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Symbolic Capital

The theoretical construction which retrospectively projects the counter-gift
into the project of the gift does not only have the effect of making
mechanical sequences of obligatory acts out of the risky and but necessary
improvisation of everyday strategies, which owe their infinite complexity
to the fact that the giver’s undeclared calculation has to reckon with the
receiver’s undeclared calculation, and hence satisfy his expectations without
appearing to know what they are. In the same operation, it removes the
conditions of possibility of the institutionally organized and guaranteed
misrecognition that is the basis of gift exchange and, perhaps, of all the
symbolic labour aimed at transmuting the inevitable and inevitably interested
relations imposed by kinship, neighbourhood or work, into elective
relations of reciprocity, through the sincere fiction of a disinterested
exchange, and, more profoundly, at transforming arbitrary relations of
exploitation (of woman by man, younger brother by elder brother, the
young by the elders) into durable relations, grounded in nature. In the
work of reproducing established relations — feasts, ceremonies, exchange
of gifts, visits or courtesies and, above all, marriages — which is no less
vital to the existence of the group than the reproduction of the economic
bases of its existence, the labour required to conceal the function of the
exchanges is as important as the labour needed to perform this function.!
If it 1s true that the lapse of time interposed is what enables the gift or
counter-gift to be seen as inaugural acts of generosity, without a past or
a future, that is, without calculation, then it is clear that by reducing the
polythetic to the monothetic, objectivism destroys the reality of all practices
which, like gift exchange, tend or pretend to put the law of self-interest
into abeyance. Because it protracts and so disguises the transaction that a |
rational contract would telescope into an instant, gift exchange is, if not
the only mode of circulation of goods that is practised, at least the only
one that can be fully recognized in societies that deny ‘the true ground of
their life’, as Lukdcs puts it; and also the only way of setting up durable
relations of reciprocity — and domination -~ with the interposed time
representing the beginnings of institutionalized obligation. ‘
Economism is a form of ethnocentrism. Treating pre-capitalist economies,
in Marx’s phrase, ‘as the Fathers of the Church treated the relicions which
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receded Christianity’, it applies to them categories, methods (economic
‘ccountancy, for example) or concepts (such as the notions of interest,
investment or capital) which are the historical product of capitalism and
which induce a radical transformation of their object, similar to the
pistorical transformation from which they arose. Economism recognizes
no other form of interest than that which capitalism has produced, through
, kind of real operation of abstraction, by setting up a universe of relations
hetween man and man based, as Marx says, on ‘callous cash payment’ and
more generally by favouring the creation of relatively autonomous fields,
capable of establishing their own axiomatics (through the fundamental
rautology ‘business is business’, on which ‘the economy” is based). It can
therefore find no place in its analyses, still less in its calculations, for any
form of ‘non-economic’ interest. It is as if economic calculation had been
able to appropriate the territory objectively assigned to the remorseless
logic of what Marx calls ‘naked self-interest’, only by relinquishing an
island of the ‘sacred’, miraculously spared by the ‘icy waters of egoistic
calculation’, the refuge of what has no price because it has too much or
too little. But, above all, it can make nothing of universes that have not
performed such a dissociation and so have, as it were, an economy 1n itse}f
and not for itself. Thus, any partial or total objectification of the archaic
economy that does not include a theory of the subjective relation of
misrecognition which agents adapted to this economy maintain with its
‘objective’ (that is, objectivist) truth, succumbs to the most subtle and
most irreproachable form of ethnocentrism. It is the same error as that
incurred when one forgets that the constitution of art as art is inseparable
from the constitution of a relatively autonomous artistic field, and treats
as aesthetic certain ‘primitive’ or ‘folk’ practices which cannot see themselves
in this way.

Everything takes place as if the specificity of the ‘archaic’ economy lay
in the fact that economic activity cannot explicitly recognize the economic
ends in relation to which it is objectively oriented. The ‘idolatry of nature’
which makes it impossible to think of nature as raw material and,
consequently, to see human activity as labour, that is, as man’s struggle
against nature, combines with the systematic emphasis on the symbolic
aspect of the acts and relations of production to prevent the economy from
being grasped as an economy, that is, as a system governed by the laws
of interested calculation, competition or exploitation.

By reducing this economy to its ‘objective’ reality, economism annihilates
the specificity located precisely in the socially maintained discrepancy
between the ‘objective’ reality and the social representation of production
and exchange. It is no accident that the vocabulary of the archaic economy
is entirely made up of double-sided notions that are condemned to
disintegrate in the very history of the economy, because, owing to their
duality, the social relations that they designate represent unstable structures
which inevitably split in two as soon as the social mechanisms sustaining
them are weakened (see Benveniste 1973). Thus, to take an extreme
example, rabnia, a contract by which the borrower grants the lender the



...... w1y

wie auration ot the loan, and whie} -
regarded as ¢ ; ispos: s
Ongl led he worst form of usury when it leads to dispossession, djff.
Dy in the nature of the social relatiog between the two ] -
in the detailed terms of the agreement, f
. b

.relat.xl\lle f]o as dto save him from selling land which

1S sull allowed to use it, const; ' !

, stitutes a kind of sec
Mauss (1966: 52) says: o
: X
N Ithwas precisely the Greeks and Romans who, possibl
'(Lrt erndand Western Semites, drew the distinction b
gl_g ts and real rights, separated purchases from gifts
}issogxated moral obligations from contracts, and,
the dlfkfjrence between ritual, rights and interests
vener ' ssi
ven zlagorrea\;ce)lum_(f)n, they passed bheyond the excessively hazardous, cos;
St economy, which was encumb 1
) _ . ] . « mbered with pergo
cogmderjtlops, Incompatible with the development of the markg t r:i
anThprcil_uctl_on, and, in a word, uneconomic.’ e
. theegoi)séo;@;ll snuatlonsbm lv;vhich the artificially maintained Structures
Jfatth economy break up and make ‘k
1 way for the clear, econom;
s ’ Oomic¢
i(mefe;;[soi:s t? }elxpenswe% concepts of the economy of undisguised sel;l
> reveal the cost of operating an econ ! !

: : omy which, by its refuss]
recognize and declare itself as such, is forced to devote almost as mu(f}(:

and exchange
above all, conceived of
By a genuine, great ap

N

,000 francs), a bonus of 200
lent of the mea]
olic alchemy to
it thus exposed
used to keep up appearances through ,
setting the sea]
we ), the final mea]
arvest or ho.use-bulldmg naturally became 3

rested transaction retrospec-
. : the purchaser
most tenacious haggling). The subterfuges

(for example only inviting th ' '
» onl g the leading representatives of each gro
;)enriig::a?optir farllqlly), a departure from the principles which stillg;;alig),li}())f
) their legitimacy, were viewed with the ¢r indul
the reaction could only be scandal and h en 3 man tock o
himself to declare that the me oo e man took it o the
al had a cash equival hus b '
best-kept and worst-ke ' ryone kept in), aeq T8 the
' pt of secrets (since everyone kepy | d !
the law of silence that guarant d it et reapng
the commomy s o %ajtﬁa’l_] eed the complicity of collective bad faith in

Th -fai
e good-faith economy, based on a set of mechanisms tending to limit

disguise the play of (narrowly) ‘economic’ interest and calculation,

o d ¢ )
a;}iis forth the strange incarnation of homo economicus known as buniya
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the child still unable to speak, as opposed to thab’raymith, calculating

intelligence). The man of good faith would not think of selling certain

fresh food products — milk, butter, cheese, vegetables, fruit — but always

distributes them among his .friends' or neighbours. He practises no exchanges
involving money and all his relations are based on complete trust. Unlike
the shady dealer,” he has recourse to none of the guarantees (witnesses,
security, written documents) with which commercial transactions are
surrounded. The closer the individuals and groups are in genealogy, the
casier it is to reach agreements (and therefore the more frequent they are)
and the more they are entrusted to good faith. Conversely, as the
relationship becomes more impersonal, that is, as one moves out from the
relation between brothers to that between virtual strangers (people from
different villages), so a transaction is less and less likely to be established
at all but it can, and increasingly does, become more purely ‘economic’,
i.e. closer to its economic truth, and the interested calculation which is
never absent from the most generous exchange (in which both parties

" count themselves satisfied, and therefore count) can be more and more

openly revealed.’

Friendly transactions between kinsmen and affines are to market
transactions as ritual war is to total war. The ‘goods or beasts of the fellah’
are traditionally opposed to the ‘goods or beasts of the market’, and
informants will talk endlessly of the tricks and frauds that are commonplace
in the ‘big markets’, that is to say, in exchanges with strangers. There are
endless tales of mules that run off as soon as the purchaser has got them
home, oxen made to look fatter by rubbing them with a plant that makes
them swell (adhris), purchasers who band together to force prices down.
The incarnation of economic war is the shady dealer, who fears neither
God nor man. Men avoid buying animals from him, and from any total
stranger. As one informant said, for straightforward goods, like land, it is
the thing to be bought that determines the buyer’s decision; for problematic
goods, such as beasts of burden and especially mules, it is the choice of
seller that decides, and at least an effort is made to substitute a personalized
relationship for a totally impersonal, anonymous relationship. Every
intermediate stage can be found, from transactions based on complete
distrust, such as that between the peasant and the shady dealer, who cannot
demand or obtain guarantees because he cannot guarantee the quality of
his wares or find guarantors, to the exchange of honour which can dispense
with conditions and rely entirely on the good faith of the ‘contracting
parties’. But in the great majority of transactions the notions of buyer and
seller tend to be dissolved in the network of middlemen and guarantors
who aim to turn the purely economic relationship into a genealogically
based and guaranteed relationship. Marriage itself is no exception: it is
almost always set up between families already linked by a whole network
of previous exchanges, underwriting the specific new agreement. It is
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The distinction between productive and non-productive, or profitable
and non-profitable work, is unknown. It would destroy the raison d’étre
of the countless minor tasks intended to assist nature in its labour. No
one would think of assessing the technical efficiency or economic usefulness
of these inseparably technical and ritual acts, the peasant’s version, soO to
speak, of art for art’s sake, such as fencing the fields, pruning the trees,

rotecting the new shoots from animals, or ‘visiting’ (asafqadh) and
watching over the fields, not to mention practices generally regarded as
fites, such as actions intended to expel evil (as’ifedhb) or to mark the coming
of spring; or of all the social acts which the application of alien categories
would define as unproductive, such as the tasks that fall to the head of
the family as the representative and leader of the group — co-ordinating
the work, speaking in the men’s assembly, bargaining in the market,
reading in the mosque.* ‘If the peasant were to count’, runs a proverb,
the would not sow.” Perhaps this implies that the relationship between
work and its product is not really unknown, but socially repressed, because
the productivity of labour 1s so low that the peasant must refrain from
counting his time and measuring (as Marx does, reasoning here as an
objectivist agronomist) the disparity between the working period and the
production period, which is also the consumption period, in order to
preserve the meaningfulness of his work; or — and this is only an apparent
contradiction — that in a world in which scarcity of time is so rare an
scarcity of goods so great, his best and only course is to spend his time
without counting it, to squander the one thing that exists in abundance.”

In short, ‘pains’ are to labour as the gift is to trade (an activity for
which, as Benveniste points out, the Indo-European languages had no
name). The discovery of labour presupposes the constitution of the common
ground of production, that is, the disenchanting of a natural world reduced

to its economic dimension alone. Ceasing to be the tribute paid to a

necessary order, activity can be directed towards an exclusively economic

goal, the one that money, henceforward the measure of all things, starkly
designates. This means the end of the primal undifferentiatedness which
made possible the play of individual and collective misrecognition. Measured
by the yardstick of monetary profit, the most sacred activities find
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— the qu)ahtlcs strictly attached to the person, those which ‘can neither be borr
nor lent’.” : o

When one knows that symbolic capital i
sense, a kmc! of.advance, a credence, that only the group’s belief can oy
those who give it the best symbolic and material guarantees, it can begs .
that the exhlbmc_m of symbolic capital (which is always ve;y expensiv. -
material terms) is one of the mechanisms which (no doubt univer i}x
make capital go to capital. e

Soitis by drawing up a comprehensive balance-sheet of symbolic profits
without forgetting the undifferentiatedness of the symbolic and the mate i
components of a family’s wealth, that it becomes possible to m
economic rationality of conduct which economism dismisses as absurg

- For example, the decision to buy a second yoke of oxen after the harver
on the grounds that they are needed for treading out the grain - whichSF
a way of making it known that the crop has been plentiful ~ only to hal
to sell them again for lack of fodder, before the autumn ploughing whve
they would technically be necessary, seems economically aberrant ’onl g
one forgets all the material and symbolic profit accruing from this (alg !
fictitious) enhancement of the family’s symbolic capital in the late-summec:t
period when marriages are negotiated. The perfect rationality of th'r
strategy of bluff lies in the fact that marriage 1s the occasion for an (in thls
widest sense) economic circulation which cannot be seen purely in terme
of material goods. The circulation of immediately perceptible materi?
goods,. such as the bridewealth, disguises the total circulation, :

matrimonial market, the capacity of its spokesmen to get the
best price for their products through their bargaining skills.® Thus the
profits that a group is likely to derive from this total transaction increase
with 1ts material and especially its symbolic patrimony, or, in the language
of ban_kmg, with the ‘credit of renown’ that it can comma,nd. This ‘c%edigt-
worthiness’, which depends on the capacity of the group’s point of honour
to ensure the _nvulnerability of its honour, is an undivided whole,
mdlssolubly uniting the quantity and quality of its goods and the quantit, ‘k
and quality of the men capable of turning them to good account. It i};
what enables the group, especially through marriage, to acquire prest.i ious
affines (wealth in the form of ‘rifles’, measured not only by the nugnber
of men but also their quality, their point of honour) and defines the
TOup s capacity to preserve its land and its honour, praticularly the honour
of its worlnen, in short, the capital of material and symbolic strength which
gj(r)lrﬁc(t;;a tl})lfebltzmnc"ix.obxhzed, for market transactions, contests of honour or .

The interest at stake in the conducts of honour is one for which
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sconomism hgs no name and which has to bg called symbolic, although it
;s such as to inspire actions that are very directly material. Just as there
are profes'smns, like law gnd med1c1qe, Whose practitioners must be fabove
2l suspicion’, so a family has a vital interest in keeping its capital of
honour, its credit of honourability, safe from suspicion. The hypersensitivity
1o the slightest slur or innuendo (thasalqubth), and the multiplicity of
strategies designed to belie or avert them, can be explained by the fact that
symbolic capital is less easily measured and counted than land or livestock,
and that the group, ultimately the only source of credit, will readily
withdraw it and direct its suspicions at even the strongest, as if, in matters
of honour, as in land, one man’s wealth made others that much poorer,
The defence of ‘symbolic’ capital can thus lead to ‘economically’ ruinous conduct.
This is the case when, on the basis of a socially accepted definition of the symbolic
patrimony, a piece of land takes on a symbolic value disproportionate to its
technical, ‘economic’ qualities, those that render the closest, best kept, most
‘productive’ fields, those most accessible to the women (by private paths,
thikhuradjiyin), more valuable in the eyes of an ordinary purchaser. When land
that has been in the family for a long time and is therefore strongly associated
with the name of the family falls into the hands of strangers, buying it back
becomes a matter of honour, akin to avenging an offence, and it may reach an
exorbitant price. This price is purely theoretical in most cases, since, within this
logic, the symbolic profits of the challenge are greater than the material profits
that would accrue from cynical (hence reprehensible) exploitation of the situation.
The new owners are as determined to hold on to the land, especially if its
acquisition is sufficiently recent to remain a challenge, as the others are to buy it
back and take revenge for the affront to the bh’urma of their land. It may happen
that a third group will step in with a higher bid, thus challenging not the seller,
who only profits from the competition, but the ‘legitimate’ owners.

Only a partial and reductive, and therefore inconsistent, materialism can
faill to see that strategies whose object is to conserve or enhance the
symbolic capital of the group (like blood vengeance or marriage) are
dictated by interests no less vital than inheritance or marriage strategies.
The interest leading an agent to defend his symbolic capital is inseparable
from tacit adherence, inculcated in the earliest years of life and reinforced
by all subsequent experience, to the axiomatics objectively inscribed in the
regularities of the (in the broad sense) economic order, an original
investment which constitutes a given type of goods as worthy of being
pursued and conserved. The objective harmony between the agents’
dispositions (here, their propensity and capacity to play the game of
honour) and the objective regularities of which they are the product, means
that membership of this economic cosmos implies unconditional recognition
of the stakes which, by its very existence, it presents as self-evident, that
is, misrecognition of the arbitrariness of the value it confers on them. This
primary belief is the basis of the investments and over-investments (in both
the economic and psychoanalytic senses) which, through the ensuing
competition and scarcity, cannot fail to reinforce the well-grounded illusion
that the value of the goods it designates as desirable is in the nature of

thinoe t11et ac imteract 11 thece ommde to i the marirea ~f o
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The theory of strictly economic practices is a particul
theory of the economy of practices. Even when they gi
of disinterestedness because they escape the logic of ‘e

itifed, as in ‘pre-capitalist’ societies of jn the cultural sphere
» practices never cease to comply with an economie

of capitalist societies
logic. The correspondences which are established between
of land sold and bought back, revenge killings ‘lent’ and ‘redeemed’,
women given and received in marriage, in other words between the differe

kinds of capital and the corresponding modes of circulation, require ys
abandon the economic/non-economic dichotomy

to see the science of ‘economic’ practices as a particul
capable of treating all

social physics,! can exist in different kinds (in the Kabyle case, these are
the capital of fighting strength, linked to the capacity for mobilization and
therefore to the number of men and their readiness to fight; ‘economic’
capital, in the form of land, livestock and labour force, this too being
linked to the capacity for mobilization; and the symbolic capital accruing

from successful use of the other kinds of capital). Although they are subject
to strict laws of equivalence and are therefore mutually convertible, each

of these kinds of capital produces its specific effects only in specific

conditions. But the existence of symbolic capital, that is, of ‘material
capital misrecognized and thus recognized, though it does not invalidate
the analogy between capital and enery, does remind us that social science
1s not a social physics; that the acts of cognition that are implied in
misrecognition and recognition are part of social reality and that the socially
constituted subjectivity that produces them belongs to objective reality.

one moves away from perfect
ality of economic situation, the

_under a vel

econ
ar case of a genepy
IVe every appearange

nt
to
which makes it impossibje
ar case of a science
practices, including those that are experienced ag
disinterested or gratuitous, and therefore freed from the ‘economy’, a5

Modes of domination 123

i in ¢ ically symbolic

' -servi hat are provided in the typically symbol
s qiu?eun}:g;nsaegr;lcreess;egt, obl?gations or moral debts nelglisssliéll}i
f grad he ’had been aware of this continuity, those whp, 1 el arf
v M};rshall D. Sahlins, have realized the decisive role o

ropo
.m0
‘CfeaS?s .

bens

and

‘ ik}olmy'lbution in establishing political authority and in the functioning of
adistrt
‘g‘ze tribal econ

omy (in which the accumulation-redistribution Cllcrlcuit f{ulﬁgi
i blic finances) would no dou
; that of the State and pu r £
similar fanenor I f this process, namely the
2 bserved the central operation o p N
RN I ital 1 bolic capital, which produces
- f ic capital into symbolic capital, rodu
. n of econom p . : fuces
Conv.ersmof dependence that have an economic basis but are dllsgr ised
jpanors il of moral relations. In focusing solely on the partllclu aorl ase
{ exchanges designed to consecrate symmetrical ri!a&ons, (f)r ngtetﬁe n the
& v f ical exchanges, one 1s liable to for :
mmetrical exchanges, :
oy the coralar circulation 1 shich symbolic added-value
ation in which sy ‘ .
d by the circular circu ‘ alue is
rOduaCtZd n};mely the legitimation of the arbitrary, when the circ
ener 5

overs an asymmetrical power relationship.
¢

, i int
i o o b, s el (96, 9623, 1965 dos, pring 3 i
t1 2 -capitalist ecoromy does n 1 )

that the pre-capita rom

made by l\fdar):n indirect pimpersonal do aination secured gua51—automa§1callly lir}i
necessssy o(grthe labour ,market. In fact wealth can funct}on as caplfta zﬁgmic
thle tlgilschip with a specifically econom.ic field, presupposing a set of ec
relaty

y iali i 1 1 and mOdeS Of
3 .tutions &lld a b()d Of SpeClallzed agents Wlth SpCClﬁC mterests
insti

ht. Thus, Moses Finley shows that the ancient economy laske‘%}?ot res;)rlirc;(j
though ; rcome the limits of individual resources’: ere w b
D e inserom — no negotiable paper, no book clearance, no credit
proper eredi m%ﬁ:?fi:;s monevlending in plenty but it was concentr@;ed on
D Toats s or conéumers, and in large borrowings to enable men
?gur:g;ts })lgﬁlziscatl()olzezsti:tr expenditures of the upper classes S}.]i.p.s s;n;(l)l:;g/r;trixo;h;

i ization: th= -term partner

iy Orgatrsuz?ltciogl.litl}(li;re.“fe.relrriosl}?gri,tebothp the organizational and the’
5 brg(l){z;? ggv?cgeinw:ere lacking for the mobilization olfdprwa}e cgpl'talf;:s;)rtlxg;:eejt
oA 2 37, 53). This analysis is valid, a fortiori, :
(Finer e ek he b i t instruments of an economic

i ich lacked even the most elemen ary r .
ilfligi,tlllt?:)nﬁlgand was almost totall.y excluded from c1rculat1021; t}igu;gr}llét?lcecr?s;c])irlllaal;}é
serving as security, it was then liable to pass from one grin P;Vhich e ol b

ibal markets remained isolated and there was no way vhich they could be
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It is paradoxical that in his contribution to adco 'etiltli)hne ! posi};ion jred by Karl

Polanyi, Francisco Benet (1957) is so concerne xﬁu : factfrs e e o
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completely realized. On the one hand, there are exchanges of the famjl;
based on the trust and good faith that are possible when the buyer
complete information abouyr the products exchanged and the sellep’s Strateg;
when the relationship between the parties pre-exists and must sy vive the ¢
on the other hand, there are the rational strategies of the self—regulating mar
made possible by product standardization and the quasi-mechanical necessity,
processes. The sug no longer supplies all the traditional information, by neje
does it yet offer the conditions for rational information, This is why ]
strategies of the peasants were aimed at limiting the insecurity that accompyy,
unpredictability, by transforming the impersonal, instantaneous relations of
commercial transaction into durable relations of reciprocity through recourss
guarantors, witnesses and mediators.

In a general way, goods were never treated as capital.
case of a contract such as the charka of an 0x, which has
loan with interest. In this transaction, which is on]
relatively distant from each other (for examp|
which the partners tend to collude in disgu
his poverty and pretend that the ox is his o
who has ‘the same ;

This can be seen iny
all the appearances of
¥y conceivable between individy,
¢, people from different villages),
sing (the borrower prefers to concg
wn, with the complicity of the lende;

transaction suspected of not strict
corresponding to the sense of equity), an ox is lent by its owner to 2 peasant 't

poor to buy one, in exchange for a certain number of measures of barley or whe,
alternatively, a POOr peasant arranges with a richer peasant that the ill

a pair of oxen and lend them to him for one, two or three years, and if the oxe
are sold, the profit is shared equally (the implicit principles governing transactigp
between acquaintances can generate an infinite variety of informal agreements, 3
placed under the same ‘concept’ by the natjve terminologies; thus each informgap
offers his own variant of charka). What we would be inclined 1o see as a simple
loan, with the lender making an ox available jn exchange for interest paid in wheat,
the agents see as an equitable transaction with no extraction of surplus value: the
lender gives the labour force of the ox, but equity is satisfied because the borrower
feeds and looks after the animal in place of the lender, and the wheat handed over

fanci)

simply compensates for depreciation through aging.

arly divide the costs
of depreciation through age between the two parties. The OWDET, 2 woman investing

her nest-egg entruses her goats for three years to a distant, relatively poor, cousin
who she knows wil] feed and care for them well. The goats are valued and it is
agreed that the yield (milk, butter, fleece) will be shared. Each week, the borrower
sends a gourd of milk, which is delivered by a child. The child cannot return
empty-handed (elfal, the good luck charm or the warding-off of evil, has 1 magical
significance because to return an empty vessesl, to send back emptiness, would
threaten the prosperity and fecundity of the house); he is given fruit, oil, olives
Or cggs, according to the season. Ag the end of the agreed period, the borrower
returns the goats and the products are divided. In one variant, the flock having
been valued at 30,000 old francs, the borrower handed over 15,000 francs and half
the original flock, thar 1s, three old goats; in another case, the borrower returned
the whole flock but kept all the fleeces.

Just as economic wealth cannot function as ca
economic field, so cultural competence in al

capital until it is inserted into the objective relations set up between the system of
economic production and the system producing the producers (which is jrself
constituted by the relationship between the educational system and the family).

pital except in relation 1o an
Lits forms is not constituted as culryral
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implying no ‘acceptance of the repressed’). A man possesses in order
give. But he also possesses by giving. A gift that is not returned .
become a debt, a lasting obligation; and the only recognized powe,
recognition, personal loyalty or prestige — is the one that is obtained
giving. In such a universe, there are only two ways of getting and keepi
a lasting hold over someore: debts and gifts, the overtly econop,
obligations imposed by the usurer,$ or the moral obligations and emot;g
attachments created and maintained by the generous gift, in shq
overt violence or symbolic violence, censored, euphemized, thar
misrecognizable, recognized violence. The ‘way of giving’, the manp
the forms, are what separate a gift from straight exchange, moral obligat;
from economic obligation. To ‘observe the formalities’ is to make the w
of behaving and the external forms of the action a practical denial of ¢
content of the action and of the potential violence it can conceal.” The
is a clear connection between these two forms of violence, which exist

the same social formation and sometimes in the same relationship: wheq

domination can only be exerted in its elementary form, from person

person, it takes place overtly and has to be disguised under the veil of

enchanted relations, the official model of which is presented by relations

between kinsmen; in short, to be socially recognized, it must be

misrecognized. If the pre-capitalist economy 1is the site par excellence

are alee

is, 10
relations
viole
trusz ‘
- r O a . . . .

wothé most economical mode of domination because it best corresponds
as

1o the economy of the system.

‘ ial relationship such as that between the master and his khammes (a
| E'}::is,ofa sS}?:recropper whc? received only a very small share of the crop, usually a
ﬁlfth with local variants), which might at first sight seem very close to a simple
capit,al—labour relation, could not in fact be kept up without a combination or
ternation of material and symbolic violence directly applied to the very persog
:vho had to be tied. The master could bind his khammes by a debt which forc;f1
him to renew his contract until he could find a new master willing to pay off the
debt to the former employer, in other words, indefinitely. He could also resort
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cernative, interchangeable ways of fulfilling the same function: the
etween overt violence and gentle violence depends on the state
{ the power relations between the two parties and the integration and

gh'cal integrity of the group that arbitrates. So long as overt violence, that
651( éhe usurer or the ruthless master, is collectively disapproved of andhls
q‘ble to provoke either a violent riposte or the flight of the victim — that
lia

. in both cases, for lack of any legal recourse, the destruction of the very
hip that was to be exploited — symbolic violence, gentle, invisible
nce, unrecognized as such, chosen as ‘much.as undergon;, tha't of

obligation, personal loyalty, hospltahty, gifts, debts, piety, in a
I the virtues honoured by the ethic of honour, presents itself

1o brutal measures such as seizing the entire crop in order to recoverl the value of
his loan. But each particular relationship was the product of comp exhst;atggﬁes
whose efficacy depended not only on the material and symbolic strength o c{)l‘tl.er
arty but also on their skill in arousing sympathy or mdlgnatlog slo as t% mo 1::;:
the group. If he was not to lose what often constituted the whole pro tl sec'uhﬁr
by the relationship - that is to say, for many masters who were szar;e y 1’11C

than their kbammes and would have gained by cultivating their land themselves,
the sheer status of master (or non-khammes) ~ the master had an 1?te.resth!n
manifesting the virtues of his rank by excluding from the econ(c)imllac re alzl.ons hxg
any guarantee other than the loyalty required by honour, and by ma 1ﬁg

khammes an associate. The khammes, for his part, asked nothing betterdtﬁan. to
play his part, with the complicity of the whole group, in a self-interested fiction

symbolic violence, this is because the only way that relations of domination
can be set up within it, maintained or restored, is through strategies whic
if they are not to destroy themselves by revealing their true nature, my
be disguised, transfigured, in a word, euphemized. The censorship that
this economy imposes on the overt manifestation of violence, especially in
its crudely economic form, means that interests can only be satisfied on
condition that they be disguised in and by the very strategies aimed at
satisfying them. “
So it would be wrong to see a contradiction in the fact that violence
here both more present and more masked.® Because the pre-capitalist
economy cannot count on the implacable, hidden violence of objective

mechanisms which enable the dominant to limit themselves to reproduction
strategies (often purely negative ones), it resorts simultaneously to forms

of domination which may strike the modern observer as more brutal, more

primitive, more barbarous, and at the same time as gentler, more humane,

more respectful of persons.® This coexistence of overt physical or economic
violence and the most refined symbolic violence is found in all the

institutions characteristic of this economy and at the very heart of each
social relation. It is present in both the debt and the gift, which, despite
their apparent opposition, can each provide the basis of dependence and

even servitude, as well as solidarity, depending on the strategies they serve

(Moses Finley [1965b] shows that a debt that was sometimes set up to
create a situation of slavery could also serve to create relations of solidarity
between equals). This essential ambiguity of all the institutions that modern
taxonomies would incline one to treat as ‘economic’ is evidence that the
opposing strategies that may coexist, as in the master—khammes relationchin.

which supplied him with an honourable representation of his position. Gdlven th}?t
there was no real labour market and that money was rare (and thereforek. ear), the
best way in which the master could serve his own interests was by ‘lvordm?f away,
day in, day out, with constant care and attention, weaving the ethical an ﬁ (LCUVCT,
as well as ‘economic’, bonds that tied his /e/mmme"s to hxm: To reinforce t }e;. onds
of obligation, the master might arrange the marriage of his khammes (or blS sog)
and install him, with his family, in the master’s own house;'the Chlldl:en, rought
up in common, with the goods (the flock, fields, etc.) being held in common,
often took a long time to discover what their real position was. It was n}?t
unusual for one of the sons of a khammes to go and work for wages in the
town, together with one of the master’s sons, and like him bring his sav1(rixgs to
the master. In short, if the master wanted to persuade tl’le kbammes o e(\i/ote
himself over a long period to the pursuit of the master’s interests, he haf }tlo
associate him completely with those interests, masking the asymmetry o the
relationship by symbolically denying it in all his behaviour. T}}e kbammes w:ills the
man to whom one entrusted one’s goods, one’s house and one’s honour (as shown
by the formula used bv a master leaving to go and work in a town or in France:
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‘Assoctate, I'm counting on you; I'm going off to be an associate myself’). T
khammes ‘treated the land as if he owned it’, because there was nothing in his
master’s conduct to belie his claim to have rights over the land on which
worked, and it was not unusual to hear a khammes saying, long after leaving };
‘master’, that the sweat of his brow entitled him to pick fruit or enter the estate
And just as he never felt entirely freed from his obligations towards his forme,
master, so, after what he called a ‘change of heart’, he might accuse his master of
‘treachery’ in abandoning someone he had ‘adopted’. \

The harder it is to exercise direct domination, and the more it
disapproved of, the more likely it is that gentle, disguised forms of
domination will be seen as the only possible way of exercising domination
and exploitation. It would be as fallacious to identify this essentially two.
sided economy with its official truth as it would be to reduce it to s
‘objective’ truth, seeing mutual aid as a corvée, the khammes as a kind of
slave, and so on. ‘Economic’ capital can here only work in the euphemized
form of symbolic capital. This conversion of capital which is the condition
of its efficacy is no way automatic. As well as a perfect knowledge of the
logic of the economy of denial, it requires constant labour in the form of
the care and attention devoted to making and maintaining relations; and
also major investments, both material and symbolic - political aid against
attack, theft, offences and insults, and economic aid, which can be costly,
especially in times of scarcity. It also requires the (sincere) disposition to
give things that are more personal, and therefore more precious than goods
or money, because, as the saying goes, they can ‘neither be lent nor
borrowed’, such as time'® — the ume that has to be taken to do things
‘that are not forgotten’, because they are done properly, at the proper
time, marks of ‘attention’, friendly ‘gestures’, acts of ‘kindness’. If authority
is always seen as a property of the person — fides, as Benveniste (1973:
841f.) points out, is not ‘trust’ but ‘the inherent quality of a person who |
inspires trust and is exercised In the form of protective authority over
those who entrust themselves to him” — it is because gentle violence requires
those who exercise it to pay a personal price.

‘Soft’ domination is thus very costly for the person who exerts it, and first in
economic terms. On the one hand, the social mechanisms that imposed the
repression of economic interest and so tended to make the accumulation of symbolic
capital the only recognized form of accumulation, and on the other hand, the
objective obstacles linked to the weakness of the means of production and the lack
of ‘economic’ institutions, were probably sufficient to hinder or even forbid the
concentration of material capital. It was no doubt exceptional for the assembly to
have to intervene directly, as in a case reported by Maunier (1930: 68), and to
order a man to ‘stop getting any richer’. The wealthy had to reckon with the
collective judgement, because they derived their authority from it, and in particular
their power to mobilize the group for or against individuals or groups. They also
had to reckon with the official morality, which required them to make the greatest
contributions to ceremonial exchanges, the maintenance of the poor, hospitality to
strangers and the organization of feast. Responsibilities such as those of the t’amen,
the ‘spokesman’ or ‘guarantor’ who represented his group in meetings of the men’s
assembly or on solemn occasions (receiving his group’s share from the collective

‘ SaCI’i

e
;nen’ or ‘the great’ and who,

Wlth a kll’ld Of

when a sense

;:Jeln on whom they depended lacked authority)

con : T bens
reasonably, never an easy role and sometimes a dangerous one; in any situation
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fice, €tc.), were not much cqveted or competed for. IF was not uncomm(}))n
> he most influential personalities of a group to refuse this role or to ask to be
o kly replaced, since the t’amen’s tasks of representation and mediation demanded
mc} ytime and effort. Those whom the group honoured with the name of ‘wise
' even without any official mandate, were invested
tacit delegation of its authority, ‘owed it to themselves’ (as we say

of obligation is dictated by self-esteem) constantly to remind the
conduct and

roup of the values it officially recognized, both by their exemplary

by their interventions in disputes. If two women in their group quarrelled, the

even beat them (if they were widows or if the
or fine them; if there was serious

flict between members of their clan, they would invite both sides to behave

se men’ would separate them,

jead to conflict among the clans (serious crime, for example), they would
meet together, with the marabout, to reconcile the contending partllies; and it wl::s
their responsibility to look after the interests of the poor and the cfxents, to make
them gifts after the traditional collections, to send them food at feast tumes, to
assist widows, see that orphans were married, and so on.

likely to

In short, in the absence of an officially declared and institutionally
guaranteed delegation, personal authority can only be lastingly maintained
through actions that reassert it practically throug’h their compliance w111;h
the values recognized by the group.!! The ‘great’ can least afford to take
liberties with the official norms and they have to pay for their outstanding
value with exemplary conformity to the values of the group. Until a system
of mechanisms automatically ensuring the reproduction of the established
order is constituted, the dominant agents cannot be content with letting
the system that they dominate follow its own course 1n order to exercise
durable domination; they have to work directly, daily, personally, to
produce and reproduce conditions of domination which even then are
never entirely certain. Because they cannot be satisfied with appropriating
the profits of a social machine which has not yet developed the power of
self-perpetuation, they are obliged to resort to the elementary forms of
domination, in other words the direct domination of one person over
another, the limiting case of which is appropriation of persons, that s,
slavery. They cannot appropriate the labour, services, goo’ds, homage and
respect of ‘others without ‘winning’ them personally, ‘tying them, in short,
creating a bond between persons. The transformation of any given kind
of capital into symbolic capital, a legitimate possession g'rounded in the
nature of its possessor, is the fundamental operation of social alchemy (the
paradigm of which is gift exchange). It always presupposes a form of
labour, a visible (if not necessarily conspicuous) expenditure of time,
money and energy, a redistribution that is necessary 1n order to secure
recognition of the prevailing distribution, in the form of the recogmion
granted by the person who receives to the person who, being better placed
in the distribution, is in a position to give, a recognition of a debt which
is also a recognition of value. o _

Thus, contrary to simplistic uses of the distinction between mfrastrgcture
and superstructure, 2 the social mechanisms that ensure the production of
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compliant habitus are, here as elsewhere, an integral part of the conditj-
of reproduction of the social order and of the productive apparatus o
which could not function without the dispositions that the group inculitself
and contmuogsly reinforces and which exclude, as unthinkable, pra o
which the disenchanted economy of ‘naked self-interest’ p;e}s)enctl
legitimate and even self-evident. But the particularly important role lts .
by the habitus and its strategies in setting up and perpetuating d%ayg
relations of domination is once again an effect of the structure of the fgal
Because it does not offer the institutional conditions for the accumulag :
of economic or cultural capital (which it even expressly discourages throtlo
a censorship forcing agents to resort to euphemized forms of power -
violence), this economic order is such that strategies oriented towards at}]]‘
accumulation of symbolic capital, which are found in all social formatiot ‘
are here the most rational ones, since they are the most effective strate o
within the constraints of this universe. The principle of the perti o
differences between the modes of domination lies in the dlz reeflen “
objectification of capital. Social formations in which relations of domginati ;
are made, unmade and remade in and through personal interactioon:
contrast with those in which such relations are mediated by objecti e
institutionalized mechanisms such as the ‘self-regulating marke]t’ :]he
educational system or the legal apparatus, where they have the perma;lenc: “

iﬁd ggifé?, of things and lie beyond the reach of individual consciousness

te
ce
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The opposition between, on the one hand, universes of social relations that do not
contain within themselves the principle of their own reproduction and have to l())t‘i‘
kept up by nothing less than a process of continuous creation, and on the othee :
hand, a social world carried along by its vis insita which frecs agents from thi:
endless work of creating or restoring social relations, is directly expressed in th
hxstor)‘z or prehistory of social thought. ‘In Hobbes’ view’, writes Durkheim (1960?
136), ‘the social order is generated by an act of will and sustained by an act of
will that must be constantly renewed.”'* And there is every reason to think that
the break with this artificialist vision, which is the precondition for scientific
apprehe.nsmn,.could not be made before the constitution, in reality, of objective
mechanisms like the self-regulating market which, as Polanyi oints out]

intrinsically conducive to belief in determinism. '* , F g

Objectification in institutions guarantees the permanence and cumulativit
of material and symbolic acquisitions which can then subsist without th}é
agents having to recreate them continuously and in their entrety b
deliberate action. But, because the profits provided by these institution}; ~
are subject to differential appropriation, objectification also and inseparably
tends to ensure the reproduction of the structure of the distribution of |
capital which, in its various kinds, is the precondition for such appropriation
and,_ in so doing, it tends to reproduce the structure of relations o%
domination and dependence.

Paradoxically, it is precisely because there exist relatively autonomous
fields, functioning in accordance with rigorous mechanisms capable of
imposing their necessity on the agents, that those who are in a position

0 command

aime
is @
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ensure the continuation of power themselves help to weaken it. Might has
10 be expended to produce rights,
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these mechanisms and appropriate the material or symbolic
rofits accruing from their functioning are able to dispense with strategies
d expressly and directly at the domination of individuals. The saving
real one, because strategies designed to establish or maintain lasting
ations of personal dependence are, as we have scen, extremely costly,
b the result that the means eat up the end and the actions necessary to

P

and a great deal of it may be used up
in this way.'
The point of honour is politics in the pure state. It inclines agents to
accumulate material riches that do not have their justification ‘in themselves’,
that is, in their ‘economic’ or ‘technical’ function, and which, in extreme
cases, may be totally useless, like the objects exchanged in a number of
archaic economies, but which are valued as means of manifesting power,
as symbolic capital tending to contribute to its own reproduction, that is,
to the reproduction and legitimation of the prevailing hierarchies. In such
2 context, the accumulation of material wealth 1s simply one means among
others of accumulating symbolic power — the power to secure recognition
of power. What might be called demonstrative expenditure (as opposed to
‘productive’ expenditure, which is why it is called ‘gratuitous” or ‘symbolic’)
represents, like any other visible expenditure of the signs of wealth that
are recognized in a given social formation, a kind of legitimizing self-
2ffirmation through which power makes itself known and recognized. By
asserting itself visibly and publicly, securing acceptance of its right to
visibility, as opposed to all the occult, hidden, secret, shameful and
therefore censored powers (such as those of malign magic), this power
awards itself a rudimentary form of institutionalization by officializing
itself. But only full institutionalization makes it possible, if not to dispense
completely with ‘demonstration’, at least to cease depending on it completely
‘1 order to secure the belief and obedience of others and to mobilize their
labour power or fighting strength. And there is every reason to think that,
as in the case of feudalism according to Georges Duby, the accumulation
of ‘economic’ capital becomes possible once symbolic capital can be
reproduced durably and cheaply so that the political war for rank,
distinction and pre-eminence can be pursued by other, more ‘economical’
means. In place of the relationships between persons indissociable from
the functions they fulfil, which they can perpetuate only at direct personal
cost, institutionalization sets up strictly established, legally guaranteed
relations between recognized positions, defined by their rank in a relatively
autonomous space, distinct from and independent of their actual and
potential occupants, themselves defined by entitlements which, like uitles
of nobility, property titles or educational qualifications (titres), authorize
them to occupy these positions.'¢ As opposed to personal authority, which
can neither be delegated nor bequeathed, the title, as a measure of rank
or order, that is, as a formal instrument of evaluation of agents’ positions
in a distribution, makes it possible to set up quasi-perfect relations of
e encnrability (or equivalence) among agents defined as aspiring to the
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- : as a by-
roducing the producers also fulfil 1deollog1.cal func’uontsc,) s 2 fa}ét
seem P through the very logic of their functl.omng, ov}vmg duction
“ rOdu}fz’ mechanisms through which they Cfonglbmle to the fregor?nination
that t ) d d the permanence of the relauons o
‘ social order an p ducational system helps
of the 50 h hown elsewhere, the educati yst
in hidden. As I have s . [ o of rivilege’ not
remaii | : lass with a ‘theodicy of its own p
e the dominant clas Wit : rather
w0 pr?;?}? through the ideologies it produckc;sl. ﬁrdmcx:llcatteg;t }ijtutsupplies
so ™M ical justification of the established order
the practical justific . : etween
thrOUghking P under the overt connection that it guargr}teesl, Eecords
ok frfli;?tcsations and jobs — the relationship, which 1t .Surreptmougt};ined and
ufielr cover of formal equality, between thfe lqpihficat'lc(;rllse&ects e the
un ital. The most successtul 1deologt .
. ited cultural capital. The . : icitous
mherltifat have no need of words, but only of laissez-faire and compl
ones

silence.

. : o ) of
follows, incidentally, that any analysis of ideologies in t?c hnarroorv\r/esse:rieiing
eivimizin discourses” which fails to include an analysis of the ¢ x pfﬁ "
‘leg{tln{llln% o hanisms is liable to be no more than a contribution to tfe el. ca 1y
instltuthPj r?ec'es lThis is true of all internal (semiological) analyses o llzo mc.aI;
O e leo Olglio.us or aesthetic ideologies which forget that the politica unctxoCl
e e 11’6 . may in some cases be reduced to the effect of displacement arl’l1
e ldil(? o'%rlletflatio);l and legitimation, which they produce by reproducing tire1
leerSlOHf, liSSl bjective mechanisms, through their over51ght§ and ofrmssxons, |
chees (l)'bt etecl) Jor involuntarily complicitous silences. This is true, 1hor examp (6)3%
t}}eltrh:ei ecilaerli’?ma}t,ic (or meritocratic) ideology, a particular fobrm rc;fcetrﬂem%wtl:gthe
‘O'fts’ which explains differential access to quahﬁcatlonsf ﬁ] ference o the
B equal f innate ‘gifts’, thereby reinforcing the effect of the m sms tha
meql?ihteyr;;atiggihip %)etw,een qualifications obtained and inherited cultural capital.
mas r

appropriation of a particular class of goods — real estate, precedenc
offices, privileges — and these goods, which are themselves classified. Thug
the relations among agents can be durably settled as regards their legitimay,
order of access to these goods and to the groups defined by exclusiye
ownership of these goods. .
Thus, for example, by giving the same value to all holders of the same
certificate, thereby making them interchangeable, the educational systep,
minimizes the cbstacles to the free circulation of cultural capital which
result from its being incorporated in particular individuals (withoy,
however, destroying the profits associated with the charismatic ideology
of the irreplaceable indwvidual).'” It makes it possible to relate 4
qualification-holders (and also, negatively, all unqualified individuals) ¢
single standard, thereby setting up a unified market for all cultural capacities
and guaranteeing the convertibility into money of the culrural capita]
acquired at a given cost in time and labour. Educational qualifications, [ike
money, have a conventional, fixed value which, being guaranteed by law,
is freed from local limitations (in contrast to academically uncertified:
cultural capital) and temporal fluctuations: the cultural capital which they
in a sense guarantee once and for all does not constantly need to be proved.
The objectification performed by certificates, diplomas and, more generally,
all forms of ‘credentials’ (‘a written proof of qualification that confers
credit or authority’) is inseparable from the objectification that law produces
by defining permanent positions which are independent of the biological
individuals they call for and which may be occupied by agents who are
biologically different but interchangeable in respect of the qualifications
they hold. From then on, relations of power and dependence are no longer
established directly between individuals; they are set up, 1 objectivity,
among institutions, that is, among socially guaranteed qualifications and
socially defined positions, and through them, among the social mechanisms
that produce and guarantee both the social value of the qualifications and
the distribution of these social attributes among biological individuals,
Law does no more than symbolically consecrate — by recording it in a
form that renders it both eternal and universal — the structure of power
relations among the groups and the classes that is produced and guaranteed
practically by the functioning of these mechanisms. For example, it records
and legitimates the distinction berween the function and the person,
between power and its holder, together with the relationship that obtains
at a particular moment between qualifications and posts (depending on the
bargaining power of the sellers and buyers of qualified, that s, scholastically
guaranteed, labour power), a relationship that is materialized in a particular
distribution of the material and symbolic profits assigned to holders (or
non-holders) of qualifications. Law thus adds its specific symbolic force
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. . b
If it is true that symbolic violence is the gelrltlg, dlsgﬁéiiitigér;blz};}fat
iolence takes when overt violence is impossible, it 1s‘ul tandable th:
r lic forms of domination should have progressively witherec hy
v chanisms came to be constituted which, in ‘rgnderlng tde’
as (r)lglg?g;)}rllgnization superfluous, tended to ;;goduge the Slsenlggjn;fh
Elics)positions that their development demanded. ét 1§tietq1;1eat}}1/atc: car mos);
the development of the capacity for subversion an dcr1 ,?d e e
brutal forms of ‘economic’ exploitation have ;rouse h,aiisms e
of the ideological and practical effects of t ehm(i(ci anisms ensuring the
duction of the relations of domination, shou g & return
o m des of accumulation based on the conversion of economic cap
into s eSbolic capital, with all the forms of legitimizing r’edlstrxbu'tlon,
mtgl'sy{n X P ogcies) and private (financing of “disinterested found}::tlonsl;1
socia : ‘disinte; iof
ggnaltcicgns to hPc))spitals, academic and cglturafl(1nst11_tttft;(l)}rllisc,hest§é2;lstté . ‘%e
which the dominant groups secure a capital of ‘credi

, 19 hesaurization of luxury goods
. on;!? or the thes .
to the action of the whole set of mechanisms which render it superfluous | nothing to the logic Ofde):jlzi(t)ilrtlittlion’ of their possessor. The denial of the
constantly to reassert power relations through the overt use of force. attestng thedtasfte iilomic interest which, in pre-capitalist societies, was
The effect of legitimation of the established order is thus not solely the economy and Of ec

. . b had
1 ‘ ’ actions, from which it ha
exerted first in the very area of ‘economic’ trans ,

work of the mechanisms traditionally regarded as belonging to the order e o avmalled n arder for ‘the economyv’ to be constituted as such, thus
Oy

of ideology, such as law. The system of cultural eoods productiam amd .
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finds its favoured refuge in the domain of art and ‘culture’
consumption — of money, of course, but also of time. T
sacred, ostentatiously opposed to the
duction, a sanctuary for gratuitous,
theology in other periods, an imaginar
of all the negations really performed b

, the site of #..
his island of §
profane, everyday world of pr
disinterested activity, offers, like
y anthropology obtained by denia
y the ‘economy’.
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The Objectivity of the Subjective

he established order, and the distribution of qapital whlch is its basis,
Ihe ibute to their own perpetuation through their very existence, thro_ugh
yalk bolic effect that they exert as soon as they are publicly and officially
thelsyné and are thereby misrecognized and recognized. It follows from
dec a;le t social science cannot ‘treat social realities as things’, in accordance
th‘15}:1)a rkheim’s famous precept, without neglecting all that .these rea}hues
o uthe fact that they are objects of cognition (albeit a misrecognition)
Ov‘vi'to the very objectivity of social existence. Social science has to
e tlrrcl)duce into the full definition of the object the primary representations
1’efmhe object, which it first had to destroy in order to achieve the ‘objective
3eénition. Individuals or groups are objectively d(eﬁped not oplyd’by }:\{hﬁt
they are but by what they are reputed to be, a belriig-pel;i:elYgl w tl}f' ,
even if it closely depends on their being, is never tota i;_r(z1 uC} e to t}es;
Social science therefore has to take account of thﬁ WZiO in s.ol properti
that are objectively attached to them: on the one hand, ma:f?‘i proper?ﬁz;
starting with the body, that can be counted anc}i1 méfasure 1 ll'e any o her
thing of the physical world; and on the other hand, s}}lrm olic p_ro%er 1 .
which are nothing other ‘than material propertlesdyv.en'percelve and
appreciated in their mutual relgtxonshlPs, Fhat is, as distinctive propgmes.d

An intrinsically twofold reality of this kind requires one ;;) mcéve eyor:1
the false choice in which social science generally allows itse to| le trﬁppp ,
that between social physics and social phenomenology. Social p isncs,
which often appears in the form of an objectivist ggonomlsm, seeks go
grasp an ‘objective reality’ quite 1r}acce551ble tod ‘Or‘ll)naljy expefrlencteeri gi
analysing the statistical relationships among d éstr‘x uuofns of Ina.n 1l
properties, quantitative expressions of the distribution of capita (Sl. e
different kinds) among the individuals competing to apprqprlateh it. 0C1t
phenomenology, which records and deciphers tFehmeamngs that agents
produce as such by a differential perception of these same prol[{j'er(tiles%
which are thus constituted as dlstmctlye. signs, tends towards a llln o
social marginalism. The ‘social order’ is thus reduced io gﬁc((i) _ec(:itlve
classification obtained by addition of the classifying and classified ju Ee—
ments through which agents classify and are classified, or, tohput it another
way, through aggregation of the (mental) representations that one group




