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Introduction

George Ritzer
University of Maryland

Jeffrey N. Stepnisky
University of Maryland

To the best of our knowledge, this is the first Encyclopedia
of Social Theory. There are, of course, encyclopedias of the
social sciences (among others) that have addressed some of
the topics assembled here. However, because their treatment
of social theory has been only part of a much broader set of
topics, these other sets of volumes have been unable to pro-
vide the focus and depth required to define the field of social
theory in a reasonably complete (of course, inevitably there
are topics that are not covered) and systematic fashion.

The purpose of an encyclopedia is to summarize and
codify knowledge in a given field. This is in contrast to a
handbook, which offers essays on cutting-edge research in
a field, or a dictionary, which provides short, to-the-point
definitions of key concepts in a field (Sica 2001). Certainly,
an encyclopedia also does some of the things that one finds
in handbooks and dictionaries. Thus, the Encyclopedia of
Social Theory offers handbook-like (albeit briefer) entries
on cutting-edge topics, such as globalization, consumption,
complexity theory, and actor network theory, and it pro-
vides state-of-the-art interpretations of long-established
theories. Also, like a dictionary, the entries in this encyclo-
pedia provide basic introductions to key ideas, concepts,
schools, and figures in social theory. However, the entries
tend to be far longer and offer much more depth than those
found in dictionaries.

However, an encyclopedia is much more than the pre-
sentation of a set of ideas. Its publication is an acknowl-
edgement that a field of study has acquired considerable
intellectual coherence and that it is regarded as a legitimate
source of knowledge. The publication of an encyclopedia
of social theory, then, speaks to the importance and rele-
vance of social theory to academia and to the world in
which we now live. Social theory is not merely an after-
thought of empirical work in the social and human sciences,
but rather, it stands at the base of such work and as a body
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of knowledge that offers a unique form of interpretation and
engagement with the world.

This is not to say that all of the 300-plus entries contained
in this encyclopedia cohere around a common set of world-
views, philosophical outlooks, or political positions. Social
theory encompasses a wide range of academic disciplines.
Perspectives from sociology, economics, philosophy, anthro-
pology, political science, women’s studies, cultural studies,
psychoanalysis, and media theory (among others) are pre-
sented in this encyclopedia. Some of these fields, such as
economics, philosophy, and sociology, made especially crit-
ical contributions to the early development of social theory.
While theoretical ideas continue to flow from those disci-
plines, others, such as media and cultural studies, are now
having a particularly important impact on social theory.
Despite the diversity of inputs and theories, what is common
to the entries in this encyclopedia is a critical engagement
with social issues, including the cutting-edge developments
in modern, postmodern, and globalizing societies. Such a
critical engagement requires, as its starting point, the careful
articulation and study of ideas and theories about society and
the people who live in them. It seeks understanding and clar-
ification of our common (or perhaps uncommon) situation,
and in many cases seeks reform or even social change.

While a multitude of disciplines are represented in these
pages, it should be made clear that the reference point for
much of this encyclopedia is the discipline of sociology.
This is because of the central role that sociologists (or
those, such as Marx and Veblen, who have come to be con-
sidered as sociologists, at least to some degree) have played
in the development of social theory and also because the
editor is both a sociologist and a social theorist. While the
touchstone is sociology, most of the ideas and theorists to
be discussed here either have their origins in other disci-
plines and/or are having an impact on them.
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A BRIEF HISTORY OF SOCIAL THEORY

Most contemporary commentators trace the origins of
social theory to the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries.
While humans have described and theorized the nature of
social relations and social organization for thousands of
years, only in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries did
social relations and society—seen as an entity in itself—
become an object of sustained reflection and study. Social
theory emerged alongside of, and often in response to,
forces that were radically transforming social life: capital-
ism, political revolutions in France and America, the
Industrial Revolution, urbanization, and scientific thought.
In response to and in accord with these changes, Enlight-
enment philosophers (e.g., Montesquieu, Rousseau) and
their critics articulated some of the earliest social theories.
Many Enlightenment thinkers believed that through the
application of reason, it would be possible to design an ideal
political community and social order. However, the failure
of the French Revolution provoked strong criticism of
Enlightenment ideals, which in part had guided its course.
Conservatives such as Bonald and Maistre articulated
theories of society that asserted the necessity of hierarchy
and religious order against the liberal ideals of the revolu-
tion. Romantics lamented the rise of abstract reason, urban
society, and the loss of humanity’s connection to its natural,
sympathetic impulses. These streams of thought, and many
others, gave rise to what we now think of as social theory,
and as evidenced by the entries in this encyclopedia, they
remain a rich resource for contemporary theorizing (Rundell
2001; Taylor 1989). While the Encyclopedia of Social
Theory contains essays that specifically address these early
years of social theory (see the Scottish Enlightenment, the
German Idealists, Montesquieu, Rousseau, Bonald, and
Maistre) as well as essays that discuss topics that relate to
the ancient origins of some modern ideas and institutions
(see Democracy, Citizenship, and Herrschaft), the majority
of the entries address social theory as it has developed from
the nineteenth century onward. In designing the Encyclo-
pedia of Social Theory, four national traditions were singled
out for detailed treatment because of their extraordinary
contributions to social theory: the United States, France, the
United Kingdom, and Germany.

In the early part of the nineteenth century, the study
of society was institutionalized through the creation of the
discipline of sociology. During this period, the French
philosopher and socialist Auguste Comte coined the term
“sociology.” In the late nineteenth century, Emile Durkheim
played a central role in formally establishing sociology as a
scientific discipline committed to the systematic and empir-
ical study of “social facts.” Along with his nephew Marcel
Mauss and other collaborators, Durkheim created an influ-
ential journal, L’Année Sociologique, which was to define
the study of sociology in early twentieth-century France.

At roughly the same time, Max Weber established the basis
for a scientific sociology in Germany and along with sev-
eral colleagues (including Georg Simmel) founded the
German Sociological Society. In the United Kingdom,
Herbert Spencer’s evolutionary theories profoundly
affected the development of British social theory, but
British thinking and research also emphasized individual,
utilitarian action, and this was to have a great impact in the
United States. In 1889, the first American sociology depart-
ment was founded at the University of Kansas; and in
later years, the uniquely American schools of pragmatism
and structural functionalism became influential. These
“classical” years, and by extension, the social theory that
emanated from them, are necessarily addressed in this
encyclopedia. The work and life of Emile Durkheim, for
example, is described in the entry about him, but other
entries also reflect his conceptual legacy: Anomie, Sacred
and Profane, Social Facts, and many others that involve a
more indirect influence. In addition, classical figures who
have traditionally been excluded from the sociological
canon have been included in this Encyclopedia of Social
Theory. Marianne Weber, Charlotte Perkins Gilman, and
W. E. B. Du Bois are examples of theorists whose work is
now being discussed not only for its historical significance
but also for its relevance in developing social theories that
more adequately account for the experiences of women and
minorities today.

The twentieth century gave rise to a wide range of social
theories, and many of these can be thought of in terms of
national traditions. From the 1930s through the 1960s, the
United States was the center of the rise and fall of struc-
tural-functional theory (with roots in the work of Durkheim
and that of a number of anthropologists). Premised in lib-
eral political values and confidence in social harmony pro-
vided by the welfare state, especially after World War 1I,
structural functionalism offered an all-encompassing, syn-
thetic system of social thought. The weakness of this kind
of social theory—most notably its inability to offer con-
vincing explanations of social conflict and the unequal
distribution of wealth, as well as social change—Iled to its
collapse beginning in the late 1960s.

In contrast to the singular control that structural func-
tionalism once exercised over the field, American sociology
in the 1970s could be characterized as multiparadigmatic. It
included the revival and development at the macrolevel of a
number of neo-Marxian theories and also saw the emer-
gence of critical feminist social theories. These latter
theories gave women’s experiences, and later the experi-
ences of many marginalized groups, a central position in
social analysis. Significantly, these theories added the study
of race and gender to Marx’s primary emphasis on class
inequality.

Beginning in the late 1960s, American sociological theory
also pushed further in the direction of microsociology,
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in large part to counter the macrosociological focus of
structural functionalism. Inspired by earlier work in phe-
nomenology, pragmatism, and behaviorist psychology,
theories such as symbolic interactionism (with roots going
back to the early twentieth century and the Chicago school),
ethnomethodology, and exchange theory provided fine-
grained descriptions of everyday life. The proliferation of
macrosociological theories and microsociological theories,
and the seeming gap between them, called for a reconcilia-
tion or synthesis, and in the 1980s, sociological theory took
a decidedly “metatheoretical” turn. Metatheorists organized,
characterized, and offered syntheses of the various socio-
logical theories and helped give rise to a concern for “macro-
micro” integration.

Throughout the same period, the most influential devel-
opments in European social theory (especially in France,
Germany, and Great Britain) came from traditions outside of
sociology, including linguistics, anthropology, psychoanaly-
sis, and literary theory. These various traditions profoundly
shaped social theory in Europe and since the 1980s have had
an increasing impact on American social theory, thereby
making it increasingly difficult to make any clear-cut dis-
tinctions between American and European social theory.

In France, the work of Swiss-born linguist Ferdinand
de Saussure laid the groundwork for structuralist social
theories. These took as their starting point the assumption
that the social world and, as argued by anthropologist
Claude Lévi-Strauss, symbol systems more generally
were organized like and through language. Structuralism
combined with currents from other European schools of
thought, giving rise to, among others, structuralist Marxism
(Louis Althusser), structuralist psychoanalysis (Jacques
Lacan), and structuralist sociology (the early work of
Michel Foucault and Pierre Bourdieu). The existential work
of Jean-Paul Sartre and Simone de Beauvoir also had an
impact on social theory both in Europe and the United
States. Sartre’s writings were influential in the develop-
ment of various microtheories as well as more humanistic
branches of neo-Marxian theory. Its focus on human agency
also functioned as a negative touchstone for those develop-
ing structural theories. Beauvoir’s work was especially
influential in the formation of feminist social theories.

Following widespread political uprisings in 1968, espe-
cially in France, the humanistic and scientistic ideals of
earlier social theories were challenged as never before. This
gave rise to a widespread reassessment of the underlying
assumptions of social theory. In this context, the literary
theorist Jacques Derrida offered deconstruction as a cri-
tique of existing theories of knowledge and as a method for
the study of society. These critical poststructuralist efforts
were also developed through Michel Foucault’s “genealog-
ical” method and the later postmodern writings of Jean-
Francois Lyotard, Gilles Deleuze, and Felix Guattari, and
Jean Baudrillard.

By the 1980s, just as a number of American social
theorists were working toward greater micro-macro inte-
gration, many of their European colleagues were attempt-
ing to reconcile the theoretical split between theories that
privileged the autonomy of social structures and those that
valorized the freedom and agency of individuals (following
the work, among others, of Sartre on existentialism). In light
of these concerns, Pierre Bourdieu (in France) developed a
theory integrating habitus and field; Anthony Giddens (in
Great Britain; see also, the work of Margaret Archer) pro-
posed and elaborated a “structuration” theory; and Jiirgen
Habermas (in Germany) offered a theory of the relationship
between system and lifeworld (as well as a concern for the
degree to which the system was colonizing the lifeworld).

German social theory has contributed other concepts and
ideas central to the development of twentieth-century social
theory. Karl Marx, a lifelong exile from his German home,
was deeply sympathetic to the cause of the European
working classes. His work offered both a political vision
of the modern Europe, most energetically outlined in the
Communist Manifesto (written with his colleague and
financial backer, Friedrich Engels) and an economic theory
of social change, articulated in the three volumes of
Capital. Clearly, Marx’s work has been influential. It has
stood, and continues to stand, as an inspiration for large-
scale social change and political organization, and it has
given rise to a wide variety of neo-Marxist social theories,
academic organizations, and journals. As a counterpoint to
Marx, Max Weber, writing a generation later, emerged as a
giant in nineteenth- and early twentieth-century German
sociology and social theory. Whereas Marx anticipated the
inevitability of revolutionary change, Weber offered a more
staid and pessimistic vision. His studies in comparative
and historical sociology led him to conclude that modern
societies (whether capitalist, socialist, or some other) faced
increasing rationalization, which he characterized with the
metaphor of an “iron cage,” an image that continues to
compel contemporary social theorists. Furthermore, since
the 1970s, Weber’s work on social organization and institu-
tional structures has had a strong impact on historical and
comparative sociology.

Like his French counterpart, Durkheim, Weber was
also interested in scholarly disputes about method and
theory in sociology. He was influenced by Wilhelm Dilthey,
who articulated the influential distinction between the
Naturwissenschaften (natural sciences) and the Geistes-
wissenschaften (human sciences). Should social science
follow the natural sciences and embrace a “positivist” theory
of knowledge, or should it recognize itself as a moral and
cultural science dedicated to a hermeneutic interpretation of
social life? Indeed, at the end of the nineteenth century and
beginning of the twentieth century, German philosophers
and social scientists articulated tensions and developed
arguments that continue to occupy social theory. The
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history of these debates is presented in this encyclopedia
with entries on the Positivismusstreit and the Werturteil-
sstreit (among others), as are contemporary articulations of
“positivist” and “interpretive” social theories.

An argument could be made that contemporary social
theory has pushed beyond these disputes and that new
fusions of science and art are now being undertaken.
Moving beyond old distinctions between art and science,
complexity theory, for example, draws on cutting-edge
“chaos” theories in physics and mathematics to analyze and
describe social systems. Moving beyond modern distinc-
tions between human beings and inanimate objects, actor
network theories and “postsocial” theories (both largely
based in France and Great Britain) grant objects unprece-
dented agency, thereby inviting interpretive investigations
of objects and relationships that might once have been
studied through the lens of natural science.

Contemporary social theory is also indebted to the writ-
ings and research of a variety of neo-Marxian theorists,
including those associated with the Frankfurt school in
Germany. Beginning in the 1920s, the members of this
school provided a synthesis of Marx, Weber, and Freud and
offered critiques of modern fascist and democratic/
consumer societies. The Frankfurt school influenced mid-
century American social theory after its move, in the midst
of the ascendancy of Nazism in Germany, to Columbia
University in New York in the 1930s. The work of the
Frankfurt school has been central in establishing the basis
for critical cultural studies. Equally important to the history
of cultural studies and social theory is the work of the
Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies (CCCS), or the
“Birmingham school,” established at the University of
Birmingham, England, in the 1960s. In contrast to what
many now see as the overly elitist perspective of the
Frankfurt school, members of the CCCS offered theories of
popular culture and the media that combined elements of
Marxism, poststructuralism, feminist analysis, semiology,
and a number of other perspectives. The views of both of
these schools are addressed in entries on culture, such as
Media Critique, Television and Social Theory, Cultural
Marxism and British Cultural Studies, and many others.
Finally, contemporary German theorists such as the previ-
ously mentioned Jiirgen Habermas (extending the work of
the Frankfurt school), Niklas Luhmann, and Ulrich Beck
have offered comprehensive theories of society that exhibit
a powerful European style, rich in philosophical reflection
and grounded in interdisciplinary knowledge. These
authors confirm that social theory, especially in its current
incarnations, reaches beyond sociology to include a wide
range of disciplines and problems (economic, political,
social, and psychological).

It would be impossible to list all of the national or intel-
lectual traditions that have contributed to the develop-
ment of social theory, and it is, in any case, an artificial

enterprise, for as we have seen, even in its earliest stages,
social theory reached beyond nations and disciplines, and
in the present, these old boundaries are becoming increas-
ingly less relevant. Critiques of the “grand narratives” of
science and social progress have led to a reassessment of
social theory and its Western, liberal commitment to
progress and reason. Too often, despite the good intentions
of their creators, the grand narratives excluded the experi-
ences and voices of social minorities and supported the
political, economic, and military oppression of non-
Western peoples. This view is reflected in a number of the
postmodern essays in this encyclopedia, as well as those
coming from feminist traditions. These include widespread
critiques of the positivist theories of knowledge that had
been especially central to Anglo-American social theories
and the formulation of alternative epistemologies: social
constructionism, feminist standpoint theory, queer theory,
revivals of hermeneutic techniques, and the integrative per-
spectives mentioned above. Indeed, even as the heyday of
postmodern deconstruction has passed, social theory has
been deeply influenced by the critique of normal science,
stable identities, and settled forms of thought. At the same
time, in a globalizing world, social theory has gone global.
If there was a time when certain theories could be thought
of as emerging from particular national traditions, reflect-
ing their concerns, interests, and style of thought, then a
strong argument can now be made that social theory is no
longer organized around national problems and orienta-
tions. (Instead, as Ulrich Beck and Natan Sznaider argue in
their entry on Cosmopolitan Sociology, social theory
should organize its thinking around the global.)
Postmodern critique and globalization present chal-
lenges to the Encyclopedia of Social Theory. After all, the
concept of the modern encyclopedia developed, at least in
part, out of the Enlightenment hope that it is possible
to arrange knowledge systematically and that this arrange-
ment could contribute to ideals such as scientific progress,
the accumulation of knowledge, and social change. If
the postmodernists are correct, then such systematization
is deeply problematic, if not impossible. The impulse
behind this encyclopedia continues to speak to some of
the Enlightenment ideals. It is worthwhile to take stock of
existing forms of knowledge, and as a resource for study
and critical engagement with the social world, this ency-
clopedia can contribute to the development of our com-
mon understanding. In this regard, the Encyclopedia of
Social Theory aims to be comprehensive and to compile
most of the theories and ideas that have been central in
shaping the way that social theorists now think about their
work and the world in which they live. At the same time,
we recognize that, especially in the social sciences,
knowledge is always in the process of transformation, and
social theorists engage in a reflexive activity rediscover-
ing and reinterpreting their history and foundations. In the
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nineteenth century, Wilhelm Dilthey argued that because
social knowledge is historically embedded, it is always
open to this kind of interpretation and clarification. He
thereby distinguished the social and human sciences from
the natural sciences. More recently, Anthony Giddens
has described this reflexivity with the term “double
hermeneutic.” Social theorists interpret the world in which
they live; social theories serve to alter the social world
that social theorists study; and therefore, the theorists
must constantly revise their theories of that world. With
this in mind, we hope that the Encyclopedia of Social
Theory will not only serve as a foundation for learning but
will also inspire a creative and reflexive engagement with
the ideas contained within it.

ORGANIZATION AND USE
OF THE ENCYCLOPEDIA OF SOCIAL THEORY

The Encyclopedia of Social Theory is a two-volume
set that includes 336 entries written by authors from
14 countries (United States, Canada, Australia, Britain,
Ireland, Japan, New Zealand, Poland, the Netherlands,
Germany, Greece, Israel, Italy, and Singapore). Entries
range in length from 400 to 6,000 words and contain infor-
mation on specific theories, theorists, schools of thought,
key concepts, and topical subjects. Most entries begin with
a short definition or description of the concept or idea.
Entries on specific theorists are written as reviews of the
theorists’ intellectual contributions but include biographical
information, including connections to other theories and
theorists. Furthermore, all entries conclude with a brief sec-
tion on further readings and a set of cross-references that
point readers in the direction of related topics discussed
elsewhere in the encyclopedia.

To ensure adequate coverage, an editorial board con-
sisting of 12 members from five countries (United States,
Canada, Germany, Australia, and Britain) was selected.
These editors are recognized experts in their fields, and all
have contributed significantly to the development of social
theory. Many of these editors have also contributed essays
to these volumes. Peter Beilharz wrote on a number of top-
ics related to Marxism; Karen Cook contributed essays
on Social Exchange Theory and Richard Emerson; Mary
Rogers wrote numerous essays on Feminist Theory;
Jonathan Turner provided pieces on Conflict Theory, Janet
Chafetz, and Rae Blumberg; Andrew Wernick wrote an
essay on Auguste Comte and coauthored the piece on Jean-
Paul Sartre; Peter Kivisto wrote on Industrial Society and
Alain Touraine; Gary Alan Fine dealt with Collective
Memory; Gerd Nollmann wrote on Jiirgen Habermas and
Ferdinand Tonnies and, along with Hermann Strasser,
authored an essay on Ralf Dahrendorf; Douglas Kellner
contributed essays on Cultural Marxism and British Cultural
Studies, Frederic Jameson, and the Frankfurt School.

In consultation with George Ritzer and Todd Stillman
(the first of two managing editors; Jeff Stepnisky succeeded
Stillman and helped complete work on the encyclopedia),
the deputy editors created lists of entries for the encyclo-
pedia in 10 areas of specialization. American, British,
German, and French editorial areas reflect the contributions
of these national traditions to the development of social
theory. While macrosociological theories are covered under
several headings, separate domains were created for
microbehaviorist and microinteractionist theories. Feminist,
Marxian, and cultural theories were defined as separate
editorial areas, and they were intended to cover the work of
theorists that have become particularly salient in the twenty-
first century. Finally, the “key concepts in social theory”
domain was created to allow us to include topics that did not
fall into any of the above categories.

The authors chosen by the editors to write entries are
experts in their fields of study and are regular commentators
on social theory more generally. Thus, the encyclopedia
includes entries by Ulrich Beck (on Risk Society and
Cosmopolitan Sociology), Bryan Turner (on Individualism),
Charles Lemert (on Foucault, Discourse, Genealogy,
Governmentality, and W. E. B Du Bois), Craig Calhoun
(on Nationalism), Erik Olin Wright (on Social Class),
Jeffrey Alexander and Gary Marx (on Neil Smelser), Karin
Knorr Cetina (on the Postsocial), Norman Denzin (on
Postmodernism), Paul DiMaggio (on Cultural Capital), and
many other notables too numerous to mention.

It is worth noting that a decision was made to devote
considerable space in this encyclopedia to people, to social
theorists, including many now living. Both of these deci-
sions are controversial. There is a view among some of those
involved with work on encyclopedias that people, especially
those still living, should either be excluded or given minimal
space. However, social theories are very much the products
of individuals and in many cases are hard to distinguish
from the people who created them. Furthermore, to this day,
social theorists and students of theory read and seek to mas-
ter the work of individual classic and contemporary theo-
rists. There is, we think, little debate that there should be
entries on classic thinkers such as Marx or Du Bois. More
controversial is the inclusion of many entries on living the-
orists. However, just as scholars have read, and continue to
read, the work of Marx and Du Bois, they also devote them-
selves to the body of work created by contemporary theo-
rists such as Giddens and Habermas. Thus, even though they
are dwarfed by the number of entries on theories and theo-
retical ideas, this volume is characterized by a significant
number of entries on social theorists, both living and dead.

The editors have also developed a guide to point readers
in the direction of specific entries. This Reader’s Guide is
organized around 20 headings. In addition to the editorial
areas chosen while developing the Encyclopedia, we have
added a number of categories: Theorists, Schools and
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Theoretical Approaches, Macrosociological Theories,
Comparative and Historical Sociology, Psychoanalytic
Theory, Postmodern Theory, Politics and Government,
Method and Metatheory, and Economic Sociology.
Furthermore, we have included a category for Other/
Multiple National Traditions. This category includes all
those theorists who do not belong to the four national tradi-
tions identified in this introduction. No doubt, such distinc-
tions are difficult to make, and particular theorists who have
worked in more than one national tradition might identify
themselves differently than we have here or may even con-
sider the notion of national traditions unimportant. We find
this category useful in distinguishing theorists who do not
easily fall within the traditions noted earlier. In all, the
headings used in this Reader’s Guide were chosen not only
because they represent notable areas of study within social
theory (both past and present) but also because these
themes were well represented in the encyclopedia both
within and across seemingly independent editorial areas.
These categories are primarily guides for accessing materi-
als within the encyclopedia and should not be taken as
definitive of the major areas of study within social theory.
Finally, entries have not been assigned to only one category.
Most entries appear under two or more headings.

As with all such efforts, the creation of this encyclope-
dia had its highs and lows. The editors performed well and
did what was expected of them. In fact, in most cases, the
editors performed far beyond anything we could have
hoped, and deep gratitude is owed to them, indeed to all the
editors. In one case, an editor was forced to resign relatively
early in the process but was replaced by a team that com-
pleted the task with aplomb.

Of course, much the same story applies to the authors
of the entries in this volume. There were a few “no-shows”
and “dropouts,” and they were generally replaced with little
difficulty. A few people were late with their submissions.
However, in the end, virtually everything we wanted to see in
the encyclopedia is here, authored by scholars well qualified
to write the material. As we have looked over what has been
produced here, we find ourselves more than pleased with the
results. Most of the authors have outdone themselves and

in some cases have produced entries that far exceed what
we could have ever hoped for. The merits of this volume
are directly traceable to the work of the editorial board and,
especially, of the hundreds of authors.

A word about the managing editors, Todd Stillman and
Jeff Stepnisky. It is they who did the truly hard work
involved in bringing this mammoth project to a success-
ful completion. They handled all of the day-to-day tasks
involved in producing this encyclopedia, including the reg-
ular contact and seemingly endless e-mails with editors,
authors, and personnel at Sage. Their hard work freed up
the editor to concentrate on matters of substance and multi-
ple readings of each entry.

Finally, a word of thanks to Sage Publications, especially
to Rolf Janke, vice president and head of the reference divi-
sion. Rolf believed in this project from the beginning, pro-
vided all of the technical support we needed, and offered a
supportive environment in which to work. We thank him
as well as other Sage people who were involved along the
way, including Sara Tauber, Vince Burns, Yvette Pollastrini,
Denise Santoyo, Carla Freeman, Barbara Coster, and Linda
Gray. At the University of Maryland, Laura Mamo, Michael
Ryan, James Murphy, and Jon Lemich provided crucial aid
in bringing the project to completion. We thank all of those
who have been involved with the project. Because of their
efforts, we are confident that the Encyclopedia of Social
Theory will stand as an important resource for social
thought well into the twenty-first century.
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ACTOR NETWORK THEORY

Actor network theory (ANT), also known as enrolment
theory or the sociology of translation, emerged during the
mid-1980s, primarily with the work of Bruno Latour,
Michel Callon, and John Law. ANT is a conceptual frame
for exploring collective sociotechnical processes, whose
spokespersons have paid particular attention to science and
technologic activity. Stemming from a Science and
Technologies Studies (STS) interest in the elevated status of
scientific knowledge and counter to heroic accounts or inno-
vation models, ANT suggests that the work of science is not
fundamentally different from other social activities. ANT
privileges neither natural (realism) nor cultural (social con-
structivism) accounts of scientific production, asserting
instead that science is a process of heterogeneous engineering
in which the social, technical, conceptual, and textual are puz-
zled together (or juxtaposed) and transformed (or translated).

As one of many anti-essentialist movements, ANT does
not differentiate between science (knowledge) and technol-
ogy (artifact). Similarly, proponents do not subscribe to the
division between society and nature, truth and falsehood,
agency and structure, context and content, human and non-
human, microlevel phenomenon and macrolevel phenom-
enon, or knowledge and power. Nature and society,
subjectivity and structure, and fact and fiction are all effects
of collective activity. ANT advances a relational material-
ity, the material extension of semiotics, which presupposes
that all entities achieve significance in relation to others.
Science, then, is a network of heterogeneous elements real-
ized within a set of diverse practices.

THE ACTOR IN ANT

Taking seriously the agency of nonhumans (machines,
animals, texts, and hybrids, among others), the ANT network

is conceived as a heterogeneous amalgamation of textual,
conceptual, social, and technical actors. The “volitional
actor” for ANT, termed actant, is any agent, collective or
individual, that can associate or disassociate with other
agents. Actants enter into networked associations, which in
turn define them, name them, and provide them with sub-
stance, action, intention, and subjectivity. In other words,
actants are considered foundationally indeterminate, with
no a priori substance or essence, and it is via the networks
in which they associate that actants derive their nature.
Furthermore, actants themselves develop as networks.
Actors are combinations of symbolically invested “things,”
“identities,” relations, and inscriptions, networks capable of
nesting within other diverse networks.

THE NETWORK IN ANT

The terms actor and network are linked in an effort to
bypass the distinction between agency and structure, a core
preoccupation within sociology (as well as other disciplines).
This distinction is neither useful nor necessary for ANT the-
orists, as macrolevel phenomena are conceived as networks
that become more extensive and stabilized. Networks are
processual, built activities, performed by the actants out of
which they are composed. Each node and link is semiotically
derived, making networks local, variable, and contingent.

Analytically, ANT is interested in the ways in which
networks overcome resistance and strengthen internally, gain-
ing coherence and consistence (stabilize); how they organize
(juxtapose elements) and convert (translate) network
elements; how they prevent actors from following their own
proclivity (become durable); how they enlist others to
invest in or follow the program (enroll); how they bestow
qualities and motivations to actors (establish roles as
scripts); how they become increasingly transportable and
“useful” (simplify); and how they become functionally
indispensable (as obligatory points of passage).



2 Actor Network Theory

THE THEORY IN ANT

ANT is considered as much a method as a theory;
anti-essentialism informs both the conceptual frame used for
interpretation and guides the processes through which net-
works are examined. ANT advances three methodological
principles. The first is agnosticism, which advocates aban-
doning any a priori assumptions of the nature of networks,
causal conditions, or the accuracy of actant’s accounts. ANT
imposes impartiality and requires that all interpretations be
unprivileged. The second principle is generalized symmetry,
employing a single explanatory frame when interpreting
actants, human and nonhuman. Investigators should never
shift registers to examine individuals and organizations, bugs
and collectors, or computers and their programmers. The
third is free association, which advocates abandoning any
distinction between natural and social phenomenon. These
distinctions are the effects of networked activity, are not
causal, and cannot provide explanation.

In line with its ethnomethodological roots, ANT theo-
rists describe networks by “following the actor” into trans-
lations. Interested in contextual conversions as well as
alterations in content, ANT advocates entering scientific
debates prior to closure, examining science in the making.

THE CORE CONCEPT: TRANSLATION

For ANT theorists, the “success” of science is attribut-
able to the ability of scientific networks: to force entities to
pass through labs or clinics in order to harness “scientific
evidence” within disputes; to translate materials, actors,
and texts into inscriptions that allow influence at a distance;
and to organize as centers of translation where network ele-
ments are defined and controlled, and strategies for transla-
tion are developed and considered.

Within all sociotechnical networks, relational effects
result from disputes between actors, such as attempts at the
advancement of a particular program, which necessarily
results in social asymmetry. Therefore, ANT can also be
considered a theory of the mechanics of power: the stabi-
lization and reproduction of some interactions at the behest
of others, the construction and maintenance of network
centers and peripheries, and the establishment of hege-
mony. Rather than power as possession, power is persua-
sion, “measured” via the number of entities networked.
Power is generated in a relational and distributed manner as
a consequence of ordering struggles.

Central to ordering struggles is the concept of displace-
ment, inherent in the process of translation. Translation
(transport with deformation), as distinguishable from diffu-
sion (transfer without distortion), is both a process and
effect. Scientific knowledge and artifacts are translated as
networks become more extensive and/or concentrated and
as subsequent iterations emerge. Network actants, as well

as the relations that bind them, are translated as networks
change. Thus, translation is the process of establishing
identities and the conditions of interaction, and of charac-
terizing representations.

However, translation is always at the same time a
process of both social and physical displacement. Network
elements deviate from previous inclinations are converted
to inscriptions or immutable mobiles (combinable textual,
cartographic, or visual representations that remain stable
through space and time), are defined and ascribed roles, and
are mobilized and/or circulated through translation. The
realization of a set of networked possibilities entails that
others are always unrealized. As effect, translation orders,
and produces society and agency, nature and machine.

Translation is the process of converting entities, of making
similar (such that one entity may be substituted for another)
or simplifying (black-boxing or translating network ele-
ments into a single block) while retaining difference (trans-
lation is not simply transfer). In this sense, translation is
also betrayal, of origins and of solidity. In short, translation
is both a practice (making equivalent) and an outcome (both
realized effects and the displacement of alternative possi-
bilities), understood in terms of the translator, the trans-
lated, and the translation medium.

Networks characterized by a high level of convergence
are those that demonstrate agreement as a result of transla-
tion. That is, converged networks are those that are both
highly aligned and coordinated. Alignment describes the
degree to which networks are defined by a common history
and a shared space. Coordination refers to the adoption of
convention, codification, and translation regiments. Tightly
converged networks may also demonstrate strong irre-
versibilisation. The degree of irreversibility a network
demonstrates refers to the capacity to return to a previous
iteration of the network, as well as the degree to which sub-
sequent translations are determined. Tightly converged and
highly co-coordinated networks are, in other words, those
that are simplified through translation.

Simplified networks, when resulting in single-point
actants, are those that are punctualized or are black-boxed.
Punctualized networks are considered only in terms of their
input and output, are “taken for granted,” or are counted as
resource. Computed axial tomography (CAT) scans, despite
their internal complexity; genes, despite their controversial
nature; or the National Academy of Sciences, despite the
expanse of entities enrolled, may become black-boxed.

Black boxes, however, may always be reopened.
Networks demand continual maintenance because order is
always provisional. As a set of dynamic alliances, networks
are subject to possible desertion or competitor recruitment.
Furthermore, the stabilization of a network, however tem-
porary, involves the successful dismissal an antiprogram
through prevailing in a trial of strength (the direct con-
frontation of a claim or a spokesperson). A spokesperson
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speaks on the behalf of others, the entities he, she, or it
constitutes (animals or machines who do not speak or masses
of humans who defer to the spokespersons). Thus, spokes-
persons simplify networks of others (who may or may not
consent) by representing their interests, attributing identity,
establishing roles, and advancing a course of action. Outside
actants may challenge a network’s spokesperson (the valid-
ity or reliability of the representation) or confront an
advanced claim (the “truthfulness” of the assertion or the
efficacy of its measurements). Thus, domination is inher-
ently both contestable and reversible.

SITUATING ANT

Emerging during the mid-1980s, ANT was situated within
the sociology of science and technology. Traceable through
semiotics/structuralism and into poststructuralism, ANT
shares some similarities with Foucauldian material-semiotics
and borrows from his conception of power/knowledge.

One can also identify parallels between Deleuze and
Guattari’s conception of the assemblage and the ANT net-
work as dispersed, dynamic, performative, and topographical.
Theorists have also remained faithful to ethnomethodology,
acknowledging the built nature of sociotechnical networks
and advocating an examination of the taken for granted.

Throughout the 1980s, ANT had not coalesced into a
single theoretical perspective. Theorists presupposed that
advancing a single set of principles was counter to the
desire to sustain ANT as a diverse and dispersed set of prac-
tices with transformative properties. However, because of
the portability of its fundamental concepts, ANT became a
fixed center or obligatory point of passage by the mid-
1990s. Essentially, ANT was black-boxed.

Throughout the latter part of the twentieth century and into
the twenty-first, ANT was scathingly criticized: (1) as man-
agerialist, (2) as emphasizing Nietzschean mastery, (3) as
Machiavellian, (4) as colonizing “the other,” (5) as antihu-
manist, and (6) as representing the powerful. By the end of
the century, proponents engaged in a number of reactive/next-
stage strategies. Some theorists advocated fundamental trans-
formations. For example, recognition of the generative and
corroborative potential of networked description led to the
elevated import of decentering as vital to centering and “the
other” as essential to network consolidation. Other represen-
tatives merged ANT with additional theoretical perspectives;
ambivalence, oscillation, performance, and mobility surfaced
as networked possibilities. Finally, sensitive to the betrayal of
origins, Latour (1999) simply advocated, “abandoning what
was wrong with ANT, that is ‘actor,” ‘network,” ‘theory’ with-
out forgetting the hyphen” (p. 24).

— Cassandra S. Crawford

See also Ethnomethodology; Latour, Bruno; Semiology; Social
Studies of Science
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AFFECT CONTROL THEORY

Affect control theory links social identities, actions, and
emotions in a control system. In a control system, the
processes operate to maintain a reference level (like a ther-
mostat setting). In affect control theory, the reference levels
are the affective meanings that are linked to labels for iden-
tities and actions. People learn these meanings (how good,
how powerful, and how active things are) from their cul-
tures. When they enter social interactions, they define situ-
ations with verbal labels, such as “I’m a teacher, and the
person entering my office is an undergraduate student.” The
act of thinking about the situation in that way automatically
evokes meanings about what teachers and undergraduate
students are like on the three dimensions of goodness, pow-
erfulness, and activity levels. The basic principle of affect
control is that people expect, enact, and interpret actions
that will maintain these culturally given meanings for the
social identities and actions that occur in the situation.
David R. Heise developed the theory from Charles
Osgood’s work on the semantic differential as a method for
measuring affective meanings, from Harry Gollob’s
research on impression formation, and from William T.
Power’s control theory of perception.

The maintenance of meaning is what makes affect control
theory a control system: The culturally learned meanings are
stable aspects of how we think about our social world, and
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they act as a reference level for interpreting what happens in
social interactions. Events that occur can disturb the way
people seem at any given moment (e.g., we can judge that the
undergraduate student is lying to us, something we would not
expect an occupant of a fundamentally good, slightly weak,
very lively identity to do). When interactions are disturbed by
events that don’t maintain their cultural identity meanings,
people tend to do things in ways that restore those meanings.
So, a professor who thinks a student is lying to her might cre-
ate a new event, such as “the professor challenges the
student” that, when comprehended, would restore a sense
that the student and professor were acting in ways that were
expected or right. The theory does not require that this
process be conscious: The professor may not be aware of try-
ing to restore his or her identity and that of the student. But
the action that will produce restoration is the predicted one.

If a new event cannot be enacted to restore their and
others’ identities, actors may instead change the way they
are thinking about the situation in order to have the social
interaction make sense. For example, if we see a news story
that a priest has molested a child, this event is very hard to
reconcile with our cultural meanings of priests as good,
powerful, quiet people and children as good, weak, and
lively. The mathematical equations (estimated from
people’s reactions to many different events) that form the
empirical base of affect control theory tell us that good
people are very unlikely to do very bad things to other good
people. Such events cause massive changes in our impres-
sions about the people involved (making us think that the
priest is a much nastier, weaker, more active person than we
expect priests to be, among other things). Since we cannot
respond behaviorally to such an event, we are likely to try to
find cognitive ways of dealing with it by redefining the situ-
ation. If the facts are ambiguous, a reader might assume that
the action never happened and that the priest is being framed
or persecuted. If the action is well anchored in the account,
we may hold the parts of the event that we are sure of as
given (the child and the molestation) and ask ourselves,
“What kind of a person would do such an act?” The theory
can model the construction of this new identity. Concretely,
affect control theory uses mathematical equations to solve
for the three-dimensional profile (of goodness, powerfulness,
and activity) that would fit such an event. Such processing
would produce an identity more like rapist or fiend than
priest. So, when events occur that do not allow behavioral
action to restore identity and action meanings, people relabel
the situation instead. They come to see the actions in a dif-
ferent light (It wasn’t a lie, it was just a misunderstanding) or
label people with new identities (He’s not a priest, he’s a
fiend). The theory views social actors as composites of many
identities, one of which may be highlighted in a given situa-
tion because of institutional or affective constraints.

In affect control theory, emotions that people experience
are a combination of the situated identity the person occupies

(which is coded as a position on the three dimensions of
goodness, powerfulness, and activity) and the ways in which
events have shifted those meanings within the situation.
When social interaction is serving to sustain people’s identi-
ties (as affect control theory predicts that it usually will),
emotions are a direct function of the identity meanings. So,
acting as a friend will make you feel nicer than acting as a
critic. Occupying stigmatized (low-evaluation, low-potency)
identities leads to negative, powerless emotions. It makes
people feel depressed and anxious. On the other hand, occu-
pying high-status, powerful identities and operating to main-
tain their meanings leads to positive emotion.

Events fail to support identity meanings when people
enter a situation with differing definitions of the situation
(I think that you’re a chum, while you think that you’re my
boss); when actions are misinterpreted (Your advice seems
like criticism to me); or when physical/institutional con-
straints keep people from creating confirming events
(I have to vote against tenuring a junior colleague who is
my friend). After disturbing events, emotions signal both
the new impressions that individuals have formed of them-
selves in their identities and the directions in which their
identities have been deflected from their original, funda-
mental identity meanings. Therefore, a person who has hurt
a friend might still view him- or herself as “friend” in the
situation, but the transient, situated meanings of that iden-
tity after the hurtful act would produce much more negative
feelings than the identity usually evokes. The person would
feel bad, both because the situated meaning of the identity
was negatively evaluated and because the deflection had
moved it in a downward direction from an initially positive
position.

— Lynn Smith-Lovin

See also Identity; Role Theory; Self; Social Interaction; Symbolic
Interaction
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AGENCY-STRUCTURE INTEGRATION

One of the most important developments in recent
European social theory has been the move toward an inte-
gration of agency and structure theories and theorists. This
development parallels the rise of interest found in (gener-
ally) American sociology in the micro-macro integration.
There are, however, important differences to be noted.

Agency, although it generally refers to microlevel actors,
can also refer to macrolevel collectives that act. In other
words, any social being, whether an individual or a collec-
tive, can be considered to have agency. Similarly, structure,
although it usually refers to macrolevel structures, can also
refer to microlevel phenomena, such as human interaction.
Thus, the definition of both structure and agency can refer
to either micro- or macrolevel phenomena.

The best way to illustrate what is meant by agency-struc-
ture integration is to give several examples of endeavors in
this area. Perhaps the best-known effort is found in the
work of Anthony Giddens (1984, 1989) and his structura-
tion theory. Broadly, structuration theory is an attempt to
theorize the relationship between agency and structure.
Giddens draws on an exceptional number of theories, both
critiquing them and drawing valuable resources from them.
In the end, he rejects all theories with a strong agency or
structure bias in favor of his theory, which he claims begins
with “recurrent social practices” (Giddens 1989:252). He
claims that agency and structure cannot and should not be
thought of as separate forces, but rather as a duality exist-
ing in a dialectical relationship to one another. The two are
indiscernible and coexisting in all forms of human activity.

Although the focus of Giddens’s work begins with
recurrent social practices, he is adamant that these practices
are recursive. In other words, by engaging in activities as
actors, or what he calls “practice,” people are simultane-
ously constructing their own individual consciousnesses as
well as the overall structure. Both consciousness and struc-
ture are produced and reinforced by practice, and both
affect the way in which practice is played out. Giddens also
develops the idea of the “double hermeneutic” to describe
the difference in the way actors and sociologists use lan-
guage. He says we should be concerned with the disparity
in the language by which actors describe their own actions
and the language used by sociologists to describe those
actions. The way in which sociologists articulate what they
are studying can have an effect on that phenomenon and
hence may alter their findings.

Margaret Archer (1982) has developed another form of
agency-structure integration, which looks at the linkage
between agency and culture. She uses the term “culture” to
refer to nonmaterial phenomena and ideas as opposed to
structure, which she defines as material phenomena and
interests. Although she acknowledges that the distinction

between culture and structure is a conceptual one, since
they are largely intertwined in the real world, she still
argues that the two are not interchangeable and should, in
fact, be kept distinct.

Archer’s theory focuses on morphogenesis, or the
process whereby intricate interchanges in the system lead
not only to change in the overall structure of that system but
also to an end product of structural elaboration. The oppo-
site of this, morphostasis, refers to an absence of change.
The process of morphogenesis involves properties that
emerge from actions and interactions but are also distinct
from them. It also implies that existing structures can act
back on actions and interactions in a dialectical fashion.
Both morphogenesis and morphostasis are processes that
occur over time and focus on the infinite number of poten-
tial structural changes, alterations in action and interaction,
and structural elaboration that are possible.

Archer’s theory is an attempt to develop a systems
theory alternative to, and a critique of, Giddens’s structura-
tion theory. One of the most distinct differences between
Archer’s work and that of Giddens is her case for the bene-
fits of using dualities. Archer believes that agency and
culture are indeed separate entities and that denying this
separation denies the possibility of examining the effects of
one upon the other. She is also critical of Giddens’s theory,
as she sees it as too open-ended. In contrast, her theory
tends toward structural elaboration.

Another prominent theorist to attempt agency-structure
integration is the French sociologist Pierre Bourdieu (1977,
1984, 1990). His theory of habitus and field is animated by
his desire to break down what he sees as the unnecessary
barrier between objectivism (largely structure) and subjec-
tivism (largely agency). He focuses on the dialectical rela-
tionship between the two and what he sees as the outcome
of this dialectic, or practice. His theory implies that practice
is neither the result of unconstrained free will nor entirely
coerced by some outside force.

Bourdieu’s theory is built around what he calls “con-
structivist structuralism.” He is concerned with the way in
which actors view their social world, based on their loca-
tion in it. This viewpoint, however, is affected by the struc-
ture of the social world, which provides both the setting for
and the constraints on the perceptions of actors. Bourdieu’s
interest lies in the relationship (not always dialectical)
between social and mental structures.

Bourdieu uses the terms “habitus” and “field” to
describe the two major components of his theory. Habitus
refers to the cognitive structures people use to deal with the
social world. It is a “structuring structure” in that it is both
structured by and structures the way actors deal with the
outside social world. Each individual has a different habi-
tus, and it is based on the position one has within the larger
social environment. In other words, it is affected by things
such as age, wealth, sex, physical appearance, occupation,
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and so on. Field, on the other hand, is not a structure, but
rather a term used to describe the series of relationships
between the positions in it. It does not describe interactions
or social ties between the objective locations within it, but
rather exists independently of whatever actors or institu-
tions are a part of it and acts to constrain them. It is a type
of battlefield where the positions in it fight to improve their
positions by means of drawing upon their stock of various
kinds of capital (social, economic, symbolic, cultural).

Jiirgen Habermas (1987, 1991) is another contemporary
theorist who has tried to integrate structure and agency with
his theory of the “colonization of the lifeworld.” Habermas,
whose main focus is on communicative action and promot-
ing free and open speech, fears the encroachment of what
he calls the “system on the lifeworld.” He defines the sys-
tem as the realm of formal rationality (using Weber’s terms)
and the lifeworld as the realm of substantive rationality. The
colonization of the lifeworld, therefore, involves an
increase in formal rationality at the expense of substantive
rationality. This idea is similar to that of Weber’s on the iron
cage of rationality.

The lifeworld is an internal perspective that guides the
way actors perceive the outside world (or the system). It is
one way (the system is the other) of looking at the same
society. Habermas ties it heavily to communicative action
and fears that both are becoming increasingly constrained.
This constraint, in turn, leads to a “growing differentiation
between culture, society, and personality” (Habermas
1987:288).

The system is an external perspective that involves the
way an outside actor not involved in society would view
things. Although the system is rooted in the lifeworld, it has
its own characteristics separate and distinct from the life-
world. As these components grow and become strengthened
through the maintenance-oriented actions of the lifeworld,
they become more distant from and impose themselves on
the lifeworld. This distancing, in turn, weakens the func-
tions of the system (corresponding to those of the lifeworld)
of cultural reproduction, social integration, and personality
formation.

Overall, the move toward agency-structure integration in
Europe has become what many there consider the major
issue in modern social theory. Theorists such as Giddens,
Archer, Bourdieu, and Habermas have developed theories
that attempt to bring together both agency and structure
(although each uses slightly different terms to describe
these two concepts) into one integrated paradigm.
Paralleling the rise of micro-macro integration in the
United States, agency-structure integration is likely to be a
focal point in European social theory in the coming years.

— Michael Ryan

See also Bourdieu, Pierre; Giddens, Anthony; Habermas, Jiirgen;
Habitus; Micro-Macro Integration
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AGIL

Talcott Parsons’s AGIL schema summarizes the four
functional requisites or imperatives of any system of action:
adaptation (A), goal attainment (G), integration (I), and
latent pattern maintenance (L). Also known as the four-
function paradigm, the AGIL schema specifies for structural-
functional theory the needs of any living system and how
that system maintains order in relation to both its external
environment and internal organization. Parsons argued that
the AGIL schema could be employed in the analysis and
study of both abstract systems of action and actually exist-
ing, concrete societies. Parsons, in collaboration with
Robert F. Bales and Edward A. Shils, first formulated the
AGIL schema in the Working Papers in the Theory of
Action (1953).

One must first locate the AGIL schema at the highest
level of abstraction found in structural-functional social
theory, the general theory of action. One key tenet of the
general theory of action states that any complex of actions
or behaviors may be characterized as a system of action in
which the parts interact with one another and with the
external environment of the system. Each part of the system
performs certain functions for the maintenance of the sys-
tem as a whole. Some of these functions involve the rela-
tionship of the system to its external environment, while
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others involve the interrelationship of the parts of the
system to each other and to the whole. In addition, functions
may be characterized as either consummatory or instrumen-
tal. The former describes functions concerning the determina-
tion of the ends or goals of a system, while the latter describes
functions concerning the means with which the system pur-
sues its ends. Four functional requisites of any system emerge
from the superimposition of these two distinctions:

e Adaptation is an instrumental function by which a
system adapts to its external environment or adapts
the external environment to the system.

e Goal attainment is a consummatory function that
defines the goals and ends of a system and mobilizes
resources to attain them. Goal attainment is generally
oriented externally.

e Integration is a consummatory function that manages
the interrelationships of the parts of a system. The
integration function maintains internal coherence and
solidarity within the system.

e Latent pattern maintenance is an instrumental func-
tion that supplies all actors in the system with a source
of motivation. It provides normative patterns and
manages the tensions of actors internal to the system.

Parsons and his colleagues argued that any system of
action could be further broken down into subsystems of
action, each of which corresponds to one of the AGIL func-
tions. The behavioral organism performs the adaptation
function, and although it is the subsystem that adapts to and
transforms the physical world, Parsons devoted much more
energy to analyzing the other three subsystems. The per-
sonality, or personality system, performs the goal attain-
ment function insofar as it defines objectives and mobilizes
resources for the pursuit of ends. The social system per-
forms the function of integration by means of generating
solidarity and loyalty, defining acceptable and unacceptable
actions, granting rewards, and enforcing constraints. For
Parsons, the social system consists of manifold interactions
between ego and alter, norms and values, sanctions, status-
roles, and social institutions. Parsons insisted that social
theorists could analyze many phenomena—from firms to
entire societies—as social systems. The cultural system
performs the function of latent pattern maintenance by sup-
plying motivation to actors through ordered sets of symbols
and institutionalized patterns to the system as a whole.
Parsons placed a great deal of emphasis on the importance
of the cultural system for the stability of action systems.

The four subsystems are analytically distinct from and
irreducible from one another, but one must remember that
they are interrelated and interdependent in many ways. Note
that the four subsystems are each analytical and heuristic
tools that do not correspond directly to reality; rather, they
are aids for thinking about how systems function.

Parsons argued that just as an abstract system of action
can be analyzed in terms of the four functional imperatives
and the corresponding subsystems of action, so concrete
societies (as opposed to social systems) could be studied in
terms of their constituent subsystems. Parsons thus argued
that any given society (which could be an empire or a tribe
but was generally considered as a nation-state) consists of
an economy, a polity, a fiduciary system, and a societal
community.

The economy performs the function of adaptation by
means of the labor through which goods are produced and
distributed. The economy thereby assists a society in adapt-
ing to and transforming its environment. The polity, which
Parsons defines broadly to include many forms of defining
societal objectives, making decisions, and mobilizing
resources (e.g., firms and social movements as well as the
state), carries out the function of goal attainment. The soci-
etal community performs the function of integration and
thereby coordinates the various institutions of society and
maintains the ties of interdependency between its members.
Religion, law, or citizenship in the nation help to create coor-
dination, consent, coercion, and the ties of solidarity that pro-
mote stability and order in a society. Here, Parsons’s work on
the AGIL schema owes a great deal to the thinking of Emile
Durkheim. The fiduciary system carries out the function of
latent pattern maintenance. The fiduciary system is Parsons’s
formulation of socialization, which he argued was carried out
primarily by the family and schools, although other institu-
tions, such as the media, could also contribute to this func-
tion. The fiduciary system transmits and instills norms,
values, and patterned sets of symbols to the members of a
society, thus providing them with motivation.

— James M. Murphy

See also General Systems Theory; Parsons, Talcott; Structural
Functionalism
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ALEXANDER, JEFFREY

Jeffrey C. Alexander (b. 1947) is one of America’s most
prominent social theorists. Throughout his career,
Alexander has waged an aggressive campaign in defense of
general theory. Steering a middle course between radical
relativism (especially in its postmodern form) and tradi-
tional positivism, Alexander’s postpositivist epistemology,
elaborated in the first volume of Theoretical Logic in
Sociology (1982-1983) and Fin-de-Siecle Social Theory
(1995), presents a nuanced case in support of decentered
reason and the universalizing thrust of social theory, while
reproving the reduction of theory to fact. The remaining
three volumes of Theoretical Logic join postpositivism
to an ecumenical impulse that aims at transcending the
interminable debates between warring schools. Multi-
dimensionality is the most sophisticated expression of this
synthesizing ambition. Alexander depicts social science as
a continuum stretching from the abstract to the concrete.
Presuppositions are this continuum’s most general and
decisive element, and action and order are the key presup-
positions. Historically, sociologists have addressed action
by selecting either rational approaches that portray action
as an instrumental adaptation to material conditions or non-
rational perspectives that highlight how internal disposi-
tions mediate the relationship between actors and their
(external) environments. Order has been addressed by
either individualist theories that portray it as the product of
individual negotiations or choice, or collectivist paradigms
that explain it in terms of the emergent properties of social
organization itself. These one-sided depictions of action
and order have produced more heat than light, and
Alexander offers multidimensionality as a presuppositional
synthesis that breaks through this analytic impasse.
Multidimensionality actually involves two distinct synthe-
ses, the first (and stronger) of which holds that action is
shaped both by rational adaptations to external conditions
and actors’ subjective commitments. The weaker synthesis
recommends a collectivistic stance to order while acknowl-
edging that individualistic theories, with their elucidation
of the contingent dimensions of action, supply useful
empirical insights into how social structures are (re)pro-
duced and transformed.

Multidimensionality’s primary purpose is evaluative and
prescriptive. Postpositivism holds that social science is a
two-tiered process, propelled as much by theoretical logic as
by empirical evidence. Consequently, sociological theory
and research should be assessed not only by reference to
facts but also in terms of their presuppositions. In Theoretical
Logic, Twenty Lectures (1987) and innumerable other critical
readings, Alexander demonstrates how classic and contem-
porary formulations falling short of multidimensionality
are rent by internal inconsistencies, residual categories,

conflated levels of analysis, and empirical anomalies. These
weaknesses prompt ad hoc revisions, but so long as the
framework’s presuppositions fall short of multidimensional-
ity, there are fundamental debilities that no amount of tinker-
ing and fine-tuning can remedy. Ultimately, there is only one
viable solution to these theoretical dilemmas and empirical
shortcomings: Sociological theory and research must be
reconstructed along multidimensional lines.

Alexander’s middle-range contributions to the study of
social change, culture, and civil society complement his
general theorizing. Differentiation and Social Change
(1990) reconstructs Durkheim’s and Parsons’s neoevolu-
tionary explanations of modernity, arguing that accounts
depicting structural differentiation as an adaptation to
environmental exigencies should be supplemented with
in-depth, historical investigations that examine how institu-
tional entrepreneurs, research mobilization, coalition for-
mation, and group competition and conflict affect the
course of differentiation. He also presents a more inclusive
conception of the consequences of differentiation, noting
that in addition to increased efficiency and reintegration,
highly differentiated societies spawn considerable anxiety,
various pathologies, and new forms of conflict within and
between differentiated institutions.

Cultural sociology is a principal focus of Alexander’s
current efforts. Comprised of symbolic sets, culture patterns
action as surely as more visible material conditions. The
partial autonomy of culture is assured because meaning
derives not from the concrete referent signified by a symbol,
but from the interrelations of symbols themselves. Culture
structures reality cognitively, and it also performs crucial
evaluative tasks. In Durkheimian Sociology (1988),
Alexander argues that sacred symbols supply images of
purity and oblige those committed to them to protect their
referents from harm. Profane symbols embody this harm,
providing images of pollution and danger, and identifying
groups and actions that must be defended against. In Evil
and Good (2001), he asserts that cultural systems are no less
preoccupied with the “negative” than they are with the “pos-
itive”’: The bad, evil, and undesirable are central components
of all cultural systems and are symbolized every bit as elab-
orately as the good, right, and desirable. For Alexander, the
conflict between good and bad functions inside culture as an
internal dynamic; contention and negation are culturally
coded and expected; repression, exclusion, and domination
are vital elements of symbol systems; and pollution and
purification are key ritual processes evident even in ostensi-
bly secular societies. Alexander employs his cultural sociol-
ogy to shed new light on a variety of phenomena, ranging
from Watergate to technology and social theory itself.

Alexander is also investigating the emergence and trans-
formation of civil society. Real Civil Societies (1998)
describes the civil sphere as an arena analytically and
empirically differentiated from other institutions (e.g., the
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state and market) and gives particular attention to the
solidary aspects of the modern civil realm. Civil solidarity
revolves around a distinctive type of universalizing com-
munity, an inclusive “we-ness” that comes gradually to be
defined and enforced. The growth of the civil realm is far
from inevitable, and moments of expansion are frequently
followed by periods of particularistic retrenchment. The
ebb and flow of civil solidarity are partially due to the inter-
relations between civil and noncivil spheres, and Alexander
examines these boundary relations in terms of three ideal-
typical forms: destructive intrusions, civil repairs, and facili-
tating inputs. He amplifies this model of civil society,
contingent conception of inclusion, and systemic analysis
of boundary relations by examining the discursive strate-
gies fought by social movements championing a more egal-
itarian society. In The Possibilities of Justice (forthcoming),
Alexander presents a provocative reinterpretation of the
civil rights movement, emphasizing its ability to translate
the exclusion of African Americans into a profane trans-
gression against the sacred core of American civil society.

— Paul Colomy

See also Civil Society; Durkheim, Emile; Metatheory; Structural
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ALIENATION

Alienation: a romantic image of great influence, claim-
ing that we are not and cannot be at home in the modern

world, but must be powerfully alienated from it. The idea is
connected especially to the work of the young Karl Marx,
where it is central to the so-called Paris Manuscripts of
1844. It came to represent a key concern into the 1960s,
when these writings of the young Marx were first trans-
lated into English, coinciding with the emergence of the
counterculture across America and Europe. The idea of
alienation has significant precedents in the work of
Rousseau and Schiller. There, it was the human spirit in
struggle against modern civilization. For the early
Rousseau, the self was at home in nature; civilization was
an artefact, a blot on the landscape. For Schiller, the indus-
trial division of labour resulted in the division or dissection
of the human individual. This became a key theme or sen-
sibility in Marx’s work, through to Capital: “To subdivide
a person is to execute them.” Thus the connection with
counterculture radicalism, anticonservatism, and opposi-
tion to war and bureaucracy: “I am an individual, do not
bend, fold, or spindle.”

The idea of alienation in its broadest use therefore
reflects this romantic intellectual theme and its popular ren-
dition into the 1960s. It responds to what Cornelius
Castoriadis would call the “demand of autonomy.” By the
60s, it came to represent a more generalized sense of being
“out of it.” For Marx, in contrast, alienation had a more pre-
cise and detailed meaning; and though the Paris
Manuscripts are often incomplete, and suggestive more
than substantive, Marx’s views on alienation are clear and
strong, and typologized. Alienation, for Marx, refers cen-
trally to the alienation of labour. The early Marx holds cre-
ative labour to be the essence of humanity. To live is to act,
to transform the world and the self. Labour is the medium
of this process. Marx thus works out of a tradition of philo-
sophical anthropology, for which humanity is defined as
creative or generative and social institutions are subjected
to criticism on the grounds that they work against such
qualities. What is wrong with capitalism, for the young
Marx, is not that it is unfair or inefficient in its distribution,
but that it denies the human essence. It denies the right cre-
atively to labour. In the German language, some tension
exists regarding what in English we call alienation.
Literally, alienation is Entfremdung, where fremd is strange
or alien, which of course presumes this prior original con-
dition. Marx also refers, however, to Entausserung, which
is usually translated as objectification. Human animals
objectify themselves; we make our worlds; the bee makes
its too, but we design ours first in our heads. Objectification
is not stigmatic or negative in the way that alienation is; it
refers to the expressionist sense of Ausdruck, that culture
results from expressing something that is held to be innate
in us (or in some of us).

Marx’s typology of alienation shifts through four stages
or movements, all connected to this ontology of labour. As
Marx explains it, alienated labour involves, first, alienation
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from the object of labour, the thing produced. Alienation is
a hard material fact; I produce for the other, for the master;
I relinquish control over the results of production. I give
over of my self and my labour to the other. I objectify
myself, here, but not in circumstances of my choosing; the
necessary act of Entausserung, or objectification, is turned
under the relations of private property into Entfremdung.
Alienated labour involves, second, alienation from the
process of production. Marx’s ultimate value concern is
with human activity and not the distribution of things.
Humans are defined by their creative capacities. To be
denied of the process creatively to labour is to be denied
our humanity. This is the ontologically most significant
aspect of alienation: alienation from the capacity to create,
or to transform the world, nature, and culture through
labour. Third, Marx insists, there is an additional dynamic.
As we are alienated from the results of the process and the
process of labour itself, so are we alienated from each
other, from our fellows, with whom we ought really coop-
erate rather than compete or remain indifferent toward. We
are therefore alienated from each other in the process of
alienated labour. Fourth, Marx argues at a more abstract
level (and this category disappears from his later work)
that when we alienate our labour, we are alienated from the
human essence as species-being (Gattungswesen). This
seems to be an abstract extension of the previous claim:
We alienate ourselves not only from the particularity of our
immediate coworkers but also from the generality of
humanity as such.

The young Marx retains this kind of cosmological natu-
ralism or humanism. It reflects his conversion via
Feuerbach to the idea that we endow God (or capital) with
power, denying it to ourselves. In its totality, this argument
appeals in its antimodernism. It implies preference for the
nonalienated world before capitalism, of a kind that is often
associated with Tonnies in Gemeinschaft und Gesellschaft.
Where for Rousseau or Schiller, the source of the problem
is modern civilization, for Marx it is modernity as capital-
ism. In Marx’s later work, the figure of alienation gives way
to that of commodification, where commodification
includes the commodification of labour-power. After Marx,
with Lukdcs and via Simmel, the idea refigures as reifica-
tion, thingification, the transformation of process into an
apparently unmovable world of things that appears to pre-
cede us and to control us, as if by magic. The idea of the
Fremder, or stranger, is recast by Simmel as a modern per-
sonality-type. Marx’s prepossession with labour as the
defining activity of humanity becomes a focus of critique
for Hannah Arendt and later Jiirgen Habermas, where poli-
tics or communication is viewed as central rather than
labour.

— Peter Beilharz
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FURTHER READINGS AND REFERENCES

Gould, C. 1978. Marx’s Social Ontology: Individuality and
Community in Marx’s Theory of Social Reality. Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press.

Markus, G. 1982. “Alienation and Reification in Marx and
Lukécs.” Thesis Eleven 5-6:139-61.

Marx, Karl. 1975. Early Writings. Harmondsworth, UK: Penguin.

Ollman, B. 1976. Alienation: Marx’s Conception of Man in
Capitalism Society. 2d ed. New York: Cambridge University
Press.

ALTHUSSER, LOUIS

Louis Althusser (1918-1990) was born in Birmandries,
in Algeria, to a petit-bourgeois, Catholic family. His father,
Charles Althusser, was a bank manager and had all the traits
of the authoritarian colonialist personality. The young
Louis was fascinated by monastic life and remained a
believer until after World War II.

In 1939, Althusser began his agrégation in philosophy at
the prestigious Ecole Normale Supérieure (Rue d’Ulm) in
Paris, but the war intervened, so it was not until 1946, after
a period in a German prison camp, that he could continue
his studies, taking his agrégation in 1948, the same year
that he joined the French Communist Party. After this,
Althusser became the caiman of the Ecole Normale
Supérieure, a position that involved preparing candidates
for the agrégation in philosophy.

While a student at the Ecole—and still suffering the
after effects of being a prisoner of war, manifested in severe
bouts of depression—Althusser met his future wife, Hélene
Rytman, with whom he had a tempestuous and tragic rela-
tionship. It ended in Althusser taking his wife’s life in
November 1980.

Thus, despite becoming a hard-line Marxist, Althusser’s
biography points to a supremely tormented and conflicted
individual who truly agonised over the state of the world
and his own, often less-than-admirable personal traits.

This, then, is the man who became the leading thinker of
Structuralist Marxism. As such, he led the movement against
the humanist interpretation of Marx’s work, an interpretation
based on Marx’s Hegelian and Feuerbachian early works.
Indeed, Althusser, famously, became a theoretical antihuman-
ist, claiming that if Marx was humanist in his theory of capi-
tal, he was little different from many other nineteenth-century,
including Christian, thinkers. The most important ideas for
which Althusser became well-known can be summarised in
the following terms: (1) problematic, (2) symptomatic read-
ing, (3) Marx’s science (of the mode of production), (4) epis-
temological break, (5) overdetermination, and (6) ideology.
We shall examine each of these in turn.
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When considering what distinguishes Marx’s theory of
history and economic relations from other epistemological
and ontological positions, Althusser claims that Marx was
not simply the inheritor of the classical political economy
framework, nor was he a philosopher in the style of Hegel’s
idealism and Feuerbach’s humanism, even if Marx’s early
works, such as The Economic and Philosophical
Manuscripts (1967) are often couched in the language of
Hegel (1770-1831) and Feuerbach (1804—1872). Even if in
his early work Marx ponders the nature of the essence of
“man,” this does not constitute the core of his originality.
Moreover, while at the level of appearance, Marx seems
to endorse the idea that the proletariat—like the poor in
Christianity—will come to inherit the wealth of society
because they are its producers and the revealers of its
essence, this does not constitute Marx’s originality. Instead,
the significant difference that is discernible between Marx’s
writing of the 1840s and his work between 1857 and 1863,
including Capital, must be interpreted. In the later writing,
Marx is not looking for the essence of “man,” but for the
logic of the capitalist system in history. That capitalism is a
system has fundamental implications for its theorisation. To
explain how Marx’s originality might be couched in a
language and a terminology that were sometimes evocative
of an earlier philosophical era, Althusser uses the term
problematic.

A problematic marks out a horizon of thought and is the
framework within which problems are posed. At a given
historical conjuncture, it limits the language and concepts
that are available for expressing ideas and problems. It is
the precondition of a given theoretical field of inquiry. The
point, then, is that Marx was forced to use concepts and lan-
guage that preceded him, namely, the language, at times, of
Feuerbachian humanism and classical political economy.
Marx’s problematic is not the condition of the labourer or
of humanity in general under capitalism, but the idea of a
mode of production and its history, which is a structural
notion. The real question, Althusser says, has to do with
how a mode of production gives insight into the relation-
ship between the material infrastructure and the ideological
superstructure of a social formation.

To discern a new problematic in Marx’s writing entails
reading Marx in a rigorous way so that the similarity
between the language of the problematic of classical politi-
cal economy and that of Marx’s problematic are not
allowed to be fused together. To enable him to do this from
a methodological point of view, Althusser developed the
notion of a symptomatic reading. Following Freud’s
method for interpreting dreams, a symptomatic reading is
not content with a literal approach to a text, but sees the
manifest content as disguising a latent content, the pres-
ence of which is signalled by possible inconsistencies,
contradictions, and repetitions—in other words, by symp-
tomatic phenomena.

Related to the method of a symptomatic reading is the
concept, indebted to Gaston Bachelard (1884—1962) and
the French tradition of epistemology, of an epistemological
break. Just because a single author is deemed to have writ-
ten a range of works does not mean that they are all derived
from the same epistemological source. Thus, the fact that
Marx’s works up to 1857 rely on an Enlightenment, human-
ist epistemological framework does not entail that the later
works do. There can be an epistemological break between
works of the same author, as there can be between the works
of different authors.

Part of Marx’s new problematic is his discovery of the
concept of the mode of production. Althusser reiterates that
the mode of production is the unique object of historical
materialism and that now, there is no “society,” only modes
of production that evolve in history and are immanent at the
different levels of the structured, social whole. The social
whole is still equivalent to the determination by the economy
“in the last instance.” So, the economy is still there as a deter-
mining factor, but it manifests itself only in a displaced way.

In other words, the social whole is not an expression, or
reflection, of the economic infrastructure. The nature of the
economic mode of production cannot be “read off” the sur-
face effects of the whole. Instead, once again, as we find in
Freud, there is the phenomenon of “overdetermination,”
where the reality of the mode of production is not directly
expressed in ideology or consciousness. Only the operation
of science can reveal the ways in which a given mode of
production impacts on the numerous levels of the social for-
mation. Such a science itself has to avoid the empiricist
notion that reality is ultimately directly reflected in sym-
bolic forms. Science is always a construction of reality car-
ried out according to the rule of science prevailing at a
given historical moment.

Finally, Althusser in his later work developed a theory of
ideology that saw it as being “without history” providing
the framework in which people live their relationships to
the social reality in which they are located. Subjects are
formed in ideology, as it is this that locates them in the sys-
tem of relationships necessary for the maintenance of
unequal class relations. Ideology “hails” people as particu-
lar individuals and subjects and, in doing so, forms identi-
ties that are functional to the capitalist system of
exploitation. Most of all, though, Althusser argues that ide-
ology is not an intellectual illusion, but is a practice—the
spontaneous practice through which people live everyday
life. Such practices are supported by, and give support to,
the “ideological state apparatuses” (school, church, legal
system, family, communications, political parties) that
ensure that the capitalist system keeps functioning.

— John Lechte

See also Historical Materialism; Marx, Karl; Marxism; Political
Economy; Social Class; Theory Construction
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ANNALES SCHOOL

The phrase “Annales school” refers to the journal
Annales d’Histoire Economique et Sociale, founded in
France in 1929 by Lucien Febvre and Marc Bloch, and to
the work of subsequent French historians such as Fernand
Braudel, Emmanuel LeRoy Ladurie, Jacques LeGoff,
Georges Duby, and others who either edited or were closely
associated with this journal. The Annales school originated
in the post-1900 European setting of cultural ferment in
which historians and social scientists sought new
approaches to the intellectual problems inherited from the
past. Febvre and Bloch were both critical of the predomi-
nant emphasis on famous persons and events as well as the
documentary methods currently advanced by historians
such as Langlois and Seignebos. They were both sympa-
thetic to a variety of new intellectual currents, including
Henri Berr’s quest for a synthesis of historical knowledge,
the work of the geographer Vidal de la Blache, the
Durkheim school of sociology, Lucien Lévy-Bruhl’s stud-
ies of “primitive mentalities,” and the efforts of historians
and economists such as Henri Pirenne and Francois
Simiand to create a comparative history informed by scien-
tific methods. Durkheim’s L’Année Sociologique, founded
in 1898, and Berr’s Revue de Synthese Historique, founded
in 1900, both provided models of broadly interdisciplinary
cooperation.

Much of the work leading to the formation and early
history of Annales was accomplished at Strasbourg, where
both Febvre and Bloch taught between 1920 and 1933. The
environment there was well suited to new intellectual
initiatives. Researchers from a variety of disciplines worked
in close contact with one another. These included the histori-
ans Henri Bremond and Georges Lefebvre, who both

worked on problems of historical psychology and mentalities,
as well as the sociologist Maurice Halbwachs, who wrote
on collective memory, was a member of the Durkheim
school of sociology, and was also on the original editorial
board of Annales.

Although Braudel later protested the designation
“school” to describe the work of the Annales group, the
studies done by Annales historians share several distinctive
perspectives that make the designation “school” generally
convincing, if we are cautious to also take into account the
individual and generational differences among its various
members. The central orientations promoted by Febvre and
Bloch, which initially defined the new approach, included a
focus on problem-oriented history; the use of comparative
methods in historical research; the development of a more
synthetic total history; the creation of a new social history
that investigates the lives of previously neglected popula-
tions, rather than only rulers and elites; the anchorage of
historical research in geographical, environmental (and in
the later Annales writers, even climatic) contexts; and,
finally, study of the “mentalities” informing historical
societies.

The second generation of Annales historians, under the
added influence of Braudel and Ernest Labrousse, supple-
mented this overall agenda with a focus on material civi-
lization, a strongly quantitative and statistical approach to
economic and social history, and an attempt to construct
serial histories tracing the precise fluctuations of not only
prices, production, and availability of goods but also cul-
tural productions such as publications, religious docu-
ments, and so forth. Accompanying these newer empirical
foci was a shared delineation of three dimensions of histor-
ical time that had been only implicit in the work of Febvre
and Bloch. This temporal division included (1) a short term,
focused on notable persons and political events (histoire
événementielle) largely scorned by the Annales group;
(2) the study of shorter historical periods (e.g., one to two
centuries), with a focus on the distinctive outcomes, or
conjunctures, resulting from the mutual interconnections
of economic and social and, to a lesser degree, cultural
processes; and (3) the longue durée of history, focused on
the impact of enduring geohistorical and civilizational
structures. In general, later historians in this group have
typically adopted the broad distinction between structure
and conjuncture as one of their central organizing motifs.

Despite their common interest in redirecting historical
scholarship, Febvre and Bloch each worked in his own dis-
tinctive direction. Febvre was a wide-ranging, restless
thinker who wrote essays on a variety of topics, often to
challenge other historians into new ways of approaching
historical questions or establish the importance of new
topics. He wrote a study of the Franche-Comté region, a
geographical introduction to history published in Berr’s
series, L’évolution d’humanité, and myriad essays exploring
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a wide range of historical topics, especially the Renaissance
and Reformation. Febvre especially encouraged the study
of the emotional climates and moral sensibilities of the
past. He urged new historical studies of the history of love,
hatred, fear, death, and related emotional states. Although
he admired the work of the few previous investigators in
these fields, such as Johan Huizinga, he was also critical of
that author’s book on The Waning of the Middle Ages
(1919). He thought it provided an excessively schematic
depiction of the radical alternation of emotional states in
late medieval culture and argued that the ambivalence of
emotional structures is found in every civilization.

Febvre was the author or coauthor of several books that
figure prominently in current historical and sociological
scholarship. His study (with Henri Martin) of The Coming
of the Book (1958), published after Febvre’s death, has
received increasing attention more recently. Its focus on
changing material culture associated with the explosion of
the printed word engaged Febvre’s interest in mentalities
and added historical substance to the theoretical issues
being raised by Marshall McLuhan concerning the orches-
tration of the senses in various cultures and the rise of modern
print culture. However, Febvre’s greatest and most enduring
work is The Problem of Unbelief in the Sixteenth Century:
The Religion of Rabelais (1942). This was also a study of
mentalities and for a time, the only substantial one done by
the Annales group. It also focused on the ideas of elite or
literary culture and had strong links to traditional intellec-
tual history. In that respect, it stood out from the later
Annales investigations of mentalities, which emphasized
the study of popular culture and collective psychology. In
his work on unbelief, Febvre drew on the Durkheimian con-
ception of basic categories and words as “mental equip-
ment” and argued against the so-called modernity of
Rabelais as a forerunner of an atheistic worldview. In
Febvre’s view, unbelief was impossible in an era saturated
in religious sentiment, terminology, and controversy, where
the term atheist itself was used to register disagreement
with an opponent’s religious ideas. Febvre also summa-
rized, before McLuhan, the basic theme of that author’s
later writings when he argued that the sixteenth century saw
a shift from the predominance of the ear to that of the eye.
Only with the shift in the latter half of the sixteenth century
to newer philosophical and scientific ideas, under the influ-
ence of figures such as Descartes, does the sixteenth-
century mentality undergo a substantial transformation,
reflected in the large increase in the number of key terms
newly available to later sixteenth-century thinkers.

While Febvre concentrated on early modern-European
history, Bloch was primarily a medievalist. Although he
was influenced by Marx and emphasized the historical role
of the common people rather than political elites, in several
respects, he was closer to the sociological approach of the
Durkheim school. He developed precise concepts for use in

historical research (e.g., the concept of feudal society),
emphasized the importance of collective sentiments and
beliefs, and aimed at the creation of a “total history.” He
wrote an early regional study of the le-de-France but also
advanced the study of comparative history at both the
methodological and substantive levels. He carried out com-
parisons of particular institutions, social groups, and histor-
ical processes (e.g., kingship, administrative classes) within
the orbit of European civilization (e.g., France, England,
Germany) but also ventured into a wider field of compar-
isons between civilizations (e.g., European and Japanese
feudalism). He was interested in technical change but
focused on the social and cultural forces that molded tech-
nology. For example, he argued that slavery declined in
Europe partly because of the influence of Christian ideas,
which in turn created a dearth of servile labor and initiated
a quest for new laborsaving technologies.

Bloch’s first major book, his most Durkheimian work,
was Royal Touch (1924). It employed the concept of col-
lective representations to examine the collective psychol-
ogy behind this belief and drew, as well, on Lévy-Bruhl’s
notion of primitive mentality and J. G. Frazer’s studies of
sacred kingship. It traced the healing power attributed to
kings from the medieval through the early modern period
and focused on a comparison of France and England.

Bloch’s longest and most important book is the two-
volume Feudal Society (1939-1940). Although Febvre himself
took exception to what he thought was its excessively soci-
ological and abstract presentation of medieval history, it
represents Bloch’s most successful attempt, and perhaps
that of the entire Annales school, to write a “total history.”
Through the use of the concept of a “feudal society,” it
combines into a synthetic whole the understanding of the
environment, economic life, political power, personal ties,
social groups and classes, collective beliefs, sentiments and
practices, and the work of intellectuals in the European
middle ages. It is also a comparative study of societies set
within the framework of European “civilization” in its
medieval historical form. Although it pays more attention to
social groups and to the masses than to the individuals
and families in the political elite, it does discuss political
organization.

Bloch also wrote more on economic and social history
than Febvre. After his departure from Strasbourg in 1936,
he assumed Henri Hauser’s Chair of Economic History at
Paris. In this respect, he was closer than Febvre to the con-
cerns of many later members of the Annales school. His
book on French Rural History (1931) is in some respects
his most personal book, because of its focus on rural peas-
ant economy and society with which Bloch identified so
strongly. It examined the longue durée of history from the
twelfth to the eighteenth centuries and used the “regressive”
method of moving from the known to the unknown, devel-
oped by earlier historians such as Frederic William
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Maitland, to reconstruct the “original characteristics” of
French agriculture.

During the five years between Marc Bloch’s death in
1944, at the hands of the Nazis, and the publication in 1949
of Fernand Braudel’s book on The Mediterranean and the
Mediterranean World at the Time of Phillip II, a second
generation of Annales historians emerged into prominence.
Also, several institutional changes took place that affected
the group. In 1946, the journal’s title was changed to
Annales: Economies, Sociétés, Civilizations, indicating a
shift in emphasis from the earlier title. More important was
the formation in 1947 of the new Sixth Section of the Ecole
Pratique des Hautes Etudes. Febvre became president of the
Section as well as director of the Centre de Récherches
Historiques, a subsection of the larger Sixth Section. After
Febvre’s death in 1956, Braudel became editor of the jour-
nal. The new Sixth Section provided the Annales group
with an influential organizational center from which to dis-
seminate their vision of historical research.

Several other influences within Annales were at work in
defining the school’s major historical concerns. In particular,
the second generation of Annales turned toward a strongly
quantitative, statistical, and even “materialistic” approach
to history and focused heavily on economic history. In this
respect, Frangois Simiand, an economist closely associated
with the Durkheim school, provided an important inspira-
tion. Simiand had been an early critic of established histo-
riography and, in 1932, had published an influential work
on the general movement of prices, where he distinguished
between the phases of economic expansion (called “A
Phases”) and contraction (the “B Phases”) in longer eco-
nomic cycles. This distinction became central to later
Annales historians in their efforts to chart the relationships
between price fluctuations and social, cultural, and political
changes. Ernest Labrousse was a second influential pioneer
of this approach. His work of 1933 on the history of prices
and revenues in eighteenth-century France set the tone for
many later studies. Labrousse introduced the use of more
statistical methods as well as a greater appreciation of
Marxism’s contributions (something that Marc Bloch had
developed earlier, if to a lesser extent).

After its publication, Braudel’s massive study of the
Mediterranean world became one of the major reference
points for later Annales authors. The book’s geographical
focus on a sea as the unifying historical force marked an
extension to a new scale of the more limited regional stud-
ies done by earlier members of Annales and continued by
later authors. Its temporal emphasis was decidedly on the
longue durée of slowly changing, indeed almost stable
“structures” emerging around the Mediterranean. However,
it also had a second substantial focus on the sixteenth-
century “conjunctures” of economic, social and, to a lesser
degree, cultural processes. Events, persons, and political
processes occupied a distant third place in Braudel’s study.

Perhaps equally important was Braudel’s attention to the
spatial dimensions of history.

The book became the subject of widespread praise but
also extensive critical commentary. While some of the
book’s detailed historical arguments have been challenged,
the major criticisms have focused on larger issues of per-
spective and method. For example, Braudel was thought to
be excessively deterministic and place too much emphasis
on the long-term “destiny” forged for societies by the
Mediterranean environment. The book seemed to be a
“history without people.” Braudel’s neglect of actors and
events seemed to eliminate the element of voluntarism from
history. Despite its chapter on “civilizations,” his study also
lacked any fuller engagement with the problem of “mental-
ities” (one of Febvre’s major interests). In general, the
Annales group has given much greater attention to the
economies and societies subtitle of their journal and much
less to the study of their third putative focus, civilizations.
However, Braudel was later to give a series of lectures on
civilizations, published after his death, which partially reme-
died this neglect and contains a particularly important intro-
ductory chapter on the concept of civilization in history and
the social sciences. This chapter draws particularly on the
earlier ideas of Marcel Mauss about civilizations.

Braudel followed his Mediterranean work with another,
equally ambitious three-volume study of early modern
economy and society. While the book focused on Europe, it
generally adopted a global perspective and drew in a wider
range of comparisons among civilizations. The first volume
struck a characteristically Braudellian note with its empha-
sis on material civilization. The second volume focused on
the expansion of early modern commerce, while the third
traced the emergence of a world perspective and global
socioeconomic system. In this final volume, Braudel
resisted the effort to create a more coherent image of the
modern capitalist world system, such as the one developed
later by Immanuel Wallerstein (under Braudel’s influence).
Braudel remained a historian with interdisciplinary and
global interests but refused to become a social theorist.

Braudel’s treatise on the Mediterranean encouraged
heroic efforts among his compatriots at Annales. Between
1956 and 1960, Pierre and Huguette Chaunu assembled a
huge study of trade between Spain and the New World and
surpassed even Braudel in scope by taking the Atlantic as
its geohistorical focus. Chaunu’s work also introduced
more explicitly the notions of “structure” and “conjunc-
ture” into Annales discourse. While a spatial and geohistor-
ical emphasis had already led Febvre and Bloch to do
regional studies, this research trend continued to be a cen-
tral part of the group’s work, not only in the efforts at a
global history in the massive volumes of Braudel and
Chaunu but also in more focused studies, for example, by
Pierre Goubert on Beauvais, Immanuel Le Roy Ladurie on
Languedoc, and Michel Vovelle on Provence.
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The third generation of Annales historians that began to
emerge in the 1960s and 1970s has produced many note-
worthy individuals and studies, but perhaps the most
famous is Emmanuel Le Roy Ladurie. His various studies,
beginning with his thesis on the peasants of Languedoc,
continue Braudel’s concern with geohistory but also expand
it in a variety of directions not addressed very thoroughly
by Braudel. These include a focus on mentalities (e.g., the
inquisition and heresy in Montaillou), climatic influences,
serial history (e.g., wine harvests), and in general, an effort
to achieve the ideal of a “total history” originally called for
by Febvre and Bloch. Le Roy Ladurie’s book Montaillou
also attempted to achieve the Annales goal of a total history
through the intensive study of every aspect of a particular
community. This approach resembled the earlier studies of
whole communities done by both anthropologists and soci-
ologists. Through the work of Le Roy Ladurie and his tal-
ent for reaching wider audiences, the history of Annales
also became more widely known to the public; indeed,
Ladurie became something of a celebrity, much as Foucault
and others had done.

One of the major shifts in scholarly focus among the
third generation of Annales historians has been a greater
attention to the problem of “mentalities.” This change was
in part a reaction against the seemingly exclusive focus of
second-generation Annales writers on an economically ori-
ented geohistory. However, it was also prompted by the
work of historians outside the Annales orbit, such as Phillip
Aries and Michel Foucault, whose works on topics such as
the family, death, and mental illness posed a challenge to
the established Annales paradigm. Febvre’s aforementioned
work on the problem of unbelief in the sixteenth century
was the outstanding study in this genre, and for a long time,
very infrequently emulated. However, the renewed interest
in mentalities took a different form. Febvre had focused on
major literary figures and elite culture, while the new inter-
est was in historical psychology, popular culture, and what
might be called “mass mentalities.”

Robert Mandrou, one of Febvre’s early associates, had
already moved in this direction in his 1961 study of early
modern-French popular culture. However, the following
Annales figures greatly expanded this effort: Jean
Delumeau drew on psychological theories to write his
history of sin and fear in early modern Europe. Others, such
as Georges Duby and Michel Vovelle, introduced Marxian
ideas about ideology into Annales discourse. Jacques
LeGoff, the outstanding medievalist in the group after
Bloch, wrote a large treatise on the development of the
medieval image of purgatory. This focus on religious ideas
was later extended by Delumeau to the study of the history
of Christian ideas about paradise. Finally, the renewed
study of mentalities was inspired, in part, by the work of
“symbolic anthropology,” with its focus on ritual, symbol,
and collective definitions of reality. In this way, the work of

Annales figures such as Georges Duby, Le Roy Ladurie,
and others has been cross-fertilized by the writings of
Marcel Mauss, Victor Turner, and Erving Goffman.

The historical focus of Annales has been primarily on
medieval and early modern Europe. Contemporary society
has been given much less attention. Many of their key con-
cepts and methods—the longue durée, structure, conjuncture,
A and B economic phases, and so on—were better suited to
the study of the slow change or socioeconomic fluctuations of
premodern agrarian societies. The work of Charles Morazé on
The Triumph of the Bourgeoisie (1957) was, for a long time,
the main exception to this generalization, although more
recently, Annales figures such as Marc Ferro have written on
topics such as the Russian Revolution from a standpoint con-
gruent with the general Annales paradigm.

At the time of its inception, the Annales approach repre-
sented a departure from current practices in history and a
new starting point. However, in succeeding as much as they
have in defining a new style of historical research for the
twentieth century, Annales and its approach have them-
selves become the historical establishment in France, and to
a lesser degree and in varying ways, elsewhere in the world,
where they have helped promote a new social history. The
movement has left behind landmark works by Febvre,
Bloch, Braudel, Le Roy Ladurie, and others, which will
provide major reference points for historians and continue
to be debated during this century.

At the same time, as the Annales school has grown, it
has diversified its substantive focus. In many respects, its
varied objects of investigation have come to resemble the
specialties found in the adjacent field of sociology. Issues
of the journal have addressed fields such as popular culture,
the family, deviance, religion, and a wide variety of other
topics, most of which continue to cross established disci-
plinary lines. In the process, it may have lost sight of at
least one of its original objectives, the creation of a total
history. This goal has not only been challenged by regional
and topical specialization, but attempts have also been
made to realize this objective in a different form. The large,
synthetic works such as those of Bloch and Braudel have
been supplemented by a more comprehensive coverage of
analytically distinct subtopics as well as more thorough, if
focused, studies on particular communities and regions. In
the process, the meaning of a total history has shifted away
from the sort of thing represented by Bloch’s study of
feudal society, or even Braudel’s massive studies, and has
perhaps come closer to what Le Roy Ladurie accomplished
in his study of Montaillou. Whether this indicates a break-
down of one of the Annales original objectives or merely
the prelude to more synthetic efforts remains to be seen.

— Donald A. Nielsen

See also Certeau, Michel de; Durkheim, Emile; Foucault, Michel;
Wallerstein, Immanuel; World-Systems Theory



16 Anomie

FURTHER READINGS AND REFERENCES

Bloch, Marc. 1961. Feudal Society, 2 vols. Translated by
L. A. Manyon. Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

. 1973. The Royal Touch. Translated by J. E. Anderson.
London: Routledge.

Braudel, Fernand. 1972. The Mediterranean and the
Mediterranean World in the Age of Philip 11, 2 vols. Translated
by Sian Reynolds. New York: Harper & Row.

. 1980. On History. Translated by Sarah Matthews.
Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Burke, Peter. 1990. The French Historical Revolution: The

1929-1989. Stanford, CA: Stanford

Annales School,
University Press.

Clark, Stuart, ed. 1999. The Annales School, 4 vols. New York:
Routledge.

Febvre, Lucien. 1973. A New Kind of History and Other Essays.
Edited by Peter Burke, translated by K. Folca. New York:
Harper Torchbooks.

. 1982. The Problem of Unbelief in the Sixteenth Century:

The Religion of Rabelais. Translated by Beatrice Gottlieb.

Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

1996. Marc Bloch, Sociology, and
Geography. New York: Cambridge University Press.

Le Roy Ladurie, Emmanuel. 1978. Montaillou: The Promised
Land of Error. Translated by Barbara Bray. New York: George

Friedman, Susan W.

Braziller.

Stoianovich, Traian. With a foreword by Fernand Braudel. 1976.
French Historical Method: The Annales Paradigm. Ithaca, NY:
Cornell University Press.

ANOMIE

Anomie is a condition delineated by Emile Durkheim
(1858-1917). 1t is closely related to his thinking on the
collective conscience. The collective conscience, for
Durkheim, represents the common morality, or more
specifically, shared understandings, beliefs, norms, and
values. In mechanical solidarity, it was strong and was a
powerful binding force on people, but it has come to be
weakened with the transition to organic solidarity. When
this common morality is weakened, one of the things that
happens is that people become unclear as to what is appro-
priate and what is inappropriate behavior; they feel a sense
of normlessness and rootlessness. In other words, this lack
of clear moral guidelines leaves people with a sense of
anomie. Thus, anomie is a condition associated with
organic solidarity and with the decline in the power of the
collective conscience.

Durkheim’s ([1897] 1951) most practical application of
the concept of anomie is found in his classic study of suicide.
Durkheim argued that there are four types of suicide—egoistic,

altruistic, anomic, and fatalistic—which are determined by
the individual’s level of integration into and regulation by
society. Anomic suicide is most likely to occur when the
regulative ability of society is disrupted, when the level of
regulation by society on the individual is reduced or is low.
During such times, the collective conscience, or the level of
collective moral restraint, is weakened, and the passions of
the individual are allowed to simply run free with little or
no constraint. These individual passions then come to rule
the lives of individuals, leading them to a wide range of
destructive actions, including suicide, that they might not
otherwise commit.

A negative event, such as an economic depression, can
lead to heightened levels of anomie. For example, losing
one’s job for a lengthy period of time, with little prospect of
ever recovering it or one like it, can obviously lead to
anomie. However, it is important to note that anomie is not
precipitated only by negative events. ‘“Positive” events can
also lead to a sense of normlessness for individuals who
experience them. For example, an economic boom can also
radically alter one’s sense of what is normal and hence
leave one struggling to adjust to a new lifestyle and a new
set of norms. Thus, because times are so good, one might
change employers, jobs, or even careers, and such changes
can also lead to anomie.

Durkheim viewed anomie, and the other problems of the
modern world, as pathologies that are not permanent, but
rather temporary abnormalities of the social world. Unlike
the revolutionary attitude taken by many more radical
theorists such as Marx, the far more conservative Durkheim
was more concerned with “curing” society than he was
in revolutionizing it. This role of a social reformer led
Durkheim to propose a number of potential solutions to the
social pathology of anomie. He believed that the most
important of these involved the role to be played by occu-
pational associations. He saw these associations as being
able to bring workers, managers, and owners together into
a single, unified group and thus help to restore the collec-
tive sense of a common morality. This strengthening of the
collective conscience would lead to a decline in the condi-
tion of anomie and hence offer a potential “cure.”

Robert Merton (1910-2003) was another prominent
social theorist who employed and further developed the
concept of anomie. Merton made a significant contribution
to the structural functionalist approach to which he adhered
by extending the idea of functions to also include dysfunc-
tions (negative consequences). The idea of dysfunctions
became particularly relevant to Merton in his analysis of the
relationship between culture, structure, and anomie.

Merton defined culture in much the same way that
Durkheim defined the collective conscience, as a system of
norms and values that is present in society and is common
to, and governs the behavior of, its members. He defined social
structure as the organized system of social relationships in
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which the members of a given society are involved. In
addition, Merton was interested in the relationship between
culturally determined ends and the structurally defined
means to those ends. For Merton, anomie occurs when the
means available to people make it difficult or impossible for
them to achieve the cultural goals outlined by society. This
tends to lead to a higher level of deviance among members as
they are forced to find alternative (sometimes illegal) means
to achieve the culturally prescribed goals. In this way,
anomie, as represented by the disjuncture between social
structures and cultural goals, is dysfunctional for society.

— Michael Ryan

See also Collective Conscience; Crime; Deviance; Durkheim,
Emile; Merton, Robert
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ANZALDUA, GLORIA

Gloria Anzaldua (b. 1942) was among the first writers to
critique academic feminism for constructing theory and
practice based on white, middle-class, heterosexual experi-
ences and for excluding the experiences of “other” women
from its analyses. In This Bridge Called My Back (1981),
she joined with other women whose voices and experiences
had been ignored. This anthology initiated a call for femi-
nists to create theory and practice that address the situations
of all women: women of color, working-class women, les-
bians, and aging women as well as white, economically
privileged, heterosexual women. Only through inclusion
can real social change emerge. Indeed, Anzaldua’s writings
and theorizing partly reflect her lived experiences as a les-
bian Chicana.

Drawing on her own experiences as a Mexican
American, lesbian woman, Anzaldua explores the “border-
lands” of experience. She describes the splintered aspects
of social identity and refers to borderlands as both physical
locations (life in border towns, on the margins of society) as
well as the social-psychological states experienced when

one’s identity is simultaneously embedded in oppositional
racial, political, and historical relations. Her work calls for
the constant deconstruction of racial and sexual categories
in which binaries limit the imagination of agents. For
example, she names binary categories such as white/black
or male/female as despotic dualities that enable us to see
only one or the other, as well as to be only one or the other.
Her work offers a complex analysis of race, gender, class,
and sexual politics that is grounded in her own life experi-
ences and attempts to synthesize the fragmented aspects of
social identity.

Anzaldua offers the physical, mental, and conceptual
borders in a new, inclusive intercultural and intracultural
analysis of identity: a physical and cultural location she calls
“the new mestiza.” This new location comprises racial, ideo-
logical, cultural, and biological “cross-pollination.” Genetic
streams and chromosomes cross, mix, and become not an
inferior being, but a hybrid progeny she sees as more muta-
ble and richer. In this sense, and from this physical location,
an “alien consciousness” can emerge: a new mestiza con-
sciousness that is the consciousness of the borderlands.

Through her work on borderlands and the new mestiza,
Anzaldua critiques the way language has been used to
suppress “‘other” discourses, particularly those groups
whose locations and ways of experiencing the world are
outside the Anglo/white/Western perspectives. To counter
Eurocentric language, Anzaldua’s work celebrates diversity
and multicultural experiences, creating texts that integrate
Spanish, Mexican, and Native American voices and dialects
as legitimate.

Anzaldua argues that Chicanas are an eclectic
cultural/racial/gendered blend of Indian, Spanish, black, and
Mexican, who typically learn how to negate their Indian and
black heritage and affirm only their Mexican-Spanish
heritage. By doing so, Chicanas inadvertently reinforce the
racial and cultural hierarchy prevalent in the West, in which
light/European culture is conceptualized and privileged as
more civilized, progressive, and rational than dark/
Indian/black perspectives. For social theorists, Anzaldua’s
work is notable for emphasizing the importance of the
researcher’s life experiences as starting points and grounding
points for all theorizing. Her work exemplifies embodied the-
orizing. She argues that it is only through the body that the
social and physical world is experienced. The images and
words we use and the stories we tell must arise from the flesh
and bone of the body if they are to articulate a lived reality
and offer any meaningful transformative power.

Anzaldua was born in 1942, in Rio Grande Valley, in
South Texas. She received her bachelor and master’s of art
degrees from the University of Texas at Austin.

— Candice Bryant Simonds and Paula Brush

See also Essentialism; Feminism; Feminist Epistemology; Matrix
of Domination; Postcolonialism
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AUGE, MARC

French anthropologist Marc Augé belongs to the gener-
ation of scholars who were trained in the 1960s in Paris—
that is, the generation for whom the likes of Louis
Althusser, Michel de Certeau, Gilles Deleuze, and Michel
Foucault can be counted as teachers and crucial influences
or antagonists, as the case may be. A prolific, witty, and
complex author, Augé considers himself to be an anthro-
pologist; but his lifelong project has been one of reinvent-
ing what it means to anthropology in the rapidly changing
times we refer to as “postmodernity.” While his work has
only recently come to the attention of mainstream Anglo-
American social theory, where it is generally read as part of
a tradition of writing on the city and everyday life that
includes the writings of Henri Lefebvre, Michel de Certeau,
and Guy Debord, it has a very distinguished reputation in
France.

Marc Augé’s career can be divided into three stages,
reflecting shifts in both his geographical focus and theoreti-
cal development: early (African), middle (European), and
late (global). This obviously schematic picture is somewhat
forced, because Augé never abandoned his interest in Africa
and continued to write about it well into the European and
global phases. However, it is nevertheless representative of
an intellectual trajectory that begins with very localised
ethnographic work and culminates in the elaboration of what
he calls an “Anthropology for Contemporaneous Worlds.”
These successive stages do not involve a broadening of inter-
est or focus as such, but rather the development of a theoret-
ical apparatus able to meet the demands of the growing
conviction that the local can no longer be understood except
as a part of the complicated whole.

Augé’s career began with a series of extended field trips to
West Africa, where he researched the Alladian peoples and
cultures situated on the edge of a large lagoon, west of
Abidjan on the Ivory Coast. He spent close to two years there,
between November 1965 and May 1967, researching almost
every conceivable aspect of the culture and history of the
region. The culmination of this endeavour is the masterly Le
rivage Alladian: Organisation et évolution des villages
Alladian (1969). As Tom Conley (2002a) has noted, this work
marks a considerable advance on previous anthropological
accounts of so-called peoples without history in that it factors

colonial history into its interpretation, along with an analysis
of spirituality and kinship. The result, Conley (2002a) says,
“is moving and almost cinematographic” (p. x).

The sequel, Théorie des pouvoirs et idéologie: Etudes de
cas en Cote d’Ivoire (1975), follows three further field excur-
sions to the Ivory Coast between 1968 and 1971. It was writ-
ten in the shadow of the student protests of May 1968, which
although witnessed only from afar, nevertheless register their
effects on this work. “Through the study of ways that a
subject can believe in sorcery Augé gathers a sense of the
ideology of power as well as the elements that justify it and
allow it to be transmitted and reproduced” (Conley
2002a:xii). Augé coined the term “ideo-logic” to describe his
research object, which he defined as the inner logic of the
representations a society makes of itself to itself. This interest
in the “logic” of a particular culture shows the strong influence
exerted by Michel de Certeau, who in the same period con-
ducted his own researches into the “cultural logic” of every-
day life. A third and final instalment in this series of studies
was added in 1977, Pouvoirs de vie, pouvoirs de mort.

The second, or European, stage (La traversée du
Luxembourg, 1985; Un ethnologue dans le métro, 1986,
translated as In the Metro, 2002; and Domaines et chdteaux,
1989) applies methods developed in the course of fieldwork
in Africa. According to Conley (2002a), at least four
aspects of this period of Augé’s work appear to have been
transposed from the Ivory Coast to Paris: (1) the paradoxi-
cal increase in the intensity of solitude brought about by the
expansion of communications technologies; (2) the strange
recognition that the other is also an “I”’; (3) the “non-place,”
the ambivalent space that has none of the familiar attributes
of place—for instance, it incites no sense of belonging; and
(4) the oblivion and aberration of memory. The work in this
period emphasises the anthropologist’s own experience in a
way that neither the earlier nor later work does. Augé does
this by comparing his own impressions of these places with
those produced by some of French literature’s greatest writ-
ers: Balzac, Flaubert, Nerval, Proust, and Stendhal. What
this comparison illustrates is the apparent insuperability of
the gap between language and experience. Yet it is that very
gap, he argues, that his anthropology must be able to close
if it is to be of continuing relevance in contemporary
society.

The third, or global, stage (Non-Places, 1995; A Sense
for the Other, 1998; An Anthropology for Contemporaneous
Worlds, 1998; and The War of Dreams, 1999), is an
extended meditation on the disparity between observations
made in the course of anthropological fieldwork in the first
and the second stages of Augé’s career. It is at least partially
the result of his travels; for instance, his concept of the
“non-place” refers to those spaces one typically encounters
when travelling, such as airports, bus terminals, hotels, and
so on, which one remembers only in the generic. Emblematic
in this regard is Augé’s marvellous account of the Paris
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Métro. “The memorial form of In the Metro elegantly betrays
the stakes of an enterprise that ties the topological dimen-
sions of psychoanalytic anthropology that Augé had devel-
oped in the work on sorcery to the art of fiction” (Conley
2002b:83). Ultimately, his aim is to theorise globalisation as
it is lived in properly global terms; it is also an attempt to
reinvigorate the discipline of anthropology as a whole. To
that end, he deploys a number of novel writing techniques,
describing the synthetic results as “ethno-novels.”

Augé is perhaps the first anthropologist to offer a theory
of “global society” that isn’t simply an extension of
theories primarily developed to explain first-world condi-
tions, such as Marxism or psychoanalysis (for comparable
attempts in the field of sociology, think of the work of
Bauman, Beck, and Giddens). In this respect, Augé’s pro-
posal (it remains a work-in-progress) not only matches the
comprehensiveness of competing theories of a “global
society,” it goes a step further than they do and contrives its
picture of the world from entirely original sources.
Although it remains an open question whether or not
Augé’s “Anthropology for Contemporaneous Worlds” will
prove to be of lasting interest, it can nonetheless be said
with certainty that this combination of comprehensiveness
and originality commands our attention today. Bold theo-
retical innovations of this nature are few and far between.

Indeed, contemporary anthropology has tended to shy
away from both postmodernism and globalisation, believ-
ing, as James Clifford has tirelessly argued for the last
decade and a half, that uneven economic development
means that there isn’t sufficient unity of experience at an
anthropological level to speak in “global” terms. By the
same token, even those theorists who do accept the idea of
globalisation (Appadurai and Canclini), tend to read it in
terms of ongoing dialogue between the first and third
worlds, thus reinforcing the disunity of experience thesis by
other means. As such, anthropology has not been able to
produce a theory of society adequate to its globalised
nature. Thus, Augé’s position should not be compared with
that of fellow postmodern anthropologists such as James
Clifford, about whom Augé can find nothing positive to say.
For Augé, reinventing anthropology means going back to
the basic, defining experience of the anthropological expe-
rience, the encounter with the other—but not so as to find
reasons not to engage with them, as certain strands of iden-
tity politics seem to demand, but to discover how the other
others us.

— Ian Buchanan

See also Castoriadis, Cornelius; Certeau, Michel de
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AUTHORITY

Questions surrounding the topic of authority have long
interested sociologists. Who has it? Where is it derived
from? What kinds are there? How is it exercised?

Max Weber was interested in the concept of authority
and how it related to what he perceived to be the increasing
rationalization of society. He saw authority as the legitimate
form of domination (there were illegitimate forms as well),
which he defined as the “probability that certain specific
commands (or all commands) will be obeyed by a given
group of persons” (Weber [1921] 1968:212). He outlined
three basic types of authority: traditional, charismatic, and
rational-legal. Traditional authority is based on a historical
precedent and the idea that one should rule because of a
long-standing belief system. Charismatic authority is
derived from the extraordinary skills or characteristics of
the leader, or at least the perception of them by followers.
Rational-legal authority, the one most interesting to Weber,
is possible only in the modern world and is based on a set
of rational rules that are formally enacted. This type of
authority represents the most highly bureaucratized, and its
increasing presence speaks to Weber’s theory of the
increasing rationalization of society.

A conflict theorist interested in issues of authority was
Ralf Dahrendorf (1959). He argued that authority was
derived from social positions, rather than the characteristics



20 Authority

of individuals. In particular, Dahrendorf was interested in
the conflicts between these macrosociologically deter-
mined social positions. Authority, to Dahrendorf, implied
both superordination and subordination. Hence, those who
are in positions of authority rule because of the expectation
of their positions and those around them, not because of any
internal personal characteristics. Since authority is found in
the position, however, those who do not comply with role
expectations are subject to scrutiny and removal.
Dahrendorf further argued that authority is not a con-
stant. In other words, a person who possesses authority in
one time or place may not possess authority in a different
time or place. Furthermore, any relationship of authority is
composed of exactly two interest groups. Those with

authority seek to maintain things the way they are, while
those lacking in authority seek change. Consequently, any
position of authority is always at risk of being overthrown.

— Michael Ryan

See also Conflict Theory; Dahrendorf, Ralf; Herrschaft (Rule);
Power; Rationalization; Weber, Max
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BARTKY, SANDRA LEE

Educated at the University of Illinois at Urbana (BA,
MA, PhD), Sandra Lee Bartky (b. 1935) is a passionate
theorist of political responsibility and moral agency. From
the late 1950s, she was active in the civil rights movement.
Later, she joined her university’s chapter of New University
Conference, which by her own account led her away from
existentialism and into Marxism (Strobel 1995:57). In the
1970s, Bartky’s experiences as an activist led to her central
role in forming a women’s liberation group as well as a
women’s studies program at the University of Illinois at
Chicago, where she began and now continues her academic
career. Today, the Gender and Women’s Studies Program is
a thriving enterprise. Bartky has also participated in the
environmentalist movement as well as various antiwar
movements. She is also a founder of the Society for Women
in Philosophy (SWIP).

Feminist philosopher and award-winning professor,
Bartky stands on the cutting edge of feminist theory. Her
work illustrates how a feminist phenomenology, informed
by Marxian and other ideas, can promote not only personal
transformation but also social change and cultural transfor-
mation. Dramatically illustrative is the contemporary clas-
sic Bartky has contributed to feminist theory. Widely used
in women’s studies and philosophy classes, Femininity and
Domination: Studies in the Phenomenology of Oppression
(1990) is a masterpiece that emphasizes the thoroughgoing
embodiment of consciousness. It underscores Bartky’s
commitment to raising women’s consciousness while also
influencing the women’s movement. Like other feminist
theorists but more powerfully than most, Bartky (1990) also
has academic goals. She seeks to intervene in “traditional
philosophy” as well as in social constructions of the “chau-
vinized woman.” Hers is interventionist social theorizing
centered on women’s embodied consciousness.
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Bartky’s theorizing in Femininity and Domination
revolves around a “hermeneutics of suspicion.” Suspicious
of her own interpretive stances as well as those endorsed
across various institutions, her analytical voice is as careful
as it is forceful. At the same time, it is both critical and
hopeful, blending a “pessimism of the intellect” with an
“optimism of the will.” Bartky’s own lived experiences,
occasionally revisited with disciplined passion, serve her as
a theoretical resource, as do her astute readings of Simone
de Beauvoir, Frantz Fanon, Michel Foucault, Karl Marx,
and Jean-Paul Sartre (among others).

That Bartky’s feminist theorizing is fundamentally phe-
nomenological becomes clear in the first essay, “Toward a
Phenomenology of Feminist Consciousness.” Approaching
social reality as a “social lifeworld” and seeing feminist
consciousness as “anguished,” “uncertain,” and “confused,”
Bartky argues that feminists are conscious of the same real-
ities as other members of society, but they define those real-
ities differently and respond to them critically. As the
phenomenologist Alfred Schiitz might have put it, feminists
typically bring a distinctive system of relevances to their
experiences. The realities they experience as “alien,” “hostile,”
and “unjust” continually sediment their women-centered
relevances.

From Bartky’s perspective, what fuels feminist rele-
vances is, above all, alienation. Given her alienated, that is,
divided or split consciousness, the female person with
feminist consciousness is attuned to the deceptive, contra-
dictory character of the social lifeworld. She thus inclines
toward wary anticipation of the affronts built into respectable,
taken-for-granted practices. Worst of all, perhaps, feminist
consciousness includes wariness of one’s self that charac-
teristically finds expression in self-vigilance. Bartky con-
cludes that feminist consciousness emerges in a person not
only alienated from her world but also split within herself,
whose everyday life occasions substantial resistance as well
as continual vigilance.
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“On Psychological Oppression,” the second essay in
Femininity and Domination, makes use of Fanon’s theoriz-
ing about cultural domination, stereotyping, and sexual
objectification. Bartky treats these as the main practices
promoting psychological oppression among the persons
subjected to them. Exploring how women react to these
practices, especially in preoccupation with the appearance
of their bodies, Bartky shows that psychological oppression
often makes a “viable identity” elusive. She also shows that
psychological oppression emanates from how society both
affirms and denies women’s humanness. What holds many
contemporary women back, though, is not legal, religious,
and other formal strictures as much as their own learned
sense of inferiority and resultant psychic alienation, each
informally enforced and reinforced in everyday interactions
and cultural constructions. The costs of alienation run far
higher than anguish, hesitancy, and self-doubt, then. They
extend to compromising one’s agency (see below) by hold-
ing back and stepping aside in ways that help to maintain
male privilege.

In another essay, Bartky looks at the connections among
“Narcissism, Femininity, and Alienation” by exploring
mainstream femininity as narcissistic as well as alienating.
Thereafter, she brilliantly explores a prospect few feminist
theorists have examined, namely, a “nonrepressive narcis-
sism.” Bartky allows for revolutionizing corporal aesthetics
so that body display becomes a pleasurable, playful option
centered on self-ornamentation as self-expression. Such a
feminist aesthetic could, Bartky argues, fulfill what Marx
called an “emancipation of the senses.” At the same time,
such an aesthetic could free girls and women from those
forms of discipline that feminize their female bodies,
namely, practices focusing on the body’s shape and size as
well as those involving feminine gestures and ornamenta-
tion (McLaren 1993).

The next two essays also engage Bartky in exploring
connections between phenomena too often left in separate
theoretical niches. “Feminine Masochism and the Politics
of Personal Transformation” makes theoretical space for a
feminist rendering of how forbidden desires may be neces-
sary in or at least crucial for an individual’s psychic well-
being. “Foucault, Femininity, and the Modernization of
Patriarchal Power” takes hold of Foucault’s Discipline and
Punish (1977) and extends it to encompass distinctively
feminine, docile bodies. While overriding the masculinist
limits of Foucault’s work, Bartky demonstrates how mun-
dane practices of disciplining their bodies engage women in
compliance with patriarchy.

In “Shame and Gender,” Bartky focuses on “emotions of
self-assessment.” She observes that these emotions may pro-
mote self-obsession of a stagnant, disempowering sort. Given
that the self-assessment emotions hold many women back,
Bartky calls for a “political phenomenology of the emotions”
capable of showing how subjectivity is curtailed and subjection

is heightened by the emotions women commonly learn are
proper or even essential to their femininity.

The last of Bartky’s essays in Femininity and
Domination is perhaps the most daring. “Tending Wounds
and Feeding Egos: Deference and Disaffection in Women’s
Emotional Labor” considers how women’s moral com-
passes often falter due to excessive concern about other
people’s feelings. Above all, Bartky examines how the cul-
tural mandate for women to tend to the emotional well-
being of the men in their lives can compromise their own
moral sense. Often, women “have been morally silenced or
morally compromised in small ways,” says Bartky (1990),
“because we thought it more important to provide emo-
tional support than to keep faith with our own principles”
(p. 113). Paradoxically, one principle undergirding the
moral sense of many women is that emotional caregiving is
a precious and at times pleasurable responsibility. Thus,
Bartky advocates closer looks at women’s everyday lives
where their subordination becomes woven into their taken-
for-granted routines and roles. She ends the essay by argu-
ing that women’s subordination lies not only in women’s
embodied consciousness but also in the caregiving and ego-
sustaining activities they are often glad to undertake on
behalf of others.

From beginning to end, then, Femininity and
Domination offers brilliant illustrations of how feminism
combines critique and resistance (Bartky 1993). Yet some
take Bartky to task for her critique of mainstream feminin-
ity. One commentator on Bartky’s work, for example, does
agree that feminists need a critical posture toward feminin-
ity but goes on to argue along lines that cultural feminists
often adopt, namely, that femininity comprises values and
perspectives that are widely needed and ought to be advo-
cated throughout society (Schweickart 1993). To imply in
any way that Bartky opposes femininity across the board,
though, is to misread her careful arguments. Bartky is a pro-
ponent of everyday activism who is intent on making her
work relevant for activists. Respectful of the lived experi-
ences of feminine persons, Bartky envisions a transforma-
tion of those aspects of their femininity that diminish their
personhood. All the while, she quietly valorizes femininity
as a field of practical possibilities superficially appreciated
and much exploited by those committed to the patriarchal
status quo.

Elsewhere, Bartky (1995) explores the practical possi-
bilities of femininity in and through the concept of agency,
which implies that a person’s actions are significantly “self-
generated and self-determined.” Revisiting Foucault’s
work, Bartky concludes that well before his ideas were
widely known, contemporary feminist theorists had already
affirmed and complicated the matter of human agency. In
the aggregate, their work had already problematized every-
day life as well as “the normalizing practices of masculin-
ity and femininity, the compulsory imposition of identities,
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and the regimes of knowledge and power” that weigh
oppressively on girls and women (Bartky 1995:190; cf.
Smith 1990).

Ever committed to the feminist project of critique and
resistance, Bartky is unafraid to articulate feminism’s own
failings. Insisting that feminist theory and theories of sexu-
ality are inescapably linked, as she had already implied in
Femininity and Domination, Bartky (1995) admits that fem-
inism itself sometimes denies women’s sexual agency.
Through its own stances toward women’s sexualities, femi-
nism has sometimes sponsored normalizing notions that
treat some choices and options as emblems of feminist con-
sciousness and others as less desirable or even unacceptable
among feminists. Thus does Bartky affirm both women’s
sexual agency and feminists’ responsibility to support
women’s agency in all its diversity.

These ideas on agency are reprinted in Bartky’s (2002)
“Sympathy and Solidarity” and Other Essays. This collec-
tion includes three new essays and four other reprints first
published between 1997 and 2002. The opening essay,
“Suffering to Be Beautiful,” reiterates and updates Bartky’s
earlier theorizing about the disciplinary practices under-
girding femininity, the costs of deviating from feminine
codes, and the need for a revolutionary aesthetic of the
flesh. Fresh points punctuate this essay. Bartky (2002)
observes, for instance, that women who use cosmetics cre-
atively are more likely to be seen as eccentric, not artistic;
that consumerist economies link patriarchy and profit with
the linkage mediated by the web of fashion-beauty corpo-
rations; and that the imagery and practices of femininity
remain racist and classist.

Bartky also revisits Foucault in this collection. “‘Catch
Me if You Can’: Foucault on the Repressive Hypothesis”
challenges his interpretation of repression, mostly by draw-
ing on pivotal ideas from Sigmund Freud, Wilhelm Reich,
and Herbert Marcuse. Here, Bartky seems more the
philosopher than feminist theorist. Yet her theorizing is
around issues of sexual repression, which generally affects
girls and women more pervasively and consequentially than
boys and men.

Bartky’s (2002) next essay is also decidedly philosophi-
cal. “Sympathy and Solidarity” uses Max Scheler’s ideas to
explore how feminists, as activists more than theorists, can
negotiate the terrain of their differences while building up
solidarity with one another. Bartky positions this essay on
theoretical ground, while emphasizing that the arena
between theory and practice is where social movements are
built out of the immanent confluence of both.

Although neither of her next two essays concerns build-
ing a social movement, each could be used toward that end.
Each could also be used to gain insights into the lived expe-
riences and distinctive standpoint Bartky claims for herself.
Both essays are self-revelatory beyond what is typical
among social theorists. Even many feminist theorists reveal

less of themselves in their work than Bartky shares in
“Unplanned Obsolescence: Some Reflections on Aging”
and “Phenomenology of a Hyphenated Consciousness.”
The former essay delivers what its title promises, namely,
reflections, more than a philosophical argument or theoret-
ical exploration. Frank about the deprivations, losses, and
suffering that eventuate among most North American adults
before they die, Bartky shares her own experiences and
expectations as a person growing old. This essay’s narrator
is human to the core as she grapples with existential cir-
cumstances that are, she assumes, bittersweet at their very
best. Throughout the essay, her standpoint is diffusely but
strongly feminist, thus underscoring both the nongendered
and the gendered aspects of old age.

“Phenomenology of a Hyphenated Consciousness” is an
autobiographical discussion in which Bartky writes primarily
as a Jewish American woman. Told from the standpoint of a
woman who identifies herself as a member of an ethnic
minority, this account is a colorful survey of what identity
means as a set of practices comprising both conformity and
resistance. It also deals with issues about what members owe
to those groups whose very existence, never mind history and
culture, provides grounds for their own identities.

Bartky’s last two essays also tackle moral issues. Above
all, they grapple with the connections among privilege,
racism, guilt, and complicity. Arguing that guilt is accept-
able as a political motivator, “In Defense of Guilt” focuses
on guilt deriving from complicity and guilt based on privi-
lege. Focusing in particular on white-skin privilege, both
that essay and “Race, Complicity, and Culpable Ignorance”
insist on the moral duty of white North Americans to be
active in antiracist enterprises, both in their everyday lives
and their politics. These essays, which close out this col-
lection, seal the understanding that feminism in principle
concerns women of all hues, all social classes, and all other
social, economic, cultural, and political circumstances.

Although some may be hard-pressed to read them as
feminist narratives, Bartky’s essays represent feminist
theory as the inclusionary, multicultural project it must be
in order to be credible and effective. She implies, in fact,
that feminist theory must be this way in order to be morally
acceptable. Her interventionist theorizing thus comes down
to a moral as well as a political project. Bartky’s feminist
theorizing offers a moral phenomenology of identity, every-
day life, social structure, and cultural transformation.

— Mary F. Rogers
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BATAILLE, GEORGES

Georges Bataille’s (1887-1962) main writings span the
period from the late 1920s up to his death in 1962. In his
life, he was highly respected by many major authors
(Blanchot, Caillois, Leiris, Klossowski), was in prolonged
contact with others (Lacan, Benjamin), and was famously
criticised (Breton, Sartre). He has had an immense influ-
ence on almost all French thought that has emerged since
the 1960s, and since being translated extensively in the
1980s and 1990s, this influence has spread to the English-
speaking world. What makes him important is the combi-
nation of transgressive content and a style that refuses
academic convention, with Sade and Nietzsche high on the
list of his own sources.

Several major works remained either anonymous
(notably, erotic fiction such as The Story of the Eye or
L’Abbé C, generally released under pseudonyms) or unpub-
lished, such as the seemingly complete second and third
volumes of The Accursed Share. This messiness and lack of
resolution indicates something of the content—Bataille’s
writing is hard to consolidate into a systematic thought—
wherever you look, there are paradoxes, contradictions,
holes, and things simply not fitting together neatly. Whilst
all this would be a problem for traditional philosophy, it is
what makes his work exciting for theory, and why his writ-
ing seems only to increase in relevance.

Bataille was part of a vibrant network of artists, intellec-
tuals, writers, and oddness that coalesced in Surrealism.
Whilst the movement was a vital one for Bataille, with its
combination of art, philosophy (outside the official disci-
pline of the same name), interest in the unconscious, and
aspirations to revolution, he was to be quickly ejected from
the doctrinaire centre of Surrealism, where André Breton
would dictate the party line. This continual rebellion can
also be seen in Bataille’s relation to Hegel, as well as to
Marxism, and signals the endless negativity in his thought,
a negativity without purpose or ulterior end.

Bataille’s interest in philosophical anthropology (Emile
Durkheim, Robert Hertz, and above all, Marcel Mauss),
culminating in his establishing the College of Sociology (in
the late 1930s), and collaboration with Roger Caillois,
gives his work another way of creating a total theory but
one that cannot be totalized, that is, made into a monumen-
tal, logical project in search of truth. Bataille’s work, then,
takes the theoretical implications of French anthropology
and extends those into an ascientific model.

There are other contextual factors: the war (1939—1945),
which seems largely to have passed Bataille by despite his
forceful and prophetic anti-Nazism of the mid-1930s (see
Bataille 1985), and also existentialism, which was unavoid-
able, in 1940s and 1950s France, at least. Here, too, Bataille
could only be against: against the idea of life as project (as
this meant you would always be serving a higher utility),
against the overly literal idea of engagement (political com-
mitment) in art, and against Sartre, who returned the favour in
his not wholly inaccurate “review” (Sartre 1947) of Bataille’s
Inner Experience (1988b). There are, despite Bataille, simi-
larities with the existentialist project, especially if we include
Heidegger under that umbrella: the centrality of death, the
individual as function of the world, negativity, a certain sense
of authenticity. Essentially, the link comes down to the role of
the phenomenology derived from Hegel, which Bataille con-
tinually surpasses without resolving (i.e., he does not seek to
“better” Hegel), and existentialism might be asking the same
questions as Bataille but not with the same methods or the
same outcomes (there can be no outcome for the Bataillean
subject; Bataille 1988b:22). His own view of the difference
between himself and Heidegger is encapsulated when writing
of a possible similarity, “I am not a philosopher, but a saint,
maybe a madman” (Bataille 1970-88, V:217).

Bataille’s Hegel comes, full with death, from Alexandre
Kojeve, another key figure in interwar France, and comes
heavily leavened with Sade and Nietzsche, both of whom
had recently been rediscovered in France. Bataille’s peers,
with whom he would have extensive exchanges—notably,
Maurice Blanchot and Pierre Klossowski—also took up
these latter writers. Surrealism, too, was interested in Sade,
but whereas Bataille saw him as someone who should
inspire fear and horror (yet be read because of that),
Surrealism sought to make Sade an early advocate of sexual
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liberation (Bataille 1985). After the war, Nietzsche’s importance
grew incessantly against a backdrop of obligatory Marxism
for intellectuals, and Bataille’s importance for the next gen-
eration perhaps stems from his negotiation of this shift and
his implicit refusal of left-wing dogma (if not leftism as
such). Bataille established the journal Critique at the end of
the war, and it would serve as the site of his “canonisation”
in the “homage” issue of 1963, which featured essays by
established writers but also new ones, such as Michel
Foucault and Roland Barthes. He would also appear in key
texts by Jacques Derrida (1978:251-77), Jean Baudrillard
(1993), Julia Kristeva (1982), Jean-Luc Nancy (1991), and
is central to the thought of those writers.

EARLY WORK

Although it is not possible to completely unify and
organise his work, Bataille’s central theoretical obsessions
appear early on and remain present throughout. These are
sex and death (with the combination later identified as eroti-
cism), the impossibility of full subjectivity, sacrifice and the
sacred (and with them, transgression), death, community,
and waste. The articles and stories written in the 1920s and
1930s are amongst the most extreme of Bataille’s writings—
already, transgression takes on both form and content (pace
Barthes and Derrida’s obsessions with Bataille as a sover-
eign writer, above all). Much of this work appears in jour-
nals (such as Documents, which he also edited) that
combined art, anthropology, politics, and early forms of cul-
tural theory—all of which Bataille wrote on.

His philosophy is brutal yet intimate; protagonists of fic-
tions, readers, and writers alike are called on to lose them-
selves and to gradually (but never completely) realise that
this is all there is. The Story of the Eye has the narrator
effectively cede agency to Simone, who, in turn, pursues an
understanding that will never come, through an erotic (but
not straightforwardly sexual) set of adventures culminating
in the rape and murder of a priest in a church. If the ques-
tion is raised as to how we read Bataille here (“With one
hand”? Find the philosophical meaning? Let the text be
either “immanent” or simply metaphorical?), then it is
raised even more forcefully in the genre—eluding “Solar
Anus,” in Visions of Excess (1985), where the universe,
death, sex, and the (lack of) meaning of life literally collide.
The novel Blue of Noon (written 1935, published 1957)
attempts what in some ways is a bolder resonance between
the erotic (sex and nonbeing—one form of which is
death—together) and the political, as the early days of fas-
cism and the Spanish civil war merge with another passive
protagonist’s necrophilia, drunkenness, and sex in a grave-
yard, along with women whose behaviour threatens the
boundaries of “civilised” society. Dorothea/Dirty, for
example, drunk, vomits out of the window of a room at the
Savoy. She’s aggressive, will urinate anywhere, and reeks.

For Bataille, following on from Mauss’s notion of the
“total social fact,” we can never separate actions or events
from their multiple facets, and the most significant acts are
always those at the limits of society. This is how Bataille
seeks to combine Marx and Sade, creating a pointless rev-
olution where gratification gives way to jouissance, and
ecstasy where loss dominates (loss of self, knowledge, con-
trol, mastery). Marx did not go far enough with his materi-
alism, and what we need is a lower form, a ‘“base
materialism” that would never become gold. It would be the
materiality of bodies, dirt, death, and violence that would
threaten the system. Beyond the eroticism of individuals,
the masses’ squalor would be their strength (Bataille
1970-88, II:217-21). This article is what Kristeva bases her
notion of abjection on, as that which must be excluded but
never can be, as that which can come back to haunt the
border between self and other (Bataille 1970-88, 11:437).

This materialism, whether in dirt, violence, or eroticism
(or some combination), is what Bataille envisages as the
sacred (although this, like so much in Bataille, is never
given a fixed form). Whereas in Durkheim, the sacred is
split into left and right, pure and impure, for Bataille, there
can be no such division: The sacred occurs where the pro-
fane order is threatened by something it excluded. The
sacred is always only a threat. Things, people, places are
not to be seen as holy—rather, the sacred exists in sacrifice
and in death. Sacrifice exists to both summon the sacred
and hold it at bay: “The sacred is only a privileged moment
of communal unity, a moment of the convulsive communi-
cation of what is ordinarily stifled” (Bataille 1985:242).
Sacrifice is the key to the existence of society and there-
fore also to how society can be changed. It is clear to
Bataille, after Weber, that capitalism has lost something
earlier societies had. Not only that, but fascism was able
to grasp the link between violence, sacrifice, and symbol-
ism and forging the kind of community Bataille occasion-
ally seems to be advocating. However, he is forthright in
his condemnation of Nazism and uses Nazi misinterpreta-
tion of Nietzsche as a way to get to an understanding that
could actually account for the movement’s strength, in
order to stop it (Bataille 1985:137-60). Above all,
although it might not come across as important in the
wider scheme of things, the problem for Bataille, in his
analysis of the early days of the regime, is that Nazism
insisted on controlling the sacred, in using it toward other
ends. This removes any possibility of it supplying a new
form of genuine community.

If Bataille’s sacred has a dual reality, then it is in terms
of whether it is controlled or uncontrolled. Control of the
sacred, power, the pursuit of utility, truth, and fixed mean-
ings all constitute the “homogeneous,” whilst the heteroge-
neous is the realm of what is other, the sacred, the erotic.
Institutions (such as the Christian churches or fascism)
approach the heterogeneous but only to reduce it. Such a
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reduction can also occur if we try to systematize our thinking
on “the heterogeneous,” so Bataille (1985) recommends a
“heterology”: “Heterology leads to the complete reversal of
the philosophical process, which ceases to be an instrument
of appropriation, and now serves excretion” (p. 97). But
beyond heterology lies Bataille’s major notion: that of a
general economy based on loss, waste, death, sacrifice, and
sovereignty.

GENERAL ECONOMY

This idea of waste and loss taking precedence over accu-
mulation and gain first appears in full in “The Notion of
Expenditure” article of 1933. Here, Bataille criticizes the
emphasis on utility, work, and production that has removed
all else from modern Western capitalist society. Instead, we
need to consider the “unproductive expenditures: luxury,
mourning, war, cults, the construction of sumptuary monu-
ments, games, spectacles, arts, perverse sexual activity (i.e.,
deflected from genital finality)” (Bataille 1985:118). Such
phenomena, outside consumer society’s sanctioned activi-
ties, constitute a way of restoring a gift economy based on
excess rather than surplus profit. There is a utopian element,
in that potential revolt by the wretched masses constitutes a
form of “good” expenditure (Bataille 1985:127), but we
need to remember that the economy of excess is a violent
one, where individuals as much as commodities are at
stake.

The general economy emerges whole in The Accursed
Share of 1947: “the notion of a ‘general economy’ in which
the ‘expenditure’ (‘the consumption’), of wealth, rather
than its production, was the primary object” (Bataille
1991a:9). The economy, in the contemporary sense,
becomes merely a component within, and set against, the
general economy of waste. The model of the universe that
comes with this is not just about death and decay (although
see Bataille 1991b:61-3) but also about giving, with the
Sun as the centre of the system. The Sun’s rays mean that
life on earth is fundamentally based on excess, on waste,
and nothing else: The Sun is mindlessly generous (Bataille
1991a:28-9) and also represents danger—you cannot look
directly, cannot therefore comprehend through the most
rational of senses.

This senseless giving—pure loss—has formed the basis
of many societies, and although Bataille does not suggest
we “go back” to some older, better place, other societies
have known a better relation to the truer forces of the uni-
verse (as opposed to security, wealth, the prioritising of
possessions, and possessions as commodities, proper to
capitalist society). The Aztecs represent a key example of a
sacred community, due to the centrality of sacrifice. Indeed,
Bataille’s hyperbolic take on the potlatch relies on the func-
tion of sacrifice in Aztec society to generalize itself.
According to Bataille, sacrifice is what precedes day-to-day

survival, as life emerges from death and the pointless
“exuberance” of bare life. So, it is ordinary human exis-
tence that is a by-product, a surplus. For this surplus to be
maintained, we must sacrifice the excess (or else there will
be war, catastrophe, the Sun going out), and this apparent
surplus is “the accursed share”:

The victim is a surplus taken from the mass of useful
wealth. And he is only withdrawn in order to be con-
sumed profitlessly, and therefore utterly destroyed.
Once chosen, he is the accursed share, destined for vio-
lent consumption. But the curse tears him away from the
order of things. (Bataille 1991a:59)

All humanity risks being merely “things”—once we can
be valued, placed in a rank, job, or class, and our relations
mediated primarily by utility (see Bataille 1991a:57 and
passim). Hence, it would be an “orientalist” misreading to
suggest sacrifice exists to enforce political power, and
Bataille himself distinguishes between Aztec sacrifice and
the bureaucratic totalitarianism of the Inca (Bataille
1970-88, 1:152-58). In postwar, already-globalizing cul-
ture, the answer is not literal sacrifice, but the disposal of
excess wealth as a priority, in the form of aid. Bataille’s
conclusion is oddly utilitarian: If the West, and in particular
America, helps countries such as India, everyone will ben-
efit (Bataille 1991a:39-41, 182). In volume III of The
Accursed Share, he adopts a slightly more radical position,
praising the Soviet Union (itself not unusual at the time) for
its annihilation of the bourgeois individual/individualist
(Bataille 1991b:345). Bataille’s system may appear to offer
a therapeutic violence in order to maintain human society,
but other than the Marshall Plan, with its clear economic
utility, Bataille is not interested in resolving problematic
situations. Even when thinking of political-economic out-
comes, the general economy can never be stopped (and
should never be). It might even be more consistent to let
wars, famines, and catastrophes occur (not easy to write in
the aftermath of World War II, however).

In the second volume (and in the similar Eroticism,
1987), Bataille turns to the link between sex and death, not-
ing they are essentially linked and insisting that not only
does death require sex (for species to continue), but that sex
brings death: Amoebae do not die (Bataille 1991b:32). But
without death, there would be no individual subjects
(Bataille 1987:97). Sex and death seem by-products of our
existence, but we, as individuals, are nothing more than a
by-product of death. Human existence exists in and because
of our fear and horror of death and that it constitutes us as
human (Bataille 1991b:61-3). The individual is caught in
the double bind that to realise itself, it must lose itself, in
sacrifice, in eroticism, in experiences that approach death—
in other words, the subject can never be—and this state is
what Bataille defines as sovereignty.
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THE SOVEREIGN SUBJECT

The subject of “restricted economy” is interested in
self-preservation and betterment (sometimes of others), but
the Bataillean subject is driven, whether they like it or not,
to the boundaries of the human: to dirt, to horror, violence,
and death. Even the least “Bataillean” wage-oriented
“thing” subject has this within them, hence the thrill of vio-
lent films, books, or art (Bataille 1991b:107-109). For
Bataille, the subject should go further than this, to the point
where they lose the project of going further (as even the
project of loss implies a goal) and they fail to attain a pure
subjectivity. Instead of Hegelian mastery and resolution
through the figure of the Aufhebung (sublation, or dialecti-
cal overcoming), Bataille offers a headless dialectic:
Without reason, without end, where death is neither sub-
mitted to nor beaten, “the sovereign is he who is as if death
were not” (Bataille 1991b:222). But what has this sovereign
got? Nothing, as sovereignty is “the miraculous reign of
unknowing” (1991b:444) and because “unlimited knowl-
edge is the knowledge [savoir] of NOTHING”
(1991b:439).

Whereas in Sovereignty, Bataille tries to construct a
model for subjectivity, he has already pursued a parallel
project of subjectivity in the Somma atheologica of Inner
Experience, Guilty, and On Nietzsche, all written during the
war. While the outcome is very similar (a subject that loses
the self and gains only nothing), the “inner experience” is
Bataille’s own, on the grounds that philosophy that does not
put the subject at stake is “merely academic.” This work is
a nonreligious mysticism, where the experience is what has
to be communicated (and communication here is loss, not
transmission, of meaning; Bataille 1988b:12). Bataille
seeks to understand the nothingness of the universe, such
that this bid fail—the whole project turns to nothing,
becomes ridiculous, and the “experience” is revealed as not
being one, in the normal sense of something an individual
encounters. Here, both the individual and the thing encoun-
tered undo themselves (Bataille 1970-88, V:443), and this
undoing is constitutive of humanity, and always lost to “I”
or “us.” “The various separate[d] beings communicate,
come to life, in losing themselves in the communication
between one another” (Bataille, 1988a:27).

Subjectivity is loss of self, but also loss of self in actual
and metaphorical community (our usual sense of which is
reversed in Bataille, but both are there). This loss is trou-
bling, and the ecstatic loss of self is filled with anguish
(Bataille 1988b:4, 12). This anguish, this fearful veering
between proximity and distance (to the self, to others, to the
other) is the vital part of the “experience” and represents
the living on in the death and/or absence of God. This liv-
ing on, when approaching “inner experience” or sover-
eignty, is fleeting, as opposed to the endless dying of the
profane world of truth, economics, and morals: a living in

the instant that cannot be understood or processed, a “being
without delay” (Bataille 1988b:47).

These paradoxes, centred on the necessary but unattain-
able state of sovereignty, indicate a key figure for Bataille:
the impossible, where the impossible must become possible
(just as with Nietzsche) and then fail to come into being. The
important thing is to approach the impossible. This extends
to the writing of the experience, or indeed of the general
economy, as to write is to limit; to explain is to reduce to
meaning and to the realm of knowable objects. Bataille is
aware of this betrayal, and it forms part of the way he
avoids aspiring to existentialist-style authenticity (Bataille
1988b:60, 1991a:11).

TRANSGRESSION

Whilst working on “the accursed share” (and also what
would become Theory of Religion, 1992), Bataille also
founded, edited, and wrote extensively in the journal
Critique. As with the writings of the 1930s, anything that
had some connection with “the sacred” (i.e., that which is
beyond the everyday world of economics, rationality, truth,
and religion) could be addressed (see Bataille 1970-88, XI
and XII, for these articles). This is mirrored in the books
that appear outside of the two “trilogies,” which maintain
and expand the miasma of Bataille’s theoretical obsessions.

Aesthetics features heavily, although not as such:
Bataille cannot have “an” aesthetics, and this for two rea-
sons: first, art is not autonomous if it is to feature as part of
a general economy; second, aesthetic thought would seek to
reduce what was “beyond” to a rationalised function, role,
or allegorical capacity (what art does, where it fits, what it
means). Like many writers, Bataille sees art as essential in
the founding of humanity, but art does not signal our tran-
scendence of the animal world; rather, it is a doubled
animality and the doubling of the threat of the sacred and
death. Prehistoric cave paintings (of Lascaux) distort the
faces and heads of the humans depicted while showing the
animals in some detail. For Bataille, this signals the dis-
tance of the humans from the animal but also that this is not
a superior position, but an endlessly threatened one. It also
exceeds the simplistic reading of prehistoric art as either
“the birth of art” or as having a sacred use-value as an offer-
ing for the success of the hunt. Art was always transgres-
sive, and is the figure of the transgression humanity is.

The Tears of Eros (1989), Bataille’s final work, attempts
again to place art within transgression and sacrifice. Here,
Bataille is almost entirely literal minded in claiming that
certain artworks, most of which depict acts of death, eroti-
cism, or violence, can convey the experience of those states
to the viewer. Central to this is the experience Bataille has
on seeing the infamous pictures of an ecstatic man being
dismembered in China. This kind of experience is the
path to transgression and also indicates, according to him,
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something of a key to his thought, as he had seen these
pictures before writing and they effectively decided him on
the importance of violence, death, and the erotic.

Whilst Bataille is overly interested in the content of
works of art, his book Manet (1983) is more advanced,
focussing on the painting and noting the “indifference” in
Manet compared with Goya (pp. 52-5). When Manet paints
Olympia, he manages to convey an absent presence, such
that “what this picture signifies is not text but [text] being
wiped away” (p. 67). A similar awareness of form informs
Literature and Evil, which collects together essays on writ-
ers who have privileged freedom, sexuality, the undoing of
the self, and that which goes beyond communication
(Bronté, Kafka, Blake, Sade, Genet, Michelet, Baudelaire).

Sade is a key figure in the postwar writings (and an obvi-
ous influence throughout), supplying a perverse rationale
for the heterogeneous approach centred on recurring fasci-
nations: Sade’s life shows a project that refuses to be one,
and although he lives the life, to a certain extent, suggested
by his philosophy, it is his turn to literature that is impor-
tant, as the writing itself then becomes the communication
of the erotic, of the threat of transgression (mirrored in
Bataille’s “turn” or return to art). In Sade, we see a synthe-
sis of philosophy that rejects the academic discipline but
uses its methods, and the erotic: His pornography under-
mines the overbearing, excessive rationalism of the books’
“purpose.” Bataille’s theory and fiction does this, but so
does his consideration of fiction and, more important, his
choice of subjects and approach to them. Although he
would write extensively on the erotic, it would never be to
signal liberation. The emphasis on sex and death is not to
free us or show us how things really are (even if at times he
might seem to do this, he soon undermines himself). He had
already distinguished himself from the surrealists on this
point (Bataille 1985:91-102) and continued to so do in
Eroticism. Here, even the usual gothic transgressiveness is
made indifferent: Sex and death bring humanity because
sexual reproduction is death. This sex/death combination
means we are “discontinuous individuals” (Bataille
1987:12). Our discontinuity implies that we search for con-
tinuity, which does not mean happy, loving amoebic fusion,
but death, and the loss of the integrity of the subject (this
process echoes the disfiguring of the cave paintings):

At the moment of conjunction the animal couple is not
made up of two discontinuous beings drawing together
uniting in a current of momentary continuity: there is no
real union ... both are beside themselves. Both crea-
tures are simultaneously open to continuity. (Bataille
1987:103)

This should not be seen as tragic: It is glorious waste, a

version of Nietzsche’s “yes”: Eroticism “is assenting to life
up to the point of death” (Bataille 1987:11). The question

might arise as to whether violence and transgression
become the new “good,” but there are, ironically, limits on
transgression that prevent this. Bataille refers to the pursuit
of transgression, the erotic, sacrifice, and so on as being
“virtual sovereignty” (1991b:230). Once in the transgres-
sive situation, the actual transgression is where desire, will,
and the subject are lost. So, whilst there are privileged
routes (including through art) to something superior, this
state is not known to the subject, does not last, cannot be
mastered as such, and serves only to highlight the infinite
realm of impossibility that surrounds the Subject and his or
her ridiculous attempts to know it.

If, for Bataille, human society exists thanks to sacrifice,
awareness of death, and the futility of eroticism, then it is
also clear that human society exists through a suppression
of these and other wasteful activities. Societies construct
moral systems, devise punishments, religions, and politics
to stem the threat of the sacred. In Inner Experience,
Bataille looked to an individual that would lose him- or her-
self despite the society around them, replacing it with a
community on otherness. In The Accursed Share, a distinc-
tion is drawn between societies that have been able to main-
tain a “general economy,” such as the Aztecs, through the
institution of sacrifice. Eroticism and The Theory of
Religion continue the meditation on the “institutedness” of
sacrifice and its refusal or downgrading (as in Christian
ritual). Bataille does not imagine a world containing humans
that was, is, or could be free of laws. It is human society
that invents sacrifice and that comes to exist through sacri-
fice. Furthermore, there can be no transgression of vital
import to “sovereign” humanity without taboo. Sacrifice
does not transgress law in the sense of breaking it, but
instead “suspends a taboo without suppressing it” (Bataille
1987:36), and this momentarily. This moment is “the festi-
val” where sacrifice, cannibalism, eroticism, and drunken-
ness occur (pp.71-2), in “the breaking loose. .. into
violence” (p. 52).

The festival is rationally established to maintain order,
but the setting aside feeds the opening up of the sacred
realm, as within the festival, the boundaries dissolve
(Bataille 1992:54). There is nothing purist about the festi-
val. It does not consist of the appearance of holy things nor-
mally hidden, but of the profane losing its everydayness,
the useful losing its use by being destroyed (p. 56). Even
humans have become things, and it is this thingness that is
destroyed in sacrifice; “in sacrifice the offering is rescued
from all utility” (p. 49). The Theory of Religion does not try
to perform a historical synthesis, in looking at transgression
and the sacred, writes Bataille (pp. 109, 117-19), but it
does chart a dialectic, even if a fractured one, wherein reli-
gion seeks to control the sacred and succeeds so well that
religion also becomes irrelevant: “The real order must
annul—neutralize—that intimate life and replace it with the
thing that the individual is in the society of labour” (p. 47).
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The intimacy here can refer to that (not) present in eroticism
but also refers to the same phenomenon as “continuity,”
sovereignty, communication: the place where the individual
is no longer either individual or Subject. In the case of sac-
rifice, the sacrificer and sacrificed are both in “intimacy”
(p. 44).

Bataille, then, sees human society as having reduced
humans to nothing, after the glorious times where sacrifice
and “the festival” were the (periodic) norm, and what could
be taken, in his writing, to be a form of utopianism, is the
question of the value of humans. They need to be less
valued to have more worth: In sacrifice, you get rid only of
what is worth sacrificing. Modern capitalist society makes
it very hard to find things worth sacrificing. Bataille argues
that animals were initially venerated, hence the sacrifice
(not murder) of whichever animals were deemed sacred. As
they lost this value, humans replaced them, only later on,
for humans to be conserved rather than spent, and then ani-
mals turned to again (Bataille 1987:81,88). Christianity
cannot even muster that level of sacrifice.

Bataille (1992) does not recommend a return to sacrifi-
cial killing, as “killing in the literal sense is not necessary”
(p. 45). Eroticism has not gone away and neither has the
possibility of excessive behaviour. The way in which the
sacred can be approached varies through history but that it
must be approached is, for Bataille, imperative for the “sov-
ereign” individual: he or she who would lose the self and
endlessly attempt such a loss, always failing, and therefore,
in Bataille’s paradoxical terms, succeeding at (not) being
sovereign.

— Paul Hegarty

See also Baudrillard, Jean; College de Sociologie and Acéphale;
Deleuze, Gilles; Derrida, Jacques; Foucault, Michel; Kristeva,
Julia; Religion in French Social Theory; Sacred and Profane
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BAUDRILLARD, JEAN

Jean Baudrillard’s (b. 1929) name has become synony-
mous with the flowering of interest in postmodern theory
that occurred in English-speaking countries such as
Australia, Canada, the United Kingdom, and the United
States during the 1980s. At the time, one of his key theo-
retical concepts, “simulacrum,” was the buzzword of a
wildly influential “Baudrillard Scene” that stretched across
academic disciplines from science fiction studies to geog-
raphy, animated interdisciplinary conferences, and spilled
out into performance and art spaces. Not even leisure wear
was immune as baseball caps emblazoned with simulacrum
were regularly sighted in North American bohemias.
Baudrillard was thought by many to be the ringmaster of
the postmodern circus of late capitalism. With the publica-
tion of his travelogue, America (1986), his reputation went
global and earned him the dubious label of “apolitical post-
modernist.”” However, Baudrillard’s lively account of the
rupture of the French Left’s “Union of the Left” strategy
engineered by President Frangois Mitterrand between 1977
and 1984, The Divine Left (1985), is a truculent commen-
tary inspired by an uninhibited reading of Karl Marx’s writ-
ing. It proves rather dramatically that Baudrillard was
anything but apolitical.

The Baudrillard of the 1980s is permanently linked with
the explicatory work of Arthur Kroker (1986) and the edi-
torial labors of Sylvere Lotringer, both of whose publishing
ventures played major roles in bringing his writings to an
eager market.

By the 1990s, the “scene” had shifted, but without sacri-
ficing any intensity. The posthistorical Baudrillard of noto-
rious theses about hyperreality (Simulations, 1983), the
Year 2000 (The Illusion of the End, 1992), and the death of
the social (In The Shadow of the Silent Majorities, 1978)
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was much in evidence. The most grievous trend of
interpretation that emerged was a widespread conflation of
Baudrillard’s descriptions with his positions, which reached
its zenith with the claims of Christopher Norris (1992) on
the occasion of Baudrillard’s difficult-to-translate The Gulf
War Did Not Take Place (1991), whose play with tenses
was completely lost in English. Confusion reigned, despite
the remarks of some of his French colleagues, such as
activist-intellectual Félix Guattari, that he was not wrong to
claim that the war will not have taken place because it was
a massacre that should not have happened. In 1999, a book
by Baudrillard even made a cameo appearance in the film
directed by Larry and Andy Wachowski, The Matrix; later,
Baudrillard turned down a consultancy role on the sequels.

That Baudrillard’s fullest theoretical statements were
translated only in the 1990s (Symbolic Exchange and Death
[1976] 1993, System of Objects [1968] 1996, Consumer
Society [1970] 1998) suggests that a corrective to the buzz
of the 80s is long overdue, and a better understanding of his
intellectual contributions and development is much needed.

The fanfare of the 80s and 90s should not obscure the
fact that the first and second comings of Baudrillard were
modest. In 1974/1975, his The Mirror of Production (1973)
appeared in translation by Mark Poster within the eclectic
mix of New Leftism sponsored by the Telos collective; the
same group later published Charles Levin’s translation of
Baudrillard’s For a Critique of the Political Economy of the
Sign (1972), an important collection that broke the mold of
Freudo-Marxism by introducing, for the purposes of criti-
cally annihilating each, semiology and Marxism.

Now that the dust has somewhat settled, Baudrillard’s
major contributions to social theory may be stated as three-
fold: first, he developed a theory and analysis of consumer
society, design, and objects in his books of the late 1960s;
second, his mid-1970s to early 1980s work on simulation
and his notorious theses about hyperreality remain influen-
tial and central to much of today’s surveillance and
cybercultural theory; third, Baudrillard’s poetical and
anthropological musings inspired a quirky theory of sym-
bolic exchange and death that still animates his thought.
These three key contributions are elaborated upon in the
contexts of interpretation delivered below.

YOUNG BAUDRILLARD

Long before Baudrillard became Baudrillard, he toiled
in obscure lycées teaching language arts for a decade, and
then emerged in the 1960s as a translator (German-French)
of social anthropology, theatre (minor Bertolt Brecht and
major works by Peter Weiss), and some left political theory;
he wrote book reviews of novels in French translation by
Italo Calvino, William Styron, and Uwe Johnson, for Les
Temps Modernes. He was a “Germanist” and wrote a preface
to photographer René Burri’s photo essay of 1963, Les

Allemands (Uncollected Baudrillard, 2001); here lies a
beginning of Baudrillard’s hobby of photography, as he
now tours exhibitions internationally (Photographs
1985-1998, 1999).

Baudrillard’s work of the late 1960s is not unusual in its
engagement with critical theory. Noteworthy are essays in
the journal of urban sociology Utropie (Le Ludique et le
policier et autres textes 2001) on Herbert Marcuse’s medi-
tations on repression in an affluent consumer society, Henri
Lefebvre’s sociology of the everyday through the myths of
system and technique, and the emerging field of media
studies. His criticisms of Canadian media theorist Marshall
McLuhan, circa 1967, were prescient. Baudrillard’s later
books of aphorisms Cool Memories (1987, 1990, 1995)
borrowed ‘““cool” from McLuhan’s concept of low-definition,
participatory media.

By 1966, Baudrillard had secured a position in
Sociology in the Faculté des Lettres et Sciences Humaines
at Nanterre. He taught in the University of Paris suburban
campus at Nanterre for 20 years, then took his doctorate at
the Sorbonne, and retired from teaching in 1987. However,
from 1968, he was also a fixture in Georges Freidmann’s
Centre d’Etudes des Communications de Masse at the
Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes.

OBJECTS

The structuralist analyses of The System of Objects were
somewhat aberrant. They didn’t strictly stick to descrip-
tions of objective technical structures of technological
objects and the rules internal to their systems. Instead,
Baudrillard’s analyses turned to the everyday experience of
objects, that is, shifting from technicity to culture, the
essential to inessential. Using the speech—language distinc-
tion (the latter is an essential social institution, a system
whose rules are subject to separate study; the former is indi-
vidual and accessory, and receives its unity from language),
Baudrillard rigorously explored the cultural backwash of
the accessory, secondary meanings corresponding to
speech, and the drift of objects toward the cultural system,
away from their so-called objective, technical structuration,
and the stable determinations of language.

Baudrillard pursued the inversions of the myths of func-
tionality (a perfectly efficient world without effort), rational
design, and technological progress through diverse
examples such as the withdrawal of gestural effort in
handling objects to a system based on a minimal expendi-
ture of energy, remote forms of control and generalized
ease. Likewise, excess accessorization (gadgets) produce
an empty functionality diametrically opposed to a unified
technical machine, and mass-produced serial objects pro-
vide opportunities for personalization by means of the pro-
liferation of marginal differences as distinguishing features
(a “smart” refrigerator with an Internet connection, and an
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icemaker, in black or stainless steel). A lesson emerged:
The greater the demand for personalization, the greater the
burden of the inessential over the essential. Baudrillard did
not neglect marginal objects such as antiques and col-
lectibles that, in acquiring historicalness, gain significance
(signifying time and authenticity) at the expense of practi-
cal functionality. His observations about collecting cultures
were, however, largely psychoanalytical in inspiration.
This psychosocial reorientation of structuralism in the
accommodation of the reflux of what would be otherwise
considered external to a system allowed Baudrillard to refig-
ure consumption as an active process, providing social rank
through the code of status provided by advertising, which is
itself an object to be consumed, perhaps even through its
study. Objects dematerialized into signs are consumed and
manipulated in their systematic differences with other signs,
entailing the abolition of a lived, nonarbitrary, visceral human
relationship with objects, from which these signs escape.
The analysis of how purpose becomes counterpurpose
developed in The System of Objects was deepened in
Consumer Society. Shedding its structuralist shell, this
book contained a more pronounced reliance upon Marxist
theories of alienation and reification, heavily augmented by
German film and literary sources, especially doppelginger
fantasies that demonstrate capitalist mystifications and
introduce the idea of how objects take revenge in an
extreme fetishism, a reversal of the subject-object pole later
explored fancifully in Fatal Strategies (1983). The calculus
of objects that is the manipulation of signs, literally a semi-
urgy of consumption, is a trap and gives to all an alibi for
participating in the world (I can’t go out because my
favorite show is on!). The upshot is that mediatic mass
communication replaces metabolic communion.

CONSUMERISM

Consumer Society has many themes, but throughout it,
the influence of anthropology began to loom large over
Baudrillard’s thought. His turn to so-called primitive
societies of the gift, which were truly affluent, whose tem-
porality was the rhythm of collective activity before time
became money, and whose unity was not asepticized into
cold, clinical communication, provided the groundwork for
his theory of symbolic exchange. By contrast, consumer
societies are characterized by a massive prophylactic
deployment of signs that simultaneously conjure up, and
away, the real so desperately evoked by all media
(Baudrillard has much to contribute to our understanding of
“reality TV,” all the way from An American Family in the
1970s to French Loft Story of 2001). In Baudrillard’s work,
his theory of symbolic exchange emerged from his theory
of consumer society.

What makes Consumer Society notable is the ironic
inversion of terms guiding its analyses. For Baudrillard,

every social system exhausts itself in its own reproduction
or lives only for its negative effects: The real goal of social
budgeting is failure, not economic redistribution; affluence
cannot exist without its nuisances, like environmental
degradation; affluence’s meaning is thus waste. Defects are
every system’s fulfillment. Here, we sense strongly what
Baudrillard will later conceptualize in terms of the need to
advance extreme hypotheses against positivist and critical
theories: to respond in-kind to the enigma of the world.
More than any other reader of Baudrillard, Mike Gane
(2000) has developed this tendency the most deeply.

In Consumer Society, Baudrillard launched an ingenious
argument regarding needs. Just as meaning in structural
analysis is an effect of interdependent signs, thus, there is
no direct correspondence between signifier and signified;
specific objects are not produced in relation to definite
needs. Taken individually, needs have no identity, because
no term in an interdependent system has an identity in iso-
lation. Moreover, since needs can’t be pinned down and
lack objective specificity, they are always linked to lack, or
what they are not.

Enjoyment in consumption is, for Baudrillard, impossi-
ble; the same is claimed about self-fulfillment and the lib-
eration of individual needs. One of the greatest ironies and
a cogent definition of consumption, Baudrillard claimed, is
that industrial production of differences that allegedly allow
individuals to be themselves, to have their own styles and
personalities, simultaneously erases singular differences
between persons for the sake of replacing them with signs
of difference, more and more subtly and minutely defined,
in conformity with abstract, artificial models. The conse-
quence is that to be yourself under the terms of consumer
society is to be what you are not.

In consumer societies, socialization takes place through
institutions of mental training, such as credit, and this is
simply a form, argued Baudrillard, of social control.
Baudrillard was fascinated by the constraints of consumer
society, such as the incessant recycling of signs, fashion fla-
vors of the month, combinatorial possibilities of which are
predetermined by abstract models to which consumers con-
form as they live the myth of individuation.

For Baudrillard, consumer society is a kind of quiz show
culture in which knowledge is displayed as if in response to
a timed question, a perfect analogy to making a selection
and purchasing it. Cultural knowledge as a consumer good
may be gained through trivia games and middle-brow mass
market magazines, equipping each with an identity kit full
of prestige elements exchangeable for social status. For
example, Baudrillard understood beauty and eroticism as
forms of semiotic capital, as signs that may be turned to
one’s advantage. Health too is a prestige item displayed
through fitness. Indeed, when everything is sexualized, sex-
uality is no longer transgressively explosive but tamed in
being integrated into the production of marginal differences.
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Here, then, social control takes place by linking emancipation
with repression and thus controlling needs by hanging them
on the partial satisfactions provided by consumer goods and
services. Baudrillard dubbed this combination of gratifica-
tion and repression “dual solicitude.”

SEMIOLOGY AND MARXISM

For a Critique of the Political Economy of the Sign con-
tained several important theses. Baudrillard exposed the
ideological dimension of use-value, repository of the true
idealism in Marxism, exposing it as an abstraction hidden
under the cloak of immediacy and particularity and, despite
Marx, already infused with equivalence. Baudrillard
learned a great deal about the pitfalls of theorizing sym-
bolic exchange from this critique of Marxist myth making.
He also showed that Roman Jakobson’s poetic model of
communication was perfused with metaphysical presump-
tions as a result of the terror of the code that privileges the
sender over receiver and keeps them in a holding pattern,
enforcing the univocity, unilaterality, and legibility of mes-
sages, and excluding ambivalence, a principle more virulent
than mere poetic ambiguity. Furthermore, semiology was
guilty of domesticating signs by the imposition of binaries
and arbitrariness, reviving motivation to solve quandaries
such as the status of the referent it has itself created in its
quest for purity (a system that is psychical and without
referents).

Baudrillard’s most important demonstrations were the
homology between the sign and commodity forms (exchange-
value is to signifier as use-value is to signified) and the
limited convertibility between logics of value (use-value,
exchange-value, sign-exchange value, and symbolic exchange).
Whereas use-value, exchange-value, and sign-value con-
verge in two-sided object forms integrated into a functional
syntax and controlled by a code determining their circulation,
the latter, symbolic exchange, emerged as the heteroge-
neous other of homogeneous political economy and semi-
ology, subversive of both theories of value. Baudrillard’s
sense of the symbolic is not to be confused with other sym-
bolics in Jacques Lacan and Julia Kristeva. Baudrillard’s
symbolic is opposed to semiology.

The themes of the critique of categories of political
economy and the symbolic found their application in
Baudrillard’s reading of certain strains of Marxism in The
Mirror of Production. The fatal malady of capitalism is its
inability to reproduce itself symbolically, the relations of
which it instead simulates; the failure of historical materi-
alism was that it could not escape the categories of political
economy, holding up an insufficiently analyzed productiv-
ity and labour as the mirrors of all social activity. In other
words, Marxism is haunted by these concepts and remains
trapped in the logic of representing what it sought to radically
critique. As an alternative, Baudrillard proffered symbolic

exchange: an incessant agonistic cycle perfused with
ambivalence. Baudrillard borrowed from Georges Bataille’s
general antiproductivist economy of expenditure and
Marcel Mauss’s analysis of potlatch ceremonies involving
the reckless destruction of wealth in the establishment of
rank within the triad of obligations: giving-receiving-repaying.
Baudrillard may be productively read as a gift theorist.

SIMULATION

Simulation is the other of symbolic exchange. Simulacra
and Simulation (1981) and Simulations (1983) contain
Baudrillard’s best-known theory of the order of simulacra,
summarized here:

Law Form Sign Machine
1. natural counterfeit corrupt symbol automaton
2. market production icon robot

3. structural  simulation two-sided psychical  android

4. fractal proliferation = metonym/index virtual

The first order of the counterfeit, the stucco angel, and
theatrical automaton, emerges in the Renaissance with the
emancipation of otherwise closed, endogamous, and cruel
social relations and the surety of motivated signification
and static social rank (caste). The second order of produc-
tion arises with the Industrial Revolution and production,
perfect for worker robots, and serial signs of sameness
(iconic simulacra) subject to the market forces of fledgling
capitalism. The third order is postindustrial, in which
mechanical reproduction is transcended, conceived strictly
in terms of reproducibility such that representation itself is
commodified, with the exclusion of the referent in the rise
of the linguistic sign that came to dominate semiological
thought, and dichotomaniacal structuralism, a breeding
ground for androids who live by the “anterior finality” of
the code from which life emanates (operational DNA). In
The Transparency of Evil (1990), Baudrillard added a
fourth level, involving aleatory dispersion by infection,
contiguity, and viral metonymy of theories of value, giving
rise to the absorption of virtual media technologies (prothe-
ses) by human beings without shadows, a topic explored in
The Illusion of the End. This image of the shadowless man,
borrowed from German literature and cinema, expresses the
idea that progress may carry on without an idea (in the
absence of or indifference to) guiding it.

The third order is by far the most influential. It con-
tains several important, related concepts. By simulation,
Baudrillard means that it is no longer possible to distin-
guish between, for instance, signs and their objects, ques-
tions and answers, and doubles and originals, because the
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terms in each of these pairs are equivalent to one another.
He often expresses this by claiming one of a pair has
absorbed the other. The inability to interrogate difference
creates confusion. The entire edifice of representation,
implying a logic in which images are yoked to a pre-imaged
foundation, falters. The so-called postmodern scene is the
ruin of representation.

The idea that a question can invent, anticipate, absorb,
and regurgitate an answer not only neutralizes interrogation
and dialogics, sender and receiver, origin and end alike, but
suggests a more general principle: the accomplishment of
social control by anticipation. Baudrillard uses the term
“anterior finality” to explain that finality is already there,
beforehand, determined by the combinatorial possibilities
of the code (figured as social and genetic and digital). The
code generates messages and signals that are totally pre-
programmed for front-end control. This is an influential
idea in surveillance literature that Bill Bogard (1996) has
developed: Control occurs in advance in the sense that an
event is accounted for before it happens, a violation is
already committed before its detection, a fact is truer than
what it is about, a profile is greater than the person subju-
gated to it. Baudrillard has taken the semiological principle
that all value issues from the code and turned it into a
nightmarish principle in which everything appears to be
written in advance (hence the precession of simulacra); all
signals are suspended in matrices embedded in codes.
Symbolic exchange is Baudrillard’s answer to whether or
not there remains any hope of opposition.

SYMBOLIC EXCHANGE

The two pillars of Symbolic Exchange and Death are
named in its title. Baudrillard’s radical anthropology
attempts to recover death and use it as a symbolic coun-
tergift that forces modern institutions, unilaterally giving
the gifts of work as a slow death, social security, and mater-
nal ambiance of consumption, to receive and respond to
in-kind with their own deaths. Summoning the code or
the system to receive the countergift makes it strange to
itself, having been drawn into the symbolic field in which
exchange is a circuit of giving, receiving, responding in-
kind and with interest; if the field of dispersion of the code
and simulation is the digital, the 0/1 binary, the field of the
symbolic is ambivalence, agonism, circuits of obligatory
giving, receiving, and returning with interest. The failure to
receive the countergift and repay in-kind is loss of
face—spirit, wealth, health, rank, and power.

Death must be regained through ritual and wrestled
away from agencies of Thanatos (coroners, funeral parlors,
priests). Baudrillard appropriates from anthropological
sources symbolically significant practices that he adapts to
his own ends, underlining that death is not biological, but
initiatic, a rite involving a reciprocal-antagonistic exchange

between the living and the dead. Baudrillard extends this
analysis to the desocialization and ghettoization of the dead
in the West (where it is not normal to be dead, but rather
chronically alive) and tries to lift the social control over
death that separates it from life, because it is from this
separation that all subsequent alienations arise.

It is incorrect to claim that Baudrillard was promoting
simulation. Rather, Baudrillard elaborated new forms of
symbolic resistance beyond death by emphasizing the
potlatch-like behaviors of the masses in The Beaubourg
Effect (1977) and In the Shadow of the Silent Majorities.
Baudrillard’s conception of the mass represents a critique of
efforts to represent the masses as a source of potential
energy in sociology and political theory. But under the terms
of third-order simulation, representation is impossible.
There is no more real social substance for a discipline such
as sociology to represent, except through simulation. Rather,
the mass is unreachable, indifferent, opaque, resistant to all
entreaties and communications, which are absorbed and dis-
appear. Every attempt in the dark rooms of social science to
get the masses to appear by bathing them in an informa-
tional emulsion of statistics and surveys merely, for
Baudrillard, volatilizes them further. For this reason,
Baudrillard entertained the hypothesis that the social no
longer exists, because social contracts and relations between
state and civil society, public and private institutions and
citizens, individuals and groups, have given way to mere
points of contact and information exchange between terminals.
In the order of simulation, general connectivity rules the
day, and in this new kind of postperspectival space, there has
been a complete loss of critical distance that would allow for
a distinction between the real and its models. And this
entails the transfiguration of the real into the simulacral.

Through an antiproductivist conception of agonistic,
senseless seduction in Seduction (1979), Baudrillard
explored consequences of reversing the accumulative and
positive dimensions of production. Seduction was not
exactly in its own right a power at all, neither negative nor
oppositional, but a weak process that removed and annulled
signs and meanings from interpretive systems, accountabil-
ity from systems of legitimation. Seduction works by
undermining and diverting, setting reversibility against irre-
versibility. Seduction resists interpretation. It can be shared,
but its exchange is symbolic and involves ritual and obliga-
tory dimensions that ensure that there is no clear distinction
possible between seducer and seduced, for there is no dif-
ference between victory and defeat.

In addition to turning symbolic reversibility and cancel-
lation against Michel Foucault in Forget Foucault (1977),
Baudrillard sought symbolic yields in Transparency of Evil
from an inexchangeable hostage form and the power to des-
ignate Evil, to reintroduce this accursed share into the arti-
ficially positive paradise of a society that can no longer
tolerate negativity.
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The Vital Illusion (2000) reveals traces of the need for a
symbolic principle by another name by taking refuge in
singularity (as in Paroxysm, 1997): an eccentric, antagonis-
tic, self-destructing, anomalous figure, irreducible to indi-
viduality in a world of cloning, by valorizing imperfection
(vernacular language resists universal digitization) and the
beautiful frailty of never being fully present to ourselves.
These antidotes to nihilism are perhaps best expressed in
the idea that the murder of the real, the perfect-crime simu-
lation of the world, of The Perfect Crime (1995), is never
perfect. Respite is found in a passionate appreciation of the
world’s illusoriness.

The circle of symbolic exchange threatened to collapse
in The Impossible Exchange (1999), since now exchange is
impossible, the general equivalent displaced, otherness
become incomparable, and the condition of thought stuck
in a paradoxical inability to confirm itself against any prin-
ciple in the reigning speculative disorder.

SEPTEMBER 11TH, 2001

Baudrillard’s controversial response to the events of
September 11th in The Spirit of Terrorism (2001) rehearsed
his theory of symbolic exchange: The suicide planes that
embedded themselves in the twin towers of the Word Trade
Center were symbolic forces of disorder, issuing coun-
tergifts of mass death against a system whose ideal is “zero
death,” as Baudrillard put it, and that tries to neutralize the
symbolic stakes of reversibility and challenge.

In the 1970s, Baudrillard used the twin towers of the
World Trade Center as emblems of the binary matrix of dig-
itality, the “divine form of simulation,” in which competi-
tion and referentiality were eclipsed by correlation and
replication: The twin towers are signs of closure and redou-
bling, not of a system that can still surpass itself with orig-
inal edifices. The twinness of the towers remain for
Baudrillard the “perfect embodiment” of today’s world
order. But there is no longer at the macrolevel two super-
powers mirroring one another’s irrationality. Binary regula-
tion at this level is over in the triumph of global capitalism.
Back in 1976, Baudrillard wrote of the dissuasive hedge
against collapse provided by two superpowers. And it is
precisely this question of collapse that has animated
Baudrillard’s theorization of the events of 9/11. Importantly,
collapse or crumbling by itselfis the key challenge to under-
standing the spirit of symbolic exchange in Baudrillard’s
account.

The twin World Trade Center towers, which incarnate
the hegemony of U.S. empire and monopoly, collapsed, that
is, self-destructed. Baudrillard’s choice language for
describing collapse by itself is “suicide.” His impression
was that the towers collapsed as if committing suicide. For
it seemed to Baudrillard “as if,” hedging his bets, the twin
towers themselves completed the event by collapsing.

In his theory of death, suicide was a superior kind of
subversion in the politics of symbolic exchange circa the
mid-1970s. What made suicide subversive and, in reverse,
made all subversion suicidal, was that it escaped the
monopolistic control over death exercised by contemporary
societies of simulation through their sanctioned institutions
(which prohibit suicide and either try to exclude symbolic
relations or simulate them).

For the West, thinks Baudrillard, symbolic and sacrifi-
cial death are difficult to grasp and are distorted in being
given a value, by “calculating” their exchange-value
(against paradise; against support for their families through
individual heroic martyrdom, etc.).

Terrorism challenges the sole superpower with a gift to
which it cannot respond except by the collapse of its
emblematic buildings. The Spirit of Terrorism was written
25 years after Symbolic Exchange and Death, but is per-
fectly consistent with the theory contained therein.

— Gary Genosko

See also Bataille, Georges; Hyperreality; Lefebvre, Henri; Means
of Consumption; Media Critique; Postsocial; Saussure,
Ferdinand de; Simulation; Structural Marxism; Semiology;
Surveillance and Society; Utopia; Virilio, Paul
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BAUMAN, ZYGMUNT

Zygmunt Bauman (b. 1925) is an East European critical
theorist and sociologist of the postmodern. Bauman grew
up in Poznan, Poland, and moved as a youth to Russia with
his family to escape the Nazi invasion. He fought in the
Polish army during the Second World War and rose to the
level of major, only to be sacked in the anti-Semitic wave
of 1953. Bauman turned to social sciences, in the European
tradition, where sociology is aligned with continental phi-
losophy. In 1968, having risen to the rank of professor of
sociology at Warsaw University, he was again sacked and
persecuted, along with other Jewish radical professors, in a
subsequent anti-Semitic wave. Together with his family,
Bauman left Poland for Leeds, in the United Kingdom, via
Tel Aviv and Canberra.

Over the last 30 years, Bauman has become known as
one of the most influential of European and especially of
British sociologists, for his work is marked by the capacity
to negotiate new social problems and forms while radiating
these back into the sociological classics of modernism, not
least Marx, Weber, and Simmel. The location of his writing
is British, but its inflexion is “continental.”

Bauman’s recent work is best known for two things:
the sociology of the Holocaust and the scrutiny of the
postmodern. In 1989, he published the award-winning
Modernity and the Holocaust. This book is a passionate yet
sober and systematic assessment of the irony in which the
Holocaust was so central to modern, organized routines,
developing genocide as industrialized killing, and yet so
peripheral to sociology, where the Nazi experience was and
is still widely viewed as exceptional to its time and place.
Bauman’s argument is that the Holocaust is expressive
either of the modern project as such or at least of its social
engineering logic and conformist imperatives. Bauman
aligns the Holocaust with the Milgram and Zimbardo
experiments conducted in the United States, in order to
follow the question, “We too could have done this,” rather
than the more typical response, “This too could have been
done to us.”

The Holocaust is universal in its significance, as well as
being the exclusive property of Germans, Nazis, and Jews.
More generally, it speaks to us not only of ethics but also of
modern possibilities. We cannot imagine the Holocaust
before the twentieth century. Its conditions of possibility
include the mobilized race ideology of Nazism, the mur-
derous will-to-power of the Nazis and the party-state form,
the industrial mode of killing or the technology of the
camps, and the bureaucratic means of delivering its victims
to the death camps. Bauman’s scrutiny of the modern
includes all this, for his concern is that the twentieth cen-
tury makes a great deal more possible, in terms of human
destruction, than before. Before the Holocaust, there was
the pogrom. What the Holocaust makes apparent is the
limited space available to ethical behaviour, not least
because the extent of modern bureaucratic division of labour
reduces the proximity of human subjects to each other. It is
easier to harm others when we cannot see their faces, when
we merely press the button. This also helps explain the
extraordinary moral process in which, as in the Eichmann
trial, nobody is responsible for anything anymore; all of us
are merely busy following orders. Bauman’s sociology is a
critique of this conformism then or now, whether Nazi and
brutal or British and benign.

Bauman’s work on the Holocaust has been widely mis-
recognized as antimodern, antitechnology, as following the
romantic tradition of denying the modern, from Rousseau to
Heidegger. More generally, Bauman’s work has been taken
as a continuation of the antimodernism of the Frankfurt
school, exemplified in Adorno and Horkheimer’s Dialectic
of Enlightenment (1948). Bauman is critical of that particu-
lar Enlightenment sense, embodied in the spirit of Goethe’s
Faust, for which everything is possible and the world and
human will are without limits. The logic of his particular cri-
tique of technology is Weberian. Technology, like rational-
ization or reason, needs to be driven by values that we have
to choose. Modernity becomes increasingly difficult
because the political or public space within which to delib-
erate socially shrinks before our eyes. We do more and more
technology simply because we can; there is no rational argu-
ment against the endless extension of technology.

Bauman’s critique of modernity is therefore also misrec-
ognized as a simple denial or rejection, as if its motivation
were a yearning for return to the past. His argument con-
cerning the postmodern is more complicated than this. It is
consistent with the logic of Modernity and the Holocaust.
Bauman’s is less a critical rejection of modernity than a
cautionary tale about the limits and negative effects of high
modernism, that project of social engineering, uniformity,
and synthetic international architectural style that spread
across the twentieth century. Modernism is based on the old
Enlightenment maxim, to know the world in order to con-
trol it, this, put together with the new means of control
developed into the twentieth century. Bauman initially
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greets the prospect of the postmodern with some enthusiasm,
as it holds the possibility of new openings, not least because
it also connects to the post-Marxist possibility of utopia
after the collapse of the Soviet fantasy. The postmodern
suggests pluralisation of life forms, whereas the modern
often seems to be made in the image of a singular logic of
control. Bauman’s enthusiasms for the possibilities of the
postmodern coincides with the hopes of the revolutions of
1989. A decade later, Bauman’s optimism for the postmodern
subsides, as it becomes more apparent that the postmodern
has become consumerized and commodified.

In the longer run, the postmodern becomes a fashion
item rather than a social alternative for art, life, or politics.
By 2000, Bauman set out to replace the idea of the post-
modern with that of “liquid modernity.” Here, the argument
is that we are still modern and only the forms of modernity
change. As Marx and Engels were translated to have said,
“All that is solid melts into air.” Bauman’s claim is that
modernism, or high modernity, institutionalises itself as a
hard set of institutions, which are now increasingly
replaced by sociological patterns where power flows and
social relations are always provisional, up for grabs.

If the Holocaust and the postmodern are the themes with
which Bauman is most widely identified, then there are
other motifs as well. In his own Marxist origins, Bauman
places a special emphasis on both sociology and socialism,
in a way that connects his work to that of C. Wright Mills
and Alvin Gouldner in American sociology. Bauman
remains convinced that sociology has a mission; like criti-
cal theory, it has yet to deliver on its promise. The prospect
of social engineering on a grand scale remains frightening,
but we cannot avoid the responsibility of social reform. His
work can be viewed as part of critical theory, in the partic-
ular sense that it follows the synthesis of Marxian and
Weberian themes associated with Lukdcs in History and
Class Consciousness (1971), and apparent in the more
recent work of Agnes Heller and Castoriadis. The path of
Bauman’s work since the 1970s might be seen as shifting
from the Marxian to the Weberian themes in the critique of
modernity. Yet Gramsci remains an ongoing influence as an
indicator of what Marxism might be capable of as a sociol-
ogy that takes culture seriously; and Bauman persists in
following Simmel in the consistent curiosity as to what kinds
of creatures or personality types modern social forms allow
or encourage to develop.

Bauman’s work can also be viewed as a sociology of
modernity as excess or as a critique of modernity as order.
More generally, again, Bauman’s sociology can be seen
as a dialectic of modernity where, as in Dialectic of
Enlightenment, modernity turns against itself, the dark side
of modernity overshadowing the bright side of its positive
achievements. This affinity with the Frankfurt school does
not, however, extend to embracing Adorno’s melancholy.
Indeed, Bauman solidarises with the moderate optimism in

the critical theory of the earlier Habermas, before
Habermas turns away from critical theory to the impossible,
because Enlightenment, project of reconstructing the social
sciences. Bauman thus combines in temperament a socio-
logically informed pessimism with an anthropological opti-
mism. Humans, here, are always viewed as endowed with
natural intelligence, even as they are educated out of it. This
is why culture, or second nature, remains so central.

Bauman has published more than 20 books since his first
in English, a study of the British Labour movement pub-
lished in 1972. These works cover all kinds of themes, from
Socialism: The Active Utopia (1976) to Freedom (1988).
For the last several years, Bauman has modified his choice
of audience, writing pocketbooks for a wider audience in
the European tradition (see especially Globalization, 1998,
and Community, 2000). While the extent of his work can be
reduced to the emblems of the Holocaust and the post-
modern, as in its more generalized reception, it can more
usefully be viewed as spreading across and responding to
five main themes: the modern, and together with it, the
postmodern, Marxism, Nazism, and capitalism.

Bauman’s critique of the modern commences with his
first book on the postmodern; the terms are mutually con-
stitutive, a fact lost on various enthusiasts for the post-
modern, which can properly be understood and located only
in the modern itself. The modern is the larger category, this
not least because Bauman remains conventionally sociolog-
ical in understanding culture as a subcategory of society.
Inasmuch as the postmodern is preeminently a cultural
category, referring to art, architecture, writing, or perfor-
mance, it belongs within the broader project of sociology,
alongside economy, state, and civil society. Capitalist econ-
omy or commodification drives postmodern culture, at least
in the long run. Bauman’s initial enthusiasm for the idea of
the postmodern is rather that it opens or opens again the
possibility of critique or interpretation without making an
intellectual claim to power. In the longer run, again, post-
modern intellectuals may have made claims to celebrity or
influence; but in the beginning of postmodern times, in the
middle 1980s, the hope was rather that they would behave
like older hermeneuts. For Bauman in 1987, the choice is
exactly that for intellectuals, between the tasks of legisla-
tion and those of interpretation, or mediation between
communities of speech. The full title of the book spells it
out: Legislators and Interpreters: On Modernity, Post-
Modernity and Intellectuals. Intellectuals have to choose,
here, between state power and ambition, and criticism. The
frame of consideration is modern, postmodern—the fusion
into postmodern has yet to occur, and this is an exercise in
the sociology of intellectuals as such. Bauman here casti-
gates the Enlightenment for the immodesty of its claims,
where knowledge was to become not only power but also
the claim to state power. At this point, Bauman’s critique of
modernity intersects with the critique of Marxism, for the
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real object of his charge against the ambitions of the
Enlightenment is less Diderot than Lenin. Legislators and
Interpreters is a shadow critique of bolshevism, high
modernity par excellence. Bauman’s ethical critique of bol-
shevism, like Nazism here, is that it dichotomises popula-
tions into worthy citizens and strangers, and sets out to
eliminate these internal enemies, whether Kulaks or middle
peasants in the USSR or Jews in Germany.

Bauman’s critique of modernity comes to fruition in
Modernity and Ambivalence (1991), the text that continues
the logic of the earlier Modernity and the Holocaust. The core
of Modernity and Ambivalence is a critique of classification
and classificatory reason, or what Adorno would call “iden-
tity-thinking.” Modernity and Enlightenment come unstuck
on their own intellectual axes, where any particular thing or
phenomenon cannot be viewed as “A” and “B” at the same
time. Bauman’s case is that humans must learn, rather, to deal
with ambivalence, uncertainty, difference, debate, and endless
dialogue. Conflict, on this understanding, is normal; the pur-
suit of social harmony is unachievable. Utopia matters, but
only as a goal or goals that can never be reached or realized.
Modernity, in this context, rests on an analytical attempt to
expunge ambivalence. The end of this road is the point at
which sociology meets eugenics. The idea of the postmodern
appeals semantically to Bauman, in this setting, as it offers the
hope of a world that might embrace ambivalence. Yet the
resulting commercialisation of postmodern culture results in
indifference rather than in the recognition of difference.

It is for this reason that Bauman finally develops the dis-
tinction between what he calls a “postmodern sociology”
and “sociology of postmodernism.” Bauman indicates his
own residual modernity in this distinction, this not least
because of his refusal to let go of sociology, itself the para-
digmatic modern intellectual discipline. More than any
other discipline, sociology is bound into modernity and
modernism, from Simmel in Berlin through the Chicago
School. Indeed, the closest thing there is to a postmodern
sociology in the substantive sense is cultural studies, a field
that Bauman backs onto but does not embrace. The ultimate
secret to Bauman'’s taking in of the postmodern is precisely
modern, and sociological. For Bauman insists that it is the
task of sociology to interpret the forms or cultures that pre-
sent themselves to us, historically and experientially. The
postmodern is a real cultural phenomenon, even if it is not
a new social formation. There is no more point in turning
our backs on it than on television, rock and roll, or pornog-
raphy. Bauman therefore advises that we have a choice,
between engaging a sociology of the postmodern and a
postmodern sociology. A postmodern sociology is part of
the culture that it sets out to explain. A sociology of the
postmodern, in contrast, sets out from the modern present
to take on the problem of interpreting postmodern culture,
viewing the postmodern as the problem to be addressed
rather than as the interpretative means of explaining it.

Marxism has an especial significance for Bauman as it is
also the source of the problem (or part of it) and of its solu-
tion. It is the historical source of the problem of commu-
nism, or bolshevism; and it is the intellectual source of
critical theory, whose purpose is to criticise everything that
exists, not least the travails of socialism in power. The cri-
tique of Marxism as bolshevism, or Marxist Enlightenment,
is the core activity of Legislators and Interpreters. The
defense of the practice of critical theory is central to works
such as Culture as Praxis (1973) and Toward a Critical
Sociology (1976), where the conjunction of critical theory
and sociology works against critical theory’s risk of opac-
ity and sociology’s residual positivism. The limits of
bolshevism are more apparent; critical theory, in contrast, is
open to the risk of self-righteousness, claiming its own
emancipatory credentials too readily against the currents it
claims to be merely traditional. The culture of critical
Marxism on which Bauman draws is closer to Weberian
Marxism, with the distinction that his relation to Weber’s
texts is more elliptical. Bauman distances Durkheim, whose
sociology he connects to structural functionalism and to the
everyday problems of modern conformism, and keeps
Weber at arm’s length. His first book published in English,
Between Class and Elite (1972), nevertheless indicates
even in its title the combination of Marxism and Weberian
themes; and Weber’s ghost becomes a dominant spirit, not
least as Bauman’s work proceeds into the 1980s.

If Legislators and Interpreters marks a point of break
with Marxist and humanist illusion, Memories of Class
(1982) confirms Bauman’s distance from classical Marxism.
Like Postmodernity and Its Discontents, the title of Memories
of Class evokes Freud, if less explicitly. The memories
involved, memories of class, are both validated and placed
in this way, recognised and yet shifted back in time. For
Bauman’s classical sociological traditionalism is bound
up with the concern about oppression and domination,
not only to the Marxian concern for inequality, which
is reduced emblematically to class. Bauman’s earlier
Weberian Marxist sympathies leave him open to concerns
about exclusion as well as exploitation, and it is precisely
this issue that comes to the foreground in Memories of
Class, where the risk of social exclusion is even more
socially dangerous and primitive than the prospect of
exploitation on the factory floor. Socialism, in this optic,
may be the future horizon of utopia, but it is also the mem-
ory of struggles past, against the very introduction of indus-
trialism and the factory system. The problem of socialist
politics, to make the connection, lies in its incapacity demo-
cratically to mediate past images and future hopes.

Memories of Class is the text where Bauman frontally
encounters Foucault, but with the historical sociology
twist that one would associate as much with the work of
E. P. Thompson. Socialism, for Bauman, emerges as the
reaction against industrialism even more than capitalism.
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The factory system institutionalises a regime of bodily
control of labour that exemplifies modern disciplinarity
even more fully than Foucault’s stories about prisons and
asylums. The result, in all these cases of institutionalisa-
tion, is that the new regime becomes naturalized. We love
Big Brother, and the workers come to love or at least to
depend upon capital. The result, for Bauman, is a kind of
corporatism, where the needs of labour are translated into
those of capital. Freedom is monetised. The structural con-
sequence of this process is that the organised workers end
up within the system, via the wage labour/capital relation.
Bauman'’s sociological focus then shifts to the outsiders, to
those who are practically excluded from the wage labour/
capital relation. This is a move consistent with his older
sympathy with Simmel, and the idea of the stranger. It is
also reminiscent of Weber’s observation that while capital
and labor are assymetrical relations of domination, labour
remains a form of property. In the long run, the language of
class becomes limiting, for it brackets out those excluded
from the working class who have no claim to property or to
organization on its basis.

Bauman returns to these themes in Work, Consumerism
and the New Poor (1998). Bauman endorses the sense that
while the dominant image of earlier capitalism was produc-
tion, the later capitalism after the postwar long boom is
dominated by the image of consumption. If the dominant
motif around the First World War is that of the factory, by
the 1980s, it is that of the shopping mall. The point is not
that we (or some of us) no longer produce, not least of all in
developing countries in labour processes not too different
from those captured by Marx in Capital (1867), or by
Dickens in fiction. The point, rather, is that as less of us in
Western developed countries are required to produce goods,
thanks to the god technology, more of us are compelled to
consume. Consumption becomes a matter of duty, thrift, or
conservation, signs of a dying past. Postmodern culture is a
culture of consumption, of display: Ours is the society of the
spectacle. Social status is now reconfigured in terms of the
capacity to consume. Success or failure is measured by con-
sumption. To be excluded, for Bauman, is to be a flawed
consumer. It is no longer sufficient to be a good worker or a
courageous entrepreneur. These days, we all compete by the
same standards of consumption, and we all know immedi-
ately, by sense-perception, who the losers are.

Exploitation does not cease, in this portrayal of moder-
nity, any more than production does. The shift of emphasis
in Bauman’s work into the 1990s reflects rather the power-
ful phenomenological sense that the front stage of capital-
ism has become even more enchanted than it was in Marx’s
Capital, where the fetishism of commodities reigned. Marx
understood that the Dante’s inferno of the factory floor lay
backstage and that the miracle of capitalist culture was to
be located in its remarkable capacity to behave as though
this world made us, and not the other way around. The

dramaturgy of the Holocaust and the image of Nazism is
better known to us, at least via Hollywood and the now
apparently endless documentaries about Hitler. If the cou-
ple modernity-postmodernity is as persistent in Bauman’s
work as the categories capitalism-Marxism, then the
Holocaust has a special place, with reference to the idea of
a field of modernity itself. Bauman’s personal political
choice as a youth was simple: communism or fascism. He
chose communism, not least because the Nazis were invad-
ing Poland, killing Jews, and as they proceeded; and because
communism later, after 1945, promised the hope of recon-
struction, if not utopia. Warsaw had been levelled by the
war; Poland had become the playground, or rather, then,
laboratory of the Nazis. Until the writing of Modernity and
the Holocaust, Bauman had remained closer in his attrac-
tion and ethical orientation to the universalism of the left.
In 1986, his wife, Janina, published her memoirs of girl-
hood in the Warsaw ghetto, Winter in the Morning. It was
the trigger for Bauman’s new project, to seek to insinuate
the Holocaust in the centre of ordinary sociology. Why?
Because for Bauman, the Holocaust was less immediately a
German disaster waiting to happen than a modern disaster
whose occurrence depended on modern will-to-power, a
reactionary modernist ideology, and modern political orga-
nizational and technological forms. The Nazis developed a
repertoire that relied not only on gas and a reliable railway
system but also on cinema and broadcasting; all they lacked
was television.

The Holocaust is expressive of modernity for Bauman
because it not only indicates the extent of its murderous
possibilities but also expresses the modern or Enlightenment
drive toward the achievement of the perfect order. The Nazi
experience also reflects Enlightenment logic, even if the
Nazis publically opposed the principles of the French
Revolution, of liberty, equality, and fraternity. The final
solution was a rational attempt, using rationalized means of
organization, to solve the problem that the Nazis set them-
selves: to rid their world of the Jews. More, Nazism reflects
and extends the social engineering mania that earlier
philosophers merely dreamed of; only they defined the
problem differently as the end not of poverty or oppression,
but of a people. In the framework of Bauman’s thinking,
Western civilization becomes obsessed with what he calls a
“gardening culture,” motivated by the desire finally to set
things straight, help nature along, and remove all weeds.
This gardening imperative, first indicated in Legislators
and Interpreters, becomes an attitude of all high-modernist
strategies, which seek to set the world straight. Bauman
contrasts the mania for gardening with the earlier attitude of
the gamekeeper. If the final solution involves industrialized
killing, then the gardening state pursues industrialized
nature with a will to control that only nature can defy. By
the time he publishes Modernity and the Holocaust, it is the
image of the Jews as weeds (or more infamously, for
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Goebbels, as rats) that becomes central. Perfection, for the
Nazis, meant purity, the absence of especially of Jews and
others. If this is Bauman’s most Weberian work, emphasis-
ing bureaucratic rationality and its indifference to the face of
the other, the suffering subject, it is also the book most con-
nected to the legacy of Simmel. Modernity and the
Holocaust addresses the figure of the Jew as the exemplary
stranger in bad times, those who came and stayed and imag-
ined, innocently, that they were Germans, until the Nazis
discovered that they were Jews.

The theoretical conclusion to which Modernity and the
Holocaust reaches is as simple as it is powerful. Sociology
in the West has an ethical hole in its heart. Sociology at the
end of the twentieth century had still yet to begin to address
questions of how we might live, how we might still be
responsible for each other. Modernity and the Holocaust
(1989) thus leads directly via Modernity and Ambivalence
(1991) to Postmodern Ethics (1993), where the grandest
gesture is simply to call this bluff. We have to confront the
fact that sociology cannot respond to the problems of the
world only with axioms concerning value-freedom or its
ersatz, liberal moralising about the plight of the disadvan-
taged. Sociology has a social core, in the image of the party
of two. Self is constituted only through the other. Ethics is
the starting point for all social inquiry, or it should be.
Sociology is the field of the social, but it must begin from
the individual. To resort too readily to the social is to defer
to the kind of conformism where sociology blames every-
body but the actor and sidesteps the question of ethical
responsibility. Sociology, like its subject, society, too easily
reproduces the conformism it sets out to criticise. As
Bauman argues, drawing on images from Lévi-Strauss,
societies can either assimilate or follow anthropoemic
strategies toward strangers, or expel them in anthropophagic
manner. Dominant cultures consume the other or evacuate
them. Bauman adds the cautionary note that in our own
time, stronger states engage in both strategies at once.
Assimilation is the safer of these two strategies, though
multiculturalism is ethically sounder. Again, Bauman’s
more general purpose here is to break the modernist conceit
for which violence and corruption seem always to happen
elsewhere, in less civilized places than our own. Bauman
insists rather, in sympathy with Walter Benjamin, that civi-
lization is based upon violence.

Bauman’s argument, as ever, is constructed in conversa-
tion with various interlocutors. Mary Douglas’s work is
also central to this approach, not least in its distinction
between purity and danger. The Nazi pursuit of the society
of perfect order was based on the particular eugenics for
which others defiled the purity of the Aryan race. As
Bauman argues, in sympathy with this anthropological cri-
tique, however, the struggle against dirt is perpetual. Every
day we sweep up, every day dirt, like disorder, returns: It is
normal. There is an especially brutal kind of utopian

impulse in the Nazi project of absolute imaginary hygiene.
This modernising impulse comes together with the most
bizarre imagined traditionalism, where peoples organized
into races exist entirely separately of each other. It is as
though no one moves. In Bauman’s view, this is not only
counterethical, but counterfactual. Movement is central,
and it accelerates, to the extent that it may now be the
nature of the process of movement, rather than class or
origin, that illustrates both problems of global inclusion and
exclusion. Consistent with his interest in the idea that par-
ticular social forms bring out particular personality types,
Bauman suggests that there are two new personalities
encouraged by postmodern times. These are the fourist and
the vagabond. Tourists have the means to move, to con-
sume, to consume the other, to consume the services of the
vagabonds, sexual and other. Vagabonds, in contrast, are
compelled to move, to keep moving. This is a kind of
global reflection of domination, where tourists and
vagabonds inhabit mutually exclusive lifeworlds that are
nevertheless connected by the dialectics of master and
slave.

Capitalism remains the global context within which
these practices are acted out. Bauman does not mean to say,
therefore, that we are all tourists or vagabonds, let alone
that we are all strangers or nomads. These are indicative
categories expressing personality types, not analytical cate-
gories explaining structures of inequality. Those who stay
at home engage in more conventional class relations, with
the difference that new middle-class activities, like those of
the symbolic analysts who work in information technology,
are increasingly given to the patterns of geographical
mobility characteristic of tourists. They are no longer citi-
zens; they have no loyalty whatsoever to place or to those
who are confined to particular places, towns, cities, or
states that need tax revenue bases to supply public infra-
structure, schools, housing, and hospitals. No one is respon-
sible for anything anymore. This is not the world of the
Holocaust, but the themes are recurrent. Bauman is a critic
of communitarianism who is also critical of liberalism.
Modern culture is problematic for Bauman because it cor-
rodes traditional identities and loyalties and replaces them
with do-it-yourself personality kits to be bought and sold at
will, for those who have the capacity to consume. Human
beings retain the capacity to do better and to look after each
other, but have to struggle against the pressure to conform.
The prospect of autonomy depends on the recognition of
dependence. That prospect is dimmer now than it may have
seemed before, but the margins of hope remain, and it is the
task of critical sociologists to exercise and encourage
expanded activity within them.

— Peter Beilharz

See also Cultural Marxism and British Cultural Studies;
Holocaust; Marxism



40 Beauvoir, Simone de

FURTHER READINGS AND REFERENCES

Bauman, Janina. 1986. Winter in the Morning. London: Virago.

Bauman, Zygmunt. 1989. Modernity and the Holocaust. Oxford,
UK. Polity.

——— 1991. Modernity and Ambivalence. Oxford, UK. Polity.

——— 1993, Postmodern Ethics. Oxford, UK: Polity.

—— 1998. Globalization. Oxford, UK: Polity.

. 2000. Liquid Modernity. Oxford, UK: Polity.

Beilharz, P. 2000. Zygmunt Bauman—Dialectic of Modernity.
London: Sage.

, ed. 2001. The Bauman Reader. Oxford, UK: Blackwell.

, ed. 2002. Zygmunt Bauman, 4 vols. London: Sage.

BEAUVOIR, SIMONE DE

Most widely known as the author of The Second Sex
([1949] 1989) and the intellectual and sexual partner of
Jean-Paul Sartre, Simone de Beauvoir (1908-1986) was a
novelist and essayist as well as a feminist theorist and
philosopher. Born and educated in private schools in Paris,
Beauvoir passed the Sorbonne’s agrégation, its difficult
final examination, when she was 21 years old. Her thesis
there was on Leibniz. From 1931 to 1941, she taught school
in Marseille and Rouen. Between 1941 and 1943, she
taught at the Sorbonne. Widely traveled and influential in
her day, Beauvoir was a feminist public intellectual.

Beauvoir’s best-known book helped to launch the sec-
ond wave of feminism. Together with Betty Friedan’s The
Feminine Mystique (1963), The Second Sex stimulated
feminist thought and activism during the second half of the
twentieth century. Building on the first wave of feminism
that lasted from the mid-nineteenth century until the Great
Depression, this second wave had the same broad focus as
the first. It aimed to further female citizens’ rights to con-
trol their lives to the same extent and in the same ways that
male citizens are legally entitled to control theirs.

Expressed in her memoirs and novels as well as in her
philosophical tracts and essays, Beauvoir’s feminist theoriz-
ing was pathbreaking in the extreme. Abjuring both essential-
ism and determinism, whether biological or otherwise,
Beauvoir adopted a feminist phenomenology capable of prob-
ing women’s embodied consciousness and lived experiences
in ways both philosophical and practical. Appropriating and
putting to feminist uses the ideas of Edmund Husserl, Martin
Heidegger, and Maurice Merleau-Ponty as well as those of
Sartre at times, Beauvoir theoretically countermanded the
ideas of René Descartes and Sigmund Freud, while putting
Karl Marx’s ideas to distinctly feminist uses.

Long before it was commonplace to discuss women’s
embodiment and its ramifications, Beauvoir’s The Second
Sex analyzed women’s embodiment by looking at

menstruation, “frigidity,” menopause, and beauty; it tackled
the experiences of pregnancy and aging before these were
widely theorized as institutionally shaped and regulated; it
asked hard questions about what love, subjectivity, desire,
and work typically mean in the lives of women and men. As
she theorized in this masterpiece as well as in her fiction
and her other philosophical works, Beauvoir formulated
ideas that inspired many later feminist theorists.

Her work opened theoretical pathways for notions such as
maternal thinking, for instance. Beauvoir ([1949] 1989:655)
emphasized that motherhood is the one undertaking where
women can harbor no practical hope of “complete liberty.”
Beauvoir’s work also laid grounds for all kinds of feminist
literary criticism, such as Kate Millet’s Sexual Politics (1971).
Reading D. H. Lawrence in terms of “phallic pride” and look-
ing at the myth of woman in other male writers’ works as well,
Beauvoir ([1949] 1989:185-237) showed how popular as
well as academic culture constructs Woman as Other: that is,
woman as different, with man being the standard-issue human
being. Thus emphasizing how “woman” is socially and cul-
turally constructed, Beauvoir theorized a great deal not about
“laws of nature” or universal differences between women and
men, but about “difference[s] in their situations.” Assigned
different kinds of work in society and expected to exhibit dif-
ferent kinds of commitments and interests, women and men
typically develop along different lines.

The final section of The Second Sex comprises a long
essay on “The Independent Woman” as well as a conclusion.
There, Beauvoir reiterates her insistence that women’s dis-
tinctive embodiment is not the main reason for whatever dif-
ficulties and setbacks they experience as women. Instead of
physiology or anatomy, Beauvoir emphasizes the “moral ten-
sion” that builds up from women’s typical responsibilities
and the sharp contradictions built into their typical situations.

Besides her well-known contributions to feminist theo-
rizing about women’s identities, selfhood, and lived experi-
ences, Beauvoir also contributed substantially to feminist
ethics. In The Ethics of Ambiguity ([1974] 1994), she emerges
as a major theorist of liberation, agency, and the moral self.
In this work (as well as elsewhere), Beauvoir rejects the
notion of a “core” or “fixed” self. Instead, much like con-
temporary postmodernists, Beauvoir sees “the moral self as
the product of a continuous project, a personal art of living”
(Vintges 1999:141). Not unlike Luce Irigaray, another
French feminist theorist writing decades later, Beauvoir’s
ethics links ambiguity “with the female body and
desire. . . . For both [theorists], ambiguity, connected with
women, is something positive” (Gothlin 1999:93).

Indeed, for Beauvoir, ambiguity is the stuff of life and the
heart of matters both human and social as well as feminine.

— Mary F. Rogers

See also Essentialism; Feminist Ethics; Irigaray, Luce; Maternal
Thinking; Postmodernist Feminism
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BECK, ULRICH

German social theorist of modernity Ulrich Beck
(b. 1944) is an advocate of a cosmopolitan approach to the
social sciences. Alongside Jiirgen Habermas and Niklas
Luhmann, Beck is one of the three most prominent con-
temporary German sociologists. He recognizes Habermas’s
influence on his work through his intellectual obligation to
the continuation of the Enlightenment project. He distin-
guishes himself from Niklas Luhmann by grounding his
work in a strong subject-oriented approach.

RISK SOCIETY

Ulrich Beck is widely recognized for developing the
concept of the risk society. Indeed, Beck published Risk
Society in 1986, and only a few months later, the Chernoby]l
nuclear disaster confirmed his claim that our society is
being transformed by technologies that are beyond our
immediate control. Risk societies are borderless societies
characterized by the distribution of dangers, rather than the
state’s distribution of goods. Risks are uncontrolled and the
consequences incalculable. Society is being transformed
into a risk society or a world risk society. Beck continued to
develop his thoughts on the transformation of modernity in
the books Reflexive Modernization and Risky Freedoms.
One of the central ideas he put forth in Risky Freedoms was
the importance to modern individuals of “do-it-yourself”

biographies, which are based on his notion of risk and free
the individual from determination by society. The old clas-
sical elite ideal of relating to one’s biography as a work of
art has become a necessity in the age of globalization, as
people increasingly lack the opportunity to construct orderly
and linear self-histories. As such, in his theory of individu-
alization, Beck tries to put the Subject back into social
theory. This theory highlights new potentialities of social
action, which can no longer be based on the traditional pat-
terns of social participation and political manipulation.

SECOND MODERNITY

In addition to the concept of risk and individualization,
Beck also examined the concepts of globalization, cos-
mopolitization, and “second modernity.” For Beck, the term
globalization refers to a reflexive rather than a linear
process, taking the global and the local (or the universal and
the particular) not as opposites, but as combined and mutu-
ally implicit principles. For him, these concepts indicate a
transition between historical epochs, or more precisely, to
the transition from a “first modernity,” characterized by the
congruence between nation and state (with an emphasis on
the welfare state), to a “second modernity,” characterized
by a world society and transnationalism. This does not
mean, of course, that the first modernity is over and done
with, and it does not mean that we live in a postmodern
society in which everything is being deconstructed. Ulrich
Beck does not see himself as a postmodern thinker. Indeed,
in nearly all of his major works, Beck claims that he is
intellectually committed to the project of the Enlighten-
ment. This means that he sees in the European traditions of
reason and liberty the chance for people to realize freedom.
Unlike postmodern theorists, he does not hold these notions
as spurious or as mechanisms of oppression. For Beck,
social theory is an instrument of human emancipation. For
him, sociology’s problem is that it identifies its subject mat-
ter, “society,” with the nation-state. In this view, the territo-
rial state is society’s container—a final victory for Hegel,
so to speak. In fact, it was not long ago that sociologists
were demanding to “bring the state back in.” Ulrich Beck
does not want to throw the state back out. But he wants to
break the state’s theoretical identification with society in
order to demonstrate the sociological possibilities of recon-
structing the nation-state into a cosmopolitan state to serve
the needs of a cosmopolitan society.

COSMOPOLITAN SOCIOLOGY

The cultural, political, and economic processes of
globalization are undermining the foundations of the first
modernity. Therefore, what Beck refers to as “internal glob-
alization,” or even the “cosmopolitanization” of nation-state
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societies from within, becomes central to understanding
contemporary society. In this connection, one central thesis
for Beck is the pluralization of borders, such as those
between nature and society, knowledge and ignorance,
subject and object, peace and war, life and death, and We
and Other. The concept “second modernity” tries to catch
both the continuity with and the epochal break with a first
modernity. What remains from the first modernity is the
valuation of the single individual and his or her political lib-
erties (individualization). What is new is the spacelessness
of capital, labor, and even home that is created through the
processes of globalization. Modernity is not over. Indeed,
Beck uses the term second modernity to announce that the
end of modernity celebrated by postmodernism has not yet
arrived.

Beck argues that one can begin to examine the second
modernity by employing a new kind of methodology called
methodological cosmopolitanism, which implicitly pro-
vides a critique of methodological nationalism. This shift
broadens the horizons for social science research. The
nation-state-centered understanding of society and politics
is replaced by the opening up of that nation-centered per-
spective. This blurs the traditional distinction between the
national and the international and opens new research hori-
zons in the study of inequality and power. Through these
concepts, Beck (2002) is able to answer the criticism that
his theory lacked a conception of power. In his latest book
on power in the global age, he claims that the real power of
multinational corporations is not their power to march in,
but their power to march out, or their refusal to enter in the
first place, their refusal to invest. They form a network of
cooperating actors, none of whom will do business with a
country until it meets their standards. And this, according to
Beck, is the model of deterritorialized power that states
should seek to emulate: something that is built up through
networks of cooperation and is exercised through the denial
of that cooperation. This is how states could build a coun-
terpower to the power of multinational corporations. States
should not strive toward a world state, but rather toward
deterritorialized power, toward a network of political coop-
eration that could exercise the same power of denial and
that, once activated, would trump those of the corporations.
Beck also emphasizes that while corporations exert this
new power, they also have new vulnerabilities precisely
because of the moral campaigns to which they can now be
subjected. They have a need for legal security with which
no one state can provide them. As such, the denial of coop-
eration can be all the more dangerous for them, the need for
it all the more compelling, and the power it wields all the
more effective. Similarly, such a network of cooperation—
and the denial of that cooperation—could be used by net-
works of states to force the compliance of noncooperates,
not by compelling them through military force, but by deny-
ing them the opportunities for development and legitimacy

that they can gain only through being allowed into the
network, and making them wither on their own until they
give in.

— Natan Sznaider

See also Cosmopolitan Sociology; Habermas, Jiirgen; Indivi-
dualism; Luhmann, Niklas; Modernity; Postmodernism; Risk
Society
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Neue Okonomie.

BECKER, HOWARD

An American sociologist who has pursued diverse inter-
ests over a long career, Howard S. Becker (b. 1928) is a
prominent advocate of qualitative research methods in a
discipline increasingly given to abstraction and quantifica-
tion. Educated at the University of Chicago in the 1940s
under Everett Hughes, Becker self-consciously inherits
from the Chicago School a commitment to fine-grained
field studies, and from symbolic interactionism an abiding
concern with the intersubjective negotiation of meaning. In
addition to definitive substantive contributions to the soci-
ology of education, deviance, and art, Becker has been an
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innovative methodologist, explaining the varied virtues of
qualitative inquiry, advocating photography as a legitimate
and fruitful mode of social research, and encouraging
sociologists to view their work as both science and craft.

Becker’s early collaborative field studies of medical
students and undergraduates at the University of Kansas
(Becker et al. 1961, 1968) reveal how differently life in
school appears to students and school authorities. While
teachers typically see a straightforward relationship between
educational goals and the curricular program, students often
find that the curriculum inhibits their pursuit of real learn-
ing. Undergraduates strategize to make good grades, even
when doing so means opting for rote memorization and
fluffy course loads, because so many practical rewards are
tied to grades, not to what students actually learn. Medical
students find that passing their exams and pleasing their
superiors are the crucial facts of life in medical school, and
so they suspend their idealistic concerns with helping
patients in the interest of passing tests and gaining approval.
Becker’s studies became classics in the study of education
and the professions, and also crystallized analytic strategies
that would inform his subsequent scholarship. He would
continue to examine social phenomena from the standpoint
of low-status or marginal groups and use their perspectives
to refashion established social science wisdom.

This approach is most clear in Becker’s studies of mari-
juana users and jazz musicians published in Outsiders
(1963), in which he extended Everett Hughes’s notion of
career to novel theoretical ends. He argued that unconven-
tional ways of life are the culmination of gradual behavioral
trajectories in which people learn, in piecemeal fashion, both
to appreciate the pleasures of deviant activity and to redefine
conventional practices and values as errant. Becker signifi-
cantly shifted the terms in which social scientists view
deviance: Rather than pathology, deviant behavior is under-
stood as the product of a generic learning process in which
people gradually redefine their conceptions of the normal.
But Becker went further, politicizing dominant conceptions
of normality and deviance. What is deviant, Becker argued,
is what powerful social groups call deviant; deviance does
not inhere in behaviors themselves, but is the product of a
labeling process in which some activities are called “inappro-
priate,” “sinful,” “unlawful,” or “sick.” This argument became
the genesis for a rich research tradition under the banner of
“labeling theory” (ironically, a term Becker himself claims
never to have advocated) and also has been deployed and
elaborated by scholars of social movements.

The career notion is otherwise extended in Art Worlds
(1982), a benchmark sociology of artistic production, in
which Becker demonstrated that a central task of becoming
a professional artist is learning the conventions—the col-
lective agreements about what counts as good work—that
obtain within a particular genre. Artistic conventions are
intersubjectively negotiated over time but at any given

moment of experience have a strong normative character.
Particular works are evaluated as “pedestrian” or “brilliant”
in light of the conventions governing a particular artistic
community. Art Worlds also demonstrated that while pri-
mary credit for an artistic production is often given to one
person, the work of art is always a collective activity. It
involves not only brilliant creators in their studios but also
the people who manufacture paints and brushes and stretch
canvases, the curators who fashion exhibitions, the dealers
who assemble amenable audiences for particular artists,
and the critics who are able to explain a particular artwork’s
virtues. Holding the entire artistic enterprise together are
mutual necessity and generally agreed-upon ways of work-
ing. No one can keep an art world spinning on one’s own,
and cooperation requires some degree of common vision.
As Becker himself made clear, these insights about the
nature of creative production are as applicable to academic
communities as they are to artistic ones. Indeed, they form
the basis for Becker’s general, and disarmingly simple,
definition of culture: shared understandings.

As a methodologist, Becker has cheerfully blurred
distinctions between art and science. He has advocated the
use of photography as a means for both generating social
science data and representing research findings, and he has
curated a number of photographic exhibitions. With Michal
McCall, he experimented with a novel form of oral presen-
tation called “performance science,” in which researchers
stage their work theatrically (Becker and McCall 1990). He
has also encouraged social scientists to view the act of writ-
ing as both part of the research act and a distinctive craft.
But while he has frequently bucked methodological conven-
tion, Becker has remained a committed empiricist, leaving
to more radical colleagues the epistemological critiques of
ethnographic inquiry that have both enlivened and divided
the symbolic interactionist tradition (e.g., Clough 1998).

Becker moonlighted during graduate school as a pianist
in Chicago jazz bands, playing at wedding receptions and in
middlebrow taverns with constantly changing combinations
of musicians. He used this experience as empirical material
for his studies of deviance and art, and he has continued to
invoke jazz as both case and metaphor in later writing. Jazz
performances serve as Becker’s guiding image for a general
theory of innovation (Becker 2000), one that is equally
attentive to the ingenuity of individual actors, the normative
rules governing behavior in a particular field of activity, and
the larger organizational systems that create the conditions
under which people pursue their crafts. Perhaps it is not too
much to say that jazz has helped define Becker’s general
sociological vision, one that is equally attentive to the struc-
ture, contingency, and beauty of human collaboration.

— Mitchell L. Stevens

See also Deviance; Hughes, Everett; Labeling Theory; Symbolic
Interaction
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BEHAVIORISM

Behaviorism is a philosophy and conceptual framework
for the study of behavior. It advocates the use of a natural
science approach to establish general laws and principles
that explain the causes of behavior—its acquisition, main-
tenance, and change—without reference to mental events or
internal psychological processes. These principles empha-
size relationships between behavior and the physical and
social environment, particularly the contingencies of rein-
forcement that control the occurrence, strength, and choice
of behaviors.

Behaviorism developed primarily in the United States,
originally in opposition to the philosophy of “introspec-
tion” as a technique for investigating mental processes
(thoughts, feelings, and perceptions). Behaviorists dis-
agreed with both the subject matter of introspection (sub-
jective experience and internal states) and the questionable
reliability and validity of the technique itself (critically
examining one’s own mental processes by “looking
inward”). John B. Watson coined the term “behaviorism’ in
1913 and developed its earliest form: classical or “S-R”
behaviorism, which sought to explain behavioral events in
terms of a publicly observable antecedent stimulus (S) that
elicited a publicly observable response (R). As this state-
ment suggests, Watson believed that psychology should
concern itself solely with publicly observable behavior,
without reference to private, mental events, a philosophical
position now called “methodological behaviorism.”

In the 1930s, B. F. Skinner launched a new form of
behaviorism, “radical behaviorism,” which became the
primary influence on modern behaviorism in the psychological
and social sciences. Unlike methodological behaviorism,

radical behaviorism advocates the analysis of all forms of
behavior, both public and private, as long as they are
observable in some way. Although radical behaviorists
accept that some behavioral phenomena are private, they
believe they can be analyzed and explained by the same
principles as public behaviors. In contrast to the S-R model
of classical behaviorism, which assumed that behaviors are
produced by stimuli in a simple, associationistic sort of
chain, Skinner argued that most behaviors are produced by
more complex relationships with the external environment.
These relationships include not only stimuli that precede
behaviors but also, more important, stimulus consequences
that follow them and alter the probability of their occurrence
in the future. Modern behaviorism is largely the legacy of
Skinner, whose work included treatises on the philosophy of
behavior analysis, numerous scientific works documenting
his experimental analyses of behavior, and practical (and
utopian) applications of behaviorism. Most influential was
his extensive research on operant conditioning, showing
how the consequences of behaviors (in common parlance,
the “rewards” and “punishments” that follow behaviors)
systematically modify their subsequent performance.

While key principles of behaviorism were originally
established in research on animals (particularly Skinner’s
well-known work with pigeons), extensive work has also
been conducted on human behavior, both individual and
social. The movement to more complex forms of human
behavior led to the spread of behaviorism’s influence
beyond psychology, to the social sciences. The purest
expression of behaviorism’s influence on the social
sciences is behavioral sociology, a perspective that was
most active during the 1960s and 1970s. Behaviorism was
also a strong influence on the development of the social
exchange tradition in sociology, particularly the social
exchange theories of George Homans and Richard
Emerson.

BASIC CONCEPTS AND
PRINCIPLES OF MODERN BEHAVIORISM

Following Skinner, modern behaviorists make a distinc-
tion between two kinds of behaviors: respondent, or reflex,
behaviors and operant behaviors. Respondents are innate,
inherited responses that provide automatic behavioral pro-
tection and sustenance from birth. They are elicited by par-
ticular stimuli; for example, a bright light on the eye elicits
constriction of the pupil; food elicits salivation. Operant
behaviors, in contrast, are voluntary, learned behaviors that
are not automatically elicited by a prior stimulus, but are
influenced by the environmental events that follow them—
their consequences. A child pestering a parent for a cookie,
a teacher instructing a class, a husband helping his wife,
and two corporate executives negotiating a deal are all emitting
operant behaviors: voluntary acts, some quite complex and
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comprised of many components, which produce consequent
changes in the actor’s environment.

Associated with each type of behavior is a conditioning
procedure that can be used to influence the occurrence of
the behavior. Respondent or classical conditioning consists
of pairing a stimulus that automatically elicits a respondent
with a new, neutral stimulus, which acquires the ability to
elicit the respondent after repeated pairing with the original
stimulus. For example, Pavlov’s famous experiments
induced dogs to salivate in response to a bell by repeatedly
pairing the bell with food. Operant or instrumental condi-
tioning, in contrast, consists of modifying the strength (fre-
quency, intensity, or duration) of an operant behavior by
altering the relationships between the operant and its con-
sequences. For example, parents may strive to increase their
children’s study habits or their help with household chores
by making some privilege or reward contingent on comple-
tion of those activities.

Modern behaviorists are concerned primarily with the
causes of operant behaviors: the voluntary actions that
comprise the vast majority of human behavior. Behaviorists
believe that operant behaviors are “selected” by their conse-
quences at three distinct levels, beginning with Darwinian
natural selection. Thus, behavior is a function of an organ-
ism’s genetic endowment, as evolution selects certain
behavioral characteristics over the lifetime of a species; of
the organism’s environment, as contingencies of reinforce-
ment and punishment select and modify the behavior of the
organism during its lifetime; and of the social/cultural envi-
ronment, as social or cultural contingencies select broader
practices affecting the social group of which the individual
organism is a member. Although all three levels are impor-
tant for understanding the full context in which behavior
occurs, the middle level—the contingencies of reinforce-
ment that modify behavior during an organism’s lifetime—
has been the primary focus of behavior analysis.

Contingencies of reinforcement comprise three variables
that are defined in terms of each other and that form a sin-
gle, interrelated system linking behavior and environment:
an operant, defined as a behavior that operates on the envi-
ronment to produce some consequence or effect that, in
turn, modifies the subsequent occurrence of the operant; a
stimulus consequence, defined as an environmental conse-
quence or outcome of a behavior that modifies its subse-
quent occurrence; and a discriminative stimulus, defined as
an environmental stimulus that marks an occasion on
which, in the past, the occurrence of an operant has pro-
duced a particular reinforcer. For example, students learn
that when in a classroom (a discriminative stimulus), rais-
ing one’s hand (an operant) is the way to be called upon by
the instructor. How the instructor responds to the student’s
comment or question (the stimulus consequence) will tend
to modify its occurrence, either increasing or decreasing the
probability of the student’s future hand-raising behavior.

All operants and stimuli are members of classes of similar
phenomena, defined by the environmental relations in which
they participate. Classes of operant behavior are created by
differential reinforcement with respect to classes of discrimi-
native stimuli. For example, closing a door with one’s foot,
hand, or elbow are all ways of responding to a cold draft cre-
ated by an open door, and all will be reinforced by a reduction
in cold. Stimulus consequences are classified by their effects
on behaviors: Those that increase or strengthen the behaviors
on which they are contingent are called “reinforcers”; those
that decrease or weaken behaviors are called “punishers.”
Both reinforcers and punishers can be either positive or
negative, depending on whether their effect is produced by
presenting (adding) or removing (subtracting) the stimulus,
thus creating a fourfold table that classifies stimulus conse-
quences by their effects on behavior (an increase or decrease
in strength) and by whether these effects are produced by pre-
senting or removing the stimuli. A positive reinforcer is a
stimulus consequence whose addition strengthens behavior
(e.g., approval for work performed); a positive punisher is a
consequence whose addition weakens behavior (e.g., a traffic
ticket for speeding); a negative reinforcer is a consequence
whose removal strengthens behavior (e.g., exempting good
students from taking a final exam); and a negative punisher is
a consequence whose removal weakens behavior (e.g., losing
driving privileges after causing an accident).

Behaviorists study contingencies of reinforcement by
arranging the environment, typically in a laboratory setting,
so that a relationship exists between an operant (e.g., peck-
ing a key or pushing a button) and the occurrence of some
event (e.g., the presentation of food or money). Different
kinds of contingencies, called schedules of reinforcement,
create different relationships between behaviors and conse-
quences and are associated with different effects on behav-
ior. Continuous reinforcement delivers a reinforcer after
every response, while intermittent reinforcement delivers a
reinforcer after some but not all responses. Different sched-
ules of intermittent reinforcement describe whether rein-
forcers are delivered after a fixed (fixed ratio) or variable
(variable ratio) number of responses, or after the first
response following a fixed (fixed interval) or variable (vari-
able interval) interval of time has passed. One of Skinner’s
most noted contributions was showing that behavior is far
more resistant to extinction under intermittent reinforcement
than under continuous reinforcement, and under a variable
rather than fixed schedule of reinforcement, because it is
more difficult to tell when reinforcement has stopped.
Variable intermittent schedules can explain, for example, the
persistence of both gamblers and door-to-door salespersons.

Context and Choice

In addition to the immediate contingencies of reinforce-
ment that influence behavior, behavior is also affected by
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the context within which those contingencies occur.
Important aspects of context include an individual’s history
of reinforcement (including a history of deprivation or sati-
ation for particular events or stimuli), current physiological
status, previous environment-behavior interactions, and
alternative sources of reinforcement attached to different
behavioral choices.

Contextual relations are particularly important for
behaviorists’ explanations of the complexity and variety
of human behavior. Through processes of stimulus-and-
response generalization, originally neutral stimuli come to
acquire properties of either reinforcing stimuli or discrimi-
native stimuli, and learning spreads from specific behaviors
to related classes of behaviors. Behaviorists argue that these
processes can account for the rapid acquisition of behaviors
during early childhood, the reinforcing or punishing prop-
erties that numerous social stimuli come to acquire, and the
differences among people in which stimuli or events are
reinforcing or punishing.

Very few reinforcers—primarily those associated with
survival—strengthen behaviors innately, without learning.
Those that do, such as food for a hungry organism, water for
a thirsty organism, or warmth for a cold organism, are called
primary or unconditioned reinforcers. The vast majority of
human behaviors respond, instead, to originally neutral
stimuli that have acquired either reinforcing or punishing
properties over time, through association with primary rein-
forcers. For example, a mother’s smile, associated with food
(an unconditioned reinforcer) during nursing, often becomes
a secondary, or conditioned reinforcer for a child. A partic-
ularly powerful class of conditioned reinforcers are general-
ized reinforcers: stimuli that stand for, or provide access to,
a wide range of other reinforcers. Social status and money
are good examples. While generalized reinforcers are often
broad enough to be reinforcing for many people, behavior-
ists emphasize that what is reinforcing for one person may
not be for another. That is, because their reinforcement
histories differ, people will respond differently to different
stimuli; in some cases, a stimulus that is actually a punisher
for one person (e.g., scolding) will serve as a reinforcer for
another (e.g., a child whose only attention from a parent has
come in that form). The effectiveness of established rein-
forcers or punishers for particular individuals also varies
over time, as a function of the individual’s recent deprivation
or satiation with respect to that stimulus.

Most behaviors of interest to social scientists occur in a
context of choice; that is, people choose between alterna-
tive behaviors that have been associated with particular
consequences (benefits or costs) in the past. Research by
behaviorists in the last 30 years has studied choice behav-
ior in the laboratory using concurrent schedules of rein-
forcement, that is, two or more schedules operating at the
same time, with each schedule providing reinforcement
independently. Interest has focused on how persons allocate

behaviors when faced with different choices, all of which
produce reinforcement but on different schedules. The most
basic principle that has emerged from this work is that
people (and animals) match the distribution of their behav-
ior to the distribution of reinforcement. For example, if
working at Task A produces reinforcement 60 percent of the
time and working at Task B produces reinforcement 40 per-
cent of the time, individuals tend to perform Task A 60 per-
cent of the time and Task B 40 percent of the time. This
principle represents a key difference between theories
based on behavioral principles and those based on rational
choice theories: The matching law implies that humans do
not always act to maximize utility (or reinforcement).
Rather than selecting the option that would produce the
most total reinforcement in the long run (in this example,
Task A), people instead respond to the immediate effective-
ness of their behavior and to changes in the local rate of
reinforcement. Thus, a 60-percent rate of reinforcement
will not reinforce every behavior, and when a behavior is
not reinforced, people will tend to switch to the alternative.
If, on the other hand, both alternatives provide reinforce-
ment after every behavior (a 100-percent rate) but rein-
forcement for Task A is greater than for Task B, then
individuals will perform Task A 100 percent of the time.

Behavioral Sociology
and Applied Behaviorism

Behavioral sociology developed in the early 1960s as the
application and extension of the philosophy and principles
of psychological behaviorism to the study of social phe-
nomena. Broadly defined, the perspective includes social
exchange theories that use behavioral principles as their
starting point (particularly the theories of George Homans
and Richard Emerson), experimental laboratory analyses of
social interaction, nonexperimental studies of macro-social
phenomena, and field studies in applied settings.

In contrast to psychological behaviorism, the subject
matter of sociological behaviorism is typically not individ-
ual behavior, but rather the behavior of dyads, networks, or
groups. Behavioral sociology, like behavioral psychology,
explains these behaviors (which are actually relationships
between the behaviors of two or more persons) by rein-
forcement contingencies. The kind of reinforcement con-
tingencies studied by psychologists and sociologists differs,
however. Most behavioral psychologists study how a single
person’s behavior is affected by individual contingencies:
relationships in which reinforcers for the person are contin-
gent solely on the person’s own behavior. In contrast,
behavioral sociologists study how two or more persons’
behaviors are jointly affected by mutual social contingen-
cies: relationships in which each person’s reinforcers are at
least partially contingent on the behaviors of one or more
other persons.
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The structural characteristics of social contingencies
define both the kind of interaction produced and the rela-
tion between the individuals. For example, social contin-
gencies in which each of two person’s reinforcers are
contingent solely on the other person’s behavior produce
the interaction known as social exchange; that is, each
person’s behavior produces outcomes that are reinforcing
for the other person, as in Homans’s famous example of the
exchange of advice for approval. Social contingencies in
which the reinforcers of two or more persons are contingent
on their joint behaviors produce the interaction known as
cooperation; for example, two people coauthoring a book.
The maintenance of social behavior rests on reciprocal or
mutual rewards (reinforcement), and the establishment of
this reciprocity is unique to social contingencies.

While work specifically characterized as behavioral
sociology is now less evident than in the 1960s and 1970s,
the influence of behaviorism on sociology is still quite vis-
ible in much of the research on the structure and processes
of human groups, including theories and research on social
exchange, cooperation, social dilemmas, and related topics.
This tradition adheres to the emphasis of behaviorism on
observable behavior, experimental analysis, the effects of
rewards and costs on behavioral choices, and the role of
learning and adaptation in the ongoing interaction between
individuals and their social environments. Thus, George
Ritzer’s (1992) characterization of the social-behavior par-
adigm as one of the three major images of the subject
matter of sociology still has merit, although the paradigm is
now somewhat of a hybrid, blending behaviorist views with
related (but distinct) tenets from rational choice and micro-
economic theories.

Both in psychology and in the social sciences, a distinc-
tive feature of behaviorism is the extent to which its princi-
ples have been applied to modify behavior and ameliorate
social problems. Behavior modification refers to the grad-
ual, systematic shaping of behavior toward some previously
established state by reinforcing behaviors that successively
approximate the desired outcome, while eliminating (when
appropriate) existing reinforcement for undesirable behav-
iors. For example, a hyperactive child might gradually learn
to sit and work at a desk for an hour at a time if a parent or
teacher reinforces successive approximations of that goal:
sitting for 5 minutes, then for 10 minutes, and so on, while
simultaneously eliminating reinforcing attention for disrup-
tive behaviors. Behavior modification has been used in
numerous therapeutic situations to change behaviors that
are self-destructive, address family problems, reduce pho-
bic reactions, improve academic performance, and stop
drug abuse, among other things.

The principles of behavioral sociology have also been
applied to group interactions, most notably in classrooms.
The design of classroom reward structures that use team
performance, peer tutoring, and classroom-wide contingencies

to enhance the academic performance of large numbers of
students are one primary example. Some applications occur
in an even broader social context, such as community recy-
cling or energy conservation programs.

— Linda D. Molm

See also Emerson, Richard; Homans, George; Learning Theory;
Social Exchange Theory
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BELL, DANIEL

Daniel Bell (b. 1919) is best known for the conception of
postindustrial society found in The Coming of Post-
Industrial Society (1973) and for the analysis of contempo-
rary culture found in The Cultural Contradictions of
Capitalism (1976). These are two major case studies in
Bell’s larger project to theorize macro-social organization.
Bell argues that the integration of the three major realms of
society—the techno-economic sphere, the polity, and the
culture—is not more common historically than a disjunc-
ture between realms. Bell’s position contrasts sharply with
functionalism and Marxism, both of which emphasize as
the typical condition the integration of society in relation
either to consensus values and norms (as in the case of
functionalism) or a dominant mode of production (as in the
case of Marxism). Bell’s general conception of social orga-
nization, while less rigorously developed than either func-
tionalism or Marxism, provides a preferable level of
analytical flexibility.

Bell provides examples of societies in which the three
realms are well integrated, mentioning the church-
dominated society of early medieval Europe and the bourgeois
society that emerged in Western Europe and North America
following the Industrial Revolution. However, in the case of
the emerging postindustrial society, Bell is clear that the
major principles of organization of the three realms are in
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conflict. The axial principle of the techno-economic sphere
is functional rationality, a combination of efficiency and
productivity oriented to material growth. The axial princi-
ple of the polity is legitimacy, based on equality and partic-
ipation and oriented to obtaining the consent of the
governed for the use of power. The axial principle of the
culture is development of the self, encouraging a denial of
any limits or boundaries to experience and a distance from
bourgeois norms. From this framework, Bell describes a
key contradiction of the emerging postindustrial society:
between a social structure based on the discipline of occu-
pational specialization within bureaucratic hierarchies and
a culture based on the enhancement and fulfillment of the
self and the “whole person.” The two are in contradiction
because one requires self-renunciation in the service of
institutional goals, while the other promotes an uninhibited
pursuit of self-realization. Bell observes that other contra-
dictions also exist in postindustrial society, for example,
between the ideal of meritocracy and equality, reflecting the
tensions between a social structure of graded occupational
specializations and a polity based on equal rights.

Bell’s approach to the study of social change is to extract
the underlying principles of change in contemporary indus-
trial societies and to develop a portrait of societies of the
future based on the more complete realization of these prin-
ciples. Industrial society is based on commodity production,
a mix of scientific and empirical knowledge in the service of
industrial technology, corporations as the key institutions,
and market competition as society’s primary steering mech-
anism. In Bell’s formulation, postindustrial society is based
on a shift from goods to services production, the centrality
of theoretical knowledge both in the development of new
technological breakthroughs and professional services, uni-
versities as the key institutions, and the subordination of the
market to economic and social planning based on analytical
tools. Bell argues that the idea of postindustrial society con-
cerns the means of production only and that postindustrial-
ism can exist in societies marked either by capitalist or
socialist relations of production.

Bell used this vision of postindustrial society as a means
to define emerging labor and political issues. He argued
that the emergence of postindustrial society leads to the
emergence of new status groups, notably scientific and pro-
fessional elites, who would find themselves in conflict at
times with older, monied elites but also internally divided
by institutional location. He envisioned new opportunities
for some groups, notably women, who would be able to
compete with men more equally given the new occupa-
tional structure emphasizing relations with people and data
rather than relations with machines and heavy physical
labor. He predicted dilemmas for other groups, such as
African Americans, who have been heavily concentrated in
manufacturing industries, and technicians, who would find
themselves in a cross-pressured social location between

skilled workers and professional elites. Although Bell’s
concept of postindustrial society is widely recognized as
prescient and instructive, it has been criticized by some for
failing to emphasize the preeminence of financial and busi-
ness services professions in postindustrial society and the
declining opportunities for less educated workers in the ser-
vice sector (see, e.g., Sassen 1991).

A self-described cultural conservative, Bell is deeply
critical of the antinomian thrust of contemporary culture—
and indeed hopeful of a rebirth of religious sensibility.
Bell’s writings nevertheless helped to inform influential
analyses of postmodern culture by theorists who were far
more sympathetic to contemporary culture than was Bell
himself. Following Bell, theorists such as Jean-Frangois
Lyotard, Jean Baudrillard, and Fredric Jameson also
emphasized the hedonistic and antinomian thrust of con-
temporary consumer culture, the disruption of genres by
syncretism in the arts and popular culture, and the com-
pression of time and space due to advances in technology
and capitalism’s relentless pursuit of profits. The inspira-
tion provided by the cultural conservative Bell to theorists
who embraced the fragmentation of contemporary “post-
modern” culture is surely one of the least predictable in the
history of contemporary theory, but it attests to Bell’s influ-
ence even among theorists who do not share his value com-
mitments or political views.

Bell grew up in a family that would today be considered
part of the working poor. His father died when he was an
infant, and his mother worked as a pattern maker in the gar-
ment industry. Bell attended City University of New York,
where he associated with a number of fellow socialist
students who would, like himself, later become central
figures in New York intellectual circles. These early associ-
ates included the sociologist Nathan Glazer, the essayist
Irving Kristol, the literary critic Irving Howe, and the polit-
ical scientist/sociologist Seymour Martin Lipset. Bell’s first
career was as a journalist, writing during World War II for
The New Leader and later for Fortune magazine. In 1945,
he began to combine stints in academe with his primary
work as a journalist. He taught at the University of Chicago
from 1945 to 1948 and at Columbia University from 1952
to 1956.

By the mid-1950s, Bell had already established a name
for himself as an important social commentator. Early
works include Marxian Socialism in the United States
(1952), an outstanding analysis of the history of Marxist
sectarianism. The New American Right (1955), which
examined McCarthyism, the John Birch Society, and other
anticommunist movements and helped to develop the idea
that status politics provided underlying motivation for
social movements. Work and Its Discontents (1956) offered
a socialist-influenced critique of the dehumanizing impact
of work under industrial capitalism. In 1958, he resigned
from Fortune to assume a full-time post as associate
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professor at Columbia. Bell’s first widely cited book, The
End of Ideology (1960), popularized the idea that all-
embracing political worldviews, whether communist,
socialist, fascist, nationalist, or liberal, were giving way to
technocratic and piecemeal solutions to social and eco-
nomic problems. A second book written while at Columbia,
The Reforming of General Education (1966), remains
among the most penetrating studies of the impact of demo-
graphic and organizational change on higher education in
the United States, and an important defense of the arts and
sciences. Bell left Columbia for Harvard University in
1969, and there he wrote his renowned books on postindus-
trial society and contemporary culture. He was appointed
Henry Ford II Professor of Social Sciences at Harvard in
1980 and retired to become scholar-in-residence at the
American Academy of Arts and Sciences in 1990.

Bell is often described as one of the leading midcentury
intellectuals in the United States. Beyond the valuable
ideas found in his books, Bell’s influence can be attributed
to his service as a government advisor on technology,
energy, and social indicators; as an officer and editorial
advisor of the American Academy of Arts and Sciences; as
coeditor of and contributor to The Public Interest, a pre-
eminent journal of policy and public affairs in the 1960s
and 1970s; and as a challenging and dedicated teacher of
social analysis.

— Steven Brint

See also Fordism and Post-Fordism; Industrial Society;
Postmodernism
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BELLAH, ROBERT N.

Robert Neelly Bellah (b. 1927) is an American cultural
sociologist and sociologist of religion. His contributions
have exerted a supreme influence on American postwar cul-
tural studies and the sociology of religion. His widely
acclaimed efforts to explore the intellectual roots of con-
temporary American culture have been repeatedly awarded.
He received the U.S. “National Humanities Medal” in 2000.

Bellah grew up in Los Angeles. What proved to be of
some significance for his scientific development is the
strong Protestant-Presbyterian climate of the family in
which he was raised, which likely prepared him for his aca-
demic interest. During the course of the Second World War,
his studies in sociology, anthropology, and Far Eastern lan-
guages at Harvard fostered a shift away from his familiar
religious convictions, toward Marxism. Under the influence
of his major sociological teacher, Talcott Parsons, he
became acquainted with the works of Max Weber and
Emile Durkheim, and finally committed himself to a neu-
tral sociological perspective. He received his PhD in 1955
and, after a brief appointment at the Islamic Institute at
McGill University, Canada, resumed his academic work at
Harvard until he left for a full professorship at the
University of California, Berkeley, in 1967. He taught at
Berkeley until 1997.

Bellah’s most important contribution to social science is
grounded in a single but most consequential idea that he
first published in 1967 and later developed in his award-
winning book The Broken Covenant (1992). He argued for
the existence of a “civil religion in America” that, accord-
ingly, would constitute a form of collective religious com-
mitment besides traditional religious practice, on one hand,
and patriotism—its secular version—on the other. Bellah’s
thesis raised a number of theoretical and empirical issues in
cultural sociology. Furthermore, it has been the subject of
various academic and public disputes and even has pro-
duced, in the words of its originator, a “minor academic
industry” (Bellah 1992:ix). Bellah’s subsequent scientific
work can be considered a further elaboration on several
tacit issues of his original postulate and his defense against
critical objections to that postulate.

Bellah (1971) defined the complex of civil religion as “a
set of beliefs, symbols and rituals” and, referring to
Durkheim, as a “reality sui generis” (p. 171). On the basis
of his initial cultural comparison of religious systems,
Bellah could avoid the risk of universalizing the results he
observed in the American field. He argued that a funda-
mental structural core problem of any society was the insti-
tutionalization of the connection between political and
religious functions. All cultural studies had to begin with
the study of this problem. In this regard, he took the
American society as a unique and unequalled case.
Drawing on a close interpretation of inaugural speeches of
American presidents from the late eighteenth century to the
present, Bellah pointed to the constituents and theological
roots of American civil religion. They consisted of a histor-
ically relative combination of several intellectual traditions:
republicanism, utilitarianism, and liberalism, on one hand,
and Judeo-Christian religion, on the other.

Bellah went through a comprehensive historical analysis
of the various public manifestations of American civil reli-
gion. He observed that it persisted in a distorted form until



50 Benjamin, Jessica

the present but had gradually vanished from public as well as
individual consciousness and thus had to be recovered. It was
invented and shaped by the founding fathers in their public
speeches as they appealed to a set of religious and moral
values they deemed indispensable for an operative political
constitution. Henceforth, civil religion had been reproduced
through the institutionalization of public rituals, such as inau-
gural addresses or holidays, and symbolic forms, such as lan-
guage. Starting with the event of the American Revolution,
which was seen as the final act of the exodus from the old
lands, new themes of death, sacrifice, and rebirth as well as
new modes of ritual expression were added to the body of
civil religion alongside the American Civil War. As a “third
time of trial” (1992), Bellah noted the role that U.S. presi-
dents of the twentieth century had been prescribing to them-
selves ever since World War 1. He found that a core theme
of original civil religion, namely, the responsibility of any
government not toward its proper interests but toward a
higher moral judgment, had been exhausted and threatened.

In his later works, Bellah added to his initial historical per-
spective a genuine sociological approach to the change of
American moral and political culture. With a team of five col-
leagues, he set up a widely discussed empirical study, Habits
of the Heart (1996), to examine the social forces that could be
claimed to be responsible for the abiding rise of individualism
in the course of American history. Large-scale processes of
economic and industrial expansion that evolved during the
nineteenth century generated a “division of life into a number
of separate functional sectors: home and work place, work
and leisure, white collar and blue collar, public and private”
(Bellah et al. 1996:43). Their impact on social life was dis-
cerned in the rise of a new form of “expressive individualism”
that coexisted alongside the archetype of “utilitarian individ-
ualism.” Unlike the latter, the former has no point of reference
outside of itself. Bellah’s conviction was that expressive indi-
vidualism, which is nurtured by several aspects of popular
American culture, would finally destroy the civil religious
roots of American Republican-Democratic political culture
and result in new forms of authoritarian despotism.
Consequently, he committed himself to the recovery and
renewal of those traditions under threat. Bellah’s significance
for the social sciences does not result from his substantial dis-
covery of religious phenomena in modern societies alone, but
to a large degree from his highly acclaimed engagement as a
public teacher and discussant.

— Bernhard Giesen and Daniel Suber

See also Durkheim, Emile; Parsons, Talcott
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BENJAMIN, JESSICA

Jessica Benjamin (b. 1946) is a practicing psychoanalyst
who is internationally known for bridging classical psycho-
analytic theory with feminist thought. She is acclaimed for
her efforts to integrate seemingly opposing positions within
psychoanalysis, such as the divide between Freudian “drive
psychology,” or what is called the one-person model, versus
recent “relational theories,” or two-person models. While she
aligns herself with object relations theorists (that is, a two-
person model that stresses the effects of human relationships
on psychic development), she also argues for preserving a
focus on how internal psychic conflicts and unconscious
fantasies shape psychological life and social interaction.
Benjamin embraces both categories of experience—the
intersubjective and the intrapsychic—and intertwines them
in a multilayered rubric for understanding gender polarities,
sexual differences and desire, and male domination (1988).

Benjamin was born in 1946 in Washington, D.C. Her
parents were left-wing activists who had immigrated as
children from Jewish communities in Russia. Their values
played an important role in Benjamin’s life as she pursued
her interests in both the politics and psychology of domina-
tion. Benjamin received her MA in sociology and philosophy
at the Institute for Social Research of Frankfurt, West
Germany, and her PhD in sociology from New York University.
She uses the German philosopher Hegel and social theorist
Habermas to extend relational psychoanalysis and feminist
thought. Her first book, The Bonds of Love (1988), reconsid-
ers psychoanalytic theories of gender identification and sex-
ual domination in light of philosophical critiques of Western
binaries and modes of thinking that pit the self-as-subject
against the other-as-object. Her account merges psychody-
namic explanations of splitting (the breakdown of self and/or
other into two opposing sides, where one side or person is
idealized at the expense of the other) with social structures of
power and domination that do the same. This book demon-
strates the complex web of gender, sexual, and social domi-
nation and lays the groundwork for understanding mutual
recognition as a human capacity that while not easily real-
ized, can transform unequal relations of power.

Benjamin argues that there is an inherent tension between
recognizing the other and asserting the self, which, while not
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inevitable, more often than not results in a power struggle.
Insofar as psychic and social structures buttress subject/object
splitting (e.g., male versus female, mother versus child, giver
versus taker, doer versus “done to,” powerful versus power-
less), so that individuals are allowed to take on only one role
or the other, then the capacity for mutual recognition is
thwarted. Similarly, gender and sexual polarities also restrict
the range of human identification and desire wherein male-
ness is posed in opposition to femaleness and homosexuality
is posed in opposition to heterosexuality. Benjamin (1995)
emphasizes that the ability to “see the world as inhabited by
equal subjects” (p. 31) is key to transforming sexual and gen-
der relations that cast women as objects of men’s desire and
not as desiring subjects in their own right.

One of Benjamin’s (1995, 1998) most important contribu-
tions is to foreground the paradoxical process of recognition
and delineate its role in development. Her outline of the devel-
opmental trajectory of intersubjectivity and mutual recognition
begins with a reconsideration of the mother—child relationship
and extant theorizing about separation-individuation. She cri-
tiques lopsided accounts, including those of object relations
theorists, that center on the child as self/subject moving toward
autonomy and separation while portraying the mother as the
other/object who either facilitates or hinders this development.
Acknowledging pathbreaking findings in infant research
(Stern 1985), Benjamin poses an alternative view of mother—
child development that emphasizes reciprocity as well as the
mutual reinforcement of both the child’s and the mother’s need
for and enjoyment of recognition.

While Benjamin (1988) commends the feminist object
relational theorists for explaining gender and sexual divi-
sions in terms of the object relation to the mother (e.g.,
Chodorow 1978), she also emphasizes the symbolic role
that the father plays in the separation-individuation phase,
especially for girls. She argues that both boys and girls
retain their ambivalent early attachments to and identifica-
tions with aspects of both parents, and as a result, she views
gender “inclusiveness” (fantasies of being both sexes or
having characteristics of both sexes) as a desirable as well
as necessary aspect of development.

As a theorist and clinician, Benjamin is concerned about
the quality of interaction and cocreation of knowledge
between two knowing subjects, whose experiences of each
other comprise both fantasy and reality. The epistemologi-
cal and clinical ideal, however, is not to resolve the neces-
sary tension that exists, but to sustain it. For Benjamin, this
is the promise of an intersubjective view. Her elaboration of
this view is her enduring contribution to a social theory that
integrates psychoanalysis, feminist theory, and clinical
experience.

— Wendy Luttrell

See also Chodorow, Nancy; Freud, Sigmund; Psychoanalysis and
Social Theory
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BENJAMIN, WALTER

Walter Benjamin (1892-1940) was born in Berlin in
1892, the son of a Jewish art dealer. After schooling at a
humanistic gymnasium, he studied philosophy and litera-
ture at Freiburg and started a friendship with the poet C. F.
Heinle. Heinle and his wife committed suicide in 1914, an
event that devastated Benjamin, and the memory of the
young poet stayed with Benjamin for the rest of his life.
Benjamin himself would, even before the fatal day in Port
Bou in 1940 when he took a lethal dose of morphine, con-
template suicide in Paris in 1931 in light of the worsening
political situation in Germany.

In 1915, Benjamin met Gershom Scholem (1897-1982),
whose friendship was decisive, as was his friendship with
Theodor Adorno (1903-1969), whom Benjamin met for the
first time in 1923. And in 1929, through the aegis of his
Russian lover, Asja Lacis, Benjamin met Bertold Brecht
(1898-1956) for the first time in the latter’s Berlin apart-
ment. Indeed, at one level, Benjamin’s life was a series of
friendships and love affairs initiated and ended. Apart from
Brecht, Benjamin met many of the literary figures of the
interwar period, including Rilke, Gide, Hofmannsthal,
Desnos, Aragon, and Kraus, as well as the philosophers
Klages, Wolfskehl, and Ernst Bloch. In addition, Benjamin
published, especially between 1927 and 1940, literally
dozens of reviews and essays, including pieces on figures
such as Baudelaire, Holderlin, Proust, Green, Valéry,
Stephan George, and Kafka.

Benjamin was also very peripatetic. His preferred ports
of call, where he could often live cheaply and still write,
were Capri, Paris, Moscow, and Ibiza, Spain. Each trip pro-
vided Benjamin with fuel for articles, with his posthu-
mously published Moscow Diary of 1926—1927 being one
of his most distinguished efforts in ethnographic descrip-
tion and personal reflection.

Walter Benjamin’s life as an independent scholar unable
to secure a permanent academic position is also emblematic
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of the thinker. For he stands apart from almost every thinker
in the twentieth century in his individual approach to schol-
arship and writing and in his singular distillation of the
nature of modernity.

Characteristic of his singularity is the fact that Benjamin
published only two books in his lifetime, both in 1928: a
book of aphorisms, One-Way Street, and a monograph study,
The Origin of German Tragic Drama, initially submitted,
then rejected, in 1925 as an Habilitationsschrift that would
qualify him for a university post. The rest of his writings,
including the vast, unfinished Arcades Project, are in the
form of essays, articles (academic and journalistic), transla-
tions, and fragments, many published posthumously. For
Benjamin, the fragment took precedence over the whole, the
pastiche and collage over unity, difference over identity.
Famously, Benjamin is quoted as saying that he dreamed of
producing a book that was nothing but a series of quotations.

In his interest in art, translation, storytelling, memory,
time, and tradition, the persona of Benjamin also emerges
along with profound insights. These insights are indebted to
the rise of modernity itself and the loss of tradition that
comes in its wake, a loss that effectively means the loss of
the origin—what Benjamin calls, in the field of art, “aura.”
We could also see this as the loss of context in which the
original was produced in a community, whether this origi-
nal is a work of art or a story. Also evoked here is the ritual
aspect of art, to the extent that art as ritual constitutes com-
munity. “In the beginning. .. .” so the story goes (and the
story itself was the beginning). The story bound people
together; it made community and thus the context equiva-
lent to an original understanding.

In his famous essay “The Work of Art in the Age of
Mechanical Reproduction” ([1955] 1973), on a key aspect
of modernity, Benjamin analyses the nature and impact on
society of processes of reproduction, notably those of pho-
tography and film. A key point is that when the “aura” of
the original work of art disappears in modernity, a factor
concomitant with techniques of reproduction and, no doubt,
with technology in general, the perception of art changes
and a certain reversibility develops: The work of art as
reproduced leads to the work being designed for repro-
ducibility. For Benjamin, then, it is not a matter of decrying
reproduction and the loss of aura, but of understanding the
profound impact it has had on the nature of society.

In this vein, photography and cinema—the arts, par
excellence, of reproduction—begin to change society
because, like the telescope and the microscope albeit in a
different way, they reveal a different society, a society not
entirely available to ordinary human perception. This is to
say that the technologies of photography and cinema extend
human perception in the realm of the image, where the
image becomes a mirror of society.

Furthermore, though, the audience in the new technik of
film, organised as cinema, occupies, says Benjamin, the

same position as the camera, and this implies that the
audience is not incidental, but fundamental to cinema.
Through the camera, film changes the field of perception.
In this sense, film is transformative, because it becomes
integrated into the audience into itself.

Reproduction figures in three other contexts for
Benjamin, and in such a way that it is not subordinate to the
original, but reveals and completes it. First, in “the task of
the translator” (cf. Benjamin [1955] 1973:69-82), we find
that it is not a matter of assuming that every translation is
in principle inadequate in relation to the original, but of
recognising that the original contains the potential for trans-
lation within it. Translation and the original are not opposed
to one another, but are complementary.

In Benjamin’s essay, “The Storyteller,” written in 1923,
a similar structure is in evidence. Here, what allows the
story told by the storyteller to be communicated is not the
content of the story, but the story in memory, a fact evoking
the story’s transmission, also called “tradition” by
Benjamin, which is the afterlife of the story and integral to
its being a story. Transmission, the telling, or tradition or,
more generally, reproduction, are not distortions of the
story’s true message but are part of the message itself. And
indeed, on this interpretation of the nature of story, the lis-
tener’s place becomes the place of the reproduction of the
story. For the listener’s place is where transmission, telling,
tradition, and communication come together. Put more
schematically, the place of the listener becomes both sender
and receiver of the story’s message (which is, in part, the
story itself) because, through memory, the contingent lis-
tener is the recipient of the previous listener’s telling. In this
way, tradition speaks to itself and reaffirms itself as com-
munity. In modernity, however, the art of storytelling has
gradually disappeared.

In relation to language, as Benjamin understands it, a
similar reciprocal scheme of the speaker’s relation to the
recipient of language is in evidence. For language is not just
an instrument, or medium, of communication; it is the
space in which the speaker speaks. That the speaker is in
language implies that in speaking, “man” reveals himself
and that language reveals itself; it is never simply a matter
of revealing the objective world. A further point is that
unlike the structuralist view, which says that the relation
between signifier and signified is arbitrary and therefore
that naming is not the essential task of language, Benjamin
says that on the contrary, it is in naming things that things
become what they are and that as a result, there is an essen-
tial link between word and thing.

There are two additional, and important, aspects of
Benjamin’s work. One concerns the unfinished Arcades
Project, which shows a fascination for the iron and glass of
modern city architecture and the consequent interrelation,
through the use of glass, between interior and exterior. The
second aspect, important for social theory, is Benjamin’s
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intelligent article “Critique of Violence” (1996). In it, he
points out that violence cannot easily be separated into
legitimate, legal violence and natural “illegal” violence. For
legal violence weakens the law, rather than strengthens it.

Moreover, law is the result of a prior, mythic violence,
violence committed in the interest of creating a particular
form of life, rather than preserving pure existence, or “mere
life.” From this ancient tradition of myth comes the idea
that to live is, constantly, to create new forms of the social
world—ultimately through violence, not through the law.
For to the extent that the law itself is founded in violence,
in the sense that the very presence of the law means that
violence has already taken place, it is thus already imma-
nent in the law. Because, in Benjamin’s view, humanity
cannot be said to coincide with mere life; the prospect of
violence is always present. Indeed, Benjamin goes further
and suggests that it is even “ignominious” for humanity to
protect existence for its own sake. The sacred thus does not
emerge here in the “sacredness of life” for its own sake, but
rather in the violent act that creates a new form of life. Such
is the view many moderns find so unpalatable.

— John Lechte

See also Cultural Marxism and British Cultural Studies; Frankfurt
School; Industrial Society; Modernity;
Sociologies of Everyday Life
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BERGER, JOSEPH

Joseph Berger (b. 1924), theorist and founder of research
programs in status processes, served in the U.S. Army in
England, France, and Germany during World War II, and
studied at Brooklyn College (AB, 1949) and Harvard
University (PhD, 1958).

Berger taught at Dartmouth College from 1954 to 1959
and then moved to Stanford University, where he resides
today. Berger, Bernard P. Cohen, Morris Zelditch Jr., and
other sociologists established a distinctive approach that
came to be called “Stanford Sociology.” It entails abstractly
conceptualizing aspects of social structures and social
processes, developing explicit abstract explanatory princi-
ples, and extending and testing theories, often with laboratory
methods. While such work was sometimes characterized as
experimental sociology, Berger insisted that the true subject
matter was the theories, to be tested and extended using all
appropriate empirical methods. This approach was at that
time relatively unusual in sociology.

Berger’s most significant contributions to theory appear in
two programs. Substantively, he pioneered and sequentially
developed theories in the Expectation States Theory Program,
concerned with the operation of status processes in goal-
oriented situations. Philosophically, throughout his career,
Berger has been concerned with how sociological knowledge
grows and accumulates. Both programs continue today.

THE EXPECTATION STATES
PROGRAM IN STATUS PROCESSES

This program encompasses a growing set of interrelated
theories aimed at understanding how features of the larger
society, including cultural beliefs about statuses, such as
gender, race, and age, and social structures, such as the dis-
tribution of statuses in a particular situation, affect interper-
sonal behavior and beliefs leading to a group’s power and
prestige hierarchy.

Within the Expectation States Program, Berger, working
with Hamit Fisek, Robert Z. Norman, and others, devel-
oped theories to address a wide range of substantive phe-
nomena. Those include, among others, theories on (1)
processes by which multiple status characteristics organize
interpersonal behavior; (2) how reward expectations form
in status situations; (3) processes by which different types
of social justice and injustice are created; (4) ways in which
expectations formed in one situation transfer to new
persons, new tasks, and new status distinctions; (5) ways in
which group hierarchies can acquire and lose legitimacys;
(6) the effects of public evaluations by outsiders and inter-
actants; (7) processes of social control; (8) interrelations
between sentiments and status processes; and (9) processes
that create and maintain institutionalized status distinctions.
Theories in the Expectation States Program have also
served as bases for extensive applications and engineering
research (see also Wagner and Berger 2002).

THE PROGRAM IN THEORY GROWTH

Working primarily with David G. Wagner and Morris
Zelditch Jr. and building on the research of the philosopher
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Imre Lakatos, Berger introduced the idea of theoretical
research programs (TRPs) into sociology. TRPs are inter-
related sets of theories and related empirical techniques and
findings. TRPs differ from both unit theories, such as
Emerson’s power-dependence relations, and from orienting
strategies, such as neofunctionalism and rational choice
approaches.

Orienting strategies contain fundamental orientations
concerning methods, substance, and goals of sociological
inquiry as well as working strategies that provide frame-
works for the construction of unit theories. A main distin-
guishing characteristic is growth patterns. Orienting
strategies grow slowly, if they grow at all. Unit theories
consist of sets of concepts and principles and associated
theory-based empirical models that ground these theories in
empirical realities. They grow primarily through confronta-
tion with data, but that offers only limited growth potential.
Significant theory growth depends on alternative theories;
thus, relations between theories in a TRP are crucial.

Berger and colleagues argue that TRPs are the appropri-
ate units to analyze the growth of theories. They conceptu-
alize five types of relations between theories that represent
different types of growth. Three of these are elaboration,
proliferation, and integration.

Consider unit theories, T, and T,, which share the same
family of concepts and address the same general explana-
tory domains. Elaboration occurs when theory T, is more
comprehensive or has greater analytic power or more
empirical grounding than theory T,. Extending a theory of
dyadic behavior to larger groups, formalizing a discursively
stated theory, and improving its empirical support are
examples of growth through elaboration.

We say of two theories T, and T, that proliferation
occurs when T, adapts and modifies concepts and princi-
ples from T, to account for quite different phenomena.
Unlike elaborants, proliferant theories may share few pre-
dictions. The status value theory of justice and the original
theory of status characteristics (Berger, Cohen, and
Zelditch 1972) are proliferants of each other. They deal
with different phenomena and share few common applica-
tions, but they share core concepts and principles in addi-
tion to auxiliary concepts that are introduced to deal with
the specific problems in their own domains.

Integration is a relation between three theories, T,, T,,
and T,, when T, consolidates many ideas in T, and T,.
Integration is a major step in theory growth and usually
requires that T, and T, have well-defined concepts and
explicit propositions and are capable of making determinate
empirical predictions. Satisfactory integration entails much
more than noting similarities between concepts in different
theories and arguing that they may be dealing with some
common topics. There are various forms of integration, and
the form it takes usually depends upon the initial relation of
T, and T, to each other, for example, whether they are

proliferant theories or theories that are independent of each
other. Integration is seldom complete; some concepts and
principles that are in T, or T, may be lost in constructing T.

Berger’s work here shows that the process of theory
growth need not be mysterious and that it is richer than had
previously been recognized. It provides a framework for
assessing the stage of a TRP’s development and identifying
promising directions to develop it further.

Joseph Berger’s exemplars of sustained, cumulative
theoretical research programs are now well established in
the “group process” tradition of sociology. In addition to
his own contributions, he freely shares suggestions for new
problems, experimental designs, interpretations, and theo-
retical extensions with other scholars. Through them, his
ideas live and grow in many areas of sociology. Since nom-
inally retiring in 1995, Berger has published three new
books and 12 articles. The flows of invention and imagina-
tion continue as strong as ever.

— Murray Webster Jr.

See also Affect Control Theory; Cook, Karen; Distributive
Justice; Lawler, Edward; Markovsky, Barry; Metatheory;
Paradigm; Power-Dependence Relations; Status Relations;
Theory Construction
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BLAU, PETER

Peter M. Blau (1918-2002) was a twentieth-century,
Austrian-born, American social theorist who contributed
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widely to sociology in the areas of organizational theory,
exchange theory, social mobility, stratification, and
macrostructural theory. Committed to a nomothetic
approach to social science, Blau developed insightful and
creative theory, which he rigorously tested through the
innovative use of previously underutilized data sources. His
empirical work often revealed new insights inspiring mod-
ifications to his original theories; this explains the broad
scope of Blau’s work. The publication of The American
Occupational Structure (1967), with Otis Dudley Duncan,
demonstrated the effectiveness of linear regression and path
analysis, thus popularizing those techniques now consid-
ered indispensable for statistical analysis in sociology. Two
themes that run through Blau’s research are the interrela-
tionship between the individual and society, the micro-
macro link, and an interest in stratification and equality. In
his early work on bureaucracy, exchange, and status attain-
ment, Blau focused on the effect of the individual on
macrostructures. Later work focused on the constraints
imposed on individuals by society, culminating in a deduc-
tive macrostructural theory that conceptualizes social
structure as a multidimensional space of social positions
characterized by group affiliation, known as “Blau-space,”
which demonstrates how population structures constrain
the choices of individuals and affects their chances for
intergroup affiliation, intermarriage, and status attainment.

Blau received his bachelor’s degree in sociology from
Elmhurst College and his doctorate in 1952 from Columbia
University, working with Robert K. Merton. His disserta-
tion was a field study of officials in a federal law enforce-
ment agency modeled on the design of Roethlisberger and
Dickson’s work on the Western Electric Company. Contrary
to the prediction of Weber that the bureaucratization and
rationalization of modern life constrained individual free-
dom, Blau found that officials often circumvented bureau-
cratic prescriptions and discovered creative informal ways
to deal with their cases. The most well-known illustration
of this was that agency officials who were officially pro-
hibited from discussing cases with anyone but their super-
visors used their lunch hours to discuss cases and exchange
advice. This observation became the cornerstone of Blau’s
exchange theory. Despite the identification of social mech-
anisms that allowed bureaucrats to create an alternative to
proscribed channels, Blau’s focus on only one case pre-
cluded his ability to generalize or to make any claims about
the attributes of bureaucracy characterized by Weber:
growth, division of labor, hierarchy, and impersonal auto-
mated decision making.

In “A Formal Theory of Differentiation in Organiza-
tions” (1970), Blau presented a theory, based on data from
53 state employment security agencies, that explains why
the rate of differentiation in organizations declines for large
organizations. He found that although differentiation
increases in large organizations, it does so at a reduced rate.

The reason: Differentiation creates a need for additional
administrative overhead, which undercuts the advantage of
the economy of scale provided by a large organization.
Reducing differentiation reduces organizational complex-
ity, which eliminates the need for additional administrative
costs. Data from other organizations collected over the
years have confirmed these relationships.

In 1964, while at the Center for the Study of Behavior
Science at Stanford University, Blau turned his attention to
exchange theory. At that time, recent work by George
Homans and Richard Emerson on exchange relations made
exchange a popular topic. Blau’s observation about the
exchange of advice for deference among officials in the law
enforcement agency forced him to think about the relations
between the specific personal microlevel exchanges and
general exchange patterns inherent in society. In Exchange
and Power in Social Life (1964), Blau argued that the
person-to-institution and institution-and-institution rela-
tionships in society are emergent properties of exchange
patterns at the microlevel. Blau’s work differed from that of
Homans’s and Emerson’s in that his interest in the individ-
ual was secondary; his goal was not to develop a microthe-
ory about exchange and status among individuals, but to
focus on the sociological level of the institution.

To develop a theory of the emergent properties of
exchange, Blau, like Emerson and Homans, began with the
motivations for simple dyadic exchanges, assuming that
when two parties are engaged in social exchange, it is
because there is some reward (intrinsic or extrinsic) for
doing so. Once engaged, parties exchange gifts, goods, or
services, as well as respect and deference. In contrast to
Emerson, Blau’s theory did not require that exchange rela-
tionships needed to be balanced; rather, Blau characterized
exchange relations as a strain toward imbalance. Like the
anthropologists Mauss and Lévi-Strauss, Blau relied on the
“norm of reciprocity” as an accounting system between
parties. When one partner provides more than another can
repay, there is an exchange imbalance, which can be offset
when the owing partner reciprocates by showing deference
or respect. According to Blau (1964), “forces that restore
equilibrium in one respect do so by creating disequilibrium
in others” (p. 26). When status is conferred from one indi-
vidual to a second, due to inequality in exchange, the status
difference is considered legitimate. When this relationship
extends beyond the dyad, it implies legitimized differentia-
tion in social groups and between social structures. So long
as institutions with power provide goods and services, they
can legitimately maintain their power; failure to provide
produces opposition.

To move from the micro- to macrolevel of analysis
required Blau to extend his discussion of norms beyond the
norm of reciprocity and to other social norms that define
the roles, responsibilities, and expectations of members of
society. People, according to Blau, could generalize their
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sense of obligation to roles in society, allowing indirect
exchange relations. At the level of the individual, mutual
attraction or need were sufficient to explain the prevalence
of exchange relations. At the level of institutions, Blau
introduced particularistic or universalistic values to account
for integration and solidarity within groups, on one hand,
and differentiation and competition between groups, on the
other, which characterize exchange between groups. After
completing Exchange and Power in Social Life, Blau turned
his attention to other interests, eventually abandoning his
attempt to build a macrolevel theory based on microsociol-
ogy. Many notions introduced and discussed in this work,
such as the relationship between crosscutting social circles,
differentiation, and integration, reappear as important fea-
tures of Blau’s future theories.

In the early 1960s, together with Otis Dudley Duncan,
the U.S. Bureau of the Census, and the National Science
Foundation, Blau directed a national survey of stratification
and mobility. Similar studies had already been completed in
Europe, and this work was designed to allow cross-national
comparisons. Duncan, the methodologist on this study,
introduced a new measure for social stratification and
modified methodologies from regression analyses to improve
upon conventional measures. In turn, this allowed Duncan
and Blau to extend their analysis beyond the conventional
breakdown of mobility tables. First, by constructing an
occupational scale, they converted occupation from a cate-
gorical to a continuous variable, thus capturing the status
structure inherent in occupations and making it possible to
analyze occupational data using regression, an analysis
method not yet popular in sociology. They also introduced
to the field path analysis as a tool to distinguish direct from
indirect causes. The success of these approaches in teasing
out a causal pattern in their study contributed to the
methodology’s general acceptance in sociology. Using the
father’s occupation as the independent variable, the son’s
occupation as the dependent variable, and controlling for
relevant demographic and social variables, Blau and
Duncan also showed that except for African Americans,
there is a great deal of opportunity and mobility among the
middle class in the United States. Conversely, for African
Americans, the cumulative disadvantages at all stages of
their careers are compounded, thereby limiting their social
mobility.

Having established that there are opportunities for
mobility in American society, Blau became interested in the
deeper questions: In particular, what features of a popula-
tion are required to allow not only occupational mobility
but also opportunities to become friends with or marry
people from varied social backgrounds? Blau developed a
general deductive macrostructural model based on Georg
Simmel’s (1955) concept of crosscutting social circles. For
this work, Blau’s level of analysis was the population,
which was divided into different dimensions based on

ethnic, occupational, religious, racial, class, or other social
classifications. He then distinguished these dimensions as
either heterogeneity, for categorical classifications, or
inequality, when categories reflected graduated differences.
A third distributional characteristic of Simmel’s theory
is intersection, which is the degree to which differences
between categories are independent.

Blau used these distributional characteristics together
with two assumptions about the likelihood of associations
to generate a set of theorems: (1) The likelihood of social
contact between two individuals is dependent on contact
opportunities, or propinquity; and (2) people have a pref-
erence to associate with members of their own group; this
tendency is known as homophily. Based on these assump-
tions, Blau then generated elementary theorems. The first
is that heterogeneity and inequality promote intergroup
relations: The more diversity, the more likely a meeting
between members of different groups. The second is that
although the preference for homophily would imply
intragroup relations, multigroup memberships cross-
cutting social circles promote intergroup relations. In
“Heterogeneity and Intermarriage” (1982), Blau and his
coauthors, Terry Blum and Joseph E. Schwartz, used data
from 125 standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSAs)
of the 1970 census to show that intermarriage rates could
be determined by the level of heterogeneity in a city, sup-
porting Blau’s theory. Blau extended and refined this
theory.

In Structural Context of Opportunities (1994), Blau
expanded and refined his macrostructural theory, examin-
ing the implications these influences have on stratification,
mobility, intergroup association, power, and exchange. This
volume extended the focus on intersection, emphasizing
that heterogeneity on the macrolevel is not sufficient to
allow integration at the individual level, but that hetero-
geneity must filter down through the levels of society to
allow opportunities for interaction. In this volume, Blau
revisited ideas from his earlier work to integrate them into
his macrostructural theory. For example, he explicitly dis-
cussed the relevance of early exchange theory for his
macrostructural theory. Blau’s thoughts on exchange
processes and motivation had not changed; what had
changed was that in his early work, he thought that interac-
tion was the basis of structural patterns, and he illustrated
that opportunities for these exchanges are the product of
population distributions. Similarly, Blau revisited status
attainment, with emphasis on how population parameters
allow opportunities for mobility, rather than focusing on the
attributes of individuals that promote mobility, as he did in
his earlier work.

— Elisa Jayne Bienenstock

See also Emerson, Richard; Homans, George; Lévi-Strauss,
Claude; Simmel, Georg; Social Exchange Theory; Weber, Max
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BLUMBERG, RAE

Among gender theorists, Rae Lesser Blumberg (1984,
1978) has been at the forefront of a scientific theory of gen-
der stratification. This theory draws from empirical knowl-
edge of diverse societies, first initiated when she was a
peace corps volunteer in Venezuela and now totaling data
collected in 38 societies. Her data set now ranges from
hunting and gathering, through horticulture and agrarian-
ism, to industrial and postindustrial societies. Her theory is
thus designed to explain gender inequalities or equalities in
all times and places.

The theory originated in her PhD dissertation, from
Northwestern University, in which she drew upon Gerhard
Lenski’s typology of societal types. But the main impetus
to the theory has come from empirical observations and a
series of puzzles about the roles played by women in
diverse societies and the reactions of men to these roles.
Her work was also prompted by her involvement in the
social movements of the 1960s and 1970s. In her various
academic positions, beginning with the University of
Wisconsin, through the University of California at San
Diego, to her current position as Kenan Professor of
Sociology at the University of Virginia, she has continued
to expand her knowledge of diverse societies, especially
various levels of women’s economic power, while refining
the theory of gender stratification.

The theory emphasizes women’s degree of control of the
means and the distribution of economic surplus. The more
women can control their means of economic production
and its allocation, the more power and prestige they can
gain; and conversely, the less women can control their eco-
nomic activities, the less prestige and power they will have.
This basic relationship is, however, affected by two other
variables. One is the level at which control over economic
power is nested. Male-female relations are nested in house-
holds; households are lodged in local communities; and
households and communities are nested inside a class struc-
ture that, in turn, is part of a state-based political system.
Second is what she terms the “discount rate of women’s
work.” When women have economic power at the house-
hold level, it will be discounted or devalued relative to that
of men, whereas when women have power at the more
macrolevel—say, state power—their power will be enhanced
at the household level. Thus, the more women control their
productive activities at the macrolevel, the more power and
prestige they will have at microlevels.

The key to gender equality, then, is the capacity to gain
control of economic power: that is, women’s control of
their means of production and allocation of their productive
outputs. This control is determined, first of all, by women’s
ability to participate in the economy and, second, by their
capacity to mitigate against the discount rate for their labor
by holding macrolevel power. Moreover, if women’s labor
is strategically indispensable, they can gain economic
power, with indispensability increasing with high demand
for women’s labor services; compatibility of work with
reproductive obligations; possession of technical expertise;
autonomy from male supervision; scale of women’s work
groups; organization of women to pursue their interests;
and avoidance of competition from other sources of labor.
Under these conditions, women’s indispensability increases.
Furthermore, the structure of kinship is crucial. If a kinship
system allows women to hold and inherit property, they
have greater economic power.

As women are able to gain economic power relative to
the power held by men, they will increasingly have control
over key issues such as their fertility, marriage and divorce,
sexual activity, household authority, educational opportuni-
ties and achievements, and freedom to pursue diverse
opportunities. And as women are able to consolidate power
and control important dimensions of their lives, they will
have greater access to valued resources: prestige, power,
and ideological support for their rights. Blumberg presents
her theory as a series of propositions, and thus, unlike many
feminist theories, it is scientific. It seeks to explain the
degree of gender stratification; and in so doing, the theory
also provides guidelines for reducing stratification.

— Jonathan H. Turner

See also Feminism; Gender; Power
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BLUMER, HERBERT

Herbert George Blumer (1900-1987) was born in
St. Louis, Missouri. At age 15, he dropped out of high
school to help with his father’s cabinetmaking business, but
in 1918, he enrolled at the University of Missouri, where he
earned his BA (1921) and MA degrees (1922) with Phi
Beta Kappa honors. During his time there, he studied with
some of the preeminent scholars of the day, in particular
Charles Ellwood, a sociologist, and Max Meyer, a behav-
ioral psychologist. He also was an All-American tackle
with the Missouri football team and continued his football
career at the professional level, playing for the Chicago
Cardinals from 1925 to 1933, a time during which he com-
pleted his doctoral studies in sociology at the University of
Chicago, and was then hired there as an assistant professor.
During his faculty career at Chicago (1928-1951), he gen-
erated additional income as a labor negotiator, first with the
Milwaukee Meat Packer’s Union and in the 1940s by chair-
ing the Board of Arbitration for the U.S. Steel Corporation
and the United Steel Workers of America. In 1951, he was
appointed as the first chair of the new Department of
Sociology at the University of California, Berkeley, where
he remained until his retirement in 1967, although he con-
tinued his teaching and scholarly writing well into the
1980s. Blumer was one of the premier founding voices of
American sociology and was engaged in cutting-edge
thinking with the likes of W. I. Thomas, Robert Park,
Talcott Parsons, Robert F. Bales, Robert Merton, George
Lundberg, Samuel Stouffer, and William Ogburn, He was
president of several scholarly societies and received numer-
ous awards over the course of his career, including the 1983
Career of Distinguished Scholarship Award from the
American Sociological Society (see Morrione 1999, for
additional biographical information on Blumer).

Initially, through his studies with Ellwood and Meyer,
and later with Ellsworth Faris, Robert Park, and George
Herbert Mead at Chicago, Blumer became committed to the
tenets of philosophical pragmatism and social behaviorism,
and he devoted much of his scholarly life to translating and
applying pragmatist principles to the field of sociology.
Rejecting both idealism (reality is located in people’s sub-
jective experiences) and realism (reality is located outside
people’s experiences), beginning in his master’s thesis at
Missouri and worked out in a more mature fashion in his

doctoral dissertation at Chicago, Blumer sought a conceptual
framework for developing a science of society that
acknowledged both human interpretive processes and
obdurate social structures. The key to such a framework
was the pragmatist contention, expressed most explicitly by
John Dewey and George Herbert Mead, that any such
science must start with an understanding of human social
activity; and in 1937, Blumer assigned the term “symbolic
interaction” to the kind of communicative activity engaged
in by human beings. Over the course of his career, Blumer
worked out a form of action theory, or what today we might
call “structuration theory,” in an array of substantive areas.
Beginning with his classic analysis of concepts (1931),
drawing largely from John Dewey, he assessed various
methodological procedures in terms of their adequacy for
developing sociology into a science, and found each one to
be insufficient in and of itself. Following Robert Park, he
wrote foundational analyses of collective behavior and
mass society, out of which he later theorized fashion as a
form of modernity, and conducted early empirical studies
of the movie industry and its effects. He articulated prag-
matist principles for a sociological social psychology
(1937) and developed a theory of race relations that has
been enduringly useful (see the essays in Symbolic
Interaction 11(1), 1988, for assessments of range of Blumer’s
substantive contributions to sociology).

Blumer also engaged in a number of scholarly debates,
some methodological and some theoretical, in which he
steadfastly held to his social behavioristic views. In his
debates over public opinion (Blumer 1948), he argued that
since “publics” by definition are not group centered and
“opinions” are typically group related, then public opinion
can be usefully studied only in relation to the routes pro-
vided by a society’s social structure through which public
opinion flows. In his debates with Robert F. Bales (1966),
he argued that while concepts like culture, status, and role
all are useful and capture important aspects of a society, one
cannot formulate a unifying theory based on any single one
of those concepts.

The beginning point for sociological understanding
Blumer (1969:3-6) later articulated was to deal directly
with the undeniable facts of interpretation as they are
expressed among humans. He sought to capture this fact in
three premises, which, succinctly stated, are, first, humans
act on the basis of meanings; second, meanings arise from
social interaction; and third, meanings can be modified.
These premises are ontological claims that signify the
primacy of the collective and social rather than the subjective
phases of human activity and are written in a way to keep
sociological analysis focused on the processes of symbolic
communication, the preeminent characteristic of the human
species.

The themes found in much of Blumer’s writings can be
seen as his attempts to develop a recursive theory of social
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structure and social action. He argues, for instance, that
society is a “framework” for human conduct rather than
purely a determinant of it (Blumer 1962:189). While
Blumer clearly acknowledges the relevance of social struc-
tural arrangements and their often decisive consequences
for human behavior, he takes herein an implicit position
concerning causal processes. His position, plainly stated, is
that human conduct causes social structures, rather than
social structures causing human conduct. While Blumer’s
viewpoint here has been widely misinterpreted as a form of
astructural bias and denial of the operation of a society’s
social structure, it more properly should be seen as the
grounds of a sociological theory with a behavioristic
emphasis on the dialectical relations between social struc-
tures and human interpretive processes.

It is important to point out that in formulating his theory
of society, Blumer refers to “acting units” when depicting
human activity. These acting units can pertain to entities
such as individuals, organizations, international cartels,
political parties, and so on. By “acting unit,” that is to say,
Blumer refers to any corporate entity capable of action, and
thus his action theory is applicable at any level of scale.
Moreover, while the famous three premises of symbolic
interaction previously mentioned have been repeated over
and again, unfortunately one rarely reads about his explicit
analysis of the three implications of the joint act. The first
implication is that most social conduct exists in the form
of recurrent patterns of joint action (Blumer 1969:17).
Predictability is the hallmark of society; there are common
and shared meanings that underlie coordinated human
behavior, and those recurrent patterns suggest the operation
of culture and consensus. The presence of these features of
society are made possible through human agency and the
formation of stable forms of activity. A second implication
is that societies possess extended connections of actions in
the form of complex interdependent networks, such as divi-
sions of labor (p. 19). These networks and their regularized
patterns of conduct, Blumer contends, point to a view of
society as composed of institutions that have appropriately
led sociologists to focus on societies as forms of social
systems (p. 19). The third implication is that social life dis-
plays the character of continuity (p. 20). Forms of conduct
in one way or another are always connected with previous
contexts and forms of conduct, and thus continuity and
change must be referenced in the connections with ongoing
joint action.

In discussing these three implications of the joint act,
Blumer explicitly identifies three standard areas of socio-
logical investigation. The first area is the domain of social
organization; the second is the domain of institutions; and
the third is the domain of history. These areas of concern,
he wrote, require sociological attention because they con-
stitute the “molar units” of society: “institutions, stratifica-
tion arrangements, class systems, divisions of labor,

large-scale corporate units, and other big forms of societal
organization” (Blumer 1969:57). He depicts these molar
units as interlinked and interdependent positions or points
in an ongoing process of organized action Thus, not only is
there no denial of macrohistorical processes and structures
in Blumerian thought, there is an explicit advocacy of their
study and significance (Maines 2001).

One of the substantive areas of research that Blumer pur-
sued was industrialization and developing countries (see
Lyman and Vidich 1988), and his book Industrialization as
an Agent of Social Change (1990, published posthumously)
is a precise application of what he meant by the statement
that “society is a framework for action but not a determi-
nant of that action.” That is, Blumer’s generic theory of
society is substantively illustrated in this book, the purpose
of which is to analyze industrialization as a cause of social
change. Given that this book arguably is his signature state-
ment on the sociological analysis of society, it is well worth
detailing the argument he puts forth in it.

Blumer accepts as true that massive social changes
follow the introduction of industrialization into a nonindus-
trial society. These changes include migration to urban
areas; disintegration of small rural communities; alternation
of authority systems; changes in values; changes in existing
institutions, such as the family, church, education, and law;
introduction of new forms of conflict; and alteration of
occupations, labor force, and the class system. Concerning
these issues, Blumer is in complete agreement with other
general sociological accounts.

The basic problem with the standard proposition that
industrialization is a cause of social change, in Blumer’s
view, rests in conceptual ambiguity and faulty causal logic,
both of which are easy to sustain if bolstered by a linear and
nonrecursive theory of society. The concept of “industrial-
ization,” for instance, typically is merged with self-evident
or stereotyped meanings; or it often is equated with other
processes, such as economic growth, technological devel-
opment, or modernization, none of which are isomorphic
with industrialization. Moreover, he contends, there is
greater confusion in the causal analysis regarding the influ-
ence of industrialization on social change. The causal logic-
in-use he critiques is as follows: “Subsequent” is equated
with “consequent”; and industrialization, because it is prior,
is viewed as the cause, while the “consequent” (social
change) is viewed as the effect. That causal logic, he
argues, is faulty.

With this critique in mind, Blumer offers an alternative
theory. Industrialization, he argues, is indifferent to and has
an indeterminate relationship to societal effects that may be
regarded as social changes resulting from the introduction
of industrialization. This is not to say that it is inconse-
quential. The issue, rather, is identifying those processes
and factors that, in fact, mobilize change. Blumer’s elabo-
ration of this issue sets the stage for his theory.
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Blumer defines an industrialized economy as one that
centers around the use of machines driven by physical
rather than human power to produce goods. A machine-
driven mode of production thus is at the heart of the concept
of industrialization. That mode becomes a system of pro-
duction entailing three parts: (1) a nucleus of mechanical
production, (2) a network of labor through which raw mate-
rials are produced for the production and distribution of
goods, and (3) an economic service structure made up of
banks, credit systems, and so forth that facilitate production
and distribution.

Blumer’s beginning discussion of industrialization is
thus fairly conventional, stressing the centrality of manu-
facturing to industrialization and the complex economic
system that must accompany it. In terms of identifying any
empirical instance of industrialization, however, he argues
that the analyst can conclude that industrialization is
present only under the conditions when manufacturing is
present. However, when the attached networks of labor or
economic service structure is present but without the pres-
ence of manufacturing, we do not have an instance of
industrialization. This approach, in Blumer’s view, avoids
many areas of confusion by remaining close to the empirical
nature of industrialization in its historical contexts.

With this conceptualization in mind, Blumer moves to
consider how industrialization enters group life. In doing
so, he identifies nine points in a society through which
industrialization enters and makes actual contact and
through which social change occurs. He calls these nine
points of entry “the framework of industrialization,” which
include the following (Blumer 1990:42-9).

First, there is a structure of occupations and positions
made up of ownership and managerial jobs, manufacturing
jobs, and clerical and professional positions. These positions
vary in income, prestige, and norms or performance, and
their arrangements thus become part of the stratification sys-
tem. Second, these positions must be filled. This sets into
motion efforts to recruit and allocate personnel, and such
recruitment may either preserve the existing status arrange-
ment or become arenas of tension and conflict. The third
element pertains to new ecological arrangements. The man-
ufacturing system sets in motion residential change, typi-
cally involving migration from farms to mills. Labor market
fluctuations may stimulate further migration, and very suc-
cessful industrial systems may lead to urban density. Fourth,
a regimen of industrial work, which refers to internal gov-
ernment in industries, is put into motion. Relations between
workers, owners, managers, and supervisors must be regu-
lated, which introduces an authority system. Fifth, a new
structure of social relations emerges. New groups and
classes of people are mobilized by the introduction of
industrialization. Consider the various combinations and
permutations of worker-worker relations, worker-manager,
manager-manager, manager-owner, and so on. New status

relations lead to the formation of new attitudes, codes of
action, and expectations. In short, a new network of social
relations is part and parcel of industrialization.

Sixth, new interests and interest groups are formed.
Groups differentially located in the emerging industrial
stratification system will attempt to use or protect advan-
tages associated with their positions (Blumer 1990:45).
These common interests may lead to the formation of
groups organized around those interests, and, consequently,
they may seek to apply pressure to ensure their interests.
Seventh, there are monetary and contractual relations.
Industrial transactions are fundamentally monetary in
nature, expressing the value of goods and services, and
these transactions are contractual, as in wage relationships
or sales agreements. Such relations impart an impersonality
and legality to group life. The eighth factor pertains to man-
ufactured goods. This is true by definition, but here, Blumer
emphasizes consumption rather than production. Lower-
priced manufactured goods may outcompete nonmanufac-
tured goods, which may affect consumerism, savings, and
standard of living. Ninth, patterns of income of industrial
personnel are generated. Income may take a variety of new
forms—profits, salaries, or wages—that could influence the
personal and community organization of the different cate-
gories of industrial personnel. These nine points, Blumer
emphasizes, are the major lines along which industrializa-
tion enters societal life, with each line being regarded as
indigenous to industrialization insofar as each is necessar-
ily involved in the introduction or expansion of a system of
manufacturing.

Blumer’s next step, having identified how and where in
a society industrialization can enter, is to point out that
industrialization is not homogeneous. He shows this by
referring back to the nine points of entry. For example,
there is likely to be variation in the size and number of
industries, which would affect new jobs and positions; jobs
may be filled by natives or foreigners or be recruited locally
or from distant locales; industrial governance can be harsh
or benevolent; there is likely to be wide variation in interest
group formation and tension; and there typically is varia-
tion in types of goods produced. What Blumer is trying to
point out here is that industrialization is not a homogeneous
agent with a uniform character (Blumer 1990:52). Rather,
purely at the level of considering the concept of industrial-
ization itself, there is considerable variation.

How, then, does industrialization function as an agent of
social change? Two themes form the core of this phase of
Blumer’s theory. First, there is a wide range of alternative
developments along each of the nine lines, and, second, the
industrializing process does not determine the actual line of
development. Here, Blumer articulates his thesis of the
indeterminate character of industrialization, which portrays
reality as an ongoing and emergent process, characteristic
of adjustment.
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Blumer articulates his position by demonstrating
alternative lines of influence at the nine points of entry,
hence emphasizing the variability of adjustive processes
and the recursive character of social reality. He notes, for
example, that alternative lines of influence might be seen in
how new jobs and positions are introduced by industrializa-
tion. While some of these clearly are the direct result of
manufacturing modes of production, they also may be the
result of administrative decisions, governmental policy, or
traditional practices. That is, the actual links may be directly
tied to manufacturing, but they also may be directly tied to
nonmanufacturing influences. Thus, industrialization per se
is indifferent to the process of changing labor force compo-
sition, so long as its occupational needs are met. In this
sense, it can be said that industrialization by itself cannot
explain the patterns of positions and occupations that come
into existence (Blumer 1990:60). Adjustment is a ubiquitous
and continuing process, that is, but its contents vary.

Blumer follows this kind of analysis for each of the nine
arenas through which industrialization affects a society. It
may lead to migration, but other factors operating at the
same time may also cause migration to occur; it may mobi-
lize interest group formation, but ethnicity, religion, and
other alliances do as well; with regard to monetary rela-
tions, it is rare that industries even locate in areas without
such relations, and thus causal order is violated. Such trac-
ing of multiple lines of influence is Blumer’s basic strategy
in support of his proposition that industrialization intro-
duces only a framework of action at each line of entry.
There are alternative lines of development at each point vis-
a-vis the framework, and thus the industrializing process
does not necessarily determine social change and therefore
cannot be used to explain the particular alternatives that
come into existence.

The locus of causation in Blumer’s theory is found in
interpretive processes rather than the social structural
arrangements indicated by the nine arenas of influence.
When discussing alternative arrangements of occupations
and positions, for example, he argues that the ways in
which those arrangements are socially defined are more
crucial in determining patterns of conduct than is the bare
framework itself. Furthermore, there are many alternative
possibilities in those definitions and in how the structural
arrangements of positions and occupations are constructed.
These interpretive and definitional mechanisms are the
heart of industrial adjustive process, and Blumer
(1990:117-21) elaborates those processes by showing how
they play out along all nine routes through which industri-
alization enters preindustrial societies.

This is the essence of the recursive model of social orga-
nization that Blumer puts forth. When he points to the nine
areas of entry and states that these are the “framework of
industrialization,” he then writes explicitly about class
stratification, political economy, power and authority,

demographic processes and composition, norms, values,
and status relations. However, his model emphasizes forms
and processes of relatedness. Consistent with his pragmatist
roots, Blumer argues that social reality, as activity and
ongoing action, is marked by the relations of one acting unit
to another. Thus, on a grand scale, as in the case of indus-
trialization, the already established and ongoing social
organization—the networks of already operating social
acts—is seen in a dynamic relation to the newly developing
social acts associated with the areas of action characteristic
of industrialization. Also, he views social reality as existing
in situations. Whatever is “there” exists in a situation. In the
case of industrialization, we see actors, or acting units,
meeting and handling an unfolding array of situations. New
demands for different knowledge are made in relation to
what is already known; new positions of authority are
encased in relationships to, and not necessarily in opposi-
tion to, traditional authority. New patterns of communica-
tion, new patterns of transportation, and new means of
harvesting natural resources all emerge in relation to what
has gone before. All these and countless other aspects of
social life are shaped by people engaged in collective action
meeting and handling situations. They are shaped in a pres-
ent situation as they confront actors; they are given mean-
ing in an interpretive process that ties the past to the future.

Insofar as the acts and relations among actors constitute
the collective nature of social life, it is appropriate to note
that Blumer saw social relations as formative, emergent,
and always involved in processes of adjustment. Whether
dealing with power groups or conflict or ritualized patterns
of cooperation, Blumer never lost sight of the significance
of the adjustive processes that comprise collective and joint
acts. Joint action and collective activity are essentially
adjustive processes. Fitting together lines of action by act-
ing units is both constitutive of social situations and the
means by which social situations are handled. And as he
argued in Industrialization as an Agent of Social Change,
such adjustive social action proceeds along infinitely vari-
able, though often patterned, careers. The recursive charac-
ter of social reality must be viewed in the context of seeing
it as an ongoing stream of situations involved in a process
of adjustment. Situations are what people confront, and the
relational character of reality requires that some form of
adjustment be initiated and sustained for some period of
time. The outcomes of such ongoing adjustment appear as
forms of realities, varying from those that are stable to
those undergoing change.

All in all, Herbert Blumer was both of his times and
ahead of his times. He clearly was caught up in the interwar
debates in American sociology over the proper approach for
creating sociology as a science, and here we can understand
Blumer admiring the natural sciences, emphasizing preci-
sion of measurement, being an unrepentant empiricist, and
adopting the pragmatist philosophy of science. However, he
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was ahead of his times in his contention that sociology can
be a science only of interpretations, and for that matter per-
haps only an interpretive science, and that it must be one
that respects the empirical facts of the nature of human
communicative activity. In this respect, to the extent that
late twentieth-century sociology has come to deal more
directly with issues of agency and social structures as
processes of action, Blumer can be read as a visionary.

— David R. Maines

See also Behaviorism; Industrial Society; Pragmatism; Social
Structure
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BODY

WHAT CAN A BODY DO?

Everyone has one. Some people like theirs, but many
don’t. They have a definite use-by-date, and once they’re
expired, that’s it. What is it about the body that makes it a
source of anxiety and pleasure, pain and life? If we all

basically have the same body components, how are bodies
marked so as to make us different, excluded, accepted,
liked, or reviled? Is the body a biological fact of life or the
most basic element in all forms of sociality? These are
some of the questions that might interest a sociology of the
body.

For all its evident appeal, as an object of social science
research, the body has only relatively recently emerged as
discrete site of study. This is not to say that the body and
bodies, collective or individual, have not been important to
sociology, but as an entity or phenomenon, the body has
tended to be subsumed within the study of larger systems
and abstractions: class, gender, health, sexuality, work, and
so on. In general, it is feminism that moved the body to the
fore, although again the study of the body tended to be via
the examination of various systems of exploitation. Much
of feminism’s interest in the body was to establish a dis-
tinction between culture and biology. Against the idea that
“biology is destiny,” the body was focused on as a site of
cultural inscription and therefore of potential social change.

One of the most interesting insights to have recently
emerged is that no one really knows the limits of the body’s
capacities. This thought originally came from Spinoza, a
seventeenth-century Dutch philosopher. It has returned to
shake up some of the claims that have been made about the
body. To review the dominant ways in which the body has
been studied, we can group different approaches under the
broad thematics of, on one hand, the body as inscription of
power, and on the other, the body as screen upon which the
social is projected. Moving beyond these positions, we will
also consider how the study of the body is uniquely placed
to provide insights into the differences and similarities of
our species. As such, the body might provide the basis of a
truly expansive project: a sociology of humanity.

BEYOND "DOCILE BODIES":
POWER AND INSCRIPTION

In the 1970s, following the publication in English of
Michel Foucault’s Discipline and Punish (1977), the body
became associated with the study of mechanisms of power.
A new perspective was introduced into Anglo-American
social sciences. This had as its cornerstone the notion of
power as all encompassing, seen most clearly in the idea of
“docile bodies.” In Foucault’s conceptualisation, power was
no longer seen as something wielded by distinct groups.
Previous ideas about power had tended to be influenced by
different forms of Marxism. The most prevalent at the time,
at least in the areas that were to turn to the body, was a form
of structural Marxism introduced by Louis Althusser’s
(1971) influential theory about ideological state appara-
tuses. Centrally concerned with how power permeated into
society and how individuals were rendered subjects of
ideology, Althusser made the crucial distinction between
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power wielded through repression and violence, and power
in terms of what he called “ideological state apparatuses.”
He argued that violent repression was quite rare in capital-
ist societies and that the real work of ideology was accom-
plished through education, the family, law, and the media or
culture.

Foucault broke with any lingering Marxist tendency, but
his ideas may not have had such influence without the
accepted notion that power or ideology worked on individ-
uals—in Althusser’s famous phrase, it interpellated individ-
uals as subjects. Against conceptions of the anonymous
oppressed mass, the idea that power was linked to a more
visceral process was taken up in the many sociological
accounts of how power worked across different domains:
the workplace, the media, gendered relations, and so on.
Althusser’s example of being “hailed” (“Hey you!”), illu-
minated the body in the process of interpellation. This was
a fertile context in which to introduce the idea that power
was linked to bodies, or as Foucault put it, “bio-power.”
This idea was extended through his analyses of the penal
system, as well as those of the clinic and the asylum. This
key metaphor of “bio-power” forcefully argued that power
worked through rendering certain bodies visible and, in that
process, differentiated categories of bodies (the mad, the
criminal, the sick, the homosexual).

The emphasis was on categories of bodies, and Foucault
was not greatly interested in individuals, nor in any vision
of voluntarism. Through networks of discourse, bodies
came to be analyzed as a palimpsest or screen upon which
orders of knowledge could be read. In many quarters, and
especially in feminist thought, this was described, used, and
critiqued as “docile bodies”: the body rendered inert
through the operation of power and knowledge. This par-
ticular reading of Foucault ignored many of his other ideas
and paradoxically allowed for an overemphasis on “resis-
tance.” In hindsight, the widespread taking up of the notion
of docile bodies may have been due to the way it allowed
for the analysis of categories of the oppressed and also
introduced a nascent interest in the actual bodies of the
oppressed.

EMBODIED OPPRESSION/CORPOREAL AGENCY

In this way, the body allowed for a certain questioning of
agency to be posed in regard to historical constructions of
social identity. The body continued to be viewed as a
metonym for the wider workings of power. But equally, this
perspective insisted on the ways in which bodies were pro-
duced and as such encapsulated certain histories. A prime
example could be seen in the many analyses of how differ-
ent orders of discourse and knowledge had produced
women’s bodies. These included critiques of the basis of
Western philosophy, with its subsuming of women as a
form of life lower than men—as in Plato’s placement of

women somewhere in between animals and plants—
through to the Cartesian mind-body split, with its privileg-
ing of reason over the corporeal and the association of
women with the corporeal. In reaction to this mind-body
dualism, the Boston Women’s Health Collective coined the
classic feminist slogan, “Our Bodies, Ourselves.”

Following Foucault’s identification of the nineteenth
century as a moment of epistemological rupture coinciding
with the sciences of man and modern medicine, analysis
also focused on how historically, the medical establishment
had used women’s bodies. Freud’s interrogations, joined by
the experiments of Charcot and others on women’s bodies,
constituted a ripe site for the analysis of how knowledge of
women’s bodies was a construction by and for men. In the
notion of hysteria, for example, many feminists saw a direct
reduction of woman as medical science’s pathologized
body. This was complemented by numerous studies of how
the medical establishment, seen as the province of men, had
seized the female body from women, excluding the ranks of
female practitioners such as midwives. Conditions such as
anorexia nervosa offered key sites through which to analyze
the effects of male power and knowledge on women’s
bodies.

A feminist interest in anorexia, which can be dated to the
early 1980s, is a good example of some of the assumptions
that were prevalent about the body. On one hand, anorexia
was taken as emblematic of male oppression, especially in
regard to the presumed influence of the media. The female
anorexic body became a screen on which the effects of
patriarchal power could be taken as self-evident. But
equally, in some analyses anorexia came to be understood
as an instance of female bodily resistance to power. In this
vein, it was argued that anorexia was one way, perhaps the
only way, that women could have any control over their
bodies. In defiance of accepted images of the body beauti-
ful, through starvation women placed themselves beyond
the reach of patriarchal power and body norms. In Susie
Orbach’s (1978) influential phrase, “Fat Is a Feminist
Issue,” by which she meant that either women hid their bod-
ies behind fat to escape the male gaze or, as in the case of
anorexia, they starved themselves into invisibility.

In terms of rendering visible regimes of oppression, the
body has also been put to use within the areas of postcolo-
nialism, ethnicity, and sexuality. Again stemming from the
presupposition that different orders of knowledge produce
categories of bodies, the raced, colonized, or sexed body
became the object of intense analysis. The same impetus
that in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries
produced knowledge of women’s inferiority also produced
suspect evidence of the supposed inferiority of nonwhite
bodies. Indeed, science was put to work in establishing
“race theories,” whereby “white” was the means of mea-
surement and all others were (de)graded in terms of their
difference. Marking bodies in terms of their bloodlines
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became the basis for sets of practices and laws in many, if
not most, parts of the world. The discourse of race had real
and lasting effects on the bodies of those classified as “not
white,” in terms of where they could live, whom they could
marry, and more generally whether they were regarded by
societies as full members or not, as citizens or not. It could
equally be said that this logic resulted in the “Final
Solution” and continues in the “ethnic cleansing” of the late
twentieth century and early twenty-first. Clearly, how a
body is marked, or excluded, has immediate and real effects
on individual and collectively excluded bodies.

THE HABITUS-EMBODIED HISTORY

The work of Pierre Bourdieu has been pivotal in further-
ing the study of how social structures are incorporated and
rendered part of the body. A central concept, which he
didn’t coin but certainly extended, is that of the habitus.
Bourdieu’s analyses, through ethnographic observation or
from material gathered by questionnaires, pinpoint the
ways in which individuals perceive their bodies within the
frames of class, social position, and gender. His accounts
demonstrate that these structures are not only abstractions
but also radically limit how and where a body can move
through social space. In his treatise on how we form and are
formed by taste, he extended the earlier work of Norbert
Elias on the history of manners. Taste, in Bourdieu’s sense,
is a dominant and everyday manifestation of how we are
judged by our bodies and judge those of others.

The vast number of analyses of injustice and oppression
that focused on how bodies are seen, measured, and classi-
fied indicates the importance the body has had in social
theory. Equally, the ways in which bodies differently, at dif-
ferent times, and individually or as groups resist dominant
discourses is an important thematic in sociological
accounts. In this, Bryan Turner’s work has been pioneering
and yielded a journal, Body & Society, dedicated to these
issues. But can such analyses be said to constitute a sociol-
ogy of the body? There is now an established subfield of the
sociology of the body supported by an institutional net-
work. However, if it is a field, it is always ambiguous in its
status. Is the object of study the body per se? What are its
established methods and methodology? Answering these
questions tends to reveal, in the terms of Jean Michel
Berthelot (1992), that there are more aporias than consis-
tencies in the sociology of the body. In this vein, it could be
argued that the body does not exist as a distinct field, but
serves only to enrich other areas of sociology. In terms of
its limitations, sociological accounts of the body tend to
privilege cultural and social matters. While this is under-
standable given sociology’s mandate, it may also be evi-
dence of the shortcomings of how the body has been
studied, which may, in turn, reveal those of the discipline
itself.

Michele Barrett (2000), a British sociologist, recently
critiqued what she calls mainstream sociology for what it is
missing: “the imaginative, the sensual, the emotional, the
other, for that which we cannot control” (p. 14). She reiter-
ates that “Sociology is conspicuously inadequate. . . .
Physicality, humanity, imagination, the other, fear, the lim-
its of control; all are missing in their own terms” (p. 19).
When she concludes that “sociology has become boring,”
she gives as evidence the ways in which areas such as the
environment and, we could add, the body, have become
boring. Is this the case, and if so, why?

AN EMBODIED SOCIOLOGY

One of the things that may have happened to the sociol-
ogy of the body as it has become an accepted (if not always
respected), established (if still ambivalent) area of study is
that it has come to police its own boundaries and set limi-
tations on what can be sociological about the body.
Implicitly and explicitly, the body is narrowed down to its
social and cultural manifestations and uses. However,
against the attempts to fix it in the social, the body contin-
ually troubles strict definitions of what is social and what is
not. The desire to curtail its study may be a reaction to the
splitting away, and the concomitant antipathy, to areas such
as sociobiology, evolutionary psychology, and more gener-
ally to any connection with biology.

There are, however, resources within the history of the
discipline that may be mobilized in the service of rendering
the study of the body more sociologically dynamic. Prior to
the establishment of a sociology of the body, figures such
as Marcel Mauss provided key insights into how to study
the body and why it was important. Mauss is often best
remembered as the nephew of Emile Durkheim, and he did
much to propagate his uncle’s legacy. However, in his own
right, his essay “The Techniques of the Body” ([1935]
1973) can be read, in hindsight, as setting out the sociologi-
cal relevance of a more widely defined body. Mauss’s
vision of the discipline was large and eclectic. It was to be
the study of the total or complete man—a sociology of
humanity. To this end, he advocated a three-pronged
approach that combined the physiological, the psychologi-
cal, and the social. His acute observations of what humans
do with their bodies were often gathered from his own
experience and supplemented by a range of ethnographic
material on cultures around the world. Some of Mauss’s
material has been shown to be incorrect, but it is only in the
detail that he falters. His focus was on why humans do
things with their bodies, and how (including detailed obser-
vations about techniques such as swimming, squatting, and
digging). This compelled an expansive reflection about
human behavior as always and simultaneously physiologi-
cal, psychological, and sociological. In this, Mauss pro-
vides inspiration for a more interesting sociology of the
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body and an indication of what an embodied sociology
might entail.

The distinction between the sociology of the body and
an embodied sociology raises a number of issues. If, as
we’ve seen, the sociology of the body tends to sequester the
body away from “outside” concerns, an embodied sociol-
ogy would take as inspirational the ways in which the out-
side always breaks in—the natural, the physiological, and
the affective are forces that remake the social as dynamic
and changing. Inspired by ideas about bodies that come
from outside the discipline, notably in the philosophy of
Gilles Deleuze, definitions of the body have become more
expansive. A body can be anything: “It can be an animal,
a body of sounds...a social body, or a collectivity”
(Deleuze 1992:626). This large definition coincides with
the question cited at the outset: What is a body capable of?

If this sounds sociologically unwieldy, it provides an
impetus to study the body outside of its neat compartments
(work, health, class, gender, etc.). In addition, it offers a
rationale for considering how the body invades domains
thought to be beyond its ken. For instance, bodily behavior
such as affect or emotion pervades all facets of human rela-
tions. From politics, the economy, and the environment to
consumption, there is no aspect of human life untouched by
the affective. And yet mirroring other uses of the body in
sociology, sociological accounts by and large carve the
emotions off from the corporeal and strictly contain them as
social and cultural, away from the biological and the
noncognitive. To echo Barrett, what are we afraid of?

There are, of course, good social scientific reasons for
the framing of objects of study as distinct. It allows for a
corpus of theories and methods to be constituted; it pro-
vides the basis from which theories can be built on evi-
dence of recurring similarities and differences in data; it
allows for generalizations to be made across very different
cases. However, in the case of the body, this compartmen-
talization may be hampering a wider role. In its richness,
its basis in physiology, its continual blurring of where
nature stops and the social starts, in its passions, affects,
and everyday exigencies, the body may be less a discrete
object of study and more of a challenge to sociology to
account for what makes human interaction such an excit-
ing field of study.

— Elspeth Probyn

See also Althusser, Louis; Bourdieu, Pierre; Elias, Norbert;
Foucault, Michel; Habitus; Male Gaze; Postcolonialism;
Power; Self
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BONALD, LOUIS DE

Louis de Bonald (1754-1840) was, with Joseph de
Maistre, one of the founders of modern French conservative
thought, defending the Catholic monarchy against the sec-
ular and democratic claims of the French Revolution.
Unlike Maistre, Bonald argued for traditional authority
from a rationalist and quasi-scientific position. He sought
to create a science of society, understood as a theory of
social order, based wholly upon empirical facts and neces-
sary laws. In this way, he became an important forerunner
of positivist social science.

Louis-Gabriel-Ambroise vicomte de Bonald was born in
1754 to an old noble family from the south of France. A
supporter of the French Revolution in its early stages, he
broke with it in 1791 over the Civil Constitution of the
Clergy, which subordinated the church to the control of the
state. After serving for a year in counterrevolutionary
armies, in 1796, he published his magnum opus, the Théorie
du pouvoir politique et réligieux (Theory of Political and
Religious Power), a systematic statement of the theoretical
foundations of French monarchism. Granted amnesty by
Napoleon in 1802, Bonald published his other major work,
Législation primitive, considérée dans les derniers temps
par les seules lumiéres de la raison (Primitive Legislation,
Considered in the Latest Times by the Sole Light of
Reason). He gradually came to terms with the emperor as
an embodiment of order and authority, joining his Grand
Council of the University in 1810. After the fall of
Napoleon, Bonald served the restored Bourbon regime in
the Chamber of Deputies (1815-1823) and the Chamber of
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Peers (1823-1830), arguing the royalist cause both in the
government and in his writings. After the 1830 revolution
overthrew the Bourbons, Bonald retired to the provincial
quiet of his hometown, where he died in 1840.

Bonald, like other early conservatives, argued against
the individualist and utilitarian assumptions of the
Enlightenment that only submission to tradition can pro-
vide social order. Unlike them, however, his traditionalism
is highly rationalized. History, for Bonald, is a thoroughly
structured and unitary process, a logical development of the
principles of human nature, the gradual coalescence or con-
stitution of society according to its truth. Tradition is pre-
cisely the sum of those truths that history has confirmed
while shedding all falsified practices and opinions. This
deep rational structure is a society’s constitution, something
that exists prior to any specific legislation or administra-
tion, the sum of necessary relations that give society its
unity. What Bonald calls the constitution is thus the deep
structure of society, the scientific laws of its way of life,
manifested in its political, religious, familial, and linguistic
institutions.

This argument from unity and necessity led Bonald to
extremely monistic conclusions. As history is identified
with the unfolding of the general, fundamental, and neces-
sary truth of human society, there is ultimately only one tra-
dition shared by all peoples, albeit encrusted with their
deviations, which finds its apogee in the Catholic monarchy
and its unrivalled unity of spiritual and political power.
Bonald’s monism is confirmed by the triadic structures he
finds everywhere in society, the relation between power,
minister, and subject, in which the first provides agency, the
second mediation, and the third obedience. In politics, this
takes the form of king, nobility, and people; in religion, of
God, Christ, and man; in language, of subject, verb, and
object; in the family, of father, mother, and child; in the
person, of mind, organs, and passions. Each social sphere is
thus the embodiment of the same fundamental structural
relations. Social order requires that the third term always be
subordinated to the second, and the second to the first. In a
very influential book on divorce, Bonald thus argued that it
dissolved the necessary relations of society, destroying
woman’s necessary subordination to man and thus unravel-
ing society into a mass of egoistic individuals. Everywhere,
Bonald defended what he saw as the holistic hierarchies of
Catholicism, feudalism, and tradition against the individu-
alism of Protestantism, capitalism, and the Enlightenment,
which he believed incapable of creating or maintaining a
society. Such claims were common among opponents of the
French Revolution, but Bonald was unique in arguing them
with the language of science.

Bonald contributed significantly to the later develop-
ment of French sociology, and especially to the ideas of
Comte and Le Play, by making society the object of a
science concerned with uncovering the general laws of

social organization. This science taught that society is
something prior to the individual in history, logic, and
morality and that social phenomena are necessarily inter-
dependent and thus to be understood only in a holistic
fashion. Social order for Bonald, however, was not only
theoretical but also a normative concept. Given his unbend-
ing allegiance to authority and to the absolute monarchy in
particular, this places severe limits on his relevance to con-
temporary social theory. Unlike the vast majority of monar-
chical apologists, however, his defense of social order gave
rise to a theory of social order. The deep roots of modern
social theory in the reactionary tradition (long ago observed
by Karl Mannheim and Robert Nisbet) demand that close
attention be paid to the political implications of sociological
research.

— Owen Bradley

See also Historicism; Maistre, Joseph de; Positivism; Power;
Religion in French Social Theory
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BOURDIEU, PIERRE

Pierre Bourdieu (1930-2002), Professor of Sociology at
the College de France, Paris, died on January 23, 2002,
aged 71. His death made the headlines on the front page of
Le Monde and inspired fulsome tributes from all walks of
French public life—not least Prime Minister Lionel Jospin,
who had himself suffered the sting of Bourdieu’s pen and
tongue—and from the academic community worldwide.
Arguably the last of the great French intellectuals active
during the second half of the twentieth century, he remained
active and productive to the end of his life.

Whether one admires Bourdieu—and he was capable of
inspiring extraordinary loyalty and admiration—or not, his
standing as an intellectual of genuinely global significance
is beyond question. Widely regarded during his lifetime as
internationally among the most important of social scien-
tists, his theoretical legacy appears to be securely estab-
lished (see Jenkins 2002 and Robbins 1999 for divergent
assessments).

Within France, perhaps his major contribution to socio-
logical development was to reject the increasingly aloof
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abstraction of the grand social theory that came to be
associated with the existentialist, Marxist, and structuralist
traditions during the 1960s and early 1970s. In response,
Bourdieu asserted the absolute centrality to social thought
of critical empirical research (and in this one suspects that
his anthropological roots were showing). Philosophy and
theory, particularly epistemology and the philosophy of
science, were never neglected—given his intellectual for-
mation and background, they could not be—but neither
were the nuts and bolts of systematic inquiry.

From his institutional power base in the Centre de
Sociologie Européene, he inspired and led a sustained pro-
gramme of interconnected investigations into many aspects
of French life. Early anthropological studies in Algeria and
rural France were followed by sociological research, first
on the urban proletariat in Algeria and subsequently in
France, on topics as diverse as education, stratification,
consumption and cultural taste, art, photography, literature,
television, and journalism, rounded off by a final massive
discipline—defying exploration of the experience of dis-
possession and exclusion. All of these projects were grist to
his intellectual mill. Bourdieu is probably responsible, with
Alain Touraine, for the reinvention of critical empirical
social research in France.

In the best French tradition, Bourdieu did not neglect the
wider context and problems of society, insisting vigorously
on the right, indeed the duty, of the public intellectual to
intervene in the politics and issues of the day, whether they
were poverty, immigration, or globalisation. During the
final decade of his life in particular, he appeared to be
inspired to do better than the introspective and self-regarding
intellectual politics for which le fout Paris had long been
notorious. Some of his best and most accessible work is to
be found in the polemical use of oral testimony in The
Weight of the World (1999) (La misere du monde), which
reads like a cross between Zola, Mayhew, and Terkel, or in
the short pieces explicitly written as political interventions
during this period. In some respects, not least in the lan-
guage he used, he seemed to have found a new voice.

In the Anglophone world as well, one of Bourdieu’s main
contributions was to emphasise the necessary and mutual
implication in each other of theory and empirical research.
This was particularly important for a generation of young
scholars on the broad left, such as the Birmingham school
of cultural studies in Britain, who were seeking an exit from
the sterility of increasingly labyrinthine Marxist theory and
legitimation for actually getting their hands dirty in the
field. Unlike much contemporary theory, Bourdieu’s argu-
ments were typically rooted in detailed research, taking in
every option from ethnographic fieldwork to the large-scale
social survey. Furthermore, his insistence on the indivisible
unity of theory and research, and indeed, his insistence on
a host of other things, was expressed in a language and tone
of brook-no-argument certainty that offered a refreshing

alternative to the fashionable indecision and relativism of
postmodernism.

Theoretically, Bourdieu’s work also struck another note
outside France. During the 1970s, Anthony Giddens was
developing his notion of structuration, attempting to throw
a load-bearing bridge across the abyss that yawned between
the great theoretical constructs of social structure and social
action, and attracting a great deal of attention for doing so.
For a while, certainly well into the 1980s, this was the
major international social theoretical debate and arena, and
Bourdieu was addressing the same issues, albeit from a dif-
ferent direction (Parker 2000).

The final internationally significant dimension of
Bourdieu’s work was inspired in part by local French tradi-
tions in the philosophy of science (particularly the work of
Canguilhem). In this respect, Bourdieu made an important
contribution to that understanding of sociology, which,
beginning with Max Weber and continuing through writers
such as Alvin Gouldner, emphasises the necessary reflexiv-
ity of the enterprise. This is in part an epistemological posi-
tion and in part a matter of ethics. It is, par excellence, the
ground over which theory, research, and politics confront
each other in Bourdieu’s work.

BIOGRAPHY

Born in 1930 in the Béarn area of southeastern France,
Pierre Bourdieu was the son of a minor civil servant, rural,
but more petit bourgeois than peasant. In the early 1950s,
he studied, together with Derrida and Le Roy Ladurie,
among others, at the elite Ecole Normale Supérieure in
Paris, finding intellectual and political life there stifling.
Graduating as an agrégé de philosophie, he refused to write
his dissertation in response to what he saw as institutional
rigidity and sterility.

After teaching for a year in a provincial lyceé, he was
called up for military service in 1956 and spent the next two
years with the French Army in Algeria. It was a transforma-
tive experience, politically and intellectually. He elected to
spend a further two years there, researching and teaching at
the University of Algiers, producing a series of polemical
studies of the impact of colonialism and the war on the
Algerian peasantry and working class and the French settlers.

Returning to France in 1960, Bourdieu attended Lévi-
Strauss’s anthropology seminars, read Marx again, and
worked for a period as Raymond Aron’s assistant. Three
years of exile at the University of Lille were rewarded in
1964 by a senior position at L'Ecole Pratique des Haute
Etudes in Paris, his base for most of the next two decades.
It was here that the Centre de Sociologie Européene was
established in 1968 and where Bourdieu gathered around
him a team of collaborators, such as Boltanski, Darbel, de
St. Martin and Passeron, who provided the foundation for
an increasingly ambitious collective programme of research
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and publication, of which he was the obvious focus
and leader.

His directorship of the centre continued when, in 1981,
he was elected, following typically hard-fought internal
politics and in competition with Boudon and Touraine, to
the Chair in Sociology at the College de France left vacant
on Aron’s retirement. Now secure in the senior position in
French sociology, he further consolidated his position out-
side France with a series of translations, lectures, and other
public appearances. Capable of seeming to be all things
theoretical to all people, not least because of his own imag-
inative and pragmatic appropriation of Marx, Weber,
Durkheim, structuralism, Goffman’s interactionism, and
Wittgenstein’s philosophy of language, he became a major
influence on Anglophone anthropology, sociology of edu-
cation, and cultural studies.

During the final decade of his life, he increasingly
turned his intellectual capital into political impact, writing
in the press, appearing on television, and delivering
speeches. His politics remained rooted in his early rejection
of Stalinism, his experiences of Algeria in the 1950s, and
his affinity with student radicalism during the 1960s.
Characterised by sympathy for the oppressed and anger
about their conditions of life, scepticism about conventional
wisdom, and fiery certainty, his political writings of this
late period in his life are among his best.

EPISTEMOLOGY

One characterisation of Bourdieu’s intellectual trajec-
tory might point to his initial rejection of authoritarian
Marxism and existentialism, followed by a further, longer-
term move away from structuralism—although he arguably
never deserted it altogether—toward his own theoretical
and epistemological synthesis of Marx, Weber, Durkheim,
and interactionism. This synthesis involved a rejection of
analytical models that invoked rules supposedly governing
behaviour, and an exploration of the generation and pursuit
of strategies.

One of the themes informing this journey emerged first
on his return from Algeria, in the research encounter with
his own society in the shape of the Béarnais peasantry. In
identifying himself to some extent with his research
subjects, he realised that they are no more blindly rule gov-
erned than we are and that the objectification of “them” in
the course of research is in itself a problem. This marked
the beginning of a process of epistemological reflection on
social science practice that was to continue throughout his
career. His “epistemological experiment” of “participant
objectivation” required the researcher to “objectify the act
of objectification.” In the course of research, two steps
backward were required: the first from the situation being
examined and the second from the stance required by that
disinterested examination.

Bourdieu argued that taking the point of view of the
detached observer privileges ideals, norms, and values,
easily expressed in language and easily formulated as rule-
like propositions. Furthermore, questioning encourages
informants to produce generalised “official accounts” that
reflect what it is believed should happen rather than what
does. As a result, the reality of the analytical model is sub-
stituted for an analytical model of reality.

Thus, Bourdieu’s basic epistemological precepts are the
need for critical vigilance with respect to the implications
of the objectification inherent in research and the need to
try and “step into the shoes” of others practically (because
we cannot read their minds). These inform two other sig-
nificant aspects of his epistemology. The first concerns the
pitfalls of synopsis: the condensation and summary of com-
plex and disparate material within a unified and unifying
frame of reference. He had in mind devices such as dia-
grams, genealogies, and schedules or calendars, and he
argued strongly that these “synoptic illusions” are always
distortions (albeit perhaps necessary distortions; in his later
work, most notably in Distinction (1984), he himself
resorted extensively to diagrams). This is perhaps most
strikingly so in their suppression of the time and timing of
human life.

The other epistemological and methodological thread
running through much of Bourdieu’s work is his distrust of
what people say (although, once again, this is not fixed in
stone; his last major work, The Weight of the World, relies
almost totally for its impact and its argument on edited
interview transcripts). What really matters, he argued, is
practice: what people do. This found its way into much of
his later empirical research in his extensive reliance on
statistical data and analyses.

THE LOGIC OF PRACTICE

Bourdieu’s epistemological writings are concentrated in
two closely related works, Outline of a Theory of Practice
(1977) and The Logic of Practice (1990), which focus on
his anthropology and the theorisation of how humans do
what they do and how we are to understand the world they
construct in so doing. This foundational framework rests on
three key equally important concepts: practice, habitus, and
field.

Practice is what humans do (and, for Bourdieu, should
not be confused with voluntarist notions of “action”). It is
improvisatory rather than rule governed; it is embodied; it
takes time and is situated in space; it is strategic, in that it
goes somewhere, producing outcomes. Bourdieu’s emphasis
on practice betrays the influence of Marx’s early writings,
on one hand, and Goffman, on the other. Epistemologically,
it is important to attend to what people actually do because
of the gulf between official cultural accounts and everyday
realities.
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To Bourdieu, strategy does not imply deliberation or
motivation (indeed, his idiosyncratic understanding of
“strategy” is a theme in criticisms of his work). Strategies
are, rather, rooted in less-than-conscious “practical logic”
(or “practical sense”), the emergent product of encounters
between habitus and field. Also called “the feel for the
game,” this is the cornerstone of his implacable opposition
to rational action theories. Strategies emerge and make
practical sense within a world constituted as taken-for-
granted doxa, “the way things are,” a world in which objec-
tive probabilities condition the expectations formed and
held by individual subjectivities.

The conditioning of practice by habit is also important
and feeds into Bourdieu’s model via the notion of habitus.
Not an original concept, in his usage habitus refers to inex-
plicit embodied generative dispositions and principles of
classification—apparently both individual and collective,
although the individual is the easiest to grasp—that in a
continuously improvised but unreflexive process adjust to
objective conditions in any given field of interaction. They
appear to generate practice in a way that is somewhat anal-
ogous to the relationship between meaningful utterances
and deep structures in Chomskian linguistics (or for that
matter, the relationship between structure and the manifes-
tations of culture in Lévi-Straussian structuralism). In this
process of adjustment between the internal and the external,
an ongoing, relatively stable status quo is produced and
reproduced. This admittedly somewhat imprecise concep-
tualisation of habitus provided the kernel of Bourdieu’s
attempt to transcend the “ruinous opposition” between
objectivism and subjectivism.

The final coordinate of Bourdieu’s conceptual triangle is
the field. Loosely defined, this can be thought of as a cul-
turally significant, institutionally constituted arena, a “net-
work of objective relations” characterised by desirable
goods and values, accepted ways of doing things, recog-
nised relationships between ends and means, and struggles
for access to all of these. Examples might include kinship
relations, the political domain, the art world, or formal edu-
cation. Every field is characterised by its own doxa and
appropriate habitus, shared among legitimate participants.

Bourdieu draws on metaphors of “the game” and “the
market” to characterise the coordinated yet undirected
workings of a social space organised as interconnected
fields. As in any market, capital accumulation is at stake.
Bourdieu, perhaps drawing inspiration from Weber, empha-
sises the diversity of capitals that may be means and ends
in the competitive struggles in all fields: economic capital,
symbolic capital (such as honour or reputation), social cap-
ital (networks and relationships), and cultural capital (such
as legitimate knowledge). There is a homology among the
basic principles informing different fields that allows par-
ticipants to move between them and produces and rein-
forces cumulative patterning effects, of hierarchy in

particular. Habitus is at the heart of the practical logics that
create the collective logics of fields and their interrelation.

THE REPRODUCTION OF SOCIETY

To Bourdieu, fields should be understood, perhaps
before they are anything else, as systems of power relations.
They are also the site and the medium of interaction
between the collective—institutions—and individual
agents. This is, definitively, a process of symbolic violence
that allows domination to be achieved indirectly, culturally,
rather than through crude coercion. Symbolic violence
depends on and must therefore foster “misrecognition”
(méconnaisance), through which power becomes perceived
as axiomatic and/or legitimate rather than arbitrary (and
resistible) domination. Nor is it only domination that is
arbitrary: the taken-for-granted reality of any social space,
doxa, is a “cultural arbitrary,” neither natural nor in place
because it is in any functional sense “better.”

False knowledge is thus the foundation of both subordina-
tion and superordination. Bourdieu explored this at greatest
length in his studies of education, most notably in the classic,
Reproduction in Education, Society and Culture (1990). The
symbolic violence of the cultural arbitrary doesn’t just hap-
pen; it is based in pedagogic action, whether that be family
education, formally institutionalised education, or the diffuse
education of the peer group and everyday life. For pedagogic
work to succeed, it must invoke legitimate pedagogic author-
ity. Its outcome is the inculcation of a fitting habitus, appro-
priate to the field and the agent’s position within it.

That process of fit and fitting takes place throughout the
life course but is most concentrated in early socialisation,
whether familial, institutionalised, or diffuse. Hierarchy is
obscured and domination experienced as legitimate: Self-
limitation and self-censorship are the most effective forms
of dispossession, and the social and cultural system is
reproduced. Bourdieu argued, in some of his earliest work
in Algeria and in later work on schooling and the experi-
ence of higher education, that the process that he called “the
subjective expectation of objective probabilities” is funda-
mental to our understanding of inequality and domination.

There is, however, more to it than this. In a further eli-
sion of means and ends, the legitimation of domination is
also achieved through the medium with and within which
pedagogic action works. Particular kinds of symbolic mas-
tery (culture) are privileged as most valuable and most pres-
tigious (and therefore most difficult). According to
Bourdieu, the accumulation of cultural and symbolic capi-
tal does not permit egalitarianism in this respect, even
though it may pay lip service to the principle: Privilege is
misrecognised as merit, and cultural heredity determines
the survival of the most fitting.

None of this is achieved consciously or knowingly in
a conspiracy by the agents involved. Partly because of the
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key illusion of meritocracy, partly because many of the
victims of the system have a vested interest in the defence
of their small gains and minor licences, and partly because
the field of institutional education is committed to its own
preservation and to safeguarding its own monopolies on
competence and legitimate judgement, cultural and social
reproduction proceeds through the meshing of tacit com-
pacts and agents’ cumulative and mutually confirming
axiomatic participation in doxa. Thoughtlessness is the
essence of the process.

One of the most consistent themes in Bourdieu’s writings
on education is that conflict within the fields of institution-
alised education is also class conflict. In his studies of the
French university system, particularly Homo Academicus
(1988) and The State Nobility (1996), he explores the ways
in which culture is simultaneously resource, weapon, and
prize in struggles over wider economic and political domi-
nance, struggles in which the elite provides the referees as
well as competitors. Spoils internal to the field are also at
stake, as revealed in the “conflict of the faculties,” the
struggles during which symbolic capital and status are
accorded to disciplines, careers, and knowledge: As the
backgrounds and trajectories of students and staff make
clear, this too is fundamentally a class conflict.

LANGUAGE AND CULTURE

Woven deep into the fibre of education are conflicts over
language: the language of interaction, of submission to
examination, of assessment, and of ambition. All utterances
are, in Bourdieu’s theoretical scheme, the product of a lin-
guistic habitus at work within a linguistic market and are
intimately affected by power relations. What people say—
and what they do not say, for censorship is potent here
too—is conditioned by their anticipation of its reception by
others. Language in use signifies and signals wealth with
respect to any of the various capitals mentioned earlier,
authority, and the utterer’s location in the relevant field. The
meaning of what is uttered is not simply a technical func-
tion of vocabulary and syntax, but a practical matter of
power and position. In this respect, Bourdieu’s study of
French academic language use in Homo Academicus is a
useful case study and an excellent example of reflexive
sociology (even though he stops short of applying to him-
self the same critical strictures to which he subjects his
peers).

There is more to culture than language, of course. In
Distinction, one of his best-known books, Bourdieu exca-
vated the complexities of the connections between cultural
consumption and class. This a deep and broad work, diffi-
cult to summarise and, despite its undoubted flaws, a gen-
uinely important piece of sociology that is likely to survive
and be appreciated by posterity. Its project is two stranded,
and each prong is ambitious. First, Distinction is a vigorous

assault on the notion that aesthetic taste is a natural or
sublime impulse, pure and disinterested. Second, it is aimed
at nothing less than a reconstruction of Weber’s model of
social stratification, focussing in particular on the relation-
ship between class and status.

Apropos aesthetics, Bourdieu’s key move was to anthro-
pologise “Culture with a capital c,” as merely “culture.” In
the process, the field of Culture, and particularly the field of
Art, becomes disenchanted, as another arena characterised
by struggles for individual and collective recognition with
respect to symbolic capital (status and reputation). Echoing
earlier research that he did on the appropriation of photog-
raphy and the use of art galleries, Distinction is based in
data from large social surveys, looking at everything from
newspapers read to music enjoyed to food eaten. Cultural
consumption is dissolved into ordinary consumption of
every sort.

Apropos stratification, Bourdieu proposed that class and
status can be brought together theoretically by the connec-
tions between “class fractions” and “life-styles.” In detail,
he proposed three broad zones of taste, legitimate (i.e.,
elite), middlebrow, and popular, within each of which class
fractions lived distinct lifestyles. Aesthetic judgements
within this system are products of interplays between eco-
nomic capital, cultural capital, and symbolic capital. As a
general principle, for example, he proposed an inverse rela-
tionship between economic capital and cultural capital
(more money, less taste).

Taste, Bourdieu argued, is no less than language one of
the key signifiers of class identity. Culture is thus some-
thing with which we fight, and over which we fight. Only
those in the upper reaches of the class system can afford the
luxury of aesthetic choices: The “playful seriousness” of
the field of Art is a facet of the self-regarding sense of dis-
tinction that unites the elite (and notions of the sublime are
revealed as yet another weapon in the class struggle). This
is conspicuously the case with those cultural “alternatives”
promoted and embraced by those members of the elite who,
having disappointed themselves in the struggle for main-
stream cultural and symbolic achievement, must settle for
employment as teachers or social workers.

One of the striking things about this body of work, when
set beside Bourdieu’s emphasis on practice, is its reluctance
to engage with the immediate practices of cultural produc-
tion. In general agreement with his rejection of models of
behaviour as rational action, the closest he gets to this are
various discussions about the way in which creative proj-
ects—up for arbitration in the marketplace of the field of
Art—become classified as legitimate endeavours or not.
The adjustments between subjectivities and objective con-
ditions here are produced by something called the “artistic
unconsciousness,” itself the product of an artistic habitus,
taste, inculcated by legitimate education. Artistic creativity
is reduced, at best, to the taking of positions in the field.
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OVERVIEW

It is obvious from this brief, and incomplete, summary
of Bourdieu’s life’s work that throughout the empirical
research into different topics, using different methods, and
invoking different disciplinary traditions, there runs a con-
sistent set of theoretical arguments about the implicit and
tacit wellsprings of human practice; about the importance
of embodiment; about the ways in which humans inter-
nalise the outside world and how this affects what they do;
about the inevitability of struggles for recognition; about
the centrality of culture to politics and stratification (and
vice versa); and about the bad faith and disingenuity of
legitimacy, whether it be political or cultural.

Bourdieu’s work has attracted an equally consistent body
of criticism. Suffice it to summarise four critical themes
here. First, despite his stated project, there is more than a
residue of determinism in his theory: It may help us to
understand the reproduction of the status quo but does little
to address change or innovation. Second, his opposition to
any admission of the rational actor into our understanding of
human practice smacks of ideology more than reason. Third,
his conceptualisation of habitus as the source of behaviour
is at best unclear and at worst mysterious. Finally, his work
lacks the concern with institutions and how they work that is
necessary to transform his model of fields into a convincing
and genuinely sociological account of the human world.

— Richard Jenkins

See also Agency-Structure Integration; Body; Cultural Capital;
Cultural Marxism and British Cultural Studies; Habitus; Lévi-
Strauss, Claude; Social Capital; Structuralist Marxism;
Structuration
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BUREAUCRACY

The seminal analysis of bureaucracy lies in the work of
Max Weber. Weber, among others (e.g., Simmel), offered a
theory of the increasing rationalization of the world. He
was especially interested in the structures and ideologies
that fostered this growing rationalization, particularly in the
West. For Weber, the bureaucracy represents the paradigm
of rationalization.

Weber’s discussion of the bureaucracy is grounded in his
broader interest in authority structures. He outlines three
ideal types of such structures based on different grounds for
authority: charisma (based on the followers’ view that the
leader has a unique personality or personal characteristics),
traditional (based on a long-standing custom), and rational-
legal (based on a set of formal rules, regulations, and
offices).

The rational-legal system of authority is the one most
common in the West and the one of greatest interest to
Weber. Bureaucracy is seen as the organizational form
associated with this type of authority. A bureaucracy is, in
the most general terms, a type of organization based on for-
mal rules, regulations, written records, and documents; spe-
cific functions assigned to specific offices; a hierarchy of
those offices; and a system of power and authority built into
the hierarchy of offices.

The ideal-type bureaucracy has several major character-
istics: (1) There is a contiguous structure of offices that are
bound by set rules; (2) each of these offices requires its
holder to have a specific level of competence as well as a
duty to perform certain functions, the authority needed to
execute those functions, and the means of compulsion nec-
essary to perform the functions; (3) the offices are orga-
nized in a hierarchy; (4) offices may require those who fill
them to undergo training in order to learn the skills neces-
sary to effectively handle their duties; (5) individuals who
fill an office are provided with the necessary means to per-
form their duties, and they do not own the means of pro-
duction; (6) the office belongs to the organization and may
not be appropriated by the individual currently in office
should he or she choose to leave; and (7) rules, regulations,
administrative tasks, and decisions are all presented and
recorded in writing.

Although Weber generally had a bleak and somber view
of increasing rationalization, he most often presented its
purest form, the bureaucracy, in a positive light. He
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believed that there were many advantages to using a
bureaucratic means of organization, including maximum
efficiency, precision in execution of decisions and func-
tions, stability over time, high levels of predictability, ease
of disciplinary control, and an overall greater level of applic-
ability to a broader range of tasks. In addition, because
bureaucracies are more concerned with offices than with
the individuals who fill those offices, there is generally less
discrimination. (Ironically, however, if discriminatory prac-
tices or protocols are written into the formal governing of
the bureaucracy, they also provide the most efficient means
of realizing discrimination.)

Despite all the benefits of a bureaucracy, Weber recog-
nized a number of pitfalls associated with them. For
example, there is often a great deal of “red tape” with which
to contend when one is dealing with a bureaucratic struc-
ture, which can lead to increased levels of stress and ineffi-
ciency. The biggest concern for Weber, however, was that
the ultimate efficiency of the bureaucracy also makes it
nearly indestructible. It has a self-maintaining momentum
that is difficult, if not impossible, to stop once it has been
set in motion.

Although Weber was primarily concerned with the struc-
ture of the bureaucracy, he also theorized a number of
effects it would have on the individuals who filled its
offices. The structure of the system, claimed Weber, would
cause the individuals in the system to view themselves as
cogs in the larger machine. This mentality would discour-
age them from looking for ways out in lieu of looking for
ways of moving up in the organization.

Another theorist who was interested in bureaucracies
and their impact on the actions of individuals within them
was Robert Merton (1968). For example, the “bureaucratic
personality” adhered to organizational rules as ends in
themselves rather than as means of achieving some goal.

Alvin Gouldner (1954) was interested in the conflict that
often occurs within a bureaucracy when there is a change in
the status quo. In his analysis of a gypsum-manufacturing
plant, he observed a set of informal norms that had devel-
oped alongside, and often in contradiction to, the more for-
mal set of bureaucratic rules. For example, tardiness, using
company materials for personal uses, extended lunches, and
other violations of company protocol were often over-
looked by the management. Gouldner labeled this an
“indulgency pattern.” When new management came in and
no longer indulged these violations, workers became
resentful and eventually staged a strike. The concept of an
indulgency pattern provides a good conceptual tool for
understanding informal rules and how they can develop
alongside formal rules in a strict bureaucracy.

Weber’s concern with the increasing rationality of
society has been validated over the past century. His analy-
sis of the bureaucracy as the paradigm of increasing ratio-
nalization was fitting for his time. Others (Ritzer 2000),

however, have suggested that in contemporary society, the
fast-food restaurant, not the bureaucracy (although certainly
fast-food restaurants could be considered part of a bureau-
cracy), is the modern-day paradigm of rationalization.

— Michael Ryan

See also McDonaldization; Merton, Robert; Weber, Max
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BUTLER, JUDITH

Judith Butler’s (b. 1956) intellectual base is philosophy;
she is recognized as a postmodern feminist and the canoni-
cal queer theorist. Her work is important to social theorists,
as she has contributed to the corpus of postmodern knowl-
edge considering sex, gender, the body, and social identity.
In accordance with postmodern feminist paradigms, Butler
challenges the liberal and radical feminist tendency to
employ the sex-gender distinction and thereby separate
natural categories of sexual identity from socially constructed
gender identities. While Butler identifies several proposi-
tions in postmodernism, particularly the French poststruc-
turalism of Foucault that inform her work, Butler has
questioned the appropriateness of referring to postmod-
ernism as a coherent and consistent branch of social theory
insofar as those labeled as such often do not read each
other’s work or base their work on a similar set of presup-
positions. Her articulations of the postmodern subject and
her treatment of the body and sexuality have rendered her
work particularly influential.

Specifically, she has offered an extensive critique of the
modernist assumption of a stable, already-constituted
subject pregiven as a point of departure for theorizing or for
sustained political action. Such a subject is seen as consti-
tuted outside of power, confronting power. The modernist
claim to a position beyond power, she argues, depends on
power, on a kind of cultural imperialism, for its legitimacy.
Moreover, Butler refuses to assume a stable subject sepa-
rate from power; rather, the subject is constituted by the
organizing principles of material practices and the institu-
tional arrangements of a power matrix.
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In her view, the subject is not a ready-made thing, but a
process of signification within a system of discursive possi-
bilities that are regulated, normative, exclusionary, and often
habitual. She does not negate or dispense with the notion of
the subject altogether, but instead seeks to understand and
critique the process of the social production and regulation
of certain forms of subjectivity. Significantly, she argues
against the notion that power ceases at the moment the
subject is constituted; as a signifying process, the subject is
never fully constituted, but is subjected and produced again
and again. It is in these two notions—of the subject as
always constituted by power and the subject as a resignify-
ing process—that Butler’s notion of the subject as agent
with “permanent possibility” emerges and with that, possi-
bility of critical, transformative, and subversive strategies.

In accordance with her paradigm of power and identity,
Butler locates the female/male binary in hegemonic con-
structions of sexuality and identity, thereby challenging the
notion that an essential difference exists between biological
sex and socially constructed gender. Her work attempts to
deconstruct the accepted relationship between sex and
gender, to expose the socially constructed contours of
heterosexuality and the female/male binary.

In her view, one can never return the female or male
body to a “pure” or natural essence. Sex is always already
gendered, as observation and interpretation of the body are
two components of a singular process insofar as the body is
intelligible only within a socially determined context.
Indeed, the concept of naturalized male and female sexual
categories is already socially constructed in gendered lan-
guage. The body is made intelligible through this same
gendered language. With the birth of a baby, the body is
assigned to a predetermined male or female sexual cate-
gory. If assigned female, she is immediately called a “girl,”
wrapped in pink or pastel blankets, given a name that sig-
nifies her femininity, and described using feminine gen-
dered language and female sexual categories. Her acts
become stereotypically sweet, soft, and charming. Butler
(1997) asserts that while language does not bring the body
into being in a literal sense, it does make a certain social
existence of the body possible insofar as the body is inter-
pellated within the terms of language. According to Butler,
one exists not by being recognized, but by being recogniz-
able. The terms that constitute the identifiable body are
conventional, ritualistic, and naturalized.

Sex and gender are thereby achieved only through exist-
ing hegemonic social polarities. For example, a person can
be described as “black,” “female,” and “lesbian.” But these
descriptors are significant only in relation to their deviation
from the dominant categories of identity: “white,” “male,”
and “heterosexual.” Consequently, Butler articulates domi-
nant categories of identity as “regulatory regimes” because
they often limit categories of the self to mutually exclusive
binaries.

According to Butler, by reinforcing the sex-gender
distinction, feminist theoretical explanations of women’s
oppression are limited to heterosexual male/female bina-
ries. Significantly, Butler’s immanent critique of feminism
has given considerable attention to what she sees as its het-
erosexist assumptions: the received notions and restricted
meanings of femininity and masculinity that are idealized
by the movement. As she sees it, many feminist theorists
have assumed “woman” and “man” as fixed, stable, and
essential identities. Butler moves beyond liberal and radical
stances that link gender to natural sex differences and con-
structs gender in terms of the body’s participation in
intensely regulated activities that congeal, or naturalize,
over time, thus producing the appearance of natural sex
categories. In this sense, her work challenges feminist
constructions of sex and gender to posit the body as “sedi-
mented acts rather than a predetermined foreclosed struc-
ture, essence or fact, whether natural, cultural or linguistic”
(Butler 1988:523).

For feminist theory, Butler’s work on the subject has had
far-reaching consequences in terms of both the subject who
theorizes and the subject who is theorized about. Within
any regime of power, subjects are constituted through a set
of exclusionary and selective procedures. A subject who
theorizes, for example, both produces and is produced by
institutional histories of subjection and subjectivation that
“position” her as an authorized theorizing subject.
Regarding herself as a theorizing feminist involves, for
example, positioning herself as “I”’; replaying, resignifying,
and reworking available theoretical positions; and taking
account of the possibilities those available positions
exclude. Moreover, who gets constituted as a feminist
theorist, who frames the issues, publishes the debates, and
popularizes the platforms and for whom, all presuppose the
operation of exclusionary procedures that create a domain
of deauthorized subjects. In this sense, Butler sees her posi-
tion in mainstream feminism as “embattled and opposi-
tional” insofar as the movement is normatively white,
middle class and heterosexual. The conceptual apparatus
produced within this power matrix, the regime of truth it
produces, is a precondition of critique. Insofar as she
engages in a critical examination of the basic vocabulary
and assumptions of the movement, she produces an “imma-
nent critique” aimed at provoking a more democratic and
inclusive movement.

Importantly, when a set of expressive categories of
gender are idealized and appropriated by feminists, they
become hegemonic and establish a normative matrix of pre-
scriptive requirements. Furthermore, Butler does not see
such categories as mere descriptions of reality; rather, they
produce realties insofar as bodies come into cultural intelli-
gibility through them. They both limit and enable theorists
in their efforts to define the female/feminine subject as well
as the male/masculine subject. Insofar as they are heterosexist,
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such idealized gender categories set up new forms of
hierarchy and exclusion, a heterosexual domain that consti-
tutes a new regime of truth. Butler refuses such categoriza-
tion of identity and pointedly critiques the heterosexist
assumptions within feminist theory and politics.

Against the position of identity politics, for example,
Butler argues that there is no essential woman constituting
the ground and reference point of feminist theory and prac-
tice. There is no stable feminine subject that precedes and
prefigures political interests, a point from which subse-
quent political action is taken. For Butler, “woman” does
not exist independently of each performance of the stylized
acts that constitute gender. The heterosexist, restricted, and
normalized meanings of woman do not adequately capture
the variety of gender positions that subjects can and do
occupy. In this sense, normative categories of sex, gender,
and sexuality become subjugating categories and sites of
oppression.

Butler argues that feminist theory and political practice
should open up subject possibilities. She actively calls for
opposition and resistance to the heterosexual matrix and its
expressive categories of gender. Insofar as the gendered
body is performative, requiring a continuous display of dis-
cursive practices and corporeal signs, gender norms are
potentially open to perpetual displacement by every per-
former during every performance. In this sense, perfor-
mance of gender is always, to some degree, “drag.”
Subversive strategies may include parodic performances of

gender that pointedly disrupt the presumed coherence of
gendered bodies, categories, and identities.

While every subject position is a potential site of resis-
tance, Butler has given particular attention to the subject
positions available to homosexuals. Within the heterosexual
matrix, homosexuals are deauthorized, erased from view,
placed in an “other” category, and labeled “queer.” For
Butler, homosexuals should not passively accept the cate-
gory of queer; they can and should use it as a site of resis-
tance. Such resistance does not mean doing the opposite of
what a category authorizes; it means to become “critically
queer” and engage in transformative agency.

— Candice Bryant Simonds and Paula Brush
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Foucault, Michel; Postmodernist Feminism; Postmodernism;
Queer Theory; Sexuality and the Subject
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CAPITAL

In social theory, the concept of capital is mainly used in
reference to one of the central categories of Marx’s critique
of political economy. In recent years, there have been dis-
cussions about different types of capital, especially about
the sources and dynamics of “social capital.” Economic and
social sciences initially adopted the word capital from the
language of merchants. Latin in origin, capitale meant live-
stock, counted per heads (caput). Since in early times,
cattle was the commodity by which all other commodities
were valued, later on, capitale was used to mean “money”
or “investment of money.”

In the nineteenth century, “capital” became the epitome
of a conception of economy and society that assigned the
leading role to the rapidly growing industrial production.
Even before, the Physiocrats and, above all, Adam Smith,
had emancipated the term capital from “money capital” and
used it indiscriminately for money and other objects. For
Smith, the concept served as classification term of the
entire stock of goods. In contrast to stocks of goods for
immediate consumption, by capital, he understood all
requirements of production—except natural forces, but
including means of subsistence for productive labor—
necessary to realize income. Part of these requirements and
therefore of capital was the amount of acquired and useable
skills of men, anticipating later conceptions such as
“human capital” or “intellectual capital.”

The classical bourgeois economists, following espe-
cially Ricardo, saw capital as accumulated labor, the prod-
uct of the previous production efforts. Taking it up, socialist
authors turned this idea against bourgeois interests and cap-
ital itself. Marx postulated a reciprocal logical relation of
subsumption between capital and labor. Capital as accumu-
lated, objectified, or dead labor, he called “constant capital”
and distinguished it from the “variable capital” of the living
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labor. This conceptual subsumption of capital under labor
had a critical aim. Essentially, capital was not only a “factor
of production,” but a genuine social relation: “[C]apital is
not a thing, but rather a definite social production relation,
belonging to a definite historical formation of society,
which is manifested in a thing and lends this thing a specific
social character” (Marx [1865] 1981:953). To the subsump-
tion of capital under labor, which made the mediation of
dead and living labor transparent, corresponded the sub-
sumption of labor under capital. It referred to the real social
power of the capital owners to control and use labor power.
Capital marked therefore a relation of domination, and the
subsumption of labor under capital meant the real subordi-
nation of the forms, conditions, and products of labor under
the dominant interest of capital accumulation.

Marx’s general formula for the circulation of capital was
M-C-M’: Purchase of commodities is only a means to real-
ize more (‘) money; the goal is not use-value, but (more)
exchange-value. Capital in this generic sense is old; mer-
chants’ and usurers’ capital, where the function is media-
tion, not control of production, were already common in
early societies. Only the generalization of commodity pro-
duction and of wage-labor brought the transition to capital
in the modern sense. Capital took over the production
process itself and transformed it into a direct means of cap-
ital expansion. And capital, in the singular, became capitals,
in the plural: the reciprocal action of capitals upon each
other as competition and constant seeking for profit and
ever more profit. The character and the limits of this com-
petition (e.g., the tendency toward “monopoly capital”) and
also its nexus with other institutional factors and dimen-
sions shape global and national socioeconomic develop-
ments and the class structure of modern society.

Therefore, the concept is an important element of socio-
logical class theory and analysis. Those who own capital
form the class of capitalists and stand opposite others, most
notably the working classes. But what capital do they own,
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to what extent, and with what results? Such questions have
been discussed lately very often with respect to Bourdieu’s
differentiation of three capital types: economic, cultural,
and social. For Bourdieu, economic capital is not only own-
ership of the means of production, but all forms of material
wealth. Cultural capital can be objectified in books, paint-
ings, works of art, or technical artefacts; incorporated in
skills, competencies, and forms of knowledge; and institu-
tionalised in titles, such as professional or university
degrees. Social capital, for Bourdieu, the third distinct
resource of the struggle for social positioning, results from
the use of a network of more or less institutionalised rela-
tionships of mutual acquaintance or recognition.

During recent years, “social capital” has been in the
centre of a debate in sociological literature that emphasizes its
role in social control, family support, and outcomes medi-
ated by extrafamilial social ties (Portes 1998). And recently,
terms such as “intellectual” or “knowledge capital” have
been taken up again, partly to characterize a new stage of
capitalism or even the transition to a knowledge society.
Besides the grammatical problem with the first-mentioned
term, since every capital is social, the theoretical benefits of
such generalizations and more and more metaphorical uses
of the capital concept are doubtful. It seems as if capital
has become a rather unspecific concept of “resources” or
“properties.” There is the risk that this may hide the insights
of classical social theory within this definite social produc-
tion relation, which represents, to borrow a formulation
from Marx’s Grundrisse, the general illumination that
bathes all the other colours of contemporary society.

— Harald Wolf
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CAPITALISM

Capitalism is one of the main topics of social theory. For
the classics, the nature and future prospects of capitalism
were matters of greatest concern. Social theory developed

as a critique of capitalism or as a refutation of this critique
in the form of academic sociology.

Capitalism is a concept of motion that expresses the
dynamic of the modern economy: its tendency of unlimited
growth, rapid increase, and incessant mobility and its
society-shaping drive of melting all that is solid into the air.
The concept expresses at the same time the tensions and
conflicts within this motion. As counterconcept of social-
ism, it is an often-used weapon in political polemics. For
some, it is therefore doubtful whether the term possesses
sufficient scientific dignity. The word emerged late, around
the middle of the nineteenth century, and it was not before
the last decades of the nineteenth century that it was intro-
duced into the social sciences. Authors such as Sombart and
Weber did a lot for its institutionalization after the turn of
the century.

There is no short and easy definition of the concept,
accepted in general, for the simple reason that social theory
in general, in a certain sense, is the attempt at a definition
of the origins, nature, and destiny of capitalism. Therefore,
what follows is of necessity an extremely selective repre-
sentation. Its focus is directed toward some central view-
points, concerning the problematic of capitalism as society,
as history, and as presence.

CAPITALISM AS SOCIETY

Contemporary social theory’s treatment of capitalism is
grounded in its treatment by the classics. It is necessary to
refer at least to two of them: Marx and Weber. Other
weighty contributions, notably Durkheim’s and Simmel’s,
are not included here. Both Marx and Weber tended, like
many social theorists today, to recognize the institution of
wage-labor as a core characteristic of modern capitalism.
The best starting point to discuss the problems and direc-
tions of the theory of capitalism is not, what seems obvious,
the concept of capital, but its apparent opposition, labor—
if one keeps in mind that this point doesn’t exhaust the
problematic.

Marx didn’t use the term capitalism, but spoke of a cap-
italist mode of production that consists of specific forces
and relations of production. This mode of production was
the base of modern commodity-producing society in which
the principal means of production were the property of a
particular class, the bourgeoisie, and labor power also
became a commodity. It was in the labor market where the
two fundamental opposing classes of capitalism met, and it
was there and in the labor process where they had to coop-
erate and to struggle against each other at the same time.
This ambiguous class relation was the dynamic force
behind society’s development. Its distinctive features were
its capacity for self-expansion through ceaseless accumula-
tion; its continual revolutionizing of production methods,
connected with the advance of science and technology as



Capitalism 77

major productive force; and the cyclical character of its
development, marked by phases of prosperity and depres-
sion. The theory of capitalism was essentially a class theory
and a crisis theory. Advanced capitalism was regarded as
containing inherent contradictions (between developed pro-
ductive forces and fettering production relations, creating
increasing crisis tendencies and class divisions) expected
to lead to a proletarian revolution and the replacement of
capitalism by socialism.

The surface appearances of the market suggested that
every exchange between labor and capital was “fair,” but in
reality the social relations involved exploitation, alienation,
and domination. These historic-specific conflictual rela-
tions disappeared from view and appeared as something
different, as relations between social individuals and con-
sumers and the realm of commodities they seek to acquire.
Labor relations were converted into market and commodity
relations, and the products of labor seemed to possess the
properties of their producers, to exercise domination over
them. Such inversions of subject into object, such processes
of personifying things and objectifying people—with the
“commodity fetishism,” as Marx called it, as paradigm—
were specific characteristics of capitalism. They corres-
sponded to a broad range of ideologies.

For Weber, likewise, capitalism, which he called “the
most fateful force of our modern life,” was in the center
of his theory. He distinguished between a general concept
of capitalism, referring to a wide variety of social and
historical settings and the historic-specific concept of
modern capitalism, which emerged only in the West.
Notwithstanding that it had also irrational features, the
central feature of Western capitalism was its “rational”
character in contrast with other forms of economy. The
most important aspect was the rational organization of for-
mally free labor. Other specifics, for example, separation of
firm and household or rational bookkeeping, were relevant
only in combination with it. The free-labor market was nec-
essary for the development of an advanced and superior cal-
culability of economic action. This calculability was, in
turn, a fundamental component of the rationalization
process in the entire society. For Weber, no inherent ten-
dency to final crisis in capitalism could be assumed. He
emphasized instead capitalism’s (and its rational bureau-
cracy’s) superiority and its capacity for self-adjustment, but
that didn’t prevent him from a very critical assessment of
the outcomes.

Weber’s aim was to elucidate what he called the “spirit
of capitalism.” He was interested in its origins (he empha-
sized the religious), its relevance for the subjects in charge
of it, the rationalization of their everyday lives, and their
discipline. This thorough questioning of the subjective and
objective dimensions of capitalist rationality opened the
perspective to further reflections about the crucial cultural
orientations of capitalist civilisation, capitalism as worldview,

or a social project looking at and aiming to transform the
world in a specific manner. This also raises the question of
the spirit of anticapitalism: the ideas and cultural orienta-
tions fuelling alternative social projects (Castoriadis 1987).

For Marxian and Weberian theorists alike, the institution
of wage-labor was a major factor behind capitalism’s
“intensification” and “extensification” tendencies. On one
hand, capitalism is constantly driven to enhance its produc-
tivity. This compulsion to develop its technical capacities is
not only driven simply by competition among capitalists
but is also related to the unique role of human labor in cap-
italist production. Modern capitalism’s dependence on
human labor power in commodity form demands that this
cost of production be kept as low as possible, through
increasing the production of mass consumer goods to
reduce the cost of wages or through automation, that is,
replacing or diminishing human labor. Such technological
development also permits capitalists to circumvent the nat-
ural limits of the human body to labor and the tendency of
workers to organize and demand higher wages. On the
other hand, there is a trend to outward expansion that draws
upon new sources of labor. Such an “extensification” of
capitalism can take two basic forms: the inclusion of more
and more of society’s population segments into the labor
market and the reach outside of the society itself toward
other societies, thus incorporating ever larger regions of the
world into the sphere of capitalism.

Beyond this overview, it has to be considered more pre-
cisely what social level is meant if the concept is used. Do
we speak of capitalism to characterize an entire society, a
specific type of social order, or of, more or less, crucial
components or elements of a society? The Marxian tradi-
tion, in discussing “progressive epochs in the economic for-
mation of society,” sometimes tended to the former. The
“anti-Marxist” notion of industrial society, used as generic
term, with capitalism as one variant and socialism as
another, both seen as “growth” societies—but capitalism
with markets, private property, individual profit seeking,
and consumers’ sovereignty in its centre—provides an
alternative conception on this same level (Aron 1967). The
Weberian tradition, by identifying components of a society
(economic institutions) and complexes of ideas as specifi-
cally capitalist, tends to the latter. Then, the question of het-
erogeneous institutions and of their connections—not the
least that between capitalism and democracy—and the
problem of “embeddedness” (Polanyi 1944) arise. In any
case, it is very important to acknowledge the mixed charac-
ter of contemporary society, even though capitalist forms
may dominate. The capitalist economy itself may be broken
down into two basic sectors: a big business/monopoly
sector versus a small business/competitive sector (and,
correspondingly, a segmented, or dual, labor market). In
addition, noncapitalist economic structures continue to
exist (the self-employed, cooperatives, the public sector).
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There are a number of distinct social-economic forms that
coexist with capitalism in both complementary and conflict-
ual relations (Braudel 1981-1984). This acknowledgement
seems crucial for an adequate understanding of the hetero-
geneous social currents and structures that correspond and
cross over with, but also hinder or oppose, capitalist devel-
opment, without being deducible from or reducible to it
(e.g., the state, democracy, social movements).

Although core institutions of capitalism, such as wage-
labor, are based on some invariants, their dynamic inter-
connections, their relations to the social context, and
their outcomes vary immensely over time and space.
Comparative studies of divergent capitalisms, which stress
this aspect and the problems of failing, retreating, or supe-
rior capitalist developments, have attracted great attention
(Hall and Soskice 2001). The typologies that are the result
of such comparisons sometimes refer to national versions
of capitalism, but they usually aggregate national cases into
more general categories, contrasting general principles (lib-
eral vs. trust-based capitalism) or regional configurations
(e.g., Anglo-American, Nordic, Rhenish, East Asian).

There are, nevertheless, specific permanent capitalist
core phenomena. Social theory is trying to elucidate
them in terms such as exploitation, alienation, growth, and
the power of scientific and technological innovation.
Exploitation refers directly to social inequality, injustice,
and the class character of capitalism. Time after time, social
movements have made an issue of this. The early labor
movement formulated very clearly what Marx and other
social theorists later tried to systematize, for example, the
theory of surplus value, which then became a cornerstone
of Marxist economics. For Marxism, up to now, in any
society where not all available labor time is needed to pro-
vide for the direct consumption needs of the population,
classes develop around exploitative relations (i.e., the forms
of production and control of surplus labor). Different modes
of production are defined by specific types of exploitation.
Under capitalism, exploitation is hidden by the apparent
freedom and equality of the exchange process in which
workers freely sell their ability to labor for a wage of equiv-
alent value. The exchange relation is not exploitative, for
workers are paid the value of their labor power, but
exploitation lies in the fact that having purchased it, capi-
talists can then use that labor power to produce more than
they had to pay for it. So, for Marx, exploitation occurs
beyond the market, in the production sphere.

Here, we observe heteronomy and alienation. Alienation
means the already-mentioned process whereby actors
become estranged from the results of their activities (from
goods, but also, more generally, from institutions and ele-
ments of culture), which then confront them as an indepen-
dent, objectified force. Marx focused in particular on the
alienation effects of the capitalist labor process, which
alienates producers from their product (which does not

belong to them); work itself (because it is only something
forced in order to survive); from themselves (because their
activity is not their own); and from other producers
(because of the individualization effects of wage-labor).
The term alienation is often linked with reification (in
German, Verdinglichung), used by Lukacs ([1923] 1971) to
mark the extreme alienation that arises from commodity
fetishism and the rationalization process in advanced capi-
talism. The very notion of capitalism expresses this process,
in which all living activity is transformed in a dead thing, a
quasi-object: capital.

The perspective on capitalist growth or accumulation
opens the view to two problems: the role of crisis and the
historical transformations of capitalism itself. Economic
growth under capitalism has been extraordinary, but also
characterized by cyclical, sometimes catastrophic, crisis.
After the Great Depression of the 1930s, a widespread
view was that capitalism had exhausted its potential for fur-
ther growth; another, which became dominant, was the
Keynesian: Through state intervention and changed social
and political structures, crisis could be eliminated.
Schumpeter claimed that capitalism’s crises are a process of
“creative destruction” that lays the conditions for renewed
accumulation. Crises are adjustments that are functional for
furthering the inherent drive of capitalism to grow. This was
linked to the idea that the accumulation process is marked
by historical transformations of capitalism itself, distinct
phases in which different socioeconomic structures domi-
nate. Kondratiev originated the idea that growth proceeds
in a succession of long waves of approximately 50 years’
duration, which are linked to scientific and technological
innovations and their applications. In the last decades, the
negative side and especially the ecological effects of growth
have been articulated by social movements and in social
theory alike. Capitalist growth seems to involve an unsus-
tainable depletion of the earth’s resources, which could pro-
duce an insuperable limit to growth as those resources
become exhausted.

The last permanent feature mentioned is the rapid and
incessant development of technology, of productive forces,
and instrumental rationality. One of the most significant
transformations in the modern era has been the ongoing
scientific-technological revolution. This revolution has been
a consequence of capitalism’s inherent drive for instrumental
rationality. Methods of rational mastery and of accounting
that made capitalist enterprise possible have been extended
and applied to technology and science, and the outcomes
reintroduced in the capitalist accumulation process. This
problematic is not only very closely connected to the phe-
nomenon of rationalization in the economic domain, which
Marx emphasized, but to a more general, civilizational con-
ception of rationalization, which owes much to Weber.
Here, science and technology—but also markets and
bureaucracies, and discipline and self-discipline—are
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understood as forces and components of a specific Western-
capitalist pattern of rationalization permeating all spheres
of life and linked by the fact that they all further a formal or
instrumental instead of a substantive rationality.

CAPITALISM AS HISTORY

Inextricably linked with capitalism as social is capital-
ism as historical being: in a more abstract sense, the ques-
tion of its temporality, and in a more concrete sense, the
question of its origins and its stages. To begin with the first,
capitalism means not only a certain mode of coexistence of
specific social elements such as technique, economy, and
law, but at the same time a certain mode of succession of
these elements, a social-historical temporality: the endless
time of infinite progress, total conquest of nature, bound-
less growth and rationalization leading to a compression of
time, quantification, and the representation “time is
money.” At one level, this capitalist time is the time of an
incessant break, of returning catastrophes and transforma-
tions. At another level, it is the time of accumulation as
linear universalization, of the negation of alternity, of the
degeneration of an “ever more” to an “ever the same.” Both
levels are inseparable. Capitalism is their crossover and
their conflict (Castoriadis 1987).

The question of the origins and stages of capitalism is
contested. Whereas Marx and the Marxist tradition empha-
sized the existence of inherent features within the economic
relations of feudalism combined with brute force (the “prim-
itive accumulation,” part VIII of Capital) as leading to the
emergence of capitalism, many sociologists have stressed
the independent influence of other factors. Weber’s interest
was especially directed to this question of the origins of cap-
italism, which he tried to explain more in reference to cul-
tural-specific dimensions, such as the influence of a new
religious ethic (Weber [1904-1905] 1974), the growth of
cities, and the formation of a national citizen class in the
modern nation-state. As far as further stages of capitalist
development are concerned, Sombart ([1916-1927] 1987)
introduced the distinction between early, high, and late cap-
italism. The Austro-Marxist Hilferding distinguished a new
phase of “financial capitalism,” emergent by the beginning
of the last century and characterized by the formation of
trusts and cartels (with a strong role for the banks), protec-
tionism, and imperialist expansion. He later spoke of a
further stage of “organized capitalism,” emphasizing in
addition an increased state intervention in the economy and
the introduction of partial planning. Schumpeter too attrib-
uted a fundamental importance to these developments,
whereby large corporations came to dominate the economic
system in a new period of “trustified” capitalism that he
thought would lead to socialism.

Instead, it led to the most successful period of the capi-
talist economy, the “golden age” of the 1950s and 1960s.

But this “welfare capitalism”—the “monopoly capital” of
Baran/Sweezy and others—didn’t have the long-term sta-
bility that was attributed to it then by some social theorists.
Still predominantly capitalist, it was hence subject to the
instabilities of its economy, as became clear with the ever-
deeper recessions since the mid-1970s. Much lower rates of
economic growth and rising unemployment, creating seri-
ous fiscal problems for the welfare state, were the results.
At the same time, economic growth itself has come to be
more widely questioned in terms of its effects on the global
environment, and this fuelled debates about an “alternative
economy.” These changes and instabilities of the last quar-
ter of the last century stimulated the development of a new
Marxist perspective on the stages of capitalist growth.
Within the general framework of this “regulation school,”
researchers have concentrated on the analysis of the trans-
formation from a “Fordist” to a “post-Fordist” regime of
accumulation. The instabilities are in this view due to a cri-
sis of Fordist accumulation, and one has to look at changes
in the capitalist labor process, the international division of
labor, and so on, to find the bases of a new capitalist regime
of accumulation (Aglietta 1997).

All these changes over the last century were accompa-
nied by important developments in the occupational and
class structure, with the decline of traditional manufactur-
ing and the expansion of clerical, scientific, technical, and
service occupations. The class structure of advanced capi-
talist countries shifted to the middle classes. This, and more
generally the triumphs of the technosciences, by some
interpreted as a movement toward a knowledge-based econ-
omy in which information technology plays an increasingly
important role (Castells 1996), moved theorists since the
1970s, such as Bell, to the notion of a “postindustrial”
society. Earlier discussions about a separation of ownership
and control of capital had already led in a similar direction:
to the suggestion that contemporary societies might be
better referred to as “managerialist” or even “postcapitalist”
than capitalist societies. This leads up to the problematic of
capitalism as presence.

CAPITALISM AS PRESENCE

What marks our present society as a new stage of capi-
talist development? What are the specific differences with
earlier phases, with what distinct outcomes? The term glob-
alization, very popular in the 1990s, produced a broad if
probably short wave of literature that doesn’t really answer
this question (Guillén 2001). Is global interconnection
a new quality of capitalism? The level of cross-border
commodity and capital circulation was at the end of the
twentieth century roughly as high as at its beginning. But
deregulation and the breakdown of the Bretton-Woods cur-
rency system brought a real internationalization of financial
markets. There was an extraordinary growth of financial
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investment in relation to productive investment, which
seems to be due to a long-term crisis of profitability.
Internationalization of production in the form of transna-
tional firm networks and production chains has reached a
new complexity; even production at low-wage locations is
now often carried out on high-tech levels. But these
processes are concentrated regionally or continentally, and
global patterns of division of labor did not really emerge.
So, above all, the integration of financial markets and the
capitalist penetration of almost all societies—especially
after the end of the Eastern bureaucratic systems—have
intensified. And there exist global social and economic
“standards” that force local actors to adjust, regardless of
how artificial those standards are and to what extent they
really lead to cross-border transactions.

A very important aspect in this present context has been
the sweeping revival of “neoclassical” “free-market” eco-
nomics and of the utopia of a market society (concerning
the origins of this utopia, see Polanyi 1944). A “culture of
enterprise,” “individualism,” and the achievements of a
more laissez-faire type of capitalism were strongly
reasserted. In many countries, this led to policies of privati-
zation, retreat from planning and regulation, and reduced
(growth of) public spending. The question is raised as to
whether this relegitimation of a kind of pure capitalism is
perhaps due to the fact that these cultural reorientations
respond to anticapitalist challenges of the last decades and
even instrumentalize a certain kind of critique of capitalism,
which emphasizes personal autonomy and self-realization. A
new turn to the interplay between capitalism, its spirit, and
its opposition could thus be seen as a major characteristic
of the present situation, resulting in a “new spirit of capi-
talism” (Boltanski and Chiapello 1999). At the same time,
we observe socioeconomic stagnation. A sustained renewal
of economic growth would seem to depend on an upturn in
the long wave, and this requires a new real burst of innova-
tion like those that produced in the past a “railroadization,”
a “motorization,” or a “computerization” of the world. But
there is little indication of such new development opportu-
nities at present, despite such short-living and hollow
phenomena as the “new economy” of the late 1990s, which
only underline the problematic; and in addition, there
are the well-known constraints imposed by environmental
concerns.

The future of capitalism is probably more uncertain than
a superficial look and many formulations in the debate
about its presence suppose. But one thing is certain: The
dark sides of capitalism (exploitation of labor and nature,
alienation, oppression) in the future will also induce social
movements and social theorists to criticize it and orient
themselves toward an alternative type of society. As
Schumpeter ([1911] 1934) put it: Orientation and coordina-
tion of socioeconomic activity can be achieved in three
ways: through capital, through power of command, or

through agreement of all actors concerned. This marks the
poles between which the further development will occur
and the field of tensions that social theory has to explore.

— Harald Wolf

See also Capital; Fordism and Post-Fordism; Globalization;
Historical Materialism; Marx, Karl; Marxism; Political
Economy; Socialism; Weber, Max; World-Systems Theory
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CASSIRER, ERNST

Ernst Cassirer (1874—1945), Jewish German philosopher,
was one of the leading proponents of the Marburg school of
neo-Kantianism and made a significant contribution to a
philosophy of culture through his investigations into the role
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of symbolic representation in the constitution of human
environments. He claimed that “symbolic forms,” such as
myth, art, religion, and language, are the irreducible build-
ing blocks that frame and structure human perception and
cultural reality. Cassirer studied philosophy and science in
Munich, Berlin, and Heidelberg. Influenced mainly by the
work of his mentor Hermann Cohen, in Marburg, Cassirer
successively developed his own stand toward the epistemo-
logical issues raised in Kantian philosophy. He taught at
Berlin and Hamburg, and after fleeing the Nazi state in 1933
continued his career at Oxford, Gothenburg, Yale, and
Columbia. Despite his enforced exile, Cassirer never
directly engaged in the political debate of his time. Still, his
writings in Myth of the State (1946) can be regarded as an
attempt to grasp the intellectual roots of a totalitarian state.

While his most prominent contribution to the laying of
new foundations of modern European philosophy has to be
seen in his attempt to provide a phenomenology of sym-
bolic forms, he also made distinct contributions to the phi-
losophy of science and is still considered to be one of the
most intriguing interpreters of Kant. His most influential
work is the Philosophy of Symbolic Forms (3 volumes), in
which he attempts to give a unified account of the various
forms of “symbolic representation.” In volume 1, Language
([1923] 1953), Cassirer provides a detailed analysis of lin-
guistic forms and their development throughout history.
Volume 2, Mythical Thought ([1925] 1955), provides an
attempt to outline myth both as a form of thought and per-
ception as well as an all-embracing life form. Finally, in
volume 3, Phenomenology of Knowledge ([1929] 1957),
Cassirer gives an account of the forms of knowledge
involved in generating objective and subjective worlds,
with special emphasis given to the scientific worldview and
its abstract forms of symbolic language.

During the peak of his writing career, Cassirer’s name
also became linked with what can be seen as a landmark in
European philosophy. In March/April 1929, he engaged in
a series of lectures and disputations with his younger con-
temporary Martin Heidegger at Davos. The Davos disputa-
tions marked a first direct encounter between modern and
postmodern philosophy. Influenced by this encounter, but
more so by his time in American exile, Cassirer provides in
An Essay on Man (1944), published shortly before his
death, a more anthropologically based summary of his
thoughts toward a symbolic understanding of human cul-
ture and the humanities alike. Cassirer’s ideas on idealiza-
tion and symbolization influenced Alfred Schiitz’s
approach toward the structuration of the lifeworld. More
recently, after a period of relative obscurity, in which
Cassirer’s work lived on mainly through the work of Susan
K. Langer, there seems to have been a revival of interest in
his ideas during the 1980s and 1990s.

Cassirer’s theoretical approach, though usually located
within neo-Kantianism, has some affinities to phenomenology,

too. In the legacy of Kant’s concept of a priori categories,
Cassirer’s aim is to analyze the fundamental concepts and
categories by means of which the human mind organizes
experience and thus human reality. But Cassirer departs
from Kant in two crucial points. He does not accept that
these fundamental structures of human experience are uni-
versal and immutable; rather, they are open to constant
development and regional variation. Moreover, unlike Kant,
Cassirer is skeptical about the idea of things-in-themselves
and instead assumes that reality reveals itself solely through
our symbolizations. By placing science in-line amongst
other symbolic forms, Cassirer also departs from his fellow
neo-Kantians Cohen and Natorp, with their emphasis on
cognitive categories. The “Critique of Pure Reason” is
extended toward a “Critique of Culture.” In pursuit of this
intellectual program toward a “phenomenology of human
culture,” he realizes some affinity toward the nonpsycholo-
gizing analysis of the configurations of intersubjectivity in
the lifeworld as developed in the phenomenology of
Edmund Husserl.

Central to Cassirer’s philosophy of culture is the notion
of “symbol.” For Cassirer, the symbol, unlike the sign,
immediately refers to the various human frames of mean-
ing. This immediate interwovenness between sensory expe-
rience and meaning is referred to by Cassirer as “symbolic
pregnance.” Stressing the intrinsically formative power of
this basic principle underlying all expressions of human
culture, he claims that human beings always live in a sym-
bolically mediated milieu that transcends the immediate
surroundings and is structured according to layers of sig-
nificance. The principles of “symbolic pregnance” and
“symbolic formation,” according to Cassirer, go through all
activities of the human mind, from the basic formations in
the prepredicative sphere up to the sophisticated paradigms
in science. With the civilization process, the more sophisti-
cated forms of symbolization articulate themselves as a
web of “symbolic forms” that each provide a discourse of
meaning. Human beings now may switch between the “per-
spectives” generated by these symbolic forms but never
step completely outside them into a world of bare sensa-
tion. Cassirer illustrates the formative power of symbolic
forms within the cultural construction of reality by referring
to a simple curved line. Without changing our spatial per-
spective, just by moving through different worlds of mean-
ing in our minds, the line reveals itself as a geometrical
figure, a mythical symbol, or an aesthetic ornament.

In his late anthropological work, Cassirer refocused his
detailed analysis of symbolic forms around the Socratic
quest for human self-knowledge. Despite being provided
with a rich body of facts, so he argued, philosophy has not
delivered adequate insights into the real character of human
nature. Cassirer maintains that “reason” is an inadequate
concept with which to grasp the variety and richness of
human culture. Instead, he suggests that since all social and
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cultural expressions of human life are guided by the logic
of symbolic forms, the “animal rationale” has to be replaced
by the “animal symbolicum” as guiding principle for all
future philosophy of culture.

— Jorg Diirrschmidt

See also Culture and Civilization; Neo-Kantianism; Phenomenology;
Schiitz, Alfred
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CASTORIADIS, CORNELIUS

The leading modern Greek philosopher, Castoriadis
(1922-1997) was born in Constantinople, grew up in
Athens, and spent most of his adult life in France. He stud-
ied law, economics, and philosophy at the University of
Athens. His political views were formed in the atmosphere
of bitterly divided loyalties in Greece during the 1940s. He
was an independent-minded leftist from the beginning and
joined the youth wing of the Greek Communist Party when
he was 15, turning Reform Communist in 1941. Fed up
with communist shenanigans, the following year, he
became a Trotskyist. Death threats from both Nazis and
communists eventually forced him to flee Athens for Paris
in 1945. In France, he joined with Claude Lefort to create
the dissident Chaulieu-Montal Tendency in Leon Trotsky’s
Fourth International. The pair developed ideas of worker
self-management similar to another dissenting Trotskyist,
Raya Dunayevskaya, in Detroit.

Concluding that Trotskyism was just another Stalinism,
Castoriadis and Lefort founded the group and journal
Socialisme ou Barbarie (1949-1965). This group attracted
a mix of self-management activists and a number of great

writing talents, including Jean-Frangois Lyotard. Castoriadis
wrote under the pseudonyms of Paul Cardan and Jean-Marc
Coudray. Socialisme ou Barbarie made a belated name for
itself as an influence on the student revolt of May 1968 in
France. Castoriadis’s leftist Hellenism also brought him into
close contact with the classical scholars Pierre Vidal-Naquet
and Jean-Pierre Vernant. During the Socialisme ou Barbarie
years, he remained a Greek national and worked as an econ-
omist for the Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development (OECD). He eventually took out French citi-
zenship in 1970 and quit the OECD to train as a psycho-
analyst. He started practising in 1974. From 1979, he
combined his psychoanalytic practice with the position of
Director of Studies at the Ecole des Hautes Ftudes en
Sciences Sociales in Paris. He was an imposing public
speaker, and his lectures at the Ecole and in other philo-
sophical and political forums were memorable events.

Castoriadis’s key concept was the autonomous society.
His basic idea was that all societies create themselves. They
are not produced by God or by gods, by culture heroes,
demiurges, and the hidden hand of capital, or by History.
However, having formed themselves, most societies hide
their own processes of collective self-creation. Castoriadis’s
view was a variation on the conundrum of Feurerbach and
Marx that what a society creates, creates society. This para-
dox of creation often causes societies to become alienated
from themselves.

A heteronomous society is one that is blindly governed
by its own creation. It looks on its own norms and rules and
structures in an unquestioning manner. Members of society
suppose that principles of social organization are given
once and for all. Theocracies, monarchies, caste systems,
landed aristocracies, tribes, patrimonial empires, and feudal
societies are amongst the legion of types of heteronomous
society. Autonomous societies, in contrast, are not just
collectively instituted, but can be reformed, revised, and
rethought by social actors.

Castoriadis identified two kinds of autonomous society
in history. Both were self-organizing societies with a strong
sense of civic order. The first was the ancient Greek polis.
The second was a cluster of societies that emerged in the
West from the twelfth century onward and created modern-
ity. In the latter group, Castoriadis included the Italian
Renaissance city-states, burgher cities such as Amsterdam,
the American Republic, and Western European Enlighten-
ment states of the period 1750 to 1950. In modernity and
antiquity, an exceptionally high level of artistic and scien-
tific output characterized autonomous societies. This was
a corollary of the high level of productive imagination
required for persistent collective creation. Castoriadis
observed that the waning of creative power in the West (cer-
tainly in the arts) after 1950 coincided with the spread of
postmodern conformism and cults of critical orthodoxy
amongst Western intellectuals.



Celebrity 83

All examples of autonomous societies were located in
what Castoriadis called “Greek-Western history.” However,
he denied that Greek-Western history had the status of an
independent creative force. He was wary of Hegel’s reason
in history. Castoriadis therefore insisted that Athens and
America, Florence and Amsterdam were sui generis cre-
ations of their own societies. Sometimes, he came close to
suggesting that these societies created themselves “out of
nothing” or else in direct democratic assembly. This roman-
tic streak was eventually put to rest in his later philosophy.
Even so, while creation was an attribute of the social-
historical domain, society rather than history remained for
him the prime mover in collective creation.

Castoriadis had a complex view of autonomous
societies. He regularly observed that these societies were
ambivalent. Slavery was widely accepted in Greco-Roman
antiquity. It was an institution not to be questioned.
Nonetheless, Stoics and a minority of others did criticize
the institution. In modern autonomous societies, bureau-
cratic imperatives and capitalist drives often present with a
mystique of infallibility and intractability. Yet Castoriadis
also knew that modern capitalism and administration were
highly innovative and drew extensively on the productive
imagination of society. If autonomous societies were
ambivalent, modern totalitarian states and fundamentalist
theocracies were not. They knew no shades of grey. They
enslaved their subjects with ideology. The “truth” of the
medieval divine law of the theocrat or the lawless dictate of
the totalitarian leader was incontestable. For subjects of
these regimes to imagine anything else was a crime.

Like George Orwell, Castoriadis despised Western apolo-
gists for these regimes. He was equally dismissive of the
prophets of chaos that the postmodern West bred. Castoriadis
did not equate autonomy with freedom from law. He was not
an anarchist. For that reason, he was sceptical of postmodern
nihilism. A gifted psychologist, Castoriadis knew that the
chaos of the psyche’s id was not a model for human auto-
nomy, but rather for the worst kind of barbarism imaginable.
No meaningful society could be created by monadic indivi-
duals or by unsocialized psyches and their fantasies of
omnipotence. He repeatedly insisted that autonomous
societies had form, limit, and shape. What fascinated
Castoriadis was how societies give form to themselves. A
self-organizing society gives itself an order and a pattern.
Society creates what Castoriadis called “imaginary significa-
tions.” It does so in part by creating laws and norms for itself.

The most important and most difficult question that
Castoriadis posed was: How do we explain the self-
organizing capacity of society? If there is no God, no divine
law, no transcendent “truth” of any kind, no founder-heroes,
classical tradition, or venerable custom to follow, then what
gives form or shape to society and stops it from collapsing
into the chaotic abyss? In his later philosophical work,
Castoriadis spoke of phusis, the ancient Greek concept of

nature, as a way of understanding the formative power of
society. This nature was not a set of laws. Nature was rather
the capacity to create order (kosmos).

In this, as in so many other things, Castoriadis was a
Greek philosopher par excellence. He did not fit into the
tradition of modern French philosophy. He repeatedly crit-
icized the structuralist and poststructuralist French philoso-
phy of his contemporaries. Castoriadis’s precursors were
the Presocratics, Plato, Aristotle, and the Stoics. Just as
Shaftesbury radically reinvented this constellation for
eighteenth-century Europe and America, Castoriadis radically
reinvented it for the twentieth-century West.

— Peter Murphy

See also Alienation; Psychoanalysis and Social Theory; Social
Structure
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CELEBRITY

Celebrity is the attachment of honorific or sensational
status to an individual. There are two forms of celebrity.
Ascribed celebrity refers to the attachment of honorific sta-
tus to an individual by reason of bloodline. Prince William,
Caroline Kennedy, and Jade Jagger possess honorific status
because they are physically related to famous dynasties.
Achieved celebrity refers to the attachment of honorific or
sensational status to a person by reason of accomplish-
ments. For example, Pete Sampras and Lennox Lewis are
sports celebrities by virtue of their achievements in tennis
and boxing; Jennifer Lopez and Brad Pitt are known for
their star status in film; Stephen King and J. K. Rowling are
famous for writing fiction. Sensational celebrities acquire
fame for their notoriety. Examples include Lee Harvey
Oswald, Mark David Chapman, and Monica Lewinsky. In
advanced industrial society based around universal systems
of mass communication, the incidence of sensational
celebrity probably has a strong propensity to increase. We
shall come to the reasons for this below. Generally speak-
ing, the transition from traditional to modern societies
involves contraction in the salience of ascribed celebrity
and expansion in the concept of achieved celebrity.

Ascribed celebrities predominate in traditional, prein-
dustrial societies organized around relatively fixed and
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stable hierarchies of power. For example, in traditional
European society, the monarch occupied the head of state
and was the recognized representative of God on earth. The
emperor occupied the same role in Japan and until rela-
tively recently was considered to be a divine being. The
power of ascribed celebrity derives from birthright. It is
associated with court society, a social formation in which
power and influence is mediated through a retinue of lesser
ascribed celebrities (in Britain, lords, barons, earls,
duchesses, and ladies), who nominally pledge loyalty and
allegiance to the monarch. The power of ascribed celebrity
usually requires elaborate processes of ritual reaffirmation,
with the court and the people obliged to regularly demon-
strate fealty and respect through acts of obeisance and
voluntary servitude. Because ascribed celebrity is presented
as an eternal state of affairs, it is often very intolerant of
criticism. Court society acts as a safety valve for criticism,
dissipating challenges to the monarch’s authority through
courtly devices of negotiation and leverage. However, in
some cases, court society may operate as a sphere of
intrigue that functions to depose the monarch and replace
him or her with a more suitable authority figure. In tradi-
tional society, the court is the indispensable audience for
attributing meaning to celebrity performance. Court circles
possess universal literacy and an effective network of
power that enables them to report developments to cross-
roads of influence situated nationally and internationally
and, through these mains, reinforce or curtail the power of
the monarch. Ascribed celebrities are not, in the long run,
compatible with mass democracies, since their power is
unelected and their authority depends on relations of habit,
not accomplishment.

Achieved celebrities predominate in industrial societies
in which the political system of democracy and mass com-
munications systems has become generally established in a
territorially bounded unit. The elevation of achieved
celebrities from the ranks of ordinary people occurs by dint
of their accomplishments. These accomplishments are typ-
ically represented to us through the various branches of the
mass media. The mass media do not simply report news-
worthy figures and items. They also engage in the public
construction and elevation of celebrity. This is part of a
more general process in advanced industrial society
through which achieved celebrity status is commercialized
and commodified. By definition, achieved celebrities con-
vey distinction, and this is an important asset in media
ratings wars. In conditions of achievement famine, where
the supply of achieved celebrities is insufficient to satisfy
media and public demand, the media may resort to tech-
niques of celebrity improvisation, through which achieved
celebrities are imposed upon the public. Achieved celebri-
ties who are elevated into public consciousness in intense,
concentrated bursts of activity are called celefoids. Examples
of celetoids include one-hit-wonders, have-a-go-heroes,

lottery winners and one-off virtuosos in medicine, sport, or
crime. Common to all is the quality of being intensively
showcased by the media for brief intervals, after which they
are consigned into obscurity.

The development of a mediagenic persona is a precondi-
tion of durable achieved celebrity. A mediagenic persona
may be defined as an individual well versed in a set of cop-
ing strategies that elicit relaxed, productive relations with
the various limbs of the media. The corollary of this is that
the career of achieved celebrity today typically requires
teams of specialized cultural intermediaries to organize the
presentation of the public face of the celebrity to an audi-
ence. Examples include publicists, stylists, and public rela-
tions staff. Lord Byron’s experience of waking up in London
to find himself famous overnight is now rare. Today,
achieved celebrities are mediated to the public through
teams of cultural intermediaries who aim to manipulate cul-
tural impact, economic value, and public impressions.

The academic literature has produced three distinctive
approaches to explore celebrity: subjectivist, structuralist,
and poststructuralist. The subjectivist position presents
celebrity as the product of an individual’s inimitable God-
given gifts. The celebrity is understood to be unique. Thus,
it is held by some that no one can match Shakespeare’s use
of the English language in drama and poetry, or box as well
as Muhammed Ali, or achieve Sinatra’s powers of enuncia-
tion in popular music, or surpass Abraham Lincoln’s pow-
ers of leadership, or embody the ideal of feminine beauty
and vulnerability better than Marilyn Monroe. Subjectivist
approaches concentrate upon the singularity of the individ-
ual. They provide “naturalistic” explanations of the phe-
nomenon, since the role of mass media in manipulating
public interest is regarded to be negligible. Instead, fame is
explained as the reflection of unique talent or skill. The
appeal of celebrity on this account is finally justified by the
proposition that the celebrity constitutes a more perfect or
accomplished individual who is, however, drawn from the
ranks of ordinary men and women.

Subjectivism is best seen as a species of metaphysics,
since it makes no pretension to elucidate the relations
between a celebrity and a determinate set of historical,
social, and economic conditions. Indeed, there is no com-
mitment to historical and comparative analysis or testing
propositions that limits the scientific value of the approach.
Instead, it advocates a metaphysical belief in the unique tal-
ents and skills of the celebrity. Subjectivist accounts are
often expressed institutionally through mystical cults of
celebrity. In these cults, the celebrity is portrayed as pos-
sessing superhuman, sacred, or magical powers. Cult mem-
bership may involve emulating the fashion, demeanour,
vocabulary, and physical appearance of the celebrity. In
extreme cases, cult members may employ techniques of
cosmetic and transplant surgery to clone their appearance to
match the celebrity archetype.
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One relatively recent accessory of mystical cults of
celebrity is the emergence of celebrity stalkers. John
Lennon; Rebecca Schaeffer, the television actress; and the
popular BBC television presenter Jill Dando were all mur-
dered by stalkers. Monica Seles and George Harrison were
the victims of stalker knife attacks. Antistalking legislation
in the United States passed in 1994 resulted in the investi-
gation of 200,000 alleged incidents of stalking. Similar
legislation in the United Kingdom passed in 1997 resulted
in 2,221 convictions. Although not all of these incidents
involved celebrities, a high percentage did. Madonna,
Brooke Shields, Michael J. Fox, Helen Bonham-Carter,
Ulrika Jonsson, and Lady Helen Taylor have all won legal
injunctions against stalkers. The stalking of celebrities
illustrates the prominence of celebrity figures in the fantasy
life of mass populations.

Structuralist approaches argue that celebrities are con-
structed by cultural intermediaries, such as entertainment
impresarios, moguls, and publicists, in alliance with media
personnel. The construction of celebrity is designed to cap-
tivate public interest for pecuniary gain, but it can also aim
to engineer political incorporation. Structuralist approaches
privilege the production of celebrity status over consump-
tion. The focus of analysis is upon how the public face of
achieved celebrity and the mediagenic persona are assem-
bled and presented to an audience. Adorno and Horkheimer
(1948) provide the classic statement of this position in their
culture industry thesis. They submit that the mass media
manipulate the public through the construction of the star
system and organized sensationalism. The aim is to use dis-
traction to preclude the development of oppositional con-
sciousness and, of course, to achieve the greater integration
of the individual into consumer culture. On this account,
celebrities seduce the public into identifying with the social
system. An alternative version of structuralist theory is pro-
vided by Klapp (1969). He holds that celebrities are the
embodiment of social character types in society. They func-
tion to personify the abstract types that produce social inte-
gration. Thus, Bob Hope and Lucille Ball, “the good Joe™;
Ava Gardner and Marilyn Monroe, “the love queen”; and
Zsa Zsa Gabor, Katherine Hepburn, and Grace Kelly, “the
snob.” In embodying social psychology, celebrities provide
the concrete role models that reproduce social integration.

One problem with structuralist approaches is that they
have difficulty in explaining change and innovation. They
privilege the reproduction of social relations and economic
power ratios. Similarly, the autonomy of both celebrities
and fans tends to be erased. Instead, and problematically,
the celebrity and the audience are depicted as the reflection
of deep structural influences in society.

The third approach to celebrity is poststructuralism.
This perspective analyses celebrity as the expression of
interconnected systems of representation. Celebrity is
understood to emerge from the interplay of narrative systems,

including the network of cultural intermediaries to which
the celebrity is attached, the media and, of course, the fans.
Unlike structuralist accounts, this perspective stops short of
attributing determining power to any agent. The profile and
meaning of celebrity are the result of the shifting interplay
between systems of representation.

In privileging the level of discourse, poststructuralist
accounts neglect the historical and comparative dimen-
sions. A good understanding of the inflection and appropri-
ation of celebrity status in society is achieved, but this
produces only a descriptive knowledge. The mechanics of
celebrity construction and change are not articulated. The
absence of a coherent political economy of celebrity results
in a curiously depthless account of celebrity powers of
seduction. On the other hand, poststructuralist accounts
provide a rich understanding of the collaborative construc-
tion of celebrity power, involving cultural intermediaries,
the media, and fans. This is in sharp contrast to structural-
ist approaches, which tend to overemphasize the power of
cultural reproduction and manipulation.

Historically speaking, achieved celebrity becomes
ascendant only when print culture begins to address a
national audience. The development of newspapers, maga-
zines, and journals at the end of the eighteenth century
enlarged the public sphere and contributed to the fascina-
tion with celebrities. A national-popular audience was cre-
ated. At the same time, the growth of populations and their
concentration in towns and cities contributed to a growing
interest in the public face, not only as exemplified by
celebrity culture but also as it was represented in the public
sphere. The preoccupation with the public face reinforced
the tendency for popular culture to be subject to “fashion
wars.” Achieved celebrities emerged as significant repre-
sentations of fashion in popular culture.

In the sphere of politics, the military, industry, and the
arts, celebrities were regarded as the highest form of public
man. Samuel Smiles’s (1861) extraordinarily successful
book, Self Help, offered Victorian readers a compendium of
potted biographies of achieved celebrities in all walks of
life. The book encouraged readers to emulate the habits and
practices of the famous in order to acquire success. Radio,
film, and television in the twentieth century made celebrity
culture ubiquitous. They also changed celebrity role models.
Lowenthal (1961) argued that in the 1920s, the mass media
elevated actors, singers, and sports stars above the scientists,
inventors, and business leaders that predominated in the
celebrity culture of Smiles’s day. Riesman (1950) main-
tained that celebrity culture is a significant factor in the
emergence of other-directed personalities who consume
images of lifestyle and embodiment from the media sphere.
The decay of community and the rise of social mobility is
associated with the elaboration of celebrity culture as audi-
ences, deprived of role models at home, seek to find them in
the celebrity constructions of society.
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The rise of celebrity culture coincides with the decline
of organized religion. This is not surprising. Celebrities
offer narratives of recognition and belonging in secular,
multicultural societies in which standards of bureaucracy,
anonymity, and high levels of mobility are ascendant. In a
condition in which large numbers of the population believe
that God is dead, celebrities provide an acceptable substi-
tute. The celebrity relationship is similar to the religious
experience in mobilizing intense emotions and concentrat-
ing them upon an external figure with whom contact is
imaginary and primarily based in fantasy conviction.
Celebrities are elevated in public culture and presented as
noteworthy or glamorous. Elevation is often associated with
considerable psychological strains in many celebrity
figures. Celebrities in popular entertainment are statisti-
cally more likely to die younger and experience divorce and
alcohol or drug addiction and to have seriously dysfunc-
tional relationships with their children.

In terms of the psyche, achieved celebrities are divided
between a public face and a private self. The public face is
a construction of both the individual intent on attaining
achieved celebrity and cultural intermediaries. The private
self provides a sense of personal integrity. The relationship
between the public face and private self is inherently
unequal and may produce disequilibrium in the individual.
The public face possesses universal recognition and is the
source of celebrity validation. The private self is typically
sequestered from the public and provides the individual
with the sense of personal substance that is necessary for
good mental and physical health. The public face may
threaten to overwhelm the private self, engendering feel-
ings of engulfment and annihilation in the latter. The
condition creates a strong love-hate relationship with the
public. Thus, the celebrity recognizes the public as the ulti-
mate source of pecuniary and status reward but may also
blame the public for promoting the loss and disappearance
of the private self.

Moralists often point to the rise of celebrity culture as
evidence of the trivalization of public life. In societies
where guests on the Jerry Springer Show or contestants on
Pop Idol are habitually elevated as celetoids, there is much
superficial evidence to support the thesis of trivilialization.
But there are obvious dangers in taking the high moral
ground with respect to achieved celebrity. Three points
must be made. First, achieved celebrity culture is the corol-
lary of democracy. Achieved celebrities become significant
only when general principles of freedom and equality are
formally established in national culture. Celetoids are gen-
erally trivial figures, but their cultural impact reflects the
historical tendency toward the equalization of life chances
so that even the ordinary and mundane possess cultural
interest.

Second, celebrities provide models of emulation in con-
ditions in which other-directed personalities predominate.

In commodified culture, celebrities are important in
personalizing social and economic relations. Celebrities are
regularly employed to endorse products. The public face of
celebrities is one of the essential means through which audi-
ences recognize common attachment and belonging. As
such, they are significant sources of social integration by
providing focal points for the cohesion of reference groups.

Third, celebrities possess the capacity to enlarge cultural
capital as well as impoverish it. Achieved celebrities such
as Nelson Mandela, Mother Theresa, and Stephen Hawking
are popular icons for social improvement. They offer
society a public face of, respectively, nobility, grace, and
intellectual brilliance that others seek to copy. In this sense,
the celebrity in democratic society acts as the highest form
of citizen, spurring others on to higher accomplishment.

Of course, celebrity culture can also be a force for pro-
moting antisocial and divisive role models. Timothy
McVeigh, the Oklahoma bomber; Mohammed Atta, the ter-
rorist ringleader behind the September 11, 2001, attacks on
America; and Adolf Hitler all belong to what might be
called the “dark side of celebrity culture.” They supply us
with role models of violence and evil that undoubtedly find
a ready audience in some circles.

However, it does not follow from this that celebrity cul-
ture is either inherently bad or trivial. Expressed at its most
basic, celebrity means nothing other than cultural impact on
a public. The effect of this impact is a combination of the
ends of cultural impact intended by the celebrity and his or
her entourage of cultural intermediaries and the meaning
assigned to fame by the media and the public. So, far from
proving the trivialization of culture, the circulation of
achieved celebrities and celetoids demonstrates the open-
ness of democracies and the power of audiences to endorse
or destroy the heroes and monsters that emerge from the
ranks of the people.

— Chris Rojek

See also Consumer Culture; Cultural Marxism and British
Cultural Studies; Frankfurt School; Media Critique

FURTHER READINGS AND REFERENCES

Adorno, Theodor and Max Horkheimer. 1948. Dialectic of
Enlightenment. London: Verso.

Braudy, Leo. 1986. The Frenzy of Reknown. New York: Vintage.

Dyer, Richard. 1998. Stars. New ed. London: British Film
Institute.

Gamson, Joshua. 1994. Claims to Fame: Celebrity in
Contemporary America. Berkeley, CA: University of California
Press.

Giles, David. 2000. lllusions of Immortality: A Psychology of
Fame and Celebrity. London: Macmillan.

Klapp, Orrin. 1969. Collective Search for Identity. New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston.



Certeau, Michel de 87

Lowenthal, Leo. 1961. Literature, Popular Culture and Society.
Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Riesman, David. 1950. The Lonely Crowd. New York: Doubleday.

Rojek, Chris. 2001. Celebrity. London: Reaktion.

Smiles, Samuel. 1861. Self Help. London: Penguin.

CERTEAU, MICHEL DE

Michel de Certeau (1925-1986) was born in 1925 in
Chambéry, France. He obtained degrees in classics and phi-
losophy at the universities of Grenoble, Lyon, and Paris.
He joined the Society of Jesus in 1950 and was ordained
in 1956. He completed a doctorate in theology at the
Sorbonne in 1960, for which his thesis topic was the mys-
tical writings of Jean-Joseph Surin. He taught in Paris and
San Diego, and died of stomach cancer in 1986. He is espe-
cially well-known for his critique of historiography and his
analyses of everyday life, particularly its spatial dimension.

Certeau’s career can be divided into three stages, with
May 1968 as the crucial pivot point. Before then, his work
was quite traditional, focused almost exclusively on
history-of-religion questions. Then, quite suddenly, it took
a very different turn, becoming both contemporary and
secular or sociocultural in its interests. After a decade of
speculating on social theory topics, Certeau’s thoughts
returned once more to the history of religion, and he pro-
duced what would turn out to be his last book, a two-volume
history of seventeenth-century mysticism in Europe (The
Moystic Fable). A full evaluation of his work, encompassing
all three periods, has yet to be written in English. For obvi-
ous reasons, social theory has tended to focus on the mid-
dle period. But this has sometimes resulted in a distorted
view of his work, in some cases giving rise to the mistaken
impression that Certeau lost his faith and renounced the
church and his association with it. The fact is, he remained
a Jesuit until he died.

The first stage of Certeau’s career, which extends from
his early doctoral research on the Jesuit mystic Jean-Joseph
Surin until 1968, culminated in a profound retheorisation of
history. The intellectual high points of this period are col-
lected in L’écriture de I’histoire (The Writing of History),
which was first published in 1975. History, Certeau argued,
has to be seen as a kind of cultural machine for easing the
anxiety most Westerners seem to feel in the face of death. It
consists in a raising of the spectre of our own inevitable
demise within a memorial framework that makes it appear
that we’ll live forever after all. However, Certeau’s project
was never simply to write a history of historiography, as it
were; he wanted to understand “the historiographic opera-
tion” itself. His principal means of doing this was a strongly
Lacanian-influenced, structuralist semiotics. He belonged

to that illustrious generation of semioticians that included
Benveniste, Ducrot, Greimas, Lévi-Strauss, and Marin, and
his work shows many signs of their influence, a fact that in
the present “poststructuralist” era tends to be either over-
looked or treated as quaintly old-fashioned.

Yet Certeau’s formalism enabled his analyses and gave
rise to many of his sharper insights into the day-to-day
operations of Western culture. The working premise of his
justly famous study of the “historiographic operation” (the
keystone text of The Writing of History) is precisely struc-
turalist: It takes the position that historiography can be
apprehended as a certain type of linguistic system.
Envisaging history as an operation is the equivalent,
Certeau argues, of understanding it as the threefold relation
between a place, an analytic procedure, and the construc-
tion of a fext. This admits that history is part of the “reality”
it seeks to describe and analyse and that “this reality can be
grasped ‘as a human activity,” or ‘as a practice’” (Certeau
1988:57). A line of continuity traversing the three stages of
Certeau’s career surfaces here, for in trying to articulate the
“historiographic operation” for itself, Certeau was effec-
tively trying to describe history in its everyday aspect,
namely as a living enterprise.

In Certeau’s critique of historiography, we hear the first
rumblings of what would become his catchcry in the second
stage of his career, namely, the need to reconcile a live cul-
ture with a dead discourse. History poses the problem of
accommodating death within the living in such a way as to
make us realise that insofar as any representation of “living
culture” proves itself unable to accommodate death, its dis-
course is privative. Ultimately, it is this privation of the liv-
ing that Certeau’s “logic of practices,” as he characterises it
in The Practice of Everyday Life, hopes to overcome: The
move to logic should be read as an attempt to find an imma-
nent ground capable of thinking death within life. In con-
trast to many of his contemporaries, especially (but not
restricted to) Blanchot, Certeau did not hold the view that
the everyday is invisible by definition. His position, rather,
was that it is made so by the attempt to represent it. So his
use of semiotics should be understood in these terms as the
conscious effort to avoid duplicating what he saw as the
signal error of previous attempts to articulate the everyday
and its elements in its “everydayness,” namely, their erasure
of the very thing they sought to enunciate.

This amounts to insisting that the everyday is there, only
we’re too blind to see it, or else have allowed ourselves to
be blinded. This argument is made especially vividly in
“The Beauty of the Dead” (reprinted in Heterologies),
which illustrates the obstinate persistence of an idea current
in the middle of the nineteenth century that popular culture
needs “saving.” Think of the salvage efforts of the brothers
Grimm and Hans Christian Andersen, for example. The real
problem, though, this article argues, is that most of the
available modes for articulating the everyday, due in part to
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their pretence to scientificity, are totally inadequate to the
task. Clearing away the blinkers is not sufficient in and of
itself to attain the clarity of vision Certeau desires; one
must conceive of a new conceptual discourse as well. The
primary fault Certeau finds with the vast majority of the
“older” critical syntaxes (sociology, psychology, and
anthropology) is their apparent inability to deal with culture
as it lives and breathes. For the most part, he finds that
sociocultural analysis treats culture as a static, unliving
thing and, what is worse, seems to feel no qualms at all in
“killing” culture, as though, in the end, cultural analysis is
really just another mode of taxidermy or vivisection.

Certeau’s own gambit is to suppose that culture is at
bottom logical, which is not the same thing as rational, but
it does share the implication that culture is fundamentally a
calculating activity, not a dumb, unconscious one. By fur-
ther supposing that this logic might be found in nature
itself, he makes logic into a kind of living algorithm, like
DNA, instead of a dead metaphor, as most types of formal-
isation result in. The articulation of this primordial under-
standing of human behaviour would, de Certeau supposes,
take the form of a combinatoire (combination). Its model,
he speculates, “may go as far back as the age-old ruses of
fishes and insects that disguise or transform themselves in
order to survive, and which has in any case been concealed
by the form of rationality currently dominant in Western
culture” (Certeau 1984:xi).

The second stage of Certeau’s career began abruptly. It
is literally the stuff of legend that in 1968, when the streets
of Paris erupted in a paroxysm of student and blue-collar
protest, Certeau underwent some kind of personal transfor-
mation, or “shattering” as he called it. Much of this legend
stems from the fact that despite his unpromising training in
the quite traditional discipline of religious history, he
proved better equipped than anyone else to capture the
essence of the events with his on-the-spot theorising. He
realised that something profound had happened in Paris,
and indeed globally, even though the events themselves
were denounced as a dismal failure in that nothing much
changed. Certeau drew a distinction between the law and its
authority, arguing that although the law prevailed during the
course of the events of May, its authority was destroyed.
The strict letter of the law, he said, depends on our belief in
its rectitude for its authority, that is, its ability to compel
obedience and compliance. Once that is shattered, the law
has only the naked exercise of violence at its disposal.

Although very topical, these essays (The Capture of
Speech) have been of lasting interest to social theorists for
the way in which they inaugurate a new kind of critical dis-
course, which Certeau himself would develop further
throughout this stage of his career. His first real opportunity
to do this came in the early 1970s, when he received a large
research grant to study French culture on a broad scale and
investigate more fully just how much things had changed in

recent times, if it all. Two main collaborators, Pierre Mayol
and Luce Giard, were brought onboard, and they contributed
two very important ethnographic studies to the second
volume, Mayol’s on “living” and Giard’s on “cooking.” The
legacy of this work is rich indeed, and it gave us the two
volumes of the Practice of Everyday Life (a third was
planned but never completed). Prepared under different cir-
cumstances but still government funded (the OECD this
time) is the work on migrants found now in Culture in the
Plural. This interregnum lasted well over a decade, and it is
from this period that we get the bulk of Certeau’s better-
known social theory works.

In terms of their uptake in social theory, Certeau’s most
important and influential concepts from this period, and
indeed overall, are strategy and tactics, place and space, and
la perruque. All of these terms are problematic inasmuch as
Certeau’s definitions tend to be “open-ended,” a fact that
has contributed greatly to their ambivalent reception.
Certeau (1984) defines strategy and tactics as follows:

I call a strategy the calculation (or manipulation) of
power relationships that becomes possible as soon as a
subject with will and power (a business, an army, a city,
a scientific institution) can be isolated. It postulates a
place that can be delimited as its own and serve as the
base from which relations with an exteriority composed
of targets or threats (customers or competitors, enemies,
the country surrounding the city, objectives and objects
of research, etc.) can be managed. (Pp. 35-6)

The essential point to observe is that strategy is a function
of place, yet it takes a certain kind of strategic thinking or
operating to actually produce a place. Tactics can be under-
stood properly only when read against this background as
the presence of a lack.

By contrast with a strategy (whose successive shapes
introduce a certain play into this formal schema and
whose link with a particular historical configuration of
rationality should also be clarified), a tactic is a calcula-
tion determined by the absence of a proper locus. No
delimitation of an exteriority, then, provides it with the
condition necessary for autonomy. The space of the
tactic is the space of the other. (Pp. 36-7)

The common denominator is the fact they are both deter-
mined as calculations. In his early thinking on the subject,
Certeau toyed with the idea of connecting the notions of
strategy and tactics to modal logic and game theory, but this
was never brought to fruition. The essential difference
between strategy and tactics is the way they relate to the
variables that everyday life inevitably throws at us all.
Strategy works to limit the sheer number of variables that
can affect it by creating some kind of protected zone, a place
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in which the environment can be rendered predictable if not
properly tame. Robinson Crusoe offers an excellent
example of strategic thinking. Crusoe is paranoid, and he
works through his paranoia by building castles and defen-
sive walls. One can say the same of virtually all the disci-
plinary procedures catalogued by Foucault: They too are
paranoid, but they work through their paranoia by domesti-
cating the body itself. By rendering the body docile, they
arrest in advance the very impulse to rebellion.

The use of tactics, by contrast, is the approach one takes
to everyday life when one is unable to take measures
against its variables. Tactics are constantly in the swim of
things and are as much in danger of being swept away or
submerged by the flow of events as they are capable of
bursting through the dykes strategy erects around itself and
suffusing its protected place with its own brand of subver-
sive and incalculable energy. Tactics refer to the set of prac-
tices that strategy has not been able to domesticate. They
are not in themselves subversive, but they have a symbolic
value that is not to be underestimated: They offer daily
proof of the partiality of strategic control.

In support of this thesis, Certeau refers to the practice of
“la perruque” (sometimes translated as “poaching”; strictly
speaking, it should be rendered as “wigging,” but this lacks
a vernacular equivalent in English):

La perruque is the worker’s own work disguised as work
for his employer. It differs from pilfering in that nothing
of material value is stolen. It differs from absenteeism in
that the worker is officially on the job. La perruque may
be as simple a matter as a secretary’s writing a love let-
ter on “company time” or as complex as a cabinet-
maker’s “borrowing” a lathe to make a piece of furniture
for his living room. (Certeau 1984:25)

The worker has no compunction about stealing time
because he or she does not believe in the job he or she is
performing. Put differently, the job holds no authority, and
as such it is no longer a vocation in the old sense of being
a calling, it is merely that which one does in order to pay
the bills. “With variations practices analogous to la per-
ruque are proliferating in governmental and commercial
offices as well as in factories” (Certeau 1984:26). The point
is that la perruque is not an exemplary instance of tactics in
action so much as a symptom of a broader problem, one to
which, moreover, Certeau seems prepared to lend an
epochal character. And that indeed is how we should under-
stand tactics: as both a symptom and response to late capi-
talism. Strategy and tactics can also be understood as
spatial practices, which, for Certeau, is to say, all practices
are spatial practices.

All spatial practice, Certeau (1984) asserts, must be seen
as a repetition, direct or indirect, of that primordial advent
to spatiality, “the child’s differentiation from the mother’s

body. It is through that experience that the possibility of
space and of a localisation (a ‘not everything’) of the
subject is inaugurated” (p. 109). In other words, Certeau
envisions spatial practices as reenactments of what Lacan
called the “mirror stage.” In the initiatory game, just as in
the “joyful activity” of the child who, standing before a
mirror, sees itself as one (it is she or he, seen as a whole)
but another (that, an image with which the child identifies
itself), what counts is the process of this “spatial captation,”
which inscribes the passage toward the other as the law of
being and the law of place. To practice place is thus to
repeat the joyful and silent experience of childhood; it is, in
a place, “to be other and to move toward the other’
(Certeau 1984:109-10). From a psychoanalytic point of
view, the mirror stage describes the instant of spatial capta-
tion: the moment, in other words, when children are sud-
denly able to formulate a clear and workable distinction
between their own bodies and their environments, of which
they develop an increasingly complex picture as time
passes by experimenting with it. This moment, in general,
corresponds to what Lacan called “the Imaginary,” which,
it must be remembered, is always about to be superseded by
“the Symbolic.”

The question that follows is how in this retelling of the
mirror stage, the Imaginary is going to be brought under the
yoke of the Symbolic. Without ever stipulating that it is this
question he is answering, though it seems safe to assume
that it is, Certeau suggests there are two main ways in
which the anticipatory gestalt of that originary moment is
rendered concrete. These, in fact, are the two main “prac-
tices” he suggests we use to locate ourselves in everyday
life: (1) the attribution of place names and (2) the telling of
stories about those places (Certeau 1984:103, 121).

In the spaces brutally lit by an alien reason, proper
names carve out pockets of hidden and familiar mean-
ings. They “make sense”; in other words, they are the
impetus of movements, like vocations and calls that turn
or divert an itinerary by giving it a meaning (or a direc-
tion) (sens) that was previously unforseen. These names
create a nowhere in places; they change them into pas-
sages. (Certeau 1984:104)

In a pre-established geography, which extends (if we
limit ourselves to the home) from bedrooms so small
that “one can’t do anything in them” to the legendary,
long-lost attic that “could be used for everything,”
everyday stories tell us what one can do in it and make
out of it. They are treatments of space. (Certeau
1984:122)

It is worth noting that the ethnographic data for both of
these practices of place, naming and storytelling, are taken
from Pierre Mayol’s account (in volume 2 of The Practice
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of Everyday Life) of the “living” or “inhabiting” practices
of the people of Croix-Rousse neighbourhood in Lyon
(c. 1975-1977).

The third period of Certeau’s career is also something of
a return to origins, or a closing of a circle. It began with
Certeau’s return to France after nearly a decade in the
United States, teaching at the University of California, San
Diego (he replaced Fredric Jameson). By the same token, it
revisited the topic with which Certeau’s career began,
namely seventeenth-century French mysticism. But as with
his critique of historiography, Certeau’s aim was not merely
to add yet another catalogue of curiosities to an already
well-stocked cabinet. Rather, he wanted to understand the
logic of mysticism, to try to understand it for itself, as its
own peculiar kind of discourse. In this respect, as he
explains in the opening pages of the first volume of The
Mystic Fable, his aim can best be grasped as the attempt to
revive (literally, make live again) the lost discourse known
as mystics, which, like physics, metaphysics, ethics, and so
on, was once a discipline in its own right. But since in con-
trast to these other discourses, mystics has, in fact, van-
ished, Certeau also had to account for its subsequent
disappearance. He argued that mystics exhausted itself
because its project of trying to resurrect the word of God in
an era that no longer knew its God simply could not be sus-
tained. Mystics could through its bold linguistic experi-
ments occasionally evoke the essential mystery of God, but
it could not convert that into an enduring presence.

Overlapping the second and third periods was Certeau’s
unfinished project on the anthropology of belief. This proj-
ect would in all likelihood have constituted a fourth period
but was cut short. As he was writing what would turn out to
be his last books, the two volumes on seventeenth-century
French mysticism, Certeau began sketching this project,
which was to have been an analysis of heterological think-
ing in early anthropological discourse. Three essays from
this unfinished project are to be found in Certeau’s existing
work: One is in Heterologies (on Montaigne), another is in
The Writing of History (on Léry), and a third (on Lafitau),
yet to be anthologised, is in an issue of Yale Journal of
French Studies devoted to the origins of anthropological
writing. Each of these essays is concerned with the way
these three forerunners to modern anthropology, Montaigne,
Léry, and Lafitau, encountered the manifold differences of
the New World as alterity and turned that alterity into a
means of authorising their own discourse about the Old
World.

The intellectual basis of this project can already be seen
in his critique of historiography. By defining history as a
confrontation with alterity in the psychoanalytic way he
did, Certeau furnished himself with the means of answering
the question he posed of why we should need history.
However, in doing so, he knowingly raised—but never got
to answer—a host of more directly philosophical questions

not easily recuperated by the same means. Traditionally,
“heterology” designates the branch of philosophy con-
cerned with the Other as that which philosophy relies on
without being able to comprehend. Corresponding to the
first “problem,” the Other in this case, besides being “what
I am not,” “where I am not,” and “when I am not,” is also
infinite and radically contiguous. God, obviously, meets all
of these requirements, but that does not mean the Other
must be construed theologically. In fact, an unconscious
deification (the structural equivalent of the projection of
phantasms in a psychoanalytic sense) is one of the risks of
heterology. Begun while still in the United States, the het-
erological project was put on hold so Certeau could com-
plete his work on mysticism and, regrettably, never
resumed. Since he died before formulating either a specific
thesis or a particular method, we have no certain way of
knowing what he actually intended by the term.

Although Certeau’s work has been widely embraced by
social theory, it is difficult to determine his relation to social
theory as a discipline. This is because his own intellectual
origins and interests grew out of religious history and he
really came to social theoretical questions only late in life.
His formative influences were not those of social theory, nor
was his writing ever intended as a contribution to it. In con-
trast to the work of people such as Stuart Hall and the other
pioneers of what we today know as social theory, Certeau
did not interest himself in the politics of identity or anything
that smacked of what he saw as an egregious return to a pol-
itics of individuality. Indeed, like his contemporary Gilles
Deleuze, Certeau was more interested in the impersonal, the
nonindividual, that which spoke through the individual
subject, rather than what he or she thought or had to say. He
wanted to contrive an analysis of culture from the mute per-
spectives of the body, such as the cry and the murmur, none
of which needs to be identified with a specific, knowable
individual in order to be apprehended. So for Certeau, it was
never a matter of authorising the study of the everyday in its
particulars that he had it in mind for his newly inaugurated
science to do. Much more boldly, he aimed at the legitima-
tion of the everyday itself as a resource for the primordial
understanding of human behaviour.

— Ian Buchanan

See also Augé, Marc; Foucault, Michel; Lacan, Jacques; Lefebvre,
Henri
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CHAFETZ, JANET

Among the gender theorists, Janet Saltzman Chafetz
(b. 1942) has not only been a commentator on existing
approaches (Chafetz 1988), she has also sought to develop
a scientific theory of gender dynamics (Chafetz 1984,
1990). Before entering sociology, Chaftez majored in mod-
ern European intellectual history, receiving her BA at
Cornell University (1963) and MA at the University of
Connecticut (1965). This study of history gave Chafetz a
sense of the long duration of social processes as she
pursued the study of sociology at the University of Texas,
receiving her PhD in 1968. She was influenced by Marxist
ideas on class, conflict, and change, as well as by feminist
anthropologists writing in the 1970s and 1980s. In pursuing
her doctoral work, she specialized in social stratification
and social theory; and after initially approaching the topic
of gender stratification from a social psychological per-
spective, she returned to her intellectual roots in the 1980s
and began to examine gender as a form of stratification
from a more macroperspective, where Gerhard Lenski’s
(1964) macroevolutionary theory of stratification exerted
some influence. This rededication to a macrolevel analysis
has produced her most important works, which have sought
to explain the conditions that either maintain or change
gender stratification.

Turning first to the conditions maintaining gender strat-
ification, Chafetz argues that there are two types of forces
sustaining gender inequality: coercive and voluntary.
Coercive forces revolve around the extent to which males
have resource advantages over women at the macrolevel of
social organization and are able to use this advantage to
control microencounters among men and women, to control
elite positions in the broader society, to regulate the oppor-
tunities for work for men and women, to define the labor
of women in negative terms, and to generate a system of
gender ideologies, gender norms, and gender stereotypes
that favor men’s attributes over those of women. Voluntary
forces follow from these coercive forces because once a

system favoring males exists, it constrains the options that
women have. When ideologies, norms, and stereotypes por-
tray men and women differentially, socialization will tend
to reinforce these cultural definitions, with the result that
women will “voluntarily” act in ways that perpetuate these
definitions. When adult roles are gendered, the role models
for women will also be gendered, with the consequence that
women will tend to “choose” female roles and hence sus-
tain the gendered division of labor inside and outside of the
family.

When a system of gender stratification is in place, it tends
to be self-perpetuating unless other conditions are present.
Change in this system can come about as a result of unin-
tended processes revolving around demographic, technolog-
ical, structural, and political transformations, as well as
intended processes stemming from deliberate efforts to alter
gender definitions and roles. Unintended change processes
that help women include demographic alterations increasing
opportunities for women to move out of gendered roles;
technological innovations reducing strength and mobility
requirements for jobs, while freeing women from domestic
activities, that allow women to overcome gendered defini-
tions and roles; and structural changes, such as an economic
growth, that create new opportunities for women. Other
unintended processes that work against women include
deskilling of jobs, as these increase female unemployment,
and political conflicts, as these harden gender definitions.
These unintended effects simply occur as a result of demo-
graphic, economic, technological, and political processes,
but much change in gender definitions (stereotypes, ideolo-
gies, and norms) and roles (in the division of labor) is inten-
tional, revolving around targeted efforts to alter a system of
gender stratification.

One source of intended change comes from elite males
who control key positions. When elites perceive that gender
inequality threatens their incumbency in elite positions,
when elites see gender inequality as thwarting their plans
and goals, and when competing factions of elites need to
recruit women to their side in conflict with other elites,
women are in a position to demand changes in the
macrolevel division of labor and in definitions of gender
that place them at a disadvantage. Another source of
intended change comes from women’s efforts to mobilize
and pursue their interests, with this mobilization being
easier under certain conditions: industrialization, as it
increases the number of nondomestic roles; urbanization, as
it congregates women who can better communicate their
common interests; escalated deprivation among women, as
this is experienced collectively through ideological fer-
ment; and positive experiences of empowerment, as some
women are able to assume nongendered roles outside of the
family.

Yet unintended forces and deliberate efforts to change
the content of gender definitions and the macrolevel
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division of labor will inevitably threaten interest groups
who will mobilize against changes in the existing system of
stratification. These countermovements will gain power
when a large proportion of women play traditional gender
roles and abide by gender definitions, when a significant
number of male roles in the division of labor are threatened,
and when the women’s movement reveals a high degree of
internal conflict and has thereby alienated former support-
ers of change.

Chafetz’s theory thus seeks to explain both the reasons
for the existence of gender stratification and the forces that
must be unleashed for change in this system of stratification
to occur. In specifying the conditions that maintain stratifi-
cation, Chafetz emphasizes what must be changed, and
in outlining the unintentional and intentional forces that
can change gender definitions and roles, she offers strate-
gic guidelines for how to change gender inequality. By
examining any particular empirical case, Chafetz’s theory
provides insights into why some systems of gender stratifi-
cation are difficult to change and why others reveal more
potential for change. If coercive and voluntary forces sus-
taining gender inequality are strong while those causing
change are comparatively weak, then change is not likely,
whereas if the forces maintaining the system are weak and
those for change are strong, then change is more likely.
The theory thus allows researchers to make predictions
about the potential for gender equity or inequity in human
societies.

— Jonathan H. Turner

See also Feminism; Gender; Role Theory
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CHODOROW, NANCY

Nancy Chodorow (b. 1944) is an internationally
acclaimed sociologist, feminist theorist, and practicing psy-
choanalyst. She was born in New York City, on January 20,
1944, the daughter of Marvin and Leah (Turitz) Chodorow.
She graduated from Radcliffe College in 1966 and earned

her PhD in sociology from Brandeis University in 1975.
Chodorow is regarded as a founding scholar of second-
wave feminist theory based on her groundbreaking book
The Reproduction of Mothering ([1978] 1999), an account
that challenged normative views about gender: how indi-
viduals come to see themselves as masculine or feminine.
That work won the Jessie Bernard Award from Sociologists
for Women in Society (1979) and was named one of the
“Ten Most Influential Books of the Past Twenty-Five
Years” in the social sciences (Contemporary Sociology
1996). It has been translated into seven languages.

While first making her mark in the field of gender stud-
ies, Chodorow’s enduring contribution to social theory is
her focus on the inextricable links between self and society.
The scope of her work is wide-ranging, from her “grand”
theory about the social and cultural reproduction of gender
identity, difference, and inequalities (1978) to her clinically
informed account of psychological gender (a sense that
one is male or female) and critique of postmodernism-
poststructuralism (1999) to her rethinking of what consti-
tutes sexuality in psychoanalytic thought (1994, 2000) to her
most recent reconsideration of the psychology of biological
and bodily experiences, such as fertility and aging (2003).

Chodorow was trained in the fields of anthropology and
sociology and later trained as a clinical psychoanalyst at the
San Francisco Psychoanalytic Institute. Her melding of
these disciplines is unique and controversial within the
social sciences. She argues that individual feelings, fan-
tasies, and unconscious conflicts are bound up in, but not
reducible to, cultural mandates about gender and sexuality
and that efforts to explain gendered patterns in psychologi-
cal life need not be at odds with “clinical individuality and
personal uniqueness” ([1978] 1999:xv). Chodorow’s keen
sense that generalizations and theory building as well as
clinical treatment depend upon close observation of indi-
viduals who have distinctive, rich inner worlds and who live
in a particular place at a particular historical point in time
aligns well with developments in the sociology of emo-
tions, psychological anthropology, cultural psychology, and
feminist relational psychology, all fields upon which she
has had major influence.

Chodorow has had an impact on the field of sociology
with her trenchant critique of theories of gender socializa-
tion, arguing that boys and girls do not learn to take on mas-
culine or feminine traits by imitating others or because they
are forced to do so, but because these gender traits become
deeply and personally meaningful to them. Chodorow uses
an object relations psychoanalytic perspective to frame her
theory of gender. She argues that intrapsychic relational
family dynamics (specifically early maternal-child relation-
ships of attachment and separation) result in distinct gen-
dered identities and personalities. According to this view,
both girls and boys begin life experiencing a feeling of one-
ness or identification with their maternal caregiver. Over
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the course of their development, however, boys and girls
experience themselves differently in relation to their
mothers. Equally important, women experience their
mothering of boy children differently from their mothering
of girl children. This acknowledgment of maternal subjec-
tivity is a key element of Chodorow’s theorizing, especially
in light of the prevailing idealizations of motherhood that
denied other parts of women’s lives and identities in favor
of children’s (insatiable) needs. This axiomatic feature of
Chodorow’s work—that women bring distinctive desires,
meanings, and motives to their experiences of mothering
and sense of themselves in relation to their children—set
the stage for a feminist rethinking of mother and child
development that she and others have developed further
(Chodorow and Contratto 1982).

Chodorow identifies certain patterns in the relational
dynamic between mother and child as central to under-
standing gender identity development. Whereas girls estab-
lish their sense of self in connection with their female
caregivers, boys establish their sense of self through sepa-
ration. Girls’ sense of self and identity is continuous with
this early feminine identification, while boys must secure
their masculine identity by rejecting or repressing what is
feminine in themselves as well as by denigrating it in
women. A problematic psychological feature of masculin-
ity is its fragility, the need to constantly protect the bound-
aries between what is and is not female (and not mother).
This point proved especially useful to feminist theorists
who sought to account for the persistence of men’s deroga-
tion and domination of women. These insights into the
defenses and conflicts involved in masculine identification
set the stage for what would later become a burgeoning
field of “masculinity studies.” Meanwhile, Chodorow notes
that feminine identity is more continuous and complete, but
it too is fraught with boundary confusion. Rather than
defining the self in opposition, women generally tend to
arrive at a sense of themselves in relation to others. This
emblematic feature of femininity can be self-sabotaging,
including not claiming enough autonomy or agency.
Chodorow’s effort to “revalue, without idealizing, both
female psychology and the mother-daughter relationship
that helps to found it”([1978] 1999:x) became the spring-
board for a decade of research on girls’ and women’s
development.

Another facet of Chodorow’s work has featured the role
of relational family dynamics and early gender identifica-
tions in shaping adult sexual lives. Joining other psychoan-
alysts, Chodorow (1994, 2000, 2003) extends upon Freud’s
legacy, particularly his Three Essays on the Theory of
Sexuality (1905) to argue that sexuality is far more compli-
cated and comprises more than one’s choice of sexual
object. She argues that like gender identity, sexual identity
is highly individual, conflict ridden, and constructed as a
“compromise formation” between what is culturally and

psychologically posed in binary terms (“heterosexuality vs.
homosexuality”; “masculinity vs. femininity”; “activity vs.
passivity”). She identifies universal elements of sexuality
that are taken up and combined by individuals in unique,
idiosyncratic, and nonsingular ways, including eroticization
or one’s experiential sense of one’s own body, such as plea-
sure and arousal; one’s internal world and mental represen-
tations about self in relation to other; one’s sense of
feminine and masculine identity; one’s sense of adequacy or
conflict about one’s sexual desire; and one’s personal sexual
fantasies (often filtered but not determined by culture).

The clinical dimension of Chodorow’s work, her interest
in the subjectivity of both client and clinician and the for-
mative role of transference and countertransference is para-
mount. But this does not override her persistent search for
patterns and explanations about the powerful links between
psyche and culture.

— Wendy Luttrell

See also Gender; Psychoanalysis and Social Theory; Sexuality
and the Subject
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CITIZENSHIP

Modern political thought has bequeathed two concep-
tions of citizenship, one leading to a conception of citizen-
ship as participation in civil society and the other a view of
citizenship as a legal status based on rights and generally
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defined with respect to the state as opposed to civil society.
In republican political theory, from classical thought
through the Renaissance to the Enlightenment, citizenship
has been largely associated with the idea of the participa-
tion of the public in the political life of the community. This
has given rise to a strong association of citizenship with
civil society and in general with a definition of citizenship
that stresses “virtue,” the active dimension of what mem-
bership of a political community entails. In contrast to this,
in fact, quite old tradition, the liberal idea of citizenship is
one that emphasizes citizenship as a largely legal condition.
In this understanding of citizenship, which had its origins
in English seventeenth-century political theory, citizenship
concerns the rights of the citizen. In addition to the dimen-
sions of rights and participation, an adequate definition of
citizenship will include the further dimensions of duties and
identity. A full definition of citizenship, then, includes the
four dimensions of rights, duties, participation, and iden-
tity. The first two of these refer to the formal dimensions of
citizenship, while the dimensions of participation and iden-
tity refer to substantive dimensions.

Citizenship conceived in terms of rights is complicated,
since rights take many forms. Four can be specified as of
particular salience to issues of citizenship: civic, political,
social, and cultural rights. The first three are the classic
rights typically part of the liberal heritage and which were
the subject of T. H. Marshall’s ([1950] 1992) famous essay
on citizenship, Citizenship and Social Class. In this
account, which has been heavily criticized for its neat evo-
lutionary view, civic rights—the right to free worship,
peaceful opposition, free speech, the right to enter contract,
ownership of property—are fairly minimal rights. Political
rights, on the other hand, refer to the right to vote and the
related right to stand for election. Social rights refer to the
right to welfare, education, unemployment benefits, and
pensions. Finally, cultural rights, which did not figure in
Marshall’s framework, entail the right to speak one’s lan-
guage, the right to express one’s identity, and special repre-
sentation rights. In general, cultural rights are a more recent
addition to the rights discourse and are mostly conceived of
as group rights for minorities, in contrast with the individual
focus of the traditional rights.

That citizenship entails duties was an assumption com-
mon to both the republican and liberal traditions. In return
for rights, the citizen had to perform certain duties, such as
the duty to take up arms, to pay taxes, mandatory education,
and the general duty to be a good citizen. However, in the
liberal tradition, this dimension was generally downplayed
and was, in fact, more strongly present in the republican
tradition, with its characteristic notion of the good citizen.
The following are the main duties of citizenship: taxation,
mandatory education, and in many countries conscription.
These are on the whole formal duties, but informal duties
can also be mentioned; for example, there is the general

duty to be a r