the
other hand, with ultimate values of modalities of social capital we have high
indicators of ownership, in particular, ownership of large apartments/houses”
(Cveticanin et al. 2012a: 61).

Returning to Croatia, and to the analysis of social space presented in Petri¢
et al. (forthcoming), it is easy to notice a resemblance with “bifurcations” no-
ticed in Serbia. Namely, in the social space shown in Figure 2 “the aggregates
of respondents whose conditions of existence are similar in terms of capital
volume and composition” were identified by means of cluster analysis. This
analysis resulted in six clusters (i.e., “constructed classes”, in Bourdieu’s sense
of the term),? two of which represent the fractions of what is termed in Petrié
et al. (forthcoming) as “Class with average capitals (CAC)”: one fraction is de-
scribed as “CAC cultural” and the other one as “CAC social”.

Both these clusters are located in the upper regions of social space, but
the key resource of respondents from “CAC cultural” (cluster 5/5) is expert
knowledge, while the key resource of respondents from “CAC social” (cluster
6/6) are informal connections and political alliances. Likewise, over a third of
respondents from “CAC social” are party members (more so than in any oth-
er cluster), while as much as 98% of respondents from “CAC cultural” are not
party members. And finally, while respondents from “CAC cultural” have the
highest income and highest indicators of cultural capital, respondents from
“CAC social” have high indicators of ownership of large apartments/houses,
cars, but also of arable land.

In sum, there are obvious resemblances between the two analyzed social
spaces,® which were revealed due to the inclusion of indicators of social (and
political) capital into analysis. A classical Bourdieusian approach, based on the
indicators of economic and cultural capital, could simply not do the job in the

32 For brevity’s sake, we cannot verbally describe the obtained clusters, but they are
shown in Figure 3. Here we only explain the meaning of abbreviations: “CPC” stands
for “Capital poor class”, and its three fractions are “rurban” (cluster 1/6), “agrarian” (2/6),
and “manual & service” (3/6). “IC” stands for “Intermediary class” (4/6). “CAC” stands
for “Class with average capitals”, with “cultural” (5/6) and “social” (6/6) fraction.

33 One should point out here that the model of class analysis applied in Cveti¢anin
et al. 2021 and Petri¢ et al. (forthcoming) has also proved as capable of registering the
differences between the analyzed social spaces. For example, while in Croatia “Inter-
mediary class” was analytically proved to be a class, in Serbia it remained just an “in-
termediary cluster” without class properties.
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Figure 3: Clusters in social space in Croatia

cases at hand. Yet it should be emphasized again that Cveticanin’s elaboration
of Bourdieu’s theorization of social capital was carried out in a consistently
Bourdieusian way. His operationalization and measurement of social capital
- to use Adam and Roncevic’s (2003: 161) phrase — “follow the line of theo-
retical foundations”, just as the quoted authors believe it should “[iJn coherent
and comprehensive research programmes”.

A non-Bourdieusian Operationalization of Social Capital
in a Bourdieusianinspired Analysis

Finally, we would like to comment on an operationalization of social capital
which was not developed from Bourdieu’s theorization of the notion but is
interesting to discuss because it was used to construct a Bourdieusian social
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space in a post-socialist South-European country (Croatia).* In their attempt
at “identifying the ‘big picture’ of class in Croatian society” (Doolan; Tonkov-
i¢ 2021: 612), the authors of the quoted article have relied on what they say
is a juxtaposition or even “triangulation” (Doolan; Tonkovi¢ 2021: 614) of “a
Bourdieusian and an occupation-based approach to social class”. The authors
have undertaken such a task “in order to explore how these approaches con-
verge or diverge when it comes to empirically identifying the size of high-lev-
el class groups and exploring the relationship between ‘objective’ social class
position and class self-identification in Croatia” (Doolan; Tonkovi¢ 2021: 591).

Given the obtained results and their interpretation, the chosen analytical
strategy can be characterized as problematic.3s However, we are interested here
primarily in how social capital was operationalized in Doolan and Tonkovi¢’s
attempt to construct a Bourdieusian social space. Just like in the cases dis-
cussed above, we would like to present the chosen measures for social capital
together with measures for other types of capital.

We start with Doolan and Tonkovi¢’s measures for economic capital, which
(just like in the cases discussed above) respond in their way to the dilemma as
to who should be taken as the bearer of economic capital in South-East Euro-
pean societies: an individual or a household?* The authors inform us (Doolan;
Tonkovi¢ 2021: 598) that they operationalized the economic capital with four
indicators: (1) average monthly net income (salary or pension) of the respon-
dent; (2) estimated value of the real estate of the respondent or his/her house-
hold; (3) amount of savings; and (4) subjective evaluation of ability to satisfy
household needs (ability to “make ends meet”).

34 The analysis is based on the data from a nationally representative survey of Cro-
atian adults, carried out in 2017 as part of the project “Social Stratification in Croatia:
Structural and Subjective Aspects”, funded by the Croatian Science Foundation (project
no. 3134) and the University of Zadar.

35 As the authors are aware, the theoretical underpinnings of the chosen approaches
(Bourdieusian and occupation-based) are incompatible (Doolan, Tonkovi¢ 2021: 613).
This in turn means that any attempt at “juxtaposing” or “triangulating” their results
would require completed analytical procedures in both cases. Instead, the authors have
simply superimposed the categories from the European Socioeconomic Groups Classi-
fication (ESeG) and respondents’ class self-identifications from their survey onto the
MCA maps with Bourdieusian “theoretical classes” (or “classes-on-paper”). In brief, ob-
viously missing from the authors’ “Bourdieusian-inspired” analysis of “social class” are
any accounts of agents’ practical classifications and of the role of capital in field strug-
gles, as well as any discussion of “the principle of differentiation which permits one to
reengender theoretically the empirically observed social space” (Bourdieu 1998b: 32).
Likewise, the use of categories from ESeG is not discussed beyond the statement that
it is “an occupation-based approach verified by Eurostat” and that it has been “produc-
tively used” by other researchers (Doolan; Tonkovi¢ 2021: 613). And finally, it is not even
theoretically explained how respondents’ class self-identification could be brought into
relation with classifications of others, which are in Bourdieu’s (1979, 1985, 1987) view
equally important in the processes of the formation of collectivities.

36 Asexplained in footnote 28, this dilemma is essentially the same as that posed by
Tomanovi¢ (2006: 119) for social capital.
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Cultural capital (Doolan, Tonkovic¢ 2021: 599) was operationalized provid-
ing indicators for all three forms of cultural capital defined by Bourdieu. Insti-
tutionalized cultural capital was measured by (1) respondent’s educational lev-
el; and (2) respondent’s parents’ educational level. Objectified cultural capital
was measured by an estimated number of books in the household, while mea-
sures for embodied cultural capital included (1) theatergoing; and (2) number
of foreign languages spoken by the respondent. Referring to Atkinson (2020),
the authors mention that they “work with the assumption that high values of
these indicators suggest [...] a symbolic mastery of systems of symbols and
signs which are valued in Croatian society”.

However, when it comes to social capital, there is no attempt on the part of
the authors to develop an operationalization based on Bourdieu’s theorization
of it. Furthermore, unlike in the cases of economic and cultural capital, there
is no attempt to formulate the indicators with the specific Croatian context
in mind. Instead, standardized measures of network diversity were used. The
authors inform us that they were “derived from a position generator which in-
cluded 12 occupational positions”, adapted from the one used in the 2009 ISSP
survey on social inequality in Croatia (Doolan; Tonkovié¢ 2021: 598). Added to
them was also a measure of civic participation in organizations, which can be
associated with communitarian tradition of social capital research.

A total of three indicators of social capital were used: (1) overall network
diversity; (2) diversity of friendship network; and (3) membership in different
types of organizations (sports/recreational, educational/cultural, professional,
humanitarian, religious). The authors refer to Lin (2001) and Erickson (1996),
when explaining that “overall network diversity indicates the total number of
accessed positions” and add that “friendship network diversity was calculated
as the number of occupations in which the respondent had a friend”. They also
state that, “[flor the purpose of MCA, [both were| recoded into three catego-
ries (‘low’, ‘average’, ‘high’)” (Doolan; Tonkovi¢ 2021: 598-599). In the tables
with selected indicators of capitals only the results based on network diver-
sity are shown, while membership in organizations almost completely disap-
pears from the scene.

In brief, when social capital is referred to in the discussion of the social
space resulting from the analysis, the two mentioned network diversity indi-
cators do an overwhelming majority of the work. Although Lin’s conception
of social capital is network-based just like Bourdieu’s, the differences between
the two become painfully obvious when the former is applied in an analysis of
a Bourdieusian construction of social space.

Namely, as mentioned by Song et al. (2018: 238), the “relative aspect of
accessed SES [socio-economic statuses]”, measuring “ego’s relative structur-
al position within the network hierarchy” (based on the position generator
results), can be expressed by the following formula: “The greater the size of

37 Inthe discussion of the social space resulting from the analysis, only “membership
in professional organizations” is mentioned once (Doolan, Tonkovié¢ 2021: 601).
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higher accessed positions, the greater the volume of social capital; the greater
the size of lower accessed positions, the smaller the amount of social capital”,
In a Bourdieusian discussion of social space, the use of the results obtained by
the position generator is therefore certainly not well advised, because of the
danger of largely reducing it to references to the overall volume of capital.3

Furthermore, the position generator — to quote Song et al. (2018: 238) again
- “proves to be generalized across societies due to its association with the occu-
pational structures common in modern societies”, in which resource allocation
depended particularly on an individual’s occupational position (Blau; Duncan
1967). Approaches advocating the use of the position generator in researching
social capital therefore threaten to turn any discussion of it into what is ef-
fectively an analysis of the hierarchy of occupations in a given social context.

Such approaches to social capital are especially ill-advised in contexts char-
acterized by widespread economic informality and mechanisms of social clo-
sure (such as those throughout the SEE region). It is certain that — in such con-
texts — discussions of social capital centered largely on occupational structure
will not tell us a lot about “investment strategies, individual or collective, con-
sciously or unconsciously aimed at establishing or reproducing social relation-
ships that are directly usable in the short or long term” nor about “transform-
ing contingent relations [...] into relationships that are at once necessary and
elective, implying durable obligations subjectively felt” (Bourdieu 1986: 249).

Atany rate, it is certain that to measure “the size of accessed positions ranked
higher or lower than ego’s” (Song et al. 2018: 238), one does not need to con-
struct a Bourdieusian social space. A discussion of the position of the respon-
dents in the occupational hierarchy, which is what a large part of Doolan and
Tonkovic’s (2021) article essentially boils down to, does not get us any closer
to “the structures of differences that can only be understood by constructing
the generative principle which objectively grounds those differences” (Bour-
dieu 1998b: 32).

In contrast, Cveti¢anin’s attempt at operationalizing Bourdieu’s definition
of social capital, discussed above, simply requires the construction of social
space within which the distribution of resources and different social powers
can be explained. The concentration of one of the two forms of social capi-
tal he mentions (“social capital of informal connections” and “social capital
of solidarity”) in different regions of the constructed social space implies —
by virtue of being located there — different investment strategies, which can
be further researched. In view of that, attempts at consistently Bourdieusian
operationalizations can be said to be preferable to non-Bourdieusian ones (at
least in the context at hand).

38 This indeed happens in the case at hand. Numerically speaking, there are 36 ref-
erences to “volume” of capital in Doolan and Tonkovi¢’s (2021) article (four of which in
the theoretical part of the article), and merely three references to “composition” (two
of which in the theoretical part of the article, and only one in the discussion).
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Concluding Remarks

In this article, we have discussed the possibilities of operationalization of Bour-
dieu’s theorization of social capital in the analysis of post-socialist societies in
South-East Europe. Following a brief recapitulation of that theorization, we
presented the reasons why Bourdieu did not rely on this form of capital in his
empirical research, and why we believe that its operationalization would con-
tribute significantly to the study of class relations in “hybrid societies” in the
SEE region. In the central part of the article, we then discussed three contri-
butions enabling us to assess the potential of different approaches to opera-
tionalizing social capital in research at least partly relying on Bourdieu’s ideas,
concepts, and methods.

Two of the analyzed contributions, although generally in agreement with
Bourdieu’s view of social capital as reproducing inequality, are essentially skep-
tical about the effectiveness of operationalizations which would be based on
Bourdieu’s theorization of the notion. Tomanovi¢ (2006: 118) openly states that
the concepts of other authors, sometimes “criticized as normative, homoge-
nized, and the like”, are easier to operationalize. And, indeed, in her empirical
research of “young people from different social strata” in Serbia (Tomanovic,
2012), she later relies on Lin’s distinction between “instrumental” and “expres-
sive” social capital.

Doolan and Tonkovi¢ (2021: 613-614), on the other hand, conclude their
attempt at juxtaposing “a Bourdieusian and an occupation-based approach to
social class” by praising the former for enabling “a more context-specific and
nuanced portrayal of social class distinctions, and in particular identifying
those most dispossessed in society” but also mention that “[a] strength of an
occupation-based approach compared to our Bourdieusian-inspired analysis
is that it is relatively straightforward to operationalize for empirical purposes
and can be and has been productively used for comparative purposes”.

In contrast to both approaches mentioned above, the Serbian sociologist
Predrag Cveticanin has developed his operationalization of social capital work-
ing consistently within a Bourdieusian conceptual framework. After more than
a decade of theoretical and empirical work with different sets of collaborators,
he has managed to come up with a context-sensitive operationalization of so-
cial capital, highly relevant for studying inequality-generating mechanisms at
work in post-socialist societies in South-East Europe.

Seemingly paradoxically, a consistently Bourdieusian approach has brought
Cveticanin to certain “post-Bourdieusian” solutions. To begin with, given the
realities of the social context under study, his approach to operationalization of
social (and also cultural) capital required their conceptualization “both in terms
of their volume (quantity) and in terms of different types (qualities)” (Cvetica-
nin, Popescu 2011: 444). That is why he differentiates between “social capital
of solidarity” and “social capital of informal connections”, as well as between
“local cultural capital” and “global cultural capital”. Likewise, Cveticanin’s in-
troduction of social and political capital indicators into analysis (in addition to
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standard Bourdieusian indicators of economic and cultural capital) resulted in
representations of social space positioned “in-between Bourdieuian geometrical
space and more topological models of a field” (Cvetic¢anin, Popescu 2011: 467).

In both respects, Cveti¢anin’s solutions can be seen as “post-Bourdieusian”,
yet it should be emphasized again that they were developed not only within
a Bourdieusian conceptual framework but also truly respecting the princi-
ples of Bourdieu’s research philosophy. In brief, what is “post-Bourdieusian”
in Cveticanin’s research is a result of trying to respond — in a context-specific
way - to “post-Bourdieusian” realities of post-socialist societies in South-East
Europe (forty years after Bourdieu’s empirical research took place in 1960s
and 1970s France).

Cveticanin is aware that his approach to the analysis of social space presup-
poses “an explicative principle of high complexity” (Cveti¢anin; Popescu 2011:
467). However, a comparison of social spaces in Serbia and Croatia which we
merely mentioned in this article indicates that his model of class analysis is
capable of registering similarities and differences between societies in the SEE
region, and that it can therefore also be “productively used for comparative pur-
poses” (as Doolan and Tonkovi¢ 2021 claim for occupation-based approaches).

Last but not least, we should mention two more relevant contributions of
CvetiCanin’s consistent operationalization of Bourdieu’s theorization of so-
cial capital: (1) it indeed represents an effective operationalization of a highly
respected theorization which has so far “stimulated very little empirical in-
vestigation” (Adam; Roncevi¢ 2003: 169); (2) it redirects attention — at least
in the South-East European context — from the cultural capital focus of the
early Bourdieu-inspired studies of post-socialist elites (exemplified by Eyal
et al. 1998 and summarized by Outhwaite 2007) to a potentially new social
capital focus.

Such a new focus seems especially relevant if we bear in mind that cultural
capital has lost its former legitimizing quality throughout the SEE region and
has largely been turned into a simple resource in the knowledge economy. At
any rate, in the current context, characterized by a confluence of post-socialist
and neoliberal informality, studying the role of social capital would certainly
be more fruitful than studying how the old socialist elites used their cultural
capital in responding to the requirements of a new managerialism in the ini-
tial post-socialist years. This holds true especially for “hybrid societies” in
South-East Europe, in which inequality-generating mechanisms are largely
based on social closure.
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Mirko Petri¢
Inga Tomié-Koludrovi¢

Burdijeova teorizacija socijalnog kapitala u analizi
jugoistocnoevropskih drustava

Apstrakt

U ovom se ¢lanku raspravlja o znacaju socijalnog kapitala u burdijeovski inspirisanim anali-
zama savremenih jugoistoc¢noevropskih drustava. Najpre rekapituliramo Burdijeovu teoriza-
ciju socijalnog kapitala, naglasavajuci da ona dopusta razliCite operacionalizacije upravo zbog
svog razmerno apstraktnog teorijskog karaktera u njegovom radu. Nakon toga, objasnjavamo
$to se misli pod odredenjem ,jugoisto¢noevropska drustva“ i konstatujemo da su mehanizmi
generisanja nejednakosti u njima u velikoj meri zasnovani na drustvenom zatvaranju. U sre-
disnjem delu ¢lanka zatim komentariSemo neke pokusaje operacionalizacije socijalnog kapi-
tala u regiji jugoistoc¢ne Evrope. lako raspravljamo o dva slucaja eklekticnog mesanja Linove
operacionalizacije s burdijeovskim konceptima, u sredistu nase paznje je elaboracija Burdi-
jeove teorizacije socijalnog kapitala koju je predlozio srpski sociolog Predrag Cveticanin. Re-
levantnost njegovih koncepata ,socijalni kapital solidarnosti“ i ,socijalni kapital neformalnih
veza"“ za proucavanje klasnih odnosa u postsocijalisti¢kim drustvima u jugoistocnoj Evropi
istice prednosti konzistentne primene burdijeovskog okvira u savremenom (post-burdijeov-
skom) kontekstu.

Kljucne reci: Burdije, socijalni kapital, postsocijalizam, hibridna drustva, jugoisto¢na Evropa
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methods, disciplines and intellectual currents with which Bourdieu interacted,
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as well as his favorite authors and his relationships with his peers, his works,
the journals, associations he founded, editions, significant events such as the
Algerian War, May 1968, the strikes of 1995, as well as the main countries in
which his work was received (from the US to Japan). I would like to ask you
what was the motivation behind this immense 6-year-long project?

Gisele Sapiro: It was the editor I was working with for my series at CNRS
Editions who had first the idea and commissioned the dictionary. CNRS Edi-
tions has a dictionary series, and he wanted to open it to the social sciences
and start with Bourdieu. I immediately accepted because I had an experience
with dictionaries — I was part of the team of the Dictionnaire des intellectuels
[frangais (Winock, Julliard 2002) — and because over the years I had worked
with a significant international network of Bourdieu specialists. We agreed
from the start that it should not only be about concepts but also about his life,
thinkers he discussed with, places where he published, including newspapers
like Le Monde. We had much fun with the editorial board while establishing
the list of entries. The dictionary has three objectives:

1) First a pedagogic one: it is an introduction to Bourdieu’s thought for stu-
dents, and researchers less familiar with his thought, but also for those more
familiar, as it helps deepen our understanding of his work (I myself learned
a lot from reading the articles). For instance, you can find not only the more
specific concepts of Bourdieu’s theory such as field, habitus, cultural capital,
symbolic violence, but also concepts that he uses or redefines such as belief,
interest, disinterestedness, /ysteresis, misrecognition, or nzomos. And also con-
cepts he discusses or rejects such as public opinion or norms. You can also
find classical authors he referred to: philosophers such as Pascal, Hume, Kant,
Rousseau or Kripke, sociologists such as Durkheim, Elias, Goffman, Merton or
Max Weber, or anthropologists such as Mauss and Lévi-Strauss. But it is not
at all a purely academic approach aimed at mummifying Bourdieu’s thought;

2) This brings me to the second objective: the dictionary is meant to serve
all those who take on Bourdieu’s theoretical and methodological approach to
research, and to be continued all around the world. It is a tool for researchers
willing to carry on this theoretical and empirical program in a dynamic way.
It can help them navigate easily in his work, find references, connect con-
cepts and objects with broader theoretical or methodological issues in the so-
cial sciences: why we should be suspicious about functionalist explanations,
what does it mean to have a relational approach, which empirical works were
undertaken on the fields of cultural production and the issue of autonomy be-
yond Bourdieu, and so on;

3) This leads us to the third objective: this dictionary is conceived as a con-
tribution to zhe epistemology and history of the social and human sciences, since
Bourdieu has discussed the most important paradigms and theories of his time,
such as Marxism, structuralism, rational choice theory; and he contributed to
developing a social history of the human and social sciences, that need not be
purely conceptual and focused on key thinkers (though we did include figures
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like Derrida, Deleuze, Foucault), but anchored in the social world and con-
nected to social agents and institutions.

For instance, we included the institutions he was trained in, like the Ecole
normale supérieure, and the ones he worked in like the Ecole des hautes études
en sciences sociales and the Collége de France, which he himself included in
his research on higher education and the academic field. We also included the
journals he edited: Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales, the series he edit-
ed: “Le sens commun” and “Liber”, and the main countries of reception of his
work (28 entries). One can observe the different receptions: in the UK, it was
first his sociology of education, in Italy and Brazil it was his sociology of cul-
ture and of symbolic power. When Distinction was translated in the US (Bour-
dieu 1984), it helped create the sociology of culture as a sociological domain,
which did not exist before as such.

Zona Zarié: Philip, according to Pierre Bourdieu, it is easy for a sociologist to
cease to be an adherent (of certain parties, unions, associations), but it is dif-
ficult to refuse adherence, i.e., the (semi-)social conscience that is at the heart
of his thinking. Moreover, the history of sociology is a history of commitment,
contrary to what the idea of ‘axiological neutrality’ suggests, which artificially
separates the scientific work that produces scholarship from the commitment
that consists in bringing the scholarship into the public sphere. Gisele Sapiro, in
arecent interview, emphasized that Pierre Bourdieu’s sociology was everything
but neutral. What do you think is the difference between scientific objectivity
so important to Pierre Bourdieu and axiological neutrality on the other side?

Philip Golub: Let me begin with an anecdote to frame this issue. Many years
ago, at the end of the 1990s, I was travelling to an international conference
with a prominent colleague from the French academy who, at some point in
our rather long journey, moved our friendly discussion to the fraught question
of Bourdieu’s recent political engagement, expressing rather deep dismay over
the latter’s choice to speak out and act out on the public stage about sharply
contested political and social questions of the moment. In his view, by so do-
ing, Bourdieu would have blurred the barrier between scientific analysis and
activism, and broken with the detachment, the neutrality required of the sci-
entific enterprise. To borrow the title of a classical book on the history of sci-
ence, Bourdieu would have fallen off the edge of objectivity into the purgatory
of subjectivity, of mere opinion, and thereby somehow tainted, diminished his
body of scientific work, his oeuvre.

The epistemological problem of the edge of objectivity in the social sci-
ences is, of course, a core concern in Bourdieu’s work. Leaving out some of
the spookier parts of quantum physics, the edge is pretty well defined In the
“hard sciences” such as physics which deal with inanimate objects and forc-
es, external to the observer, subject to laws that can be discovered and veri-
fied through the reproducibility and falsifiability of experiments. This kind of
knowledge is cumulative: general relativity supplanted Newtonian mechanics
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but did not thereby make it useless. And Galileo’s law of falling bodies works.
This does not mean that there aren’t complex epistemic issues involved in the
production of new knowledge (scientific revolutions), but that new knowledge
is subject to objectifying tests. But what defines the edge, if there is one, in
the social sciences, which deal with not only material but intersubjective and
symbolic dynamics?

Bourdieu deals at length with the question of objectivity throughout his
work, in his courses at the Collége de France and in other locations. The busi-
ness of social science is to bring to light phenomena that are not accessible
through simple intuition or immediate perception, to dis-cover (in the sense
of uncovering) the logics of social being and of social action, logics that re-
main hidden in the labyrinthine structures, the “unconscious” generated by the
fields and force-fields of social order. But, as Bourdieu points out, the knowing
subject dis-covering those logics cannot achieve the “objectivism of the ‘gaze
from afar’ of an observer who remains as remote from himself as from his ob-
ject” (Bourdieu 2003: 282).

As we know, the observer observes, writes and speaks from a specific lo-
cation in social space-time, emitting judgments and interpretations that can
modify the facts on which they are passed — Marx is a rather good example —
and that enter “into the actual constitution or production” of the social world
(Giddens). In any case, one certainly cannot, as Bourdieu writes, “build a sci-
ence on something as poor and disappointing as (Weberian) ethical neutral-
ity” (Bourdieu 2015: 67). The scientific observer must certainly proceed with
detachment from the object of study, to avoid simply relating the subjectivi-
ties of people and engaging in storytelling but cannot erase his/her character
as a social subject. So how do we move from this issue of method to political/
ethical engagement in the public sphere/arena ? Engagement raises issues dis-
tinct from the epistemological and methodological problems of the social sci-
ences, but the scientist (savant) is perforce also a citizen — in this case a citizen
with an extraordinarily solid and broad theoretical toolbox on which to base
his judgments — and, like everyone else, is inevitably swept up in the histor-
ical currents, the struggles, and ethical dilemmas of the present. As such, the
scientist cannot avoid the inescapable question of moral choice, of ethics in
politics. The choice to act or not to act.

Indeed, it is precisely because the knowing subject has a slightly great-
er degree of freedom than most people, having pierced through some of the
veils of material and symbolic domination, and has a claim to knowledge, and
hence voice, that he/she/they can and sometimes must engage. As C. Wright
Mills pointed out a long time ago in his study of power structures in the United
States, “the powers of ordinary men are circumscribed by the everyday world
in which they live, yet even in these rounds of job, family and neighbourhood
they often seem driven by forces they can neither understand nor govern” (Mills
1956: 3). The social scientist rarely governs but at least she can grasp the force
fields that shape people’s lives and lift the veils — the most important of which
is the illusion of spontaneous freedom - that make power and domination
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misrecognizable to the many. Bourdieu’s oeuvre deals with various dimensions
of domination, material and symbolic. And as he himself notes — I’'m translat-
ing from one of his courses at the College de France: “There is, in any case, af-
finity between the position of the dominated and the scientific position. Once
the scientific truth is produced, the dominated in a space — field — hear it bet-
ter and use it immediately, distorting it, tampering with it so that it expresses
them more completely” (Bourdieu 2015: 71). The dominated, in other words,
are then in a better position to become, at least to some extent, self-determin-
ing actors. In short, the demarcation line is not as clear as some would have it,
even if scientific work and engagement are obviously not on the same plane.

Zona Zarié: Franck Poupeau, you have collected and edited Pierre Bourdieu’s
public interventions in a book entitled Political Interventions: Social Science
and Political Action (Poupeau, Discepolo, David 2008). This publication in-
cludes all of Pierre Bourdieu’s interventions between 1961 and 2001. It there-
fore allows us to follow directly and in a very interesting manner, his evolution
in relation to the topics that interested him and on which he took a position
from the age of 31. Would you describe for us this evolution, perhaps by adding
some nuances in the difference between the early and late Bourdieu, as well as
the regularities that characterized him during this 40-year period?

Franck Poupeau: One of the key points of the book Political Interventions: So-
ctal Science and Political Action, that I elaborated in 2000 with Thierry Dis-
cepolo, was to show the continuity of Bourdieu’s commitment since the 60s.
A very common vision of his trajectory was insisting on his public position
taking, since the social movement of 1995 in France. For example, Bourdieu’s
initial research questions in Algeria were very political and tackled issues such
as the conditions of access to politics and politicization, and to revolutionary
positions. Those are the same problems he deals with years later in La Distinc-
tion (1979). This Algerian period has been the metric of his entire sociological
research, not only the issue of social conditions of access to politics, but also
his conception of collective work in social sciences. Thus, the book Political
Interventions: Social Science and Political Action does not only try to restitute
Bourdieu’s political commitments (even if his political interventions where the
core of the book) but it also aims to explore and present his way of practic-
ing sociology, that provided a real continuity and coherence to his scientific
work, even if clearly his public interventions only became visible in the 90’s.

Ivica Mladenovié: Frederic Lebaron, you are one of the authors of the book
The December of French Intellectuals (Duval, Gaubert, Lebaron, Marchetti,
Pavis 1998). This book challenges dominant interpretations, which were giv-
en by the media and dominant intellectuals, of the intervention of intellectu-
als — among them Pierre Bourdieu — during the social movement against the
devastation of the social security system in November and December of 1995.
This was possibly the largest social movement since May 1968. At that time
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you worked at the Centre de sociologie de I'éducation et de la culture created
by Bourdieu after May 68. Is this perhaps the moment when he really begins
to deeply put into question and challenge what in France is called the pensée
unique (single-mindedness). We encounter at that time the center-left magazine
Esprir denouncing Pierre Bourdieu as a left-wing populist, leftist extremist,
and even a Krypto-Lepenist. Could you contextualize Pierre Bourdieu’s com-
mitment against the “Juppé Plan” and the reasons behind how he became the
intellectual of reference for the social movement as a whole, but at the same
time so stigmatized in the mainstream media?

Frédéric Lebaron: In 1995, Bourdieu was already present in the public space
since many years (in a sense ever since he published about Algeria as Franck
just explained), but it was especially the case after the success of La misére du
monde (Bourdieu 1993). This scientific collective book corresponds to an evo-
lution of his commitment, to the left and to more radical social movements, to
put it simply. After the Rocard years — when he supported a French socialist
“modernist” prime minister —, Bourdieu had been heavily disappointed by the
French center-left government, especially in the sectors of education and so-
cial policy. He is one the first intellectuals who points out and criticizes what
he calls the retreat of the left hand of the State — Welfare state, social state,
education, health, social welfare — attacked by the right hand (economy and
security, put simply). The term “neoliberalism” is not a very present one in La
misére du monde but rather in activist spheres (in France, around Politique-La
revue, Jacques Kergoat etc.). Between 1992 and 1995, Bourdieu became closer
to these networks, in which activists from NGOs, unions and political orga-
nizations were present, and at the same time he went on to develop an origi-
nal international — European at first — intellectual network with Liber, revue
europeenne des livres.

In November and December of 1995, he is already present as a “personnal-
ité de reference” in these national and international spheres: that is the rea-
son why he is suddenly asked to revise a petition against the neoliberal Juppé
reforms — suppression of a generous retirement scheme for railway workers,
new conditions in health insurance: disguised austerity measures —, which he
will rewrite and diffuse. What struck us when we studied this with a group
of doctoral students (Duval, Gaubert, Marchetti and Pavis) is the large sym-
bolic capital that Bourdieu already held at that time in these activist spheres,
which made him immediately central, very visible, and symbolically power-
ful. This capital will be increasing in the following years, with a more inter-
national dimension.

Bourdieu who had supported Rocard and the Confederation francaise
démocratique du travail (CFDT) is now a radical opponent of the neoliber-
al shift of this pseudo-left, and therefore seen as a traitor by the mainstream
“center-left” media Esprit, already a place of anti-Bourdieu intellectual po-
sition-takings, it is now also closely linked to the neoliberal conversion of
the left. For others (more right-wing) he is a new figure of leftist intellectual
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irresponsibility. Not to be forgotten that Bourdieu was a pupil of Raymond
Aron, the incarnation of right-wing responsible commitment. In his speech at
the gare de Lyon — railway station — Bourdieu put at the centre of the process
the leading role of economists, and the stakes around economics, especial-
ly at the international level (IMF, WB). This is the most original aspect of his
commitment which puts social sciences at the forefront of political struggles.

Zona Zari¢: As you all saw in our invitation, one of the aims of this round ta-
ble was to understand how Pierre Bourdieu became a leading intellectual (or a
public intellectual as it is referred to in the Anglophone world) — after having
focused, in his early years, on pursuing a professional career as a social scien-
tist. Gisele Sapiro, to describe this evolution you used a beautiful expression:
from social theorist to global intellectual. Tell us how you explain this transition
and what the notion of the global intellectual means to you?

Gisele Sapiro: Before I answer, I would like to remind that Bourdieu’s work
had a political dimension from the start, and he had commitments long be-
fore the 1990s, though he never was an activist, he always used sociology as a
tool for objectifying the unequal power relations in society. In the research I
did with Mauricio Bustamante on the circulation of Bourdieu’s work in trans-
lation, based on a quantitative analysis of his translated books, we observed
four phases (Sapiro, Bustamante 2009):

1) In the first phase, Bourdieu’s work was received in specific areas, such
as the sociology of education, the sociology of culture and anthropology (his
theory of practice and habitus). He thus became a reference as a specialist of
these domains;

2) The translation of Distinction into English in 1984 helped unify the re-
ception of his theoretical framework. He then became a reference as a social
theorist;

3) By the mid-1990s, as his work was getting more and more international
recognition, he put his renown at the service of a cause, following the model of
the French intellectual tradition since Zola and the Dreyfus Affair. In this sense
we can speak of a global intellectual, who takes a stand on political issues on
a global (rather than national) scale. Bourdieu’s cause was the struggle against
neoliberalism. But he also criticized the growing domination of the media on
the political and cultural fields. His book O television was at the time his most
translated work (into 25 languages up to 2008). It was the first of a series he
launched in a small format and more accessible style, capable of reaching a
wider audience. This formula was a success and imitated by others afterwards;

4) Since Bourdieu’s death, there is a new phase - he is becoming a classical
author, as testified by the numerous tributes, conferences around the world,
and new translations. But I think it is very important not to transform Bour-
dieu’s theory into a simple academic reference, and to keep alive its dynam-
ic and critical, or even subversive potential, both as a research program and
as a social critique of the mechanisms of domination and symbolic violence.
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Ivica Mladenovié: In an article he wrote in the 1990s about the Yugoslav af-
fair, Bourdieu fiercely denounced a kind of narcissistic exhibitionism that leads
every intellectual to take an individual position, or even to expose their little
free forum or little opinion, as he put it. In fact, as we know, he advocated for
collective work, in a network, which allows for combining the competences of
each and every member. He thus pleaded for the creation of an internation-
al autonomous collective intellectual who would become a real instrument of
symbolic struggle, a tool for the diffusion of critical knowledge and a more
direct intervention in public debate. Bourdieu elaborated the concept of the
collective intellectual, against the figure of the total intellectual embodied by
Sartre — who could embrace all subjects - and in the extension of the specific
intellectual defined by Foucault. What is the logic behind this idea of Pierre
Bourdieu’s collective intellectual and what remains of this idea today?

Frédéric Lebaron: In 1999, Bourdieu had become rather central in the flus-
tered sphere of social movements in France and Europe. When he wrote a text
about former Yugoslavia (Kosovo war), in May of 99, he was only responding to
current events as he had always done, at least since 81. For example, he signed
a petition “Call for a just and durable peace in The Middle East” — almost the
same title as the Kosovo one — against the first Iraq war in 1990-91 and the
French intervention in the Golf. This petition might have been his first move-
ment out of the pseudo-left (since both Mitterrand and Rocard were clear-
ly in favor of NATQ’s intervention against Saddam Hussein and Iraq). The
pseudo-left that was clearly in favor of a military US intervention, might have
helped awaken Bourdieu to the reality of the French Socialist Party. One has
to recall that Bourdieu and Foucault were seen as part of the anti-totalitarian
left — Foucault was quite close to Bernard Koushner and Bernard Henry Lévy
— after they intervened many years earlier against the French left-wing — so-
cialist-communist — government, annoyed by the situation in Poland under
Jaruzelski, as described by Didier Eribon in his biography of Foucault.

In the 1990s, Bourdieu moved towards much more anti-imperialist and crit-
ical positions, without becoming a supporter of the soviet-type communism
or “traditional” left-wing revolutionary forces, which he had criticized for ro-
manticism in his Algerian period. He bases his international commitment on
his intellectual network and his conception of universalism, which is rooted
in both the theory of — autonomous - fields, and a personal intuition of inter-
national solidarity (manifested in the case of Algeria through Le Comité Inter-
national de Soutien aux Intellectuels Algériens — CISIA created in 93). During
this period, Bourdieu begins to project his action in a more collective man-
ner, less and less on the sartrian model of zoral intellectual, rather both as a
specific (Foucault) and collective intellectual. In the 80s, he wrote reports with
his fellow colleagues, professors at the College de France, that were rather fa-
vorable to more competition and market in higher-education and began Liber
after the fall of soviet-style communism. In the 90s, and especially after 1995,
he invested a significant part of his time in collective action of various forms.
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Most notably the Raisons dagir group, that had significant international ram-
ifications (Franz Schultheis, Luc Van Campenhoudt, Nikos Panayotopoulos),
and a “national” basis around Gérard Mauger, Louis Pinto, Christophe Charle,
Gabrielle Balazs, Claude Poliak and those we called the “young” (Franck and
I included, but also Bertrand Geay and others).

This academic intellectual network was intertwined with activist networks,
small struggling NGOs (“assos de lutte”, such as Marches européennes contre le
chomage etc.) and unions (Solidaires, IG-Medien etc.). Through various inter-
national initiatives which have burgeoned after 1995 Bourdieu had met many
activists; to name but a few: Detlev Hensche, Claude Debons and of course
Annick Coupé. Gérard Mauger and I had developed this Bourdieu-inspired no-
tion of ICAI (collective intellectual international autumn), which does not give
complete answers about the political orientations of this ICAI, but expands
Bourdieu’s ideas around the dissemination of critical tools, reflexive attitudes,
empirical results of the social sciences, etc. The practical consequence of this
conception is very-much related to the diffusion of symbolic tools, through var-
ious channels, such as alternative media, critical publishing houses, etc. This
is clearly in line with Bourdieu’s notion of autonomy, and it is the major out-
put of this conception of the collective intellectual. It remains relevant today,
at the age of digitalization. I try to argue that in my last book Savoir et agir. 1
am of the belief that it should be reassessed in a context of global economic
actors which are even stronger, especially through social media, and in a con-
text where sciences, social and natural, are at stake.

Ivica Mladenovié: Philip Golub, in 1999 with Pierre Bourdieu you signed a
call for peace, asking for an end to the bombings against Serbia and rejecting
the false alternative between NATO and Milosevic. Would you briefly intro-
duce us to the intellectual context in France and in the Western world in the
late 90s and explain to us the difficulties of taking such a heterodox position
at the time and in general?

Philip Golub: The Bourdieu Appel of 1999, as it has come to be known, led to
a very sharp ideational confrontation in France, that you carefully analyze in
your PHD on the French intellectual debate over the wars in former Yugosla-
via. So you are actually in a better position than I am to frame the French in-
tellectual context in which it occurred, even if I signed the text. The Appel was
a political statement that was designed to shift the course of the conversation,
if one can call it that, over the bombings. It aimed to lift a corner of the veil of
the dominant discourses that legitimated, transfigured and rendered misrecog-
nizable actions of power and violence that fitted uneasily with the universal-
izing democratic narratives of the time. The situation was one where a great
imperial power clothed its purposes in the garb of universalistic humanitarian
aims, and where a predatory state group in Serbia clothed its predation and
ethnonationalism in an anti-imperialist garb. The Appel argued against both,
flying in the face of the blinding (in the sense of making blind) dichotomous
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division between imperial democrats on the one hand and fraudulently an-
ti-imperialist ethnonationalist gangsters on the other.

The broader intellectual environment was the emergence of a doctrine of
so-called humanitarian interventions in the context of the new ordering of the
world in the post-Cold War, where the democratic West enunciated a right,
supposedly founded on the lessons of the Second World War and the Shoah,
to intervene outside of the existing jurisprudence of international law, in the
domestic affairs of so-called rogue or failed states — a classification that au-
thorizes intervention by denying the latter the de jure protections afforded to
“normal” sovereign states, and that zpso facto makes the classifier into a world
policeman. As Bourdieu notes, and as I have sought to show in my work, im-
perial universalist discourses that make general truth claims are an instrument
of “legitimation and domination, giving the dominant the sentiment that they
are well-founded in their domination, at the level of national societies but also
at world society level where, for instance, the dominant or colonizers could
with a clear conscience consider themselves to be bearers of the universal”. The
colonized, of course, always knew this universal to be fraudulent, in the sense
that it was merely the expression of particularistic interests.

Hence the notion of universalist imperialisms and imperial universalisms,
exemplified in French and U.S. discourses and practices (though one can ex-
tend this to other expressions of cultural exceptionalism). Due to their roles in
ushering in republican and democratic modernity, both developed self-under-
standings as bearers and carriers of the universal. Universalism, he writes, is
a “(French) national specialty [...] a claimed and presumed universality, which
is accompanied by signs of a practical form of universality, a form of domina-
tion that ignores itself as such [...] This pretension to universality implies an
imperialism of the universal” (Bourdieu 2012: 253-254). It also, of course, a US
speciality where national aims and universalist discourses merge to produce
a distinct US idiom regarding the universal application of supposedly inher-
ent US liberal and democratic virtues, whose symbolic planetary diffusion is
complemented, when the US thinks necessary (which is quite often), by the
kinetic action of bombs and bullets. When asked in 1998 what justification the
US had to bomb various facilities in Iraq, the then Secretary of State Made-
leine Albright said: “If we have to use force, it is because we are America. We
are the indispensable nation. We stand tall. We see further into the future”.
This extraordinary statement should not have been read as hypocrisy or as a
lie craftily imposed on unaware subjects, but rather as the expression of the
imperial universalisms secreted by the habitus of US elites.

Zona Zarié: Franck Poupeau, you directed the posthumous publication of the
College de France courses that Pierre Bourdieu gave between 1989 and 1992 on
the question of the State (Bourdieu 2012). Earlier, you published the book 77%e
Sociology of the State. The School and its Experts in France (Poupeau 2003).
According to Marx, the State is part of the superstructure based on the infra-
structure represented by relations of production. Marx also believed that the
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State takes a position in class struggles, and that it is not a neutral arbiter, but
that it favors the ruling class by securing the structures and organizations of the
capitalist mode of production. Bourdieu agrees that politics and the state are
above all characterized by the phenomena of power. But he presents us with
quite a different analysis. Could you tell us what exactly Bourdieu sees as the
role of the state and politics in the functioning of society?

Franck Poupeau: That’s a difficult question, first of all I would like to men-
tion that On the State - which we should have maybe named T%e Invention of
the State - was realized in collaboration with Marie-Christine Riviere, Patrick
Champagne and Remi Lenoir, and in the end, with a major contribution by
Loic Wacquant. As a preliminary remark, I would like to say that the analysis
of the State is present throughout Bourdieu’s sociology, even when he does not
talk about the State specifically: in La Reproduction you won’t find the word
state, but the notion of state goes beyond the concept of pedagogic authority
(Bourdieu & Passeron 1970). Thus, there is a kind of evolution of Bourdieu’s
perspective and this evolution has been mentioned by Frederic Lebaron when
he talked about the presence of Bourdieu inside the French state since the 80s
through the reports he wrote for the government on education. To add anoth-
er important remark — I would like to point out that Bourdieu doesn’t always
refer to Marx on the State. He refers to him on many other aspects, but on the
State, he is quite critical of his analysis, siding more with the French Marxists
like Althusser and his notion of “the ideological apparatus of the State”, which
he criticizes profusely and that represents a significant part of the reason be-
hind why he developed the notion of fie/d (and consequently that of field of
power, of bureaucratic field, etc.).

First of all, Bourdieu was clearly aware of the way in which the French state
has remodeled traditional society since the 19" century and in On the State
he addresses the double dimension of the State: domination and integration,
monopolization and unification. So, it is not a question of antinomy between
two theories — Marxist versus French republican theory — but a question of an
antinomy in the very functioning of the State: the modern state is progress-
ing towards universalization that is to say de-particularization of local culture,
while at the same time monopolizing the universal as it produces a concen-
tration of power. As Bourdieu states in Oz the state : “To a certain degree, one
could say that integration — which must be understood in Durkheim’s sense,
but also the sense of those who spoke of the integration of Algeria, which in-
cludes the idea of consensus — is the condition for domination. This is basical-
ly the key thesis that I want to develop. The unification of the cultural market
is the condition for cultural domination: for example, it is the unification of
the linguistic market that creates dialect, bad accents, dominated languages”
(Bourdieu 2014: 222).

This idea of the process of unification that is at the same time a process of
universalization, which Bourdieu presents just as Weber and Elias do, is as-
sociated with the constitution of a unified social space linked to the State as,
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I will quote Bourdieu: “The state, then, as holder of a meta-capital, is a field
within which agents struggle to possess a capital that gives power over the oth-
er fields” (Bourdieu 2014 : 197). This unification of homogeneous and de-par-
ticularized space occurs in relation to a central locus which in the French case
means the tendency to replace personal relations with territorial relations by
constituting groups linked to the state like jurists for example. Bourdieu ex-
amines the mandatory education system as an instrument of integration con-
tributing to the unification of the nation state. I believe that this double reality
of the State explains many misunderstandings, as it is also a double reality of
Bourdieu’s trajectory - he is a product of the system he criticizes, the French
school system, the French academic elite, and his rebellion against the very
same system, is the core of his analysis of the State, as a double function of in-
tegration and domination, unification, and monopolization.

Ivica Mladenovic¢: When we talk about Marxism today, it is most often in plu-
ral, because there have always been many Marxist currents. We remember that
even Marx criticized some Marxists in France when he was still alive, saying
that if they are Marxists, he himself is not. On the other hand, it is harder to
discern sharp distinctions, lines of fracture among the bourdieusians. Why do
you think this is so? Is it because Bourdieu’s ocuvre is as much about method
as it is about theory building? Or perhaps that it does not contain the explic-
itly normative and teleological elements of most Marxist thought? Or is there
another more appropriate explanation?

Frédéric Lebaron: I think the comparison with Marx and Marxism is both
fascinating, important and a bit misleading. Marx’s writings and Marxism as a
global doctrine expanded especially during the second International — of course
the third and fourth — and inside related national organizations of the worker’s
movement (first in Germany SPD, France with a lot of struggles, then Russia,
China and many other countries). Marxism gave to these organizations a set of
consistent doctrinal elements which allowed a structuration of performative
discourses (or as Bourdieu would put it “effects of theory”), which themselves
allowed a structuration of the class as a subject, with the help of intellectuals.
It was clearly normative (exploitation theory), and teleological (with the reli-
gious components of the advent of a classless society), even if it is also a sci-
entific research program (with empirical controversies with Bernstein and the
revisionists). This situation dramatically changed with the Bolshevik revolution
in 1917 when it was incorporated and central in state doctrines, first the Soviet
Union, then a set of important states, until today (People’s Republic of China).
One should never forget this empirical reality of Marxism.

Bourdieu’s theory is developing in the international scientific field, now
through necessarily partial theoretical improvements or reorganizations, and
through empirical controversies (for example around Distinction and the so-
cial space). It is far less present in the political field in general, unions, NGOs
etc. My thought on that is that we should start by analyzing the influence on
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the way politicians refer to science and base their discourse on the existence
of autonomous scientific fields. I argue precisely that in my last book (Lebaron
2021). The collective intellectual is not that homogeneous after all, since there
are individual trajectories throughout the international level (Loic Wacquant,
Didier Eribon, Gisele Sapiro, Franz Schultheis and others), with their own
networks, and small collectives such as the group around the Razsons dagir
publisher, or around Agone and the Savoir Agir association around Mauger,
Collovald, and myself. Among us, there are some differences in organization-
al style, political orientation, or relation to various organizations. This was a
matter of intense debates around Bourdieu before he died, with a more “anar-
chist” — “libertarian” — and “radical” pole — anti-election — and a more “dem-
ocratic socialist” pole, closer to the political field. They are still present today,
though less visible and reorganized around new issues, such as neoliberalism,
feminism, and issues of identity.

Ivica Mladenovic: Gisele Sapiro, we very often hear that Pierre Bourdieu is a
determinist, which serves his opponents to delegitimize his sociology. You of-
ten mention that the opposite of methodological determinism is not individual
freedom but /e hazard, or chance. Jacques Bouveresse has pointed out very well
that some of our greatest philosophers, Spinoza and Leibniz for example, as
well as Freud, were more rigorous determinists than Bourdieu. My hypothesis
is that Pierre Bourdieu’s social determinism is perceived as menacing precise-
ly because of this faulty understanding of freedom and its potential political
implications. What do you think?

Gisele Sapiro: As French philosopher Jacques Bouveresse explains (2004), a
minimum of methodological determinism is necessary, otherwise you cannot
do any science. As you say, and it was Moritz Schlick who pointed this out, the
contrary of determinism is not freedom but chance. Any scientific explanation
requires a set of explanatory factors. This takes us back to the big controversy
about the human and social sciences vs. the natural sciences. Can mechanical
causality be applied to human beings who have intentions, representations,
choice, reflexive thought? Or should we develop a specific, comprehensive ap-
proach based on hermeneutics following Dilthey? Phenomenology opposed
behaviorism on this basis. Bourdieu was trained in phenomenology, so he
would never admit mechanical causality and would include representations
and beliefs as part of the object. But still, like Max Weber, he does want to
identify laws in human behavior. His sociology is not looking for determinis-
tic causal mechanisms in the same way as in physics. The social sciences are
working on probabilistic laws, like in medicine, and also on tendency laws,
like in economy. When Bourdieu and Passeron in 7The Inheritors: French Stu-
dents and Their Relations to Culture calculate the chance to access university
according to the social origin, it is not a deterministic law, it is a probability
(Bourdieu and Passeron 1964).
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What Bourdieu’s theory of the sabitus and capital claims is that the room
for manoeuver one has varies according to one’s resources and skills, mean-
ing the economic, social and cultural capital, or under the communist and
unique-party regimes — one’s political capital. Sometimes one depends on the
other: in countries where higher education isn’t free and available to all (like in
the US), economic capital conditions the acquisition of cultural capital, except
for a very small proportion of scholarships. The value of the different resources
may also vary from field to field: economic capital is not a sufficient resource
in the educational field in the sense that you cannot buy a diploma, you need
some achievements. The same applies to the fields of cultural production. The
social world is all about conversion of economic capital into symbolic capi-
tal and vice-versa (for instance, winning an important literary prize increases
the sales of a book). This is why Bourdieu uses the concept of strategy which
means agency and the capacity to improvise in new situations, which depend
both on our dispositions, that is to say our sabitus. We also discuss other laws
and effects in the dictionary, for instance the Gerschenkron effect: the fact that
capitalism did not develop in Russia as in England or in France because it ap-
peared later. Or the Don Quichotte effect: the inertia of sabitus when the social
world changes. Or a law to which he didn’t give a name: the fact that the more
the situation is risky, the more the interactions will be codified and formal.

So, there is a real “bad faith” in the reduction of Bourdieu’s sociology to
determinism. I would say that this faulty understanding of freedom derives
itself from the resistance to acknowledge the social factors that restrict our
freedom and room for maneuver, due to a denial of the arbitrariness of privi-
lege and of the social conditions for acquiring cultural capital. Symbolic vio-
lence according to Bourdieu precisely stems from the collective denial of the
mechanisms of domination. His sociology aims at unveiling these mechanisms.
For Bourdieu, unveiling these mechanisms will have an emancipatory effect
and help us enlarge the room of maneuver and try to avoid reproducing them.
However, as he underscores in Masculine domination, becoming conscious is
not sufficient, because we have internalized these schemes of perception, of
evaluation and of action in our bodies in the course of our first and secondary
socialization, and they are part of our zabitus, they are like a second nature,
which is very hard to get rid off. This is the biggest obstacle to our freedom.
As Bourdieu argues, the main thing that education instills into us is a sense of
one’s place, meaning to adjust ourselves to new situations by spontaneously
excluding options that are “not for us”, “inaccessible” (for instance, access to
some luxury goods, or to property, or to higher education).

Zona Zari¢: Franck Poupeau, you published the book : The Misadventures of
Criticism in the Raison d'agir Editions (Poupeau 2012), created by Prerre Bour-
dieu, with the idea of making scientific knowledge more accessible to the gen-
eral public. In this book, you propose a very useful reflection on sociology in
general, as well as the political stakes around the renewal of critical thinking.
For example, you very convincingly evoke the emergence of an “increasingly
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subtle and invisible domination, mixing constraint and adherence, moral con-
formism and logical conformism, ignorance and recognition” (ibid.: 28). If I
may advance this idea: in a way your analysis adds an additional layer to Pierre
Bourdieu’s sociology that is often linked to the treatment of social phenom-
ena that are too static. Social struggles, for example, are often considered to
lack individual initiative but rather to arise from objective social conditions.
Pierre Bourdieu thus describes the movement of the unemployed as “a social
miracle”. To express his own trajectory and social success he used when refer-
ring to himself the French word miraculé, or miraculous exception, referring
to someone who has escaped his social fate. With this in mind, I would like to
know your opinion on the tools of Bourdieu’s critical sociology that enables
the dominated to act and escape their fate?

Franck Poupeau: Originally in this book I wanted to develop the idea of what
I call militant capital, the techniques that activists develop through their com-
mitments. One of the points of this notion was to try to generalize Bourdieu’s
theory of the conditions of politicization (the link between cultural capital and
political opinions). It aimed to demonstrate that commitment or at least polit-
icization was not so easy and not so natural. Finally I changed my mind in the
book because of the context of what was happening in France 10 years ago, and
the criticisms - generated especially by people like Ranciére - of the division
between people who know, such as sociologist, and people who don’t know,
and it seems to me that at a time there was a kind of a common agreement
on many perspectives: the postmodern perspective, postcolonial perspective,
pragmatist perspective, into a kind of spontaneous view of politics and mobi-
lizations. I observed that in the naturalization of mobilization of indigenous
communities in South America but also in Ranciere’s works, in the work of
James Scott on popular groups and their immediate and natural commitment.

That was the main objective if we want to analyze why domination is so
strong and persistent, especially symbolic domination, it’s not to say only so-
ciology can fight it, but rather to point out that in the context of development
of new forms of symbolic domination, you cannot develop mobilization with-
out learning processes and without educating groups that are concerned by
this domination. So it is not only the analysis of domination and the condi-
tions of possibility of access to politics that matters, but also the analysis of
what may mobilize people and how to disseminate knowledge against sym-
bolic domination.

Zona Zari¢: Philip, you published a critique of the notion of soft power last
year entitled Soft Power, Soft Concepts and Imperial Conceits that mobilizes
Bourdieu’s readings of symbolic power and violence and uses a bourdieusian
framework (Golub 2019). The aim of this critique was to bring to light what
you call the “imperial cosmologies” embedded in the performative discours-
es of the powerful. Could you discuss this and tell us how you think Bourdieu
can be integrated into international political theory?
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Philip Golub: My recent critique in Soft Power, Soft Concepts and Imperial
Conceits mobilizes Bourdieu, in ways just discussed, but also Gramsci’s core
concept of cultural hegemony to deconstruct the imperial cosmologies — the
set of persistent cultural assumptions about modernity and historical purpose
that naturalize domination and hence produce and reproduce international in-
equality — that underlie western international liberal discourses. I argue that
“soft power”, as formulated by Joseph Nye, is not descriptive but prescriptive,
serving as a performative power discourse that transfigures, dissimulates, and
euphemizes relations of force and dominance in world politics. The paper can
be read as part of a growing interest in applying Bourdieu to various issues and
a variety of international/global objects. Indeed, several collective books and
special issues of journals, for instance the 2011 special issue of International
Political Sociology, have come out over the past decade, with some powerful
results. A good example, to my mind, is the work of Yves Dezalay and Bryant
Garth on international circulation (the import and export as they term it) and
the diffusion of international expertise as a competition for hegemony - dis-
cursive domination.

They show how this particular field (international governance expertise),
where imperial politics are built on “prescriptive and purportedly universal dis-
courses” (such as human rights or economic development), which are “played
on a double register of scholarly learning and civic morality”, touches on a core
mechanism of symbolic domination in contemporary international relations
in which specialized personnel embedded in national power structures (Bour-
dieu 1989) as well as in international or supranational institutions produce and
reproduce the meanings and practices that reproduce hierarchy. These agen-
da-setting and rule-making specialized personnel, working though public insti-
tutions such as the World Bank, the IMF, the OECD, the WTO, the European
Commission, or through informal power bearing clubs and groups — the Eu-
rogroup, the WEF, etc. — make knowledge-claims that conflate particularistic
interests — either of an imperial state or of convergent transnational interests
— with the universal or cosmopolitan interest.

The claim to universality is not only genetically corrupted, as Bourdieu notes,
it is also an instrumentality of domination — the discursive field of expertise
is consubstantial to what Edward Said, discussing unequal North-South rela-
tions, calls the “relationship of power, of domination... of complex hegemo-
ny” that the “West has historically maintained with non-western societies”, a
remark than can just as well be applied to the relations in the European Union
between the core and peripheries of the Union since the eurozone sovereign
debt crisis in 2010. These, I believe, are particularly significant examples of
the way in which Bourdieu’s work can be translated into international rela-
tions research agendas.

Ivica Mladenovié: I have one final question for all of you: The idea of the end,
or at least the decline of intellectuals, is defended in a significant number of
texts published over the last thirty years. This idea was evoked even before
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Pierre Bourdieu’s involvement in the social and intellectual struggles of the
90s. How do you see this hypothesis and what is, in your opinion, the role
and place of intellectuals in contemporary societies and in social struggles?

Philip Golub: There is a classical role — the making sense of the social world -
in an age in which the perfusion and confusion of information and of knowl-
edge — has actually become extremely difficult. To try to clarify the intertwined
links and show the processes at work and the lawfulness of certain processes
and the way in which they work so that the making sense of the social world
in a historic and generic sense — but also showing new emerging patterns of
politics — and in doing so in critical fashion pointing out to a new age of in-
equality which needs to be theorized and then transformed into various forms
of praxis, of scientific praxis, political praxis. That is the first and perhaps most
important subject of such action and the second one is the creation of public
spaces. If there is a role of the collective intellectual it is to create public spac-
es where precisely issues can be clarified, brought to light and in which the
phenomena which are not easily understood or mastered can be given more
clarity and mastered by people who actually need to use these concepts from
the social sciences to be able to own their own lives, to become self-determin-
ing actors, at least in part.

Frédéric Lebaron: I analyzed this issue in an editorial of Savoir Agir 2015 —
republished in my last book —, that I ironically entitled Vers le retour des intel-
lectuels (towards a come-back of intellectuals, collective and international). It
is a typical buzz of mainstream media and politicians to regularly deplore the
decline or the death of intellectuals, Bourdieu had reacted to that in the 80s.
Politicians such as Manuel Valls — former so-called “socialist” prime minister
under the so-called socialist president Fran¢ois Hollande — or more recently
our minister of education, the very right wing Jean-Michel Blanquer, have be-
gun to directly attack intellectuals for being insufficiently mobilized against Is-
lamism or even for being too sympathetic to their cause (“islamo-gauchisme”).
It’s a bit of a paradoxical position (the dominant media changes all the time):
is it a decline or a too strong presence but on the bad side (left)? At the same
time mediatic intellectuals — the ones that exist only in the mediatic sphere —
are more and more permeable to racism and antisemitism.

I think more or less the contrary, scientists including social scientists are at
the center of the stakes today — covid-19 crisis, epidemiologists, economists,
other social scientists have a lot to say —, but our conditions of interventions
have dramatically changed, and I think we should not only acknowledge it but
take that more seriously into account. We in France have a remaining central-
ized Parisian conception of the intellectual: he is publishing books and intel-
lectual journals — Les Temps modernes, Le Débat: both have recently died — in
major commercial — for-profit — publishers, writing texts in Le Monde or Libéra-
tion or signing petitions for the same audience as these newspapers. Bourdieu
shared this model to some extent, at a global level as Gisele has shown, but he
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began to challenge it in the second half of the 90s with new more independent
collections of smaller books of intervention, supporting alternative journals of
various sorts (including satiric ones), mobilizing through more organized col-
lectives more independent from mainstream politicians and media.

With digitalization, these evolutions are more obvious today. Part of the
intellectual struggles are centered on Twitter (battles of threads), blogs and on-
line direct publications, including scientific results, and their interpretation
(Piketty website). We saw that to a very large degree with the Covid crisis. Col-
lectives and activists remain weak, because there is now a large disconnection
between fields. We are in a sense the victims of these unintended consequenc-
es of autonomisation. Therefore, I think we should recreate interdependen-
cies between the scientific fields and for example the field of unions, the field
of NGOs, the political fields. It was the initial idea of Bourdieu and Foucault
in the 80s, but I think they were captured by another intellectual and political
project. This is a general and critical issue as such. In times of growing social
inequality and anomia, we have a certain responsibility here. I think we could
try to organize new kinds of social solidarity in line with the analyses of La
misere du monde and The Economy of Happiness. 1 don’t mean only verbal and
symbolic but also material, financial solidarity. The workers’ movement has,
in a sense, created the idea of welfare and social solidarity. We should reinvent
solidarity at a global scale, by linking it to the diffusion of sociological (quali-
tative, narrative, and quantitative) accounts of various sorts of misery: misery
of condition, poverty, absence of future (the “damned of the earth”), misery of
positions, including that of academics in more and more precarised and im-
poverished institutions. We should give people collective projects in which they
could create perspectives for the future. Sociologists without borders, unite!

Franck Poupeau: I completely agree with what Frederic said on the interac-
tion between the fields, which is a key point within Bourdieu’s framework. I
did not partake in more serious research on this matter, other than through
the more common sources of information that helped me better perceive this
decline of the autonomy of the intellectual field, which also Phillip mentioned.
There are both external and internal factors worthy of mentioning. External
factors - the impact of the economy, or of the media on intellectual life, and
internal factors — in the intellectual world and in the university, there is less
and less funding and there is a major debate going on about the recent reforms
and the further precarisation of academic employees, the process of evaluation
etc. All these internal factors contribute to reducing the capacity of transfor-
mation of the field, the capacity of retranslating external elements into their
own rules and norms of the intellectual field. That would be the first element
of response, but on this kind of issue Gisele Saprio has worked much more
precisely. To add an optimistic perspective, I would say that despite the dif-
ferentiation of the fields, the main objective would be to recreate the condi-
tions for collective work, and to try and avoid the production of “proletaloid
intellectuals” mentioned by Weber between two world wars.
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Gisele Sapiro: This idea of the decline of intellectuals emerged in France in
the 1980s. First in the context of Sartre’s death and the victory of the Social-
ist Party in 1981. It was related to the marginalization of the figure of the left-
ist intellectual in the context of the rise of expert knowledge. You can find a
special issue of Esprit in 1981 on the intellectuals’ silence. By the end of the
decade, this decline was more broadly connected to the absurd notion of the
“end of history” in relation to the fall of communism. During the 1980s, anti-
communist ideology attacked intellectuals who supported the communist re-
gime as irresponsible and tried to discredit them. A new form of relationship
between intellectuals and the government emerged with the model of think
thanks imported from the US (the Fondation Saint-Simon). In the context of
the first war in Iraq, this motto of the intellectuals’ silence came back. As social
scientists were getting enrolled in government expertise, the mediatic intellec-
tuals, especially the so-called new philosophers, occupied more and more the
public space in France. It was notably the case during the war in ex-Yugosla-
via. Bourdieu’s reflections on the collective intellectual emerged by that time,
at the beginning of the 1990s, as he was thinking of ways to put expert knowl-
edge at the service of the dominated rather than of the dominant. This is how
he launched the association Raisons dagir, on which Frédéric and Franck can
elaborate better than I can.

I would like to highlight the underlying idea: Foucault and Bourdieu crit-
icized Sartre’s model of the total intellectual as acting on all fronts. Foucault
proposed the figure of the specific intellectual, who intervenes based on her
specialty. But he proposed that this expert knowledge, instead of being neu-
tral and adjusted to government or economic demand, be critical and respond
to demand for protest. He himself started working on prisons as he was en-
gaging against the penitentiary system. This model of commitment was better
adapted to the social sciences than that of the prophetic intellectual embodied
by writers like Zola or a philosopher like Sartre.

Bourdieu added to this specific engagement the collective dimension of re-
search: no one in the social sciences can embrace the whole domain of special-
ized knowledge, thus collaboration and division of labor becomes necessary,
as well as the cumulative methods of science. This is why he created Raisons
dagir, the organization and publishing house. In practice, it means working
on objects left aside by governmental policy, but also analyzing reflexively
the state’s demands for expertise, and how it frames our way of thinking. And
of course, being critical about intellectuals themselves. Most often the media
wanted Bourdieu to appear alone, and he had to fight to impose the names of
his collaborators, as Frédéric and Franck can attest. For me this is a model of
commitment that is more relevant than ever, and some organizations such as
the Fondation Copernic or Raisons dagir play such a role but are much less
visible in the public space. This does not replace strikes, demonstrations, pe-
titions, and other means of traditional, collective action, but can bring them
some support. I would like to end on this note pointing out that in the past year
France has been the theater of new modes of social movements, which include
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protests of the intellectuals and artistic professions, on which we worked with
my students as a form of participant observation: we saw lawyers throwing their
robes, teachers throwing their books, dancers dancing outside the Bastille and
so on. It was a very creative movement that was unfortunately interrupted by
the pandemic. But these new modes of action are now part of the repertoire!
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ABSTRACT KEYWORDS
Hegel's Phenomenology of Spirit put alienation high on the philosophical alienation, Hegel,
agenda, as was readily recognized by Marx. Relatively well-known is also Goethe, Diderot, spirit,
that Hegel's concept of alienation was inspired by Goethe’s translation Modernity, critique,
of Diderot's dialogue Rameau’s Nephew, but the details and the conceptual ~ Patholosy
implications of these details typically escape scholarly attention. Recognizing

the basic idea of alienation as not-belonging to or being deprived of

something, | emphasize that alienation implies a movement towards the

limits of the human being, in which the mental suffering this involves is

conditioned by social pathologies. To substantiate this claim, | show how

Diderot’s satire implies uncompromising materialist social criticism, but

that it does not employ the term ‘aliénation’ but instead reserves it for a

kind of frenzy that borders on insanity. My claim is then that, in Goethe's

translation of Diderot’s dialogue, and in his translation of ‘aliénation’ to

‘Entfremdung’, Hegel found a general key for the conceptual critique of

the spirit of Modernity. | therefore argue that, in the Phenomenology,

Hegel employed alienation in more than one sense, raising madness to

the level of a characteristic of Modernity, stressing the detrimental

implications for consciousness under such living conditions, emphasizing

how alienation works as negation, and, finally, pointing nevertheless to

the possibility of embracing social and political reality.

Introduction

When philosophy tries to come to terms with life in Modernity, the concept
of alienation often plays a crucial role. Themes discussed under the heading of
alienation can trace their roots back more than 200 years, and one major tra-
dition is the discussion in German philosophy undertaken under the heading
of Entfremdung.' Hegel is often recognized as giving alienation a systematical

1 Alltranslations from non-English sources have been translated by the present author,
consulting published translations when available and considered necessary.
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position on the philosophical agenda (Boey 2006: 195; Schacht 1971: 3) just as
he can be recognized as using the term with a sense similar to the one used
today (Schacht 1971: 15). Traditionally, the concept of alienation directs our at-
tention towards experiences of not being at ease; for instance, of not belong-
ing to, not relating to, not possessing, or becoming deprived of one’s home,
identity, social relations or possessions, or of mourning the loss of something
one was rightfully entitled to as a human being or as a member of a given com-
munity, family or society.

In the history of alienation, there have been differences as to who is the
subject and who is the object in the alienation process, i.e. whether the indi-
vidual becomes alienated from society (for instance) or society becomes alien-
ated from the individual. Rather than matters of conceptual history, however,
I would like to emphasize the processual aspect of alienation, namely that
alienation is not simply a state of being in conflict or discord with something
or of relating to something unfamiliar, unknown or strange, a “deficient rela-
tion to world and self” (Jaeggi 2005: 183); instead, it refers to the experience
of becoming separated, unfamiliar or estranged from something that one pre-
viously belonged to or identified with (Schacht 1971: 49). As I see it, by stress-
ing the processual aspect of alienation in addition to the relational aspect, we
are in a better position to insist that things could be otherwise, i.e. that alien-
ation can be overcome.

Important contemporary arguments concerning alienation take place among
Critical Theorists, some of which I have critically engaged with on other occa-
sions (Serensen 2019a). Participants in these discussions typically demonstrate
their awareness of both Marx’s seminal discussion of alienation in his 1844 Eco-
nomic and Philosophical Manuscripts and the subsequent, intense discussion
of these manuscripts in the 20™ century. As early as 1969, these manuscripts
could be characterized as “unquestionably the most talked about philosophical
work in this century” (Mészaros 2005: 11). However, since then, and especially
since the neo-liberal and postmodern breakthroughs in the 1980s, alienation
has somehow gone out of fashion. Even if scholars sometimes recognize that
Marx by no means is outdated (Henning 2015: 133), a more common urge has
been to move beyond what are perceived as the limitations and restrictions of
Marxist heritage (Jaeggi 2005: 12). I will return to Marx and Marxist heritage
in relation to alienation in a future article, arguing that what was abandoned
without much piety decades ago, i.e. both Marx and the Marxists, in fact de-
serves some recuperation, at least when it comes to alienation. In the present
work, however, I will limit myself to presenting some lesser-known aspects
of its pre-history.

It is relatively well known among cultural Marxists that the young Marx
drew his main inspiration for the critique of alienation from Hegel. In fact,
Marx himself refers to this inspiration in the manuscripts mentioned above,
referring explicitly to Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit (Marx 1968: 571-580).
In his systematic register of Hegel’s works (Reinicke 1979: 152-154), Helmut
Reinicke also confirms that, when it comes to Hegel’s concept of alienation,



STUDIES AND ARTICLES | 591

the relevant place to look is the Phenomenology.? Moreover, by counting the
occurrences and frequency of the noun ‘Entfremdung and the verbs and ad-
jectives with the same root in the Phenomenology (Boey 1972: 96), we can even
identify the most relevant section to study in detail, namely the second section
of chapter six on the spirit, VI.B. “The Spirit Alienated from Itself. Bildung”.

Allow me initially to continue this arithmetic approach a little further and
thus to indicate the intrinsic worth of a subject through the relative size of the
discussion. In German, the Phenomenology is approximately 200,000 words
long, of which chapter VI on the Spirit covers 60,000 alone. The chapter is
divided into three sections, A, B and C, and chapter B - the primary section
on alienation - is almost as long as the other two put together, i.e. almost
30.000 words. Hence, the discussion on alienation occupies a lot of space in
the Phenomenology, and, just from the relative space attributed to it, it must
be assumed that the concept plays a crucial role in Hegel’s overall argument.

Hegel put alienation on the philosophical agenda, and his concept of alien-
ation — found in the Phenomenology - is similar to the concept of alienation
we have today. It is safe to assume that the concept was important to him, but
we still need to explain how he got his idea of alienation and what it was sup-
posed to mean. It has been suggested that important inspiration for Hegel’s
concept of alienation came from Rousseau, Schiller and other contemporary
philosophers (Schacht 1971: 18-25), and Hegel certainly discusses Rousseau’s
Social Contract in relation to the 1793 terror of the French Revolution, explicitly
linking the figure of absolute freedom to the general will (see GW 9, 317-323;
TWA 3, 432-440; see also Heidegren 1995: 257-260). However, among schol-
ars of the Phenomenology, it is widely believed that the account of Entfremdung
- i.e. alienation — primarily was inspired by Goethe’s translation of Diderot’s
dialogue Rameau’s Nephew, which was published just a few years before the
Phenomenology.® In the present article, I will also argue that Goethe’s transla-
tion of this work inspired Hegel’s conception of alienation. Again, let me just
remind about some proportions in the attribution of space. The subsection
discussing alienation, where Rameau’s Nephew is the main reference, is sub-
section VL.B.I. named “The World of the Spirit Alienated from Itself”. It alone
is almost 15.000 words long.

In this article, I will explore the roots of the discussion of alienation and
their fascinating history, investigating into layers of the idea of alienation that
rarely receive the attention they deserve. In particular, I will focus on how the
concept of alienation travelled from Diderot via Goethe to Hegel, and how
Hegel expanded Diderot’s idea beyond its originally rather narrow confines.

2 Inthe present article, I will refer to two editions of the Phenomenology, Hegel 1980
and Hegel 1970. The page references will be indicated in brackets in the text as, respec-
tively, GW 9 and TWA 3.

3 See, e.g. Hyppolite 1967: 387, 398—401; Hyppolite 1974: 400, 411-415; Heidegren
1995: 232-240, 465-466; see also, e.g. Granier 1980:18 ; Siep 2000: 196 ; Brauer 2008:
478, or Sgrensen 2019b: 182 or Sgrensen 2015: 60.
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Most important for this history is presumably Goethe’s decision to translate the
French word ‘alienation’ with ‘Entfremdung (Goethe, 1996: 166-167; Goethe
1820: 126). However, this particular fact does not seem to have received much
attention in the Hegel literature or in modern discussions of alienation refer-
ring back to Marx. In fact, even when serious efforts are made to map the in-
tellectual landscape around the original discussions of alienation, the fact goes
unmentioned (Feuerlicht 1978), and otherwise very interesting works on alien-
ation also seem to be completely ignorant of it (Mészaros 20035; Jaeggi 2005).

Moreover, the particular section in which Hegel develops the idea of alien-
ation, VL.B., has attracted very little interest among Hegel scholars (Sandkaulen
2014: 430-431), and this has apparently been the case for decades (Schacht 1971:
38). Hence, Hegel’s main argument concerning alienation is rarely examined
in detail. The only exceptions to this are the commentaries by Jean Hyppolite,
Richard Schacht and Carl-Goran Heidegren, to which my argument owes a lot
to. This conspicuous lack of scholarly interest also extends to Hegel’s idea of
Bildung, since this idea is mainly determined in the same section in relation to
alienation (Sgrensen 2019b: 192-193). However, I have discussed the relation-
ship between alienation and Bildung in the Phenomenology elsewhere;* and,
in the present article, I will focus on alienation per se.

Ultimately, I will argue that the transition of the term from Diderot via
Goethe to Hegel has interesting conceptual implications for the concept of
Entfremdung, i.e. alienation. Assuming that Hegel took over the concept from
Goethe, I will examine Diderot’s dialogue more closely in order to provide a
better idea of what kind of phenomenon Goethe had in mind when he selected
the German word ‘Entfremdung as his translation. In doing so, I wish to reach
a better understanding of the kind of human and societal reality this word re-
ferred to for Hegel and which later proved so important for Marx himself, the
20" century Marxists, and today’s critical theorists.® In particular, I will high-
light the dual character of alienation in the Phenomenology: On the one hand,
it implies a movement of discord towards the pathological limits of human be-
ing, indicating mental sufferings possibly conditioned by social pathologies;
and, on the other hand, it assumes the operational role of the negation in the
Phenomenology, driving consciousness forward from one figure to the other.

My overall argument is thus that, in order to understand why generations
of critical scholars since Hegel and Marx have been so preoccupied with alien-
ation, we would do well to examine not just Hegel’s Phenomenology but also
Rameau’s Nephew and its reception in the Phenomenology. Such an examination
must of course focus on the specific goal of inquiry, i.e. to better understand
what alienation is about in terms of its semantic meaning and reference, but
it must do so without disregarding the texts, thus keeping in mind the argu-
ment, narrative, structure, form and content. As Hegel is known to emphasize,

4 See Sgrensen 2015, sect. I1.A. (which is ch. 6, sect. B.ii. in Sgrensen 2019b).
5 Apart from Jaeggi 2005, see also, e.g., Rosa 2010 and Rosa 2016, all three of which
I discuss in Serensen 2019a.
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without knowledge of the realization of a concept, the truth of the matter will
not be achieved. As I will argue, rather than simply using Goethe’s translation
of the particular term ‘ali¢nation’, in the Phenomenology, Hegel interpreted
the whole of Rameau’s Nephew (and the idea of Modernity depicted there) as
a genuine expression of alienation.

Moreover, to determine the meaning of a particular word, the context and
ultimately the whole of the particular language must also be taken into account.
Whether we employ the vocabulary of hermeneutics, structuralism, ordinary
language philosophy or pragmatism, the meaning of a term depends on its
specific role as part of a larger whole. Even the most careful translation of a
term from one particular language to another will imply a transmission that
displaces the original conceptual meaning of that particular term. Keeping
in mind a future conceptual argument regarding the concept of alienation I
wish to put forward, in the following paragraphs, I will therefore allow my-
self to delve into historical and philological details that are often considered
inappropriate for conceptual argumentation. In doing so, I will follow a sim-
ple inclination, i.e. curiosity and fascination, but my claim is that showing
these details sheds more light on, and helps us understand, what alienation
is all about. Again, knowledge of the becoming of a concept adds to the truth
of the matter.

[ will first present Diderot’s dialogue, stressing the claims of its open-ended
dialogical and dialectical character (A.). I will then show how Diderot’s satire
implies an uncompromising social criticism of the material living conditions
in 18%-century France that defies allegations of cynicism (B.), but that this
criticism does not employ the term ‘alienation’, reserving it instead for a kind
of frenzy at the limit of insanity (C.). My claim is that, in Goethe’s translation
of Diderot’s dialogue, and in his translation of ‘a/ienation’ to ‘Entfremdung’,
Hegel found a key for the conceptual critique of the spirit of Modernity (D.).
To demonstrate this, I first reconstruct Hegel’s idea of the spirit as the ethi-
cal life of a people (E.); I then argue that, in the analysis of the spirit alienated
from itself, Hegel employs alienation in a double sense, both expanding the
madness depicted by Diderot to the societal level, stressing the implications
of modern living conditions for consciousness, and letting alienation assume
the role of negation (F.).

In the latter sense, Hegel lets alienation set the scene for his dialectics of
Enlightenment, returning again to epistemological skepticism and highlight-
ing its emptiness (G.). Finally, I argue that alienation in the first sense is tied
to the historical world of Bildung and that, in the same world, exteriorization
becomes pathological as alienation (H.). After pausing briefly to reveal some
amusing details concerning the history of Diderot’s dialogue (I.), I conclude that
social criticism plays a much larger role than usually thought for both Diderot
and Hegel, which is why Hegel can expand Diderot’s concept of alienation to
become the main characteristic of Modernity. I end the article with the claim
that, considering the arguments presented, it is indeed meaningful to consider
the particular origin of the term alienation in Enlightenment social philosophy.



594 | ASGER SORENSEN ALIENATION, ENTFREMDUNG - AND ALIENATION

A. Rameau’s Nephew: Open-Endedness as a Principle

Rameau’s Nephew® is widely recognized as Diderot’s ‘masterpiece’ (White
1970: 74). It is a substantial literary work of around 35,000 words in French
and is often typeset to form a book of more than 100 pages. It is set in Paris
in Diderot’s time and explores the world of 18™"-century operas — their com-
posers and the antics of the cultural elite (and their followers) of the era. As
J. F. Falvey explains (Falvey 1985: 38), the work uses fashionable society gos-
sip and scandals as a social panorama for ridiculing and staging satirical at-
tacks on ideas, groups and named individuals. Nothing or nobody appears
to be sacred.

The dialogue takes place between Moz and Luz, i.e. Me and Him. Moz pres-
ents himself as a moral and rational philosopher, whereas L7 is the eccentric
nephew of “Je grand Rameau”, i.e. Jean-Philippe Rameau, who was a successful
composer of French operas in Diderot’s time. L7 is thus the portrait of a real
person living in Paris at the time Diderot wrote the dialogue. His name was
Jean-Frangois Rameau, but he was always called (and called himself) “Rameau
le neveu”, and he even used this nickname as his signature (Magnan 1993: 9-10).
In contrast, Mo is left unspecified, and there have of course been discussions
about the extent to which Moz represents Diderot.

It is almost certain that Diderot first drafted the dialogue in 1761, seeming-
ly in April (or shortly afterwards). The fact that we can conclude so precisely
when the dialogue was first put to paper is due to various events referred to
during the conversation — and not because Diderot or anybody else has pro-
vided an original manuscript with a date. For example, in the dialogue, there is
mention of the death of Lu7’s wife (NR 131/08) but not the death of their only
son; and we know that the former died in January 1761 and the latter in June
the same year (Falvey 1985: 13).

Moreover, the dialogue refers to other real people and events in Paris that
confirm this date, in particular Lu’s declaration at the end of the dialogue that
he will see an opera by “Dauvergne” (NR, 132/09), which is most likely Hercu-
le mourant by Antoine Dauvergne. This opera was staged only 19 times, all of
which in April 1761 (Falvey 1985: 13), the opening night being Friday 3¢ April.”
Hence, thanks to the meticulous studies of generations of historians, philol-
ogists and literary critics, and the extensive comments of the first translator
Goethe (Goethe 1820: 167-228; Goethe 1996: 237-280), we do in fact know a
great deal about the factual references of the dialogue. Some interpreters even
believe that the dialogue may have been constructed by Diderot but was based
on real life dialogues that took place around the time the text was written.

Referring to the work as a dialogue does not require much interpretative
talent. Almost the entire text is structured by entries alternating between Mo:

6 1 will refer simultaneously to the following two editions, Diderot 1983, ed. Jean-
Claude Bonnet, and Diderot 1963, ed. Jean Fabre. The page references will be indicated
in brackets in the text as NR, nn/nn.

7 See, e.g., “Hercule mourant”; see also Pedersen 1987, “Noter”, 126.
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and Luz, constituting a continued conversation between two people on various
themes. From time to time, however, the dialogue is interrupted by explanatory
notes and reflections for the reader that can be attributed, respectively, to Moz,
a third person narrator of the text, or to the author himself, and the structure
of the narrative is not dramatic in a classical sense. Its reflections thus seem
suitable for reading rather than experiencing or listening to, and, as a genre,
one could describe Rameau’s Nephew as a “conversation novel” (Falvey 1985:
12). Still, the choice of dialogue as the main structural principle of the text was
in all likelihood deliberate. Diderot is known to have brought with him a small
volume of Plato’s dialogues when he went to prison in Vincennes in 1749, and,
from that volume, he translated the Apology of Socrates (Jauss 1983: 3).

As Hans Robert Jauss tells the story, Diderot’s entries in the Encyclopedia
on “The Death of Socrates” and “Socratic Philosophy” clearly demonstrate
that he identified himself and his role in the French Enlightenment with that
of Socrates (Jauss 1983: 3). Moreover, as in a Socratic dialogue, what sets Ra-
meau’s Nephew in motion is a seemingly coincidental meeting between Moz
and Luz in the garden of Palais Royal (see NR, 45/3). Before entering into the
dialogical mode, Diderot devotes a few pages to a first-person narrative intro-
ducing the reader to Rameau’s nephew as one of the most “bizarre persons in
this country” (NR, 46/4). Still, as Jauss argues, the overall dialogical form re-
flects the fact that, in the French Enlightenment, the dialogue was highly val-
ued due to its didactical qualities and its ability to signal both openings and
even open-endedness (Falvey 1985: 12), and this is indeed the case in Rameau’s
Nephew. Diderot can thus be said to provide a restauration of a “dialogical con-
cept of truth”, dismantling “the one-sided authority of pedagogical authori-
ty” and giving “equal rights to the opposite voice”; through the question and
answer format, he lets openness prevail, to the point of provoking the reader
with “unsolved aporia in the end” (Jauss 1983: 1).

While Jauss argues that Diderot is able to retain the dialogical quality in-
herited from Plato and Socrates, when Hegel makes use of Diderot’s text, this
quality is arguably lost; whereas advanced Enlightenment can supposedly be
dialogical, according to Jauss, “finished Enlightenment” can only exhibit a “mo-
nological dialectic” (Jauss 1983: 8). Dialectic thus signals system and closure.
Nevertheless, Jauss recognizes that Hegel himself understood his renewal of
dialectics as a sublation of the dialogical principle (Jauss 1983: 20), just as he
admits that Hegel did not use Rameau’s Nephew to complete the dialectical
movement and that his dialectics of Enlightenment seems unconcluded (Jauss
1983: 26-28). Jauss ultimately asks himself and his readers whether “dialectic
is necessarily monological by nature” (Jauss 1983: 29); and, as I have argued
elsewhere,® with particular reference to both Hegel and the man Jauss recog-
nizes as his teacher,” Hans-Georg Gadamer, I think the most fruitful answer

8 See Part Two in Sgrensen 2019Db.
9  See Minutes of the Colloguy, 1983: 52.
10  See ch. 5 and 6 in Serensen 2019b, in particular 141-142, 168-1609.
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to this question is ‘no’" Hence, I will insist that Hegel’s dialectic also retains a
fundamental openness, both in itself and in the way Hegel incorporates quo-
tations from Goethe’s text in his own.

B. Satire and Social Criticism, not Cynicism

The motto of the first page of Diderot’s dialogue is a quotation from the Sazires
of Horace (NR, 45/3), referring to the god of change and seasons, Vertumnis,
who can be considered rather unstable and unreliable, just like Lz (Falvey 1985:
61). However, Lui can even be said to be unpredictable in his unpredictability.
Initially, he thus casts himself as a fool, who, as a professional parasite host-
ed by rich households, can entertain the master and his guests with amusing
stories, insults and caricatures, i.e. by making everybody laugh; and he insists
that he is uniquely well qualified in this regard (see NR, 92-96/60-65). Howev-
er, as the dialogue develops, LuZ demonstrates laudable moral character traits,
first in his frankness and truthfulness in relation to his own identity, role and
weaknesses, and ultimately in his sense of parental responsibility regarding
the education of his son.

Lui declares that he “loves” his little “savage” and will raise him according
to his own “molecule” rather than forcing him to become a “decent man” (NR,
116/90). He wants his son to be “happy, or what is the same: rich and powerful”.
(NR, 119/93) Lui is aware of the danger of being “penetrated by the value of mon-
ey” but does not believe that morality can come without some “inconvenience”.
(NR, 118/92) Hence, the dialogue clearly contains some moral ambivalence
when it comes to virtue and vice, and some have even perceived an inversion
of roles throughout the work, which would demonstrate the above-mentioned
openness of dialogical truth even further — radical Enlightenment thus forc-
ing, or leaving, the reader to think for him- or herself. Foucault, for instance,
emphasizes how madness assumes the task of revealing the truth but can only
claim it by coincidence: The “coincidence is the only necessary link between
truth and error” (Foucault 1978: 367).

As mentioned earlier, the dialogue has an introduction but no real end; in-
stead, it is simply interrupted when Lz decides to leave for the above-men-
tioned opera. So, in this very literal sense, the dialogue is also open-ended.
Moreover, the characters’ comments may appear dispersed and coincidental,
and, like in many real-life conversations, what leads from one specific theme
to another — and how these themes relate — may not always be clear. Still, by
structuring the exchanges of the text, Falvey has identified a number of stages
and recurring elements, the most central themes being genius, satire, education,

11 Iwill not go further into the heated and otherwise interesting discussion generated
by Jauss’s essay, since most of the interventions relate less to Rameau’s Nephew and the
Phenomenology than to literature theory, contrasting Jauss’s reception theory and liter-
ary hermeneutics with traditional philology and other kinds of hermeneutics, as well
as with post-modernism, post-structuralism and deconstructionism (see Responses, 1983,
and Minutes of the Colloquy, 1983: 30-67).
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morality and music. Furthermore, in many cases, the particular points are relat-
ed to money, i.e. possible or actual wealth (Falvey 1985: 15, 19-21). Hence, like
Falvey (Falvey 1985: 83), in Diderot’s dialogue, I cannot help noticing an entire
group of themes that relate to the micro- and macro-economy, thus indicat-
ing the importance attributed to money and power in human life. In my read-
ing, I will emphasize these aspects much more than has been done previously.

Diderot’s dialogue is indeed a satire and, as such, it is not just open-ended
and unpredictable; like any true satire, the targets of contemptuous caricatures
are typically rich and powerful people who are ridiculed as hypocritical, in-
sensitive or mean — or a combination of the three. Virtues are thus recognized
and considered normatively valid, though often only negatively or implicitly,
which is precisely what characterizes ideology critique and social criticism.
It is thus misleading to present Lz as an example of Benjamin’s “destructive
character”, whose “scornful nihilism” (Bewes, 1997: 114) makes him criticize
everything. For LuZ, some things are indeed considered sacred. As such, it is
mistaken to characterize him as cynical, provoking or merely bitter or miser-
able, as previous scholars have done.!? On the contrary, I will claim that Lu7 is
enraged and desperate, filled with indignation and revolted by the conditions
of human life in the modern world. He wants to tell this truth, but, to avoid
suffering the consequences of such impropriety, he has to make a fool of him-
self, disguising the truth as a slip of the tongue, i.e., a mere coincidence.

Hence, the point is not, as it has been claimed, that “Rameau’s cynicism
consists [...] in his refusal to entertain the ‘Notions’ of state power and wealth”,
or that he dismisses “patriotism, friendship [and] social responsibility”, or that
he is indifferent to “freedom, independence, virtue, genius, wisdom, posterity,
truth and dignity”, or “the cultural ‘Notions’ of good, evil, honour, shame, no-
bility, ignobility, justice, indecency, etc.”. (Bewes, 1997: 112-113, 137). In fact, the
exact opposite is true. What Lui criticizes is the actual holders of power and
wealth and their hypocrisy when legitimizing their possessions normatively
through such notions: Rather than denouncing the notions per se, the nephew
conducts a social criticism of their particular instantiation in a real societal
configuration. As Foucault poignantly put it, “his secret is precisely that he is
not able to be hypocritical” (Foucault 1978: 367).

In one of the early exchanges, Lui tells a story about the king’s ministers,
who had allegedly said that “nothing is more useful for the people than lies;
nothing is more harmful than the truth”. (NR, 50/9) This, however, is not a
critique of the notion of truth or a transformation to a dialogical concept of
truth; the point is to reveal those in power as routinely lying, and this is social
criticism. Hence, when the minister of justice is ridiculed for his wig and gown,
it is also mentioned that he owns “millions”, while honorable officers “don’t
even have bread”. (NR, 85/52) Again, this is a criticism of real social inequali-
ty. Moreover, in relation to the education of his son, he exclaims: “Gold is ev-
erything, and the rest, without gold, is nothing”. (NR, 118/92) As recognized by

12 See, e.g., Falvey 1985: 10; and Bewes 1997: 111 and Hansen-Love 2018: 157.
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Hyppolite (Hyppolite 1967: 400-401; Hyppolite 1974: 413-414), this is clear-
ly a way of criticizing a society ruled by money whilst also demonstrating the
impotency of Lui and his likes. Hence, in such a situation, patriotism cannot
be an issue; as Luz puts it: “There is no longer any patrimony. All I see from
pole to pole is tyrants and slaves”. (NR, 75/40) This is a criticism of the hy-
pocrisy manifested by those who in fact ask for, and benefit from, patriotism
— i.e. the king and nobility - it is not the refusal to endorse patriotism per se.

This argument becomes more powerful when we consider the word ‘cyni-
cism’ in itself. Today, the dictionary can define it as the belief “that people are
motivated purely by self-interest rather than acting for honorable or unselfish
reasons” and such a belief can also be described as “sneering and [...] sarcastic”
(Hornby 1985: 215). Moreover, it is not uncommon to associate cynicism with
apathy and introspection, “a refusal to engage with the world, [...] an abnegation
of politics, [...] a flight into solitude and interiority, [and] a condition of disillu-
sion” that implies “relativism, irony and even decadence” (Bewes 1997: 1, 8, 111).

Some of these traits can certainly be recognized in Lz, and, as Louisa Shea
argues (Shea 2010: ix-xii), cynicism in this sense can be considered a conse-
quence of losing faith in the historical Enlightenment project for education
and justice, and such disillusion is quite different from the ancient Greek Cyn-
icism — with an uppercase ‘C’ — as attributed to Diogenes of Sinope, who was
one of Diderot’s favorite references. As became common in Germany after
Sloterdijk (Kallscheur, Niehues-Probsting, Eldred, Ebeling 1984), Shea thus
wants to distinguish between the Zyniker (with a lowercase ‘c’) and the Kyni-
ker (with an uppercase ‘C’). Shea’s claim is that the original Cynicism became
attractive in late 18" century precisely because it offered a possible language
for communicating social criticism, distancing itself from both philosophical
abstraction and paralyzing skepticism.

As Shea argues, it was precisely the employment of Cynic eloquence, frank-
ness and wit (plus a portion of prevocational shamelessness) that landed Did-
erot in prison in 1749. In the tales told about Diogenes, he was thus reputed
to have “masturbated publicly” (Shea 2010: 23), and, in order to avoid subse-
quent censorship and imprisonment, Diderot deliberately rejected “the blunt-
ness, asceticism and obscenity” of the ancient Cynics, adopting instead the
Socratic style of the “polite philosophers,” recognizing the dialogue as a way
to draw out the truth rather than to “bark it out” (Shea 2010: 41, 48). Engaging
in open-endedness and pursuing dialogical truth was therefore only a second
choice, having experienced first-hand the dire consequences of telling the mo-
nological truth publicly in an unjust society.

Moreover, as Rameau’s Nephew demonstrates, Diderot did not give up
his youthful Cynicism but merely confined it to his private chambers. The
open-endedness of the dialogue may thus be said to express his inability to
reconcile two conflicting aspects of his own personality as they are portrayed
by Lui and Moi. As it is generally recognized (Falvey 1985: 13-14, 50-51; Shea,

13 Oxford English Dictionary, quoted by Shea 2010: ix.
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2010: 41), Diderot kept the manuscript a secret even to his closest friends, most
likely considering the uncompromising satire of the contemporary Parisian
elite too sensitive a subject for both the general public and his own good. As
Shea argues, within the framework of Socratic dialogue and Platonic dialectics,
what is revealed is a confrontation between Moz’s domesticated and “polite
Cynicism” and Lu7’s almost classical display of “biting, mocking, and irrever-
ent voice” (Shea 2010: 41), both of which also reveal traits of modern cynicism.

Towards the end of the dialogue, Mo7 introduces a puritan and ascetic ver-
sion of Diogenes for his moral denouncement of Lui‘s betrayal of principles,
the latter being accused of prostituting himself and crawling for the sake of
mere “pleasure”. Luz, however, does not accept this domesticated image of Dio-
genes, arguing that the ancient Cynic also “danced a pantomime” when con-
fronted with power and money. In addition, he insists that “a good bed, good
food, warm clothes in the winter, cool in the summer, plenty of rest, money
and other things” he would “rather owe to kindness than earn by toil”. As Moz
argues, Lui is then just “a lazy, greedy lout, a coward and a rotting soul”, to
which Lui simply remarks that “I believe I told you so myself” (NR 130/07).

As emphasized by Timothy Bewes, the depth of understanding of what He-
gel would later consider the “disrupted, ignoble consciousness” is clearly “far
more profound than that of the philosopher” (Bewes 1997: 116). Still, I contest
Bewes’ understanding of this depth as plain cynicism. As Shea makes clear, what
is revealed by Lui’s wisecracks and polemics is that Diderot still recognizes the
“moral strength [and] virtue” of the “radical and disruptive” (Shea 2010: 42-43)
ancient Cynics. The enlightened politeness of philosophers such as Moz may
enable the expression of “subversive ideas in a discreet manner”, thus keeping
the proponent “out of trouble and in good money”; but this implies a “degen-
eration of philosophy” due to the “betrayal” of philosophers who bow “to the
demands of property” and shut “their eyes to social reality” (Shea 2010: 55).

However, even Rameau accepts the social and material conditions as they
are given. Lui ridicules and unmasks “social conventions” and, as Bewes stress-
es, such expressions of “alienation” constitute a movement towards “total po-
litical involvement” (Bewes 1997: 200). However, as Shea identifies, L7 makes
no attempt of “resisting or overturning the practices he mocks” (Shea 2010:
59). His main concern is not how to engage in political practice or long-term
plans but how to deal with a real and imminent threat, i.e. hunger. Lu/ lives as
a hanger-on, receiving board and lodging in exchange for entertainment and
various illicit services. And, on the day of his casual encounter with Moz, he
has just been thrown out of his household, not knowing where his next meal
would come from (see NR, 78/43). As a true materialist, and referring to Mon-
taigne (see NR, 128/104), Diderot lets Luz argue that the “most important is to
ease the bowels freely, agreeably, copiously, every night” (NR, 63/25). Not to
be ignored is therefore the “tumult of [the] intestines” and “the audible pang
of a complaining stomach” (NR, 83/49). Again, this shows that, for him, some-
thing is indeed sacred: the acute needs of the living sensual body of each hu-
man being.
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This is what makes Lu7 and those like him (i.e. the parasites of bourgeois
wealth) humiliate themselves, flattering the masters and mistresses, bowing
“low, the forward knee bent” (NR, 82/49). As Lui stresses, “it is always the
appetite I return to, the sensation that is always present; I find that an [socie-
tal] order is not good when sometimes there is nothing to eat. Damned econ-
omy”. Some people luxuriate, while others have nothing to eat. Thrown out
of his household, Lu: is left with neither shelter nor food, neither for himself
nor for his son. And, for Luz, this results in humiliation and a loss of personal
dignity. The “man in need does not walk like another; he skips, twists, cringes,
crawls” (NR, 127/104). In a “monarchy only one person walks. That is the sov-
ereign. All the rest take positions” (NR, 128/105). As Luz himself readily admits,
in his own pantomime, he takes a position that is “almost the same as that of
the flatterers, the courtesans, the servants and the scoundrels” (NR, 129/105);
confronted with “the rigor of need”, he surrenders to an “egoism without es-
cape” (Foucault 1978: 368).

As Shea emphasizes, Lui does indeed reconstruct and cry out the behav-
ior of powerful people in terms of egoism and strategy, but he does not adopt
this cynical way of living himself (Shea 2010: 62-63). Rather than a cynic, or
even an ancient Cynic, Rameau represents the necessary self-critique of the
well-mannered Age of Reason (Shea 2010: 46). What he expresses is social
criticism that has rightly been recognized as radical (Boey 1972: 107), being
grounded in both corporal and spiritual empathy and compassion. In both the
satire and the admissions Lui makes about his own way of living, there is a
clear and radical social criticism of class society and the inequalities and vic-
es generated by accumulated wealth, e.g. sycophancy, parasitism and prosti-
tution. What from a superficial moralistic reading may appear as cynicism, or
“self-prostitution” (Bewes 1997: 115), is in fact a commitment to organic mate-
rialism and realist social criticism.

Clearly, what Diderot highlights is material consequences and injustices of
societal exploitation and poverty in modern society. In contrast to Bewes (Bew-
es 