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AUTHORITY, READING, 

REFLEXIVITY 

PIERRE BOURDIEU AND THE 
AESTHETIC JUDGMENT OF KANT 

KOENRAAD GELDOF 

1. Authority 

For some time now, Pierre Bourdieu has been a true author'-a producer, in other words, 
of an impressive number of theoretical and analytical discourses in a wide variety of 
research fields.2 Whether in anthropology or ethnology, in the sociology of institutions or 
of the structure and workings of the market of symbolic goods, or in the sociology of 
literature, the name Bourdieu imposes itself: it establishes authority. Contributing to this 
is another particularity quite typical of authority: it gets itself talked about; it generates, 
at accelerated speed, discourses that in one way or another (re-)produce and thus reinforce 
the authority of the author who was their point of departure and origin. The international 
proliferation of articles dealing with one aspect or another of Bourdieu's thought,3 essay 
collections,4 and introductions to Bourdieu's work5 testifies to this. The intensity of 
metadiscursive production not only gives material form to the intrinsic analytic pertinence 
and richness of the discourse on which it comments-these are evident-but also shows, 
independent of the pieces' intentions, that the proliferation is situated in a process of 
(re-)production of authority, that it is an integral part of a canonizing effort. The articles 
and introductions problematize, implicitly or explicitly, the direct accessibility of 
Bourdieu's discourse. They make the oeuvre into a complex totality, difficult and 
diversified to the extreme, whose coherence can be revealed only with the help of a 
gradual, exegetic, and essentially submissive reading practice. 

To put it another way, and to examine the question more closely, the metadiscursive 
(re-)production of the authority of the author we call Pierre Bourdieu reveals itself to be 

This article is a translation of "Autorite, lecture, reflexivite: Pierre Bourdieu et le jugement 
esthetique de Kant," which appeared in Litterature 98 (1995). 

1. These remarks on the notions of "author" and "authority " are largely inspired by Foucault 
["Qu'est-ce qu'un auteur?"; L'ordre du discours] and de Certeau [La faiblesse de croire; 
L' etranger ou ' union dans la diff6rence]. Although they are quite compatible, these two approaches 
to the question of authorand authority differon an essential point: where Foucaulttends to objectify 
the problem maximally by making it the object of a discursive analysis, de Certeau is more sensitive 
to the fact that the objectifying discourse itself, as an enunciation, does not escape the objectified 
problematics either. It is precisely this aspect of authority that we will focus on later. 

2. Fora detailed and chronological overview of Pierre Bourdieu 's publications until 1992, see 
Wacquant, "Travaux de Pierre Bourdieu. " Works that have appeared since then are Les regles de 
l'art: Genese et structure du champ litt6raire (1992), Libre echange (1993), Raisons pratiques: Sur 
la th6orie de l'action (1994). 

3. For an overview of publications on Bourdieu until 1992, see Wacquant, "Bibliographie 
ge'nerale. " 

4. See, among others, Calhoun et al.; Gebauer and Wulf. 
5. See, among others, Harker et al.; Robbins; Jenkins. 
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ambivalent: it is at once innovative-it invites the uninitiated to get to know a fascinating 
new universe of thought-and authoritarian, indeed even conservative. An introduction 
is never a simple mediation of discourse between an author and his or her potential readers: 
it provides a sort of user's guide, it (re-)produces a reading habitus, an ideology of the 
correct interpretation the reader must learn and interiorize to be able to distinguish 
orthodox from false, heterodox, readings. Between the metadiscourse/commentary and 
the authority it discusses, a relationship of tautological circularity is established that 
surreptitiously transforms the discourse read into a legend (into what must be read): the 
possibility of an autonomous reading practice is erased by a pedagogy of legendary 
decoding.6 

The authority of an author, that of Bourdieu for example, is consequently implicated 
in a dynamic of opening (the proliferation of metadiscourses) and closing (the tendency 
to discipline reading, to make it obey certain norms of legibility). It would be erroneous, 
however, to attribute the paradoxical aspect of authority simply to the ambivalent effect 
of metadiscourses/commentaries. This is because authors who establish authority can 
only rarely escape the canonizing efforts of which they are the object: in many cases, 
authors themselves participate in the production and reproduction of a mode of reading 
and interpretation judged to be legitimate. The fact that no authority can completely and 
exhaustively control its discursive and institutional space does not in any way contradict, 
therefore, that other distinctive and essential feature of authority: its intrinsic animation 
by a desire to control, by the desire to see itself respected. Authority wants to become Law 
and be recognized as such. Thus the tendency of certain authors to become actively 
involved in the modes of appropriation of their name and their discourses, to endeavor to 
make the reading of the author's work not simply an act of connaissance but also a proof 
of reconnaissance. Authority detests being insufficiently or poorly known. Let us take the 
case of Bourdieu. As an author, he is first and foremost the one to whom we owe Raisons 
pratiques, La distinction, Homo academicus and Les regles de l 'art, the producer, in other 
words, of a series of momentous works that, upon publication, established authority. 
Furthermore, Bourdieu is also the author of a considerable number of accompanying 
discourses, dominated by the will to create effects of coherence and univocity and to 
define and trace the clear outlines of an acceptable and legitimate metadiscursive reading 
practice [see Choses dites; Reponses; and "Concluding Remarks" 263-75]. The author 
thus contributes actively to the construction of a space of thought and discourse, a 
conceptual and rhetorical inside in relation to which all reading practice will be situated 
and have to situate itself. All of which runs the risk of making the relationship between 
the author who establishes authority and the reading of that author potentially asymmetri- 
cal. 

The situation upon which these remarks are based is scarcely exceptional: at first 
glance the case of Pierre Bourdieu is just one example among many. Fundamentally, it 
would seem that we are simply looking at the paradoxical process by which any author 
is constituted or constitutes him- or herself as an authority. There is nothing to worry about 
here, apparently. Yet we cannot remain satisfied with this because-as we have just 
seen-the very possibility of reading is at stake. As soon as an author establishes 
authority, our practice of reading loses its self-evidence and transforms itself inevitably 
into risk, into a problematic. In order to better grasp the close correlation between 
authority and reading, we need to further specify what we mean by authority. We need to 
differentiate, in other words, the modalities of the links an author may maintain, through 
his or her own readings, in relation to others, in relation to his or her own enunciation, in 
relation to the manner in which other commentators read or must read the discourse which 

6. I borrow this etymological reading of the notion of "legend" from de Certeau, who uses it 
frequently. 
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establishes authority. Having made these introductory efforts at precision, we can return 
to the case of Pierre Bourdieu and see what exactly is involved. 

Authority is, by its nature, a communicational and plural phenomenon- 
intersubjective, in other words, and social-such that there exist, globally speaking, two 
main kinds of authority. Of course, one never finds them in pure form, since most concrete 
ways of creating authority represent a variable blend of the two. In our analysis, they will 
serve rather as ideal-typical reconstructions that may throw light on the relationship 
between authority and reading.7 The first kind of authority could be considered reflexive, 
or open: it promotes the proliferation of gaps, it leaves itself open to the countless reading 
events that it continually occasions and that inevitably indicate differences of meaning. 
Between the author who establishes authority and the readings of which he is the object 
a dialogical communicational space is born, a space of reciprocity and of supplementa- 
tion. If reflexive authority exposes itself to the risk of reading, this is because it 
understands itself in the mode of risk, of the event. In Barthes's terms, it encourages, even 
requires a style of writable reception. What gives reflexive authority its force, all things 
considered, is its lack of power, its assumed weakness. There exists, furthermore, a 
profound complicity between reflexive authority and reading: authority establishes 
authority only so long as it is read and read differently, while reading is in turn 
coresponsible for the generative potential of that to which it is applied. Reflexive authority 
is thus both gamble-it wagers itself without knowing where this will lead-and 
challenge: it urges reading not to make of its weakness a strength, not to petrify the act of 
comprehension in an act whose end would be to re-present an original authority. 

Thetical authority, on the other hand, is ill at ease in the condition that is nonetheless 
the lot of all authority: it cannot bear that the unavoidable need to get itself talked about 
(an authority is only authority when it circulates) is inevitably accompanied by the danger 
of alterations. It would therefore prefer to eliminate all effects of dissemination and 
iteration; to this end, it decrees-either itself or through interposed adjuncts-rules 
assuring its repetition. For this reason thetical authority subordinates, de facto and dejure, 
the problematics of reading to that, judged much more essential, of truth and the 
(re-)production of truth. Seen in this way, reading must appear, always already, as an 
afterwards whose value and legitimacy depend on the precision with which the discourse- 
commentary is able to exhume, in the read discourse, the Voice of authority. Since 
language here is only a neutral driving belt for authority, the appropriated act of reading 
will treat the "ideas" or the "contents," while the materiality of the read discourse is put 
in parentheses. In any case, reading finds itself in a position of dependency: it is 
overdetermined by a logic of true and false. In other words and viewed thetically, reading 
amounts to a work of verification. In fact, thetical authority's relationship to reading turns 
out to be rather contradictory: for an author to be known and renowned as an authority, 
he or she must be read, must be talked about, but since all reading, sooner or later, betrays 
the truth incarnated by the authority (in "im-material" fashion), the only truly acceptable 
reading will be that which acknowledges itself as repetition. What a strange but 
thoroughly constitutive coexistence we find between the necessity of reading and its 
complete superfluity. The true aim of thetical authority is not so much reading and all the 
risks it includes-reading is considered here rather as the name for an obsessive fear of 
error-but truth (sociological, philosophical, literary, etc.), the will to speak the truth and 

7. This semantic exploration of the two types of authority is inspired by Derrida and, to a lesser 
extent, Bakhtin [see especially Speech Genres 60-102]. The positive reference to Derrida does not, 
however, signify that Derrida's attitude in respect to the problematics of authority and, more 
particularly, his attitude in respect to the authority of his own discourse are entirelyfree of paradox 
and ambivalence. One has only to recall, for example, how Derrida refers to Geoffrey Bennington 's 
effort to write an "introduction tot" Derridian deconstruction [see Bennington]. For an in-depth 
analysis of this question, see, among others, de Graef 139-56. 
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to see that truth known and recognized: hence the essentially inessential fate of reading 
and the just-as-essentially legendary nature of thetical authority. The Law of truth and the 
correlative suspicion that it is being violated everywhere and continually exhaust the 
meaning of any reading practice.8 Here we find ourselves in a universe controlled by the 
norm of entirely transparent veridiction and total legibility. A universe, in short, of non- 
reading. 

By means of these introductory efforts at specification a space of questioning opens 
from which may emerge, in all their intensity, the problematic of the author as authority 
and the problematic of reading. The question of authority affects not only the variable 
relationships between metadiscourses/commentaries and the discourse that establishes 
authority, but also those that an author sets up in regard to his own enunciation or to other 
discourses, some of which have themselves attained the rank of authority and may be the 
object of his reading. In its depths, reflection on authority leads almost inevitably to the 
no less fundamental consideration of the multiple relationships between authority and 
reflexivity, between the Same and the Other. But rather than further enlarge our field of 
investigation, we shall narrow it and attempt to examine the pertinence of the above with 
the help of a "concrete" example. So let us return to our point of departure, Pierre 
Bourdieu, and see how this author, who incontestably establishes authority, has read an 
author whose authority doubtless has never been so great as it is today: Immanuel Kant. 
Through an analysis of Bourdieu's style of reading, we may discover his relationship to 
that which establishes authority and, who knows, perhaps even learn his own way of 
establishing authority. 

2. Reading 

2.1. Reading Kant 

Kant establishes authority. But what does it mean, in this case, to establish authority? 
Whence comes the strange power of attraction attached to the name of Kant? Does it 
emanate from an enigmatic quality, something immanent, original, haloing Kantian 
discourse with an automatic, spontaneous, and almost natural authority? Perhaps. But 
certainly more decisive is the intense labor of reading and canonization of which Kant is 
the object: from this point of view, his authority is rather the variable and plural effect of 
a vast collection of reading operations that confer on Kant a positive or negative authority. 
Almost all those who establish authority today in the social sciences have referred to or 
invoked this other authority named Kant. For the past twenty years and especially among 
French intellectuals, Kant has been given a leading role, has been made, so to speak, into 
a privileged interlocutor-although some have invoked him while at the same time 
refusing to let him reply. In any case, here he is, very much alive, despite all the anti- 
idealist gravediggers who so wished to see his symbolic demise. Lyotard, Foucault, 
Lacan, Derrida, de Certeau, and Bourdieu all provide proof of this: they have all, at some 
time in their intellectual trajectory, accorded Kant a very particular place. But let us not 
be too quickly blinded by this brilliant display of health. Rather, we should examine more 
closely the quality of life Kant enjoys in others' discourse and analyze in detail how these 
recent authorities have been able to connect themselves with an authority who precedes 
them and who is called Kant. Reflexive or thetical reading? Thetical or reflexive 
authority? Here are the true questions, the only ones that allow us to say whether the 
proliferating reference to Kant is or is not a producer of meaning, whether it does or does 
not generate questions and answers that the authority of Kant has authorized while all 

8. For a discussion of the relationship between Law and suspicion, see Blanchot 355-56. 
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along being inevitably and infinitely surpassed by them. These are questions of symbolic 
life or death: questions of reading. Let us return, then, to one of these "returns to Kant." 

2.2. The Inquest 

Bourdieu often invokes the name of Kant, in widely varying analytic contexts. These 
frequent references, sometimes implicit, sometimes explicit, do not signify, however, that 
Bourdieu's work is particularly rich in readings of Kant. Quite the contrary: if Bourdieu 
is without a doubt a great reader of Kant-throughout his texts one finds the philosopher's 
traces-he has only rarely presented an in-depth reading of him. There exists nonetheless 
in the sociologist's work a quite exceptional moment that escapes this strange combina- 
tion of presence and absence, where the meeting with Kant takes the form of a detailed 
labor of explicit reading. This moment occurs at the end of Bourdieu's 1979 book, 
Distinction, and is titled, "Towards a 'Vulgar' Critique of 'Pure' Critiques" [485-500]. 

We have just spoken of an exceptional reading moment. Before undertaking a reading 
of this reading, it might be useful to briefly examine the nature of this "moment." What 
is its place in the global enterprise of Distinction? We see that the reading of Kant is 
announced as a "postscript" [D 485], as an afterwards: it begins only after the true story, 
the one told by Distinction, the social critique of the judgment of taste, has ended. In 
Distinction a theory is developed that is capable of explaining a wide variety of social 
behaviors and ways of connecting to culture. As the work's subtitle indicates, the work 
explicitly considers itself a critique. In fact, it is doubly so. Distinction is first and foremost 
a critical treatise in the transcendental and Kantian sense of the adjective. Bourdieu 
refuses to make the sociology of cultural practices into a simple descriptive catalog of the 
innumerable relationships to culture or cultural "facts." Rather, he would like to structure 
this surface heterogeneity and above all consider the social conditions of possibility. 
Cultural practices are neither spontaneous nor infinitely rich; they obey certain rules or 
rather a certain regularity that is itself the crystallization of a hierarchical set of 
relationships and social structures. 

Although Bourdieu's theoretical enterprise is thoroughly Kantian, it radically 
subverts the finality of transcendental analysis. For Kant, criticism had to formulate 
rational and conceptual conditions of possibility for knowledge, ethical behavior, and 
aesthetic judgment; it had to clearly delineate the categories and schemata at the 
foundation of these three essential human faculties, without thereby diminishing their 
autonomy and irreducible heterogeneity. Bourdieu, on the other hand, frees the transcen- 
dental perspective from its philosophic tutelage; instead of developing a universal theory 
of human rationality, he brings transcendental questioning back to the more solid, 
tangible, and "vulgar" ground of effective social practices and structures. If we can speak 
here of a persistence of the transcendental theme, we have to add at the outset that this 
theme finds itself subjected to an operation of camivalization, destined to show how the 
sublime and universal philosophic construction actually responds to sublunary and 
particular ambitions and interests. The social critique of the judgment of taste is from this 
point on severely critical in respect to those ways of thinking that treat the cultural but are 
silent on the social. It unmasks those who mask the real nature of cultural practices: the 
culture's social truth being continually in peril, at all times and in all places, the eye of the 
sociologist must be suspicious, and by vocation slightly paranoid. 

When this work of structuring, reduction, classification, and veridiction is completed 
and when we have been able to recognize the true causes that underlie cultural behavior, 
the reading of Kant can begin. Up to this point, Bourdieu had very frankly refused to read 
Kant. So long as he is explaining, he does not have time to read, and certainly not to read 
those who refuse to explain: "The reader may have wondered why, in a text devoted to 
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taste and art, no appeal is made to the tradition of philosophical and literary aesthetics; and 
he or she will no doubt have realized that this is a deliberate refusal" [D 485]. Since the 
social critique of the judgment of taste is without fail a critical critique, it will have to read 
that which, until now, has been reduced to silence, to nonpertinence. It cannot not read 
scholarly aesthetics. Yet, for criticism, reading no longer represents a risk, because it will 
be carried out on the henceforth stable and solid ground of the sociological truth of taste. 
As an afterwards, reading bows to a logic of truth and falsehood that establishes authority, 
a logic that precedes it and that it serves only to illustrate in positive or negative fashion. 
It thus will be verification and consequently will invariably oscillate between the 
exemplary and the inquisitorial. Bourdieu's thoughts on the matter are as follows: 

And if we must now allow the "return of the repressed, " having produced the 
truth of the taste against which, by an immense repression, the whole of 
legitimate aesthetics has been constructed, this is not only in order to subject the 
truths won to a final test (though it is not a question of "comparing and 
contrasting" rival theories), but also in order to prevent the absence of direct 
confrontation from allowing the two discourses to coexist peacefully as parallel 
alternatives, in two carefully separated universes of thought and discourse. [D 
485-86; my emphasis]9 

Things are off to a bad start for reading-and no wonder, since, in a certain way, 
everything is already said. What is more, sociological acquired truth aspires to an 
uncontestable authority: instead of being satisfied with the soft and dull coexistence of 
divergent world views, the sociologist would rather launch himself into a cold war against 
the constituted and instituted authorities. 

Reading will be the terrain of a verification. Exactly what is the truth that it is so 
important to reveal? It will be the essential nontruth of scholarly aesthetics in general, of 
which Kant is only the most paradigmatic epiphany. Since Kantian discourse does more 
than it at first admits, the sociologist never allows himself to be seduced by the theory of 
the beautiful. He is wary of it, since it is thoroughly determined by a logic and a rhetoric 
of denegation. Kant's analytical system claims to be a universal theory and to determine 
when it is transcendentally legitimate to pass judgment; but in order to present itself as 
such, Kantian analysis condemns itself to a perpetual effort of purification. Given that the 
reign of taste affirms itself against that of disgust, scholarly aesthetics prescribes a space 
of acceptability and legitimacy from which is excluded everything that relates to the 
corporeal, the immediate, the facile, the pleasurable, the enjoyable, and so on. This 
operation of exclusion is not so much a sort of bracketing off that precedes the actual 
analysis; rather, it is the congenital and stigmatizing expression of a disgust with the 
tasteless: 

"Pure" taste and the aesthetics which provides its theory are founded on a 
refusal of "impure " taste and ofaisthesis (sensation), the simple, primitive form 
of pleasure reduced to a pleasure of the senses, as in what Kant calls "the taste 
of the tongue, the palate, and the throat," a surrender to immediate sensa- 
tion.... [D 486] 

9. The psychoanalytic rhetoric is explained by the fact thatfor Bourdieu the sociology of taste 
resembles a sort of "social psychoanalysis " [D 11]. But it is a quite particular kind of psychoanaly- 
sis, an analytic practice that, apparently, is even capable of commanding the comings and goings 
of the repressed (cf. "allow the 'return of the repressed'") from the scene of the analysis; this 
betrays, on the level of the enunciative mise-en-scene, the deeply asymmetric position of the analyst 
in respect to what he or she is hearing explained, and deeply explained. 
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The positive formulation of scholarly aesthetics is thus founded on a whole series of 
axiological antinomies that are profoundly asymmetrical, separating a legitimate inside 
from an illegitimate outside: mind, distance, taste, rationality, style, seriousness, freedom, 
and autonomy are thus emphatically opposed to the body, to immediacy, to pleasure, to 
the irrational, to stylelessness and frivolousness, to constraint, to heteronomy, and so on. 
Here, then, is the first essential dimension of Kantian discourse: the articulation of an 
aesthetics of legitimate taste is indissociably accompanied by a just-as-crucial work of 
negation centered on that which is judged illegitimate. 

Yet this is only part of the story. As we have already said, we must not let ourselves 
be lured by this discourse, by this "formalized" [D 493] operation that, by its formal and 
even purely conceptual nature, imposes on its readers a certain mode of reading: "One of 
the properties of the formalized discourse is to impose the norms of its own perception, 
to say, 'deal with me according to form,' in other words according to the forms I give 
myself, and above all don't reduce me to what I deny by the formalization" [QS 139]. 
Hence the vital necessity, for the sociologist of culture, to resist this type of seduction, 
which in many ways should be understood as the very seduction of reading itself. The 
examination of the truth and nontruth hidden by the written word requires us to 
renounce-voluntarily, ascetically-"the pleasures of reading" [D 485].?1 Instead of 
submitting himself, as any other average reader would, to the apparently self-evident and 
enchanting authority of Kantian aesthetics, the sociologist will examine its conditions of 
possibility, the social raison d'etre. This is because the work of negation which we have 
just described is an integral part of a larger operation of denegation that far surpasses- 
by definition-the strict conceptual or discursive level. Kantian discourse belongs to an 
outside that he must declare illegitimate to be able to make himself into a closed inside. 
And the construction of the inside can only succeed thanks to a quite particular 
immanentizing operator, what Bourdieu calls "the magical division between the transcen- 
dental and the empirical" [D 490], which conceptually erects a barrier between that which 
is pertinent and that which is not. At stake, sociologically, is the denaturalization of 
philosophical evidence and the revelation of the constitutive immanentization of the 
aesthetic discourse as an attempt to exclude, from the outset, the legitimacy of the 
reflexive gesture that would clarify the social underpinnings of the judgment of taste [D 
490]. The conceptual negations around which Kantian aesthetics articulates itself are, 
from this perspective, simply the visible traces of its true truth: the expression of a certain 
relationship to taste, and to art in general, is just one manifestation among many of a 
certain relationship to the social world. We could also say that the affirmation of the 
aesthetic refers to the implicit, concealed-and necessarily concealed, transubstanti- 
ated-affirmation of a particular social ethos, one that singularizes, in other words, a 
certain social class: "Kant's analysis of the judgment of taste finds its real basis in a set 
of principles which are the universalization of the dispositions associated with a particular 
social and economic condition" [D 493]." In more precise sociological terms, 

the theory of pure taste is grounded in an empirical social relation, as is shown 
by the opposition it makes between the agreeable (which "does not cultivate" 
and is only an enjoyment) and culture, or its allusions to the teaching and 
educability of taste. The antithesis between culture and bodily pleasure (or 
nature) is rooted in the opposition between the cultivated bourgeoisie and the 

10. The constraint of ascetic reading is not without a certain irony, since Bourdieu will say of 
Kantian aesthetics that to be able to constitute itself as a philosophical aesthetics, it must rid itself 
of any reminiscence of existence that is ordinary, sensible, and so on. We thus find a strange affinity 
between the asceticism of the sociologist and that of the philosopher. 

11 I [KG] have slightly adapted Nice's translation, which speaks of "aesthetic principles" 
whereas the French original speaks of "ethical principles. " 
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people, the imaginary site of uncultivated nature, barbarously wallowing in 
pure enjoyment.... [D 490]12 

Bourdieu is not fooled by the effects of truth and beauty produced by this type of 
discourse: he has understood that the assertion of the so-called universal, rational, and 
strictly philosophical truth of art and taste conceals a radically other truth, a truth less 
aesthetic than social that falsifies-and reparticularizes-aesthetic truth as an essential 
nontruth: the judgment of taste amounts to a judgment of class. Of course, having 
unmasked the social nature of the judgment of aesthetic taste, one could describe this 
relationship to the social world in greater detail and show how Kant's discourse produces 
and reproduces, at the level of aesthetic reflection, a doubly antithetical social relation- 
ship. Not only is Kant the philosophical spokesman of an upper class that declasses, de 
facto and de jure, the tastes of the people, "the imaginary site of uncultivated nature, 
barbarously wallowing in pure enjoyment" [D 490], but he erects in the same moment an 
insurmountable wall between an art of the judgment of legitimate taste on the one hand 
and the "aesthetic" frivolity and lightness of the dominant fraction of the dominant class 
on the other-in other words, between intellectual reflection, or culture, and money, 
power, and ostentatious spending, or civilization. Kant's aesthetics is also an aesthetics 
of the rising, professorial middle class [D 492]; it is an intellectual aesthetics for 
intellectuals, an "occupational ideology" [D 491], philosophically legitimated by the 
Critique of Judgment and the famous Conflict of the Faculties [D 492n21].13 Although 
such precisions are necessary and confirm the significance of sociological analysis, they 
cannot change the initial observation: Kant's aesthetics is only adequately read when it 
is reread in terms of what it excludes by denegation. To do this, one has only to keep from 
getting carried away by the form of the philosophic discourse. Of course we must read 
Kant, but not too much. 

In order to corroborate the sociological analysis of Kant' s aesthetics, Bourdieu refers 
to two other authorities-the people and Mikhail Bakhtin-butjust as in the case of Kant, 
Bourdieu's reading has some strange side effects. Let's return to the Kantian exclusion 
of the popular. Far from being passive and resigned victims of the exclusional operation 
of which they are the object, the people mock the bourgeois aesthetics of taste, ridiculing 
it through the camivalesque transvaluation of values propagated by the learned aesthete- 
scholar: 

No wonder, then, that, as Mikhail Bakhtin has pointed out apropos of Rabelais, 
the popular imagination can only invert the relationship which is the basis of the 
aesthetic sociodicy: responding to sublimation by a strategy of reduction or 
degradation, as in slang, parody, burlesque or caricature, using obscenity or 
scatology to turn arsy-versy, head over heels, all the "values" in which the 
dominant groups project and recognize their sublimity, it rides roughshod over 
difference, flouts distinction, and, like the Carnival games, reduces the distinc- 
tive pleasures of the soul to the common satisfactions offood and sex. [D 491] 

12. See also RA 432: ". . . sensibility's disinterested game, and the pure exercise ofthefaculty 
offeeling, of which Kant wrote, suppose absolutely particular historical and social conditions of 
possibility, aesthetic pleasure, that pure pleasure 'that must be felt by every man,' being the 
privilege of those who have access to the economic and social condition in which the 'pure' and 
'disinterested' disposition can durably constitute itself. " 

13. Bourdieu seems to "read" The Conflict of the Faculties as if it were a discourse that 
considered the institutional supremacy of philosophy a de facto situation and that recorded it 
faithfully as a mirror. 
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A few remarks must be made about the reference to Bakhtin, since Bourdieu's use of the 
Russian critic is hardly incontestable. Bourdieu's way of interpreting the carnivalesque 
is in fact an essential double displacement in relationship to Bakhtin. 

First, the sociologist reduces the camivalesque to a negative operation that takes aim 
at the norms of "good taste." For Bakhtin, the carnivalesque negation is indissociably 
bound to the affirmation of a vision of a positive popular world. It is part of a veritable and 
original popular "metaphysics" with ancient origins [Bakhtin, Rabelais 8 ff., 89 et 
passim]. It is part of a total cosmic vision that surpasses in importance, depth, and reach 
the simple gesture of rejecting or reversing. The authentic camivalesque is a way of life. 
This dimension, fundamental for Bakhtin, disappears in Bourdieu, as it certainly must, 
because for the latter, the "people" could never entirely fill the normative role of cultural 
alternative. In Distinction, the people function as a momentary ally whose cultural 
expressions are valuable only insofar as they deny. In other words, this is a strategic 
populism. 

Second, Bourdieu distances himself from Bakhtin on perhaps an even more crucial 
point. His reasoning is, in fact, extremely dichotomous: taste is opposed to disgust, the 
bourgeois to the yokel, the sublime to the carnivalesque, in short, the intellectual culture 
to the popular. The reader will not find such a polarization in Bakhtin's book, least of all 
in the chapters on Rabelais: the Bakhtinian carnivalesque is not the expression of a 
dichotomy of class; rather, it characterizes a period, the Renaissance, during which a form 
of culture existed that brought together the learned and the popular and whose most 
brilliant and finished and synthetic result was the work of Rabelais [Rabelais 61-62]. This 
fragile and ephemeral balance of high and low, described in at times nostalgic terms, 
tragically disappeared as a result of two correlative processes: the intellectualization of 
high culture [for a summary of this evolution, see Rabelais 72 ff.] and the increasing 
folklorization and banalization of "popular" culture [see.Rabelais 185 et passim]. All of 
these factors combined to quickly diminish the latter's carnivalizing power. 

Therefore, as much for normative as sociohistorical reasons, Bakhtin never would 
have accepted the generalization and reduction of the carnivalesque that characterize 
Bourdieu's reading of him. Furthermore, Bakhtin himself explicitly condemned this kind 
of reading of Rabelais's oeuvre: 

Rabelais scholars usually understand and evaluate the novel's billingsgate and 
marketplace elements in the spirit of modern interpretation [i.e., as pejorative 
language-whether positively or negatively valorized-as a "degrading " ges- 
ture, in Bourdieu 's terms], distinctfrom the carnival action as a whole. The deep 
ambivalence of these images is no longer understood. [Rabelais 150] 

Kant is an author who establishes authority. What does Bourdieu do with this 
authority? We could say that he affirms it and at the same time calls it radically and 
irreversibly into question. As far as the domain of aesthetic reflection is concerned and 
if we believe Bourdieu, Kant's authority comes rather from a sort of imposture, an 
illegitimate pretension founded on a social prejudice that, if partly implicit and veiled, is 
no less essential. Bourdieu's sociological verification ends up by challenging Kant's 
authority and concomitantly instituting a new counterauthority, that of the sociologist 
who, in the name of the true truth, resisted the song of the Kantian sirens, of Kant's 
aesthetics in particular and the social origins of cultural practices in general. But the 
authority of the counterauthority would remain relatively weak, even contingent, if it 
legitimated itself by referring only to the example of Kant. A truly solid authority requires 
further proof of the validity of the sociological enterprise, so that a reader could not 
mistake the work of verification and challenge for an exercise of occasional casuistry. 
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To this end, Bourdieu employs the following strategy. First, he depersonalizes Kant's 
authority; he makes him an example, a representative case not only of the preferences of 
art and taste found, at a given moment and in a given geographical context, in one fraction 
of the upper social classes, but also of a whole centuries-old theoretical tradition: aesthetic 
illusion and Western civilization are henceforth coextensive notions. Considered in these 
terms, Kant is no longer an accident in the course of history, a German who believed 
himself enlightened; on the contrary, Kant is the name of a repetition, the metonymic 
condensation of a regularity to which all those who have had the idea to think about the 
truth of art sooner or later have conformed. Plato, Kant, Schopenhauer, Malraux, 
Duchamps-these are so many perfectly interchangeable avatars of a tradition that has 
illegitimately claimed for itself the right to decree the true nature of art and aesthetic 
reflection. 

Although it eliminates, in Kant's discourse, all trace of conceptual, intertextual, and 
contextual specificity, this operation of serialization or traditionalization presents the 
advantage of transforming sociological verification into a necessary task, and a very 
profitable one in terms of "symbolic capital": the greater the risks, the larger and more 
formidable the "enemy," the greater the spoils when the battle is won. And, one must 
admit, Bourdieu pulls it off. But if he succeeds, it is perhaps due less to the fact that he fully 
assumed the risk of reading than to the fact that there was never a risk at all. In Distinction, 
the dice may be loaded at the outset; after all, reading is only an afterwards, only a glorious 
illustration of a truth that promulgated its validity and its pretensions to authority before 
the reading practice began. This is why Bourdieu's reading of Kant seems a bit like a coup 
d'etat. After the dynasty of the philosophers follows-through a gesture of symbolic 
violence-the reign of the sociologists. 

Reading does not escape unscathed. Considering its thetic, even judicial, character 
(What is Kant's discourse hiding? What is it really saying? Is it as innocent as it seems?), 
the sociological counterauthority gives rise to a reading practice that nearly amounts to 
nonreading. Furthermore, the profound ambivalence with respect to reading is exterior- 
ized literally in Bourdieu's discourse, since the latter is not at all content simply to 
demonstrate the nontruth of Kantian aesthetics: it must at the same time problematize the 
reading of Kant in a Kantian and philosophical manner. The counterauthority aspires not 
only to the monopoly of legitimate reading, but also to that of truth. Now, for Bourdieu, 
either the legitimate reading of Kant will be sociological or it won't exist at all. It is not 
enough to contest an authority; one must at the same time challenge all those relationships 
to the authority that, critical or antiauthoritarian as they may seem, no less consolidate the 
power from which they believe they are freeing themselves. In other words, the 
counterauthority must also affirm its legitimacy in regard to otherpseudo-counterauthorities, 
in regard to those who only halfway contest. The thetical critique of an authority thus will 
be simultaneously one of the readings it generates. 

By reading Kant outside of sociological truth, we are fatally exposed to the risk of 
being in the wrong. Even Derrida's so-called radical and subversive reading of Kant 
remains entirely prisoner to the logic, norms, and conventions it claims to criticize. One 
must relativize the declared antagonism between orthodox and heretical readings [D 497- 
98], because the criterium that truly decides at the outset, before a single word is spoken 
or written, is the social topology of the person who is speaking, reading, and writing. To 
the extent, for example, that deconstruction always belongs to the "field" of philosophy, 
its break with Kantian discourse can only be partial; the true truth about the philosophy 
of art can only be articulated by an absolute outside called sociology or-and this amounts 
to the same thing-one called Pierre Bourdieu. As a critical gesture and given the 
enunciative position that, according to Bourdieu, is his, deconstruction is condemned to 
remain a "semi-objectification" [D 497] of Kant's achievement, which in turn makes 
Derrida an objective ally of Kant, guilty of propagating the aesthetic illusion and above 
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all of making it even more effective, seductive, and thus dangerous because it has become 
extremely refined. Clearly, reading is a risk: not one of those that we take willingly but 
one that we must control, manage as much as we are able-in other words, one we must, 
if possible, avoid. Thus, Pierre Bourdieu's position proves itself, once again, to be 
paradoxical: we must read, certainly, but not too much. 

2.3. The Quest 

Kant continues to irritate those who read him, an irritation provoked, above all, by two 
essential aspects of his thought: the absolute distinction between the empirical and the 
transcendental and the functional differentiation between the different types of rationality 
(theory, ethics, and aesthetics). Schiller, for example, reproaches Kant for drawing 
multiple and insurmountable distinctions where he instead should have sought syntheses 
and transitivities. With this diagnosis as a point of departure, he attempts, in the Letters 
on the Aesthetic Education of Man or in the impressive piece titled "On Grace and 
Dignity," to build a bridge between aesthetics and ethics. According to Schiller, Kant is 
the Draco of an age that hasn't earned its Solon [Schiller 193]. Hegel also rejects these 
ideas of distinction and differentiation that, as he writes in his Aesthetics, end up making 
man into a profoundly schizophrenic being, a true "amphibian," living sometimes in the 
sphere of the empirical, sometimes in the sphere of the transcendental [Hegel 80-81]. 
Bourdieu, for his part, interprets and denounces the transcendental reasoning that in Kant 
assures, among other things, the autonomy of the aesthetic sphere as the visible face of 
a latent operation of distinction of an essentially social order: the aesthetic, with all it 
presupposes and implies, is the tributary of an ethics of class, the class, to be more precise, 
of the dominated fraction of the dominant class. Kant's authority seems therefore to 
provoke resistance everywhere, and in many cases reading becomes an act of surpassing 
and instituting a counterauthority. 

Be that as it may, and despite the tenacious persistence of the antithetical mode of 
reception, there is another way of reading Kant-rare, it is true, a way that is not so much 
a quarrelsome apostrophe, more interested in its right to the truth than in the adventure of 
reading, as it is a dialogue and a questioning. At stake in such a reading is less a question 
of whether Kant was right than whether his thought has created and continues to create 
original analytical possibilities. From this viewpoint, research is more important than 
verification, the adventurous quest more significant than the veridical inquest. As it 
happens, it is exactly this kind of reading that Michel de Certeau has attempted to put in 
practice in his L'invention du quotidien 1. The book has two ambitions: on the one hand, 
de Certeau formulates in it an epistemological critique of certain historico-sociological 
and philosophical theoretical traditions that, in an absolutely unreflexive manner, 
circumscribe their own domain of objectification, their own field of pertinence and end 
up granting this constructed objective sphere ontological properties: the discursive 
elaboration of an image of sociocultural reality thus is able to present itself as a simple 
revelation of an already present social truth and reality. De Certeau' s critique problematizes 
the pretensions to objective truth typical of such modes of objectification. On the other 
hand, de Certeau does not intend simply to substitute a theoretical paradigm for those he 
has just critiqued. His epistemological interrogation is above all a social critique, such that 
the discussion inevitably exceeds the terrain of epistemology and theoretical construc- 
tion. The hegemony of the critiqued theoretical models-and the very idea of theory- 
does not flow simply from their intrinsic analytical and conceptual qualities, but also and 
perhaps especially from the fact that they have played and continue to play a leading role 
in what modem Western society defines as being socially, culturally, or politically 
acceptable and legitimate. All theoretical and analytical work coincides in part with an 
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operation of normative imposition that in turn draws its legitimacy from a certain idea, 
institutionally supported and disseminated, of society. Otherwise stated, all knowledge, 
sophisticated as it may be, is inscribed in a network of power that makes it possible and 
effective. 

What interests de Certeau is not so much to illustrate or dissect this entanglement of 
power and knowledge in order to specify its history, functioning, and modalities; rather, 
he seeks to conceive what evades and must evade this way of conceiving the social and 
the cultural. He seeks to give culture back its irretrievable complexity and heterogeneity. 
Thus epistemological questioning leads to the very frontiers of epistemology in the sense 
that this new limitless and unknown continent of cultural practices raises questions that 
impact the very possibility of theory, sociological or otherwise. De Certeau confronts 
sociological theory with what it has had to ignore in order to be able to constitute itself as 
a theory, as a regime of veridiction, in order to be able to hypostatize a certain idea of 
culture as the truly existing culture. The question that penetrates all of de Certeau's work, 
from La prise de parole to L'invention du quotidien 1, could be summed up as follows: 
how can one explore cultural practices that are "ordinary," "banal," "daily," and so forth 
without disregarding at the outset their irreducible otherness? With the help of what 
analytical practice or what kind of discourse can the scholar make visible and speakable 
the plural, open, and radically heterogenous character of what we call "culture"? 

In the course of this fascinating odyssey of questions and questionings, de Certeau 
addresses himself to Kant and to his philosophy of judgment, or rather to the Kant who 
passed from a theory of taste to one of judgment. During the passage from the Critique 
of Taste (1787) to the Critique of Judgment [IQ 1 13, 318n 19], the reflection on judgment 
as an art of thought takes the form of a complex operation where, according to de Certeau, 
the following junction is established: "The traditional antinomy between an 'operativity' 
and a 'reflection' is surmounted by a viewpoint which, recognizing an art at the root of 
thought, makes judgment into a 'middle term' (Mittelglied) between theory and praxis. 
This art of thought constitutes a synthetic unity between the two" [IQ1 113]. Judgment 
is thus the variable result of the meeting of two heterogenous dimensions: the practical and 
the theoretical. It is practiced everywhere and on any occasion (a dress, a decoration, a 
painting, an opinion, etc.) and, through its practice, the art of thought provokes gaps in the 
reality that it treats and of which it is part, while at the same time judging it, so that it is 
never simply descriptive: 

Judgment does not simply concern social "propriety"... but, more generally, 
the relationship of a great number of elements; and it only exists in the act of 
concretely creating a new whole by properly linking this relationship with still 
another element, as a painter adds a red or an ocher to a painting, changing, but 
not destroying it. [IQ1 113-14; de Certeau's emphasis] 

As the "transformation of an equilibrium into another equilibrium" [IQ1 114], judgment 
implies an "incessant inventiveness of a taste in practical experience" [IQ1 114]. Among 
the historico-social conditions of possibility, we must therefore mention the existence or 
rather the persistence of a certain transitivity, a certain reciprocal malleability of the 
different ways of doing, saying, and thinking. Understood in this fashion, judgment 
escapes "the ideological division of ways of knowing" [IQ1 115], since it "knots together 
a (moral) freedom, an (aesthetic) creation, and a (practical) action" [IQ1 115]. Finally, 
the Kantian art of judgment resists the nascent social stratification of skills and ways of 
knowing, because it is not tied to any particular or privileged enunciative instance: it is 
primarily a matter of common sense [IQ1 115]. 

To make the above more concrete, de Certeau invokes the example of Kant's 
intervention in the Berlinische Monatsschrift of September 1793, in other words a local 
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intervention in a discursive space other than that of grand theory, one where Kant pursues 
a serious problem as a philosopher while nonetheless borrowing from "journalese" [IQ1 
116]. Furthermore, his intervention is an inter-vention in the etymological sense of the 
word: the word of Kant will not establish an authority; his voice is neither the first nor the 
only nor even the most important. Others, including Garven, have had their say before 
Kant; and, more essentially, Kant is replying to a common adage, to a way of knowing that 
precedes his intervention and that serves as a kind of finding: "It may be true in theory, 
but in practice, it is meaningless." By intervening in the debate, by accepting its point of 
departure, in other words the adage that is "at once a proverb (wisdom), a maxim 
(judgment), and an oracle (a word authorizing ways of knowing) [IQ1 116], the 
philosopher freely risks his reputation and his authority, he submits to a previous authority 
that in a sense defies him. The enunciative instance of the dictum challenges the 
philosopher: "[we are talking about] anyone and everyone, about the 'common' and 
'ordinary' man (gemein) whose word, once again, questions the scholars and makes their 
commentaries proliferate" [IQ1 116-17]. To a certain degree, the philosopher is no longer 
master of his discourse; he appears on a dialogical scene that has been constituted 
independent of his own will. His judgment on the state of things articulated in and by the 
dictum will thus be registered within a set of enunciative and social relationships that are 
already there-no longer will the issue be a communicational or "natural" social 
asymmetry between the word of the philosopher on the one hand and that of his audience 
on the other. 

This said, Kant takes the floor and modifies the initial constellation. More than by the 
effective content of Kant's response, de Certeau is struck by the philosopher's way of 
expressing it and thinking it through. Kant's judgment is characterized by a social and 
intellectual enunciative opening: 

... Kant organizes his demonstration as a three-act play in which ordinary man 
appears, in turn, as three different characters (the businessman, the politician, 
and the world citizen) cast in opposition to three philosophers (Garven, Hobbes, 
and Mendelssohn), allowing the successive analysis of questions relative to 
morality, constitutional law, and international order. More important here than 
these variations is the principle of a formal agreement of the faculties in 
judgment. The latter is localizable neither in a scientific discourse, nor in a 
particular technique, nor in an artistic expression. It is an art of thought which 
draws on ordinary practices as well as on theory and which has ethical, 
aesthetic, and practical value. [IQ1 117; de Certeau's emphasis] 

For de Certeau, "Kant" is the name of an analytical possibility, of an art of thought 
capable of momentarily bringing together heterogeneous realities-forms of cognition, 
of discourse, of being in the world-without voiding their differences. The name 
designates a fragile possibility that, in the very interior of the transcendental conceptual 
edifice, represents only a peripheral, fleeting, and barely visible moment, lost somewhere 
in the long prolegomena of grand aesthetics, of The Critiqu#of the Faculty of Judgment, 
a moment that reveals its true practical nature in a newspaper article. Kant, finally, is the 
name of a possibility that itself replies to a constellation of vanishing historical and social 
conditions of possibility, to a constellation that allows one to think together that which will 
later either be submitted to a process of theoretical and rational rationalization, or instead 
be excluded from the domain of the epistemologically and legitimately speakable, and 
will survive in a sort of asylum of aesthetics, in the modem and restricted sense of the term 
[see IQ1 115-16]. In short, Kant's art ofjudgment, as Michel de Certeau reads it, contains 
a kind of analytical and political promise that has not been kept and whose current 
conceptual and social conditions of possibility must be rethought. De Certeau's reading 
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can be understood as an operation that is both innovative and the commemoration of a 
reflection that itself already resembles a work of social and cultural memory. If this is true, 
if it can be true, it is because de Certeau' s reading practice perfectly expresses the global 
logic of L'invention du quotidien 1, the logic of the quest, of trial and error, of a system 
of thought more interested in possibility than in truth and verification.14 

2.4 Return to the Inquest 

If our reading stopped here, its conclusion would probably be beyond the shadow of a 
doubt. Bourdieu's way of reading Kant seems to indicate that his discourse is fed by a 
thetic conception of authority and that he denies others their right to the truth. With 
Bourdieu, we apparently enter into a universe of thought that neatly divides true from 
false, illusion from reality, secondary from essential, effect from cause, a universe of 
thought, furthermore, that judges the reading effort pertinent only to the extent that it 
serves as verification: reading functions here in the mode of an almost judicial inquest 
whose ultimate aim is to ensure strict obedience to sociological Law. In the event that 
reading is other than the pure and simple repetition of an original, authoritative sociologi- 
cal truth, it will be, by definition, a denunciation. We find none of this attitude in the work 
of Michel de Certeau. Between him and Kant opens a dialogical communicative space. 
His reading of Kant is more than a simple pretext (or post-text): it reminds one of an 
experimental practice destined to detect-within or perhaps to a certain extent despite- 
the authoritative discourse, an analytical possibility that is not fully exploited and that is 
readable only through a perspective of comprehension where the quest and the creation 
of possibilities of thought are more important than the theoretical desire to legislate and 
to speak the truth. In L 'invention du quotidien 1, Kant does not play the role of an authority 
who must be dethroned. 

Does this mean that, in the case of Pierre Bourdieu, authority and reading are thetical 
and thus nonreflexive and that, for Michel de Certeau, they are reflexive? Such a 
deduction may expose more problems than it solves. Can one seriously say that 
Bourdieu' s sociological approach tends to affirm itself as a thetical authority, and that it 
thus lacks openness and reflexivity? If the answer is yes, what does one do with the many 
commentaries of Bourdieu himself, in which reflexivity seems to occupy a central place, 
if not the central place? Have we misread the reading of Bourdieu? Is there in his way of 
insisting on the primacy of reflexivity something that denies its pertinence? Or are we 
simply dealing with a gap, a contradiction between the sociologist's words and deeds? 
This is out of the question: another reading is needed. So let us return to Bourdieu. 

14. De Certeau's reading of Kant in many respects resembles that-or, more properly, those- 
of Michel Foucault at the beginning of the 1980s. The difference between the two approaches would 
seem to be this: Foucault's analysis sets itself up from the outset in the problematics of Kant, it 
focuses essentially on what Kant said; Michel de Certeau, on the other hand, is fascinated by how 
Kant thought and wrote. De Certeau's reading might thus be considered more Kantian, more 
transcendental, than Foucault's. The reader may compare L' invention du quotidien 1 to Foucault, 
Dits et 6crits IV 562-78, 679-88: "Qu'est-ce que les Lumieres?" Yet this divergence does not 
prevent these two readings of Kant, which simultaneously present themselves as reflections on the 
role of the contemporary intellectual, from being quite similar. To convince themselves of this, 
readers may consult, among other works, de Certeau, Histoire et psychanalyse entre science et 
fiction 51-65. 
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3. Reflexivity 

Pierre Bourdieu has often stressed that there is nothing obvious or self-evident about 
sociological objectification: it always operates in a given social, discursive, and historical 
context, and this forces a practice of reflexive autothematization that the sociologist 
cannot ignore-not if he or she wants to avoid the pitfalls of politico-social conformism, 
social racism, abstract dualism, or the naive objectivism of a positivist sociology. For 
Bourdieu, thinking through the social means at the same time to think through oneself. "A 
scientific practice that fails to question itself does not, properly speaking, know what it 
is doing" [R 208]. Or further: "To leave one's own thought unthought is, for a sociologist 
even more than for another thinker, to condemn oneself to being nothing more than the 
instrument of that which one claims to think through" [R 209]. Why affirm with such 
emphasis the need to objectify sociological objectification? To what theoretical and 
analytical ends? 

Truly scientific sociology presupposes an epistemological and at the same time social 
rupture [R 211]. "Radical doubt in sociology" [R 211] implies, concretely speaking, that 
the thinker must, in the name of the discipline as science, keep his or her distance from 
all types of "preconstructions" [R 200 et passim]. One must, through a maneuver worthy 
of Durkheim, tear oneself away from any form of prenotion and instead objectify social 
and political common sense. In Reponses, Bourdieu affirms: "The most urgent mat- 
ter... is to take as object the social effort to construct the preconstructed object: this is 
where we find the true point of rupture" [R 200]. Common sense, for Bourdieu, is at work 
everywhere. It may take on forms that are daily or ordinary, learned or politico- 
ideological. Common sense, doxa, dominates the social space: 

... to construct a scientific object is, first and foremost, to break with common 
sense, in other words with representations shared by everyone, whether these 
are the simple commonplaces of ordinary existence or official representations, 
often inscribed in our institutions. The preconstructed is thus everywhere, in 
social organizations and in the minds of specialists. The sociologist is literally 
besieged by it, as is everyone else. [R 207] 

The situation is even more perilous for the sociologist because it also affects the very 
medium of sociological thought: language. The latter "poses a particularly dramatic 
problem for the sociologist: it is an immense repository of materialized (and thus 
unrecognized) preconstructions that function as unconscious instruments of construc- 
tion" [R 212]. The production of sociological truth must be accomplished through 
language, which it must also be wary of and seek to purify, for in language is danger, 
illusion, corruption of the truth by the letter, consolidation and imperceptible dissemina- 
tion of the doxical and the false. To speak is hazardous. 

If to every social position corresponds a specific set of doxical presuppositions, the 
sociologist must take account of this, lest sociological objectification degenerate into an 
instrument in competing struggles, governing both the field of power and that of the 
scientific effort. The critical objectification of preconstructions, disseminated throughout 
the social space, will henceforth meticulously concentrate the strategies deployed by 
intellectuals'5 and, more especially, those who illegitimately subjugate sociology to 
nonsociological goals: 

15. See QS 14: "... I think that the sociology of intellectuals is a preliminary to all science 
of the social world, which is necessarily done by intellectuals. " 
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The ruses of social impulses are innumerable, and making sociology one's own 
universe may be the most perverse way of satisfying, through subtly devious 
channels, these repressed impulses. For example, a theologian turned sociolo- 
gist may, when he begins to study theologians, perform a sort of regression and 
begin to talk like a theologian or, worse still, use sociology to settle the scores 
of a theologian. The same would apply for a former philosopher, who might 
always find in the sociology of philosophy a means of pursuing philosophical 
wars through other means. [R 223] 6 

First of all, Bourdieu thematizes the locality, the context of the enunciation, of his 
own analytic practice. This reflexive examination is made concrete, as we have seen, in 
the form of a questioning of the constituted means of objectification (sociological or 
otherwise). Yet this autoreflexivity does not lead to a general and irremediable 
problematization of the very possibility of the objectifying gesture. Bourdieu writes: "I 
do not need to add that obsessive reflexivity, the condition of a rigorous scientific practice, 
has nothing in common with the false radicalism of the questionings of science so 
common today . . ." [R 215]. There are limits, or rather there must be. Unlike the 
practitioners of excessively reflexive nombrilisme, the sociologist seeks a mode of 
objectification that is other, a mode whose reflexive dimension does not undermine its 
objectifying potential: objectification and reflexivity are mutually conditional. This 
explains the systematic recourse to concepts that themselves include, at different levels, 
a reference to the relational inscription of sociological objectification. The paradigmatic 
example of such a concept is clearly that of the "field," which, for Bourdieu, is a kind of 
mise en abyme of sociological technique itself: 

The notion of the field is, in a sense, a conceptual stenography of a mode of 
constructing the object that will direct-or orient-all the practical choices of 
the research. It serves as a kind of string tied around the finger: "I must verify 
that the object I have given myself is not caught in a network of relationships to 
which it owes most of its properties. " The idea of the field reminds us of the first 
precept of the method: that we must fight, by every means at our disposal, the 
inclination to construe the social world in a realist or, to use Cassirer's term, 
substantialistfashion (see Substance et fonction): we must think relationally. [R 
200; Bourdieu's emphasis] 

At this point, the sociologist has at his or her disposal a whole series of other strategies 
allowing him or her to neutralize the doxical effects of theoretical and social 
preconstructions. For instance, one may reason by analogy or-and this amounts to the 
same thing-one may use the comparative method, which "allows one to conceive 
relationally a particular case constituted in a particular case of the possible, drawing 
support from the structural homologies between different fields ... or between different 
states of the same field . . ." [R 205]. Another operation, which Bourdieu considers 
characteristic of reflexive sociological objectification, consists in the systematic 
historicization of the problematics, objects, and instruments of thought in order to 
determine how that which is accepted as self-evident is in fact "socially produced, in and 
by a collective effort of reality construction" [R 210; Bourdieu's emphasis]. To a certain 
extent analytical practice, as mobilized by Bourdieu, can be said to be heterogeneous. 
Categorically refusing all forms of "methodological monotheism" [R 198] and conscious 

16. Could the philosopher Bourdieu speaks of here be Jacques Derrida, who, in Du droit a la 
philosophie,flirts rather strikingly with Bourdieu 's terminology, all the while rejecting pretensions 
to the monopoly of veridiction? See, among others, Derrida 102-08. 
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of the danger of (disciplinary) preconstructions, the sociologist makes his or her 
objectifying practice a critical crossroads of different theoretical and methodological 
perspectives: 

... one must be wary of all sectarian refusals that mask themselves behind overly 
exclusive professions of faith; one must try, in each case, to mobilize any 
technique that, given the definition of the object, may seem pertinent and that, 
given the practical conditions of data recollection, may be practically useable. 
... In short, research is too serious and difficult a thing for us to allow ourselves 
to confuse rigidity, the opposite of intelligence and invention, with rigor, thus 
denying ourselves the resources potentially available from the discipline's 
intellectual traditions-or from those of neighboring disciplines, such as 
ethnology, economy, and history. I am tempted to say: "Forbidding is forbid- 
den, " or beware of methodological watchdogs. [R 198-99; Bourdieu's empha- 
sis] 

Yet, despite the emphatic presence of the autoreflexive theme, despite the explicit 
formulation of an open, local, and plural theoretical perspective, sociology, as Bourdieu 
conceives it, is diametrically opposed to the very idea of a reflexive analytical practice. 
Such a practice presupposes and implies such enunciative modesty and openness that it 
could hardly satisfy the sociologist's desire for truth and, more precisely, his or her desire 
for a truth that incontestably establishes authority. To convince oneself of this, to realize 
the abyss that yawns between the sociologist's words and deeds, one need simply pass 
from the theme of autoreflection to the way in which Bourdieu characterizes the status of 
his analytical practice and its relationship to other social practices (scientific or other- 
wise). One cannot help observing, first of all, that Bourdieu's sociologist seems to harbor 
Balzacian ambitions. Every time it is articulated, the requirement to take reflexive 
distance is accompanied by the simultaneous affirmation of a series of profoundly 
asymmetrical relationships. Thus the result of reflexive objectification, the true social 
truth, purified of all troublesome preconstructive interference, can be obtained, de facto 
and de jure, only by means of sociological analysis. This is because the latter seems to be 
the only argument that can escape what for the others remains inescapable: structural 
doxical blindness: 

The goal of critical reflection on the limits of scholarly (or other) understanding 
is not to discredit learned knowledge in one or another of its forms in order to 
oppose it or substitute for it, as has often been done, a more or less idealized 
practical knowledge; instead, the aim is to completely ground it by freeing it of 
the prejudices imposed upon it by the epistemological and social conditions of 
its production. [SP 46-47; my emphasis] 

The reflexive sociologist is a disguised nomothete for whom the enunciative context does 
not represent an inside within which the objectifying gesture must be performed, but an 
outside absolutely outside the sociologist who subsequently reveals to us the truth, a truth 
inevitably critical in that it demystifies and is, of course, free of any trace of opinion. Here 
is how Bourdieu, in Reponses, specifies the nature of the sociological point of view, which 
he terms, with a doubtless involuntary irony, as "participant objectification": 

Participant objectification, without a doubt the height of the sociological art, is 
only realizable if it rests on an objectification, as complete as possible, of the 
interest to be objectified that is inscribed in the fact of participation [in a given 
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enunciative context], and on a suspension of this interest and of the represen- 
tations to which it leads. [R 231 ] 

Delimiting a position that is exclusively its own necessarily forces the correlative 
disqualification of other ways of questioning scientific or social preconstructions. 
Apparently, sociology has cornered the market on critical reflexivity: hence the recurrent 
critique of philosophical questioning, and especially of its most radical version, 
deconstruction. The panoptic "sociological eye" [R 221] can detect only an imperfect 
manifestation of the critical interrogation of the preconstructed (in language or else- 
where). Compared with sociology, the position where critical objectification of consti- 
tuted and instituted objectifications is performed in perfect conditions, deconstruction is 
just a "semi-objectification," thoroughly imprisoned in the competitive struggle for the 
legitimate definition of philosophy. For all deconstruction's heralding of itself as a 
questioning of the philosophical tradition from the outside, it is in fact nothing more than 
one of the multiple and ephemeral effects of the permanent revolution within the 
philosophic field-an effect, in other words, of distinction. Consequently, its declared 
marginality must be unmasked as an illusory velleity; this will show, at the same time, that 
deconstruction has illegitimately assumed the right to call itself truly critical: 

Philosophical objectification of the truth of philosophical discourse encounters 
its limits in the objective conditions of its own existence as an activity aspiring 
to philosophical legitimacy, that is, in the existence of a philosophical field 
demanding recognition of the principles which are the very basis of its existence. 
By means of this semi-objectification [Derridian deconstruction, in other 
words], one can situate oneself simultaneously inside and outside, in the game 
and on the touchline, i.e., on the margin, at the frontier, in regions which, like 
the 'frame, " parergon, are so many limits, the beginning of the end, the end of 
the beginning, points from which one can be as distant as possible from the 
interior without falling into the exterior, into outer darkness, that is, into the 
vulgarity of the non-philosophical, the coarseness of "empirical," "ontic," 
"positivist" discourse, and where one can combine the profits of transgression 
with the profits of membership by producing the discourse that is simultaneously 
closest to an exemplary performance of philosophical discourse and to an 
exposure of the objective truth of this discourse. [D 497]17 

Everywhere there are limits. No discourse, no way of knowing can escape the doxic 
gravitational pull of the field to which it belongs; only the enunciative instance that marks 
its limits can free itself, can even conceive the fatality of others' fate. The enunciative 
exotopia makes the sociologist not just a strategist who sees what others never will be able 
to see-that is, their own sight-but also a bold hero, who minces words with no local 
interest, no axiological myth. To put it another way, the total homogenization of the social 
space by a doxifying operation that leaves no possibility of nondoxical sociological 
objectification engenders the corresponding warrior myth of the solitary and courageous 
sociologist. Thanks to this enunciative strategy, which transforms the excluder into the 
excluded, the sociologist can present him- or herself as a true iconoclast, the only one who 

17. That he belongs to a philosophicalfield, as the sociologist circumscribes it, explains why 
Derrida is doomed to error in his reading of Kant (see above): the error, the eminently doxical 
phenomenon of letting oneself be enchanted, intoxicated by the magic of the form of philosophical 
discourse, has less to do with an individual and therefore contingent naivete than with a sort of 
irrevocable predestination. The philosopher is always wrong, but in his or her error does nothing 
more than exteriorize the veritable essence of his or her social existence: error is the philosopher's 
true truth. 
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can conceive and formulate the conditions by which any other point of view becomes 
speakable and acceptable. What is more, the iconoclast is a formidable being: wherever 
he or she appears on the scene, he or she encounters immediate and massive resistance. 
Obviously, the sociologist says, if they are so hostile to my radical questioning, they must 
be afraid of me and my truth: they must be hiding some secret from me. An example: a 
sociologist announces thathe is going to objectify the field of literary orartistic production 
and immediately all sorts of efforts are made to trip him up-and with good reason. 

Why, in short, would there be such a resistance to analysis, if not because it 
strikes the "creators," and those who intend to identify with them through a 
"creative " reading, with the last and perhaps the most grievous of what Freud 
called the wounds to narcissism, less painful only than those left by the names 
of Copernicus, Darwin, and Freud himself. [RA 11; Bourdieu's emphasis] 

Inventor of a heraldic genealogy, self-canonizing and worthy of his or her own 
unparalleled feats, the sociologist refuses to shrink before even the ultimate sacrilege: he 
or she will valiantly speak that which no one before has dared or been able to speak: the 
truth of (meta-)literary objectification. The hero's courageous integrity, uncommon and 
uncommonsensical, explains why "sociology and art do not make a good pair. This is the 
result of art and artists who cannot tolerate anything that diminishes the idea they have of 
themselves . . ." [QS 207]. At times, the systematic and omnipresent resistance to the 
sociologist's work casts a shadow on his or her heroic existence. No one wants the 
sociologist. "Who wants the truth about the social world?" [CD 65]. Why is it that "those 
whose interests commit them to the established order, whatever it may be, care little for 
sociology"? [LL 54]. The sociologist is obviously suffering from this unending war 
against doxical convictions and ways of knowing: 

The sad lot of the sociologist is that, most of the time, those who have the 
technical means to appropriate what he says have no desire to appropriate it, 
no advantage to gain by appropriating it, and even some powerful reasons to 
refuse it (with the result that otherwise very competent people can find them- 
selves completely lost when it comes to sociology), whereas those who might 
have an interest in appropriating it do not have the necessary appropriative 
instruments (theoretical culture, etc.). [QS 41] 

A half-bellicose, half-pitiful soliloquy as self-inflected rhetorical fate? In any case, the 
enunciative scene Bourdieu sets is at once surprising and quite problematic in that it 
presents itself as a real image of a real state of social discourse. 

But the hero's occasional mortifications never lead to despair, or worse, to analytic 
paralysis. With toughness and confidence, sure also of one's enunciative position, one will 
accomplish the heavy and thankless task of assigning a position to those one speaks of. 
To name the object's position, to prescribe its limits, to give it a place in the impressive 
architectonics of sociological veridiction is the arduous but urgent task (if we are to 
believe the diagnosis) to which the sociologist has devoted him- or herself. To name 
others' position from a position that itself miraculously escapes the doxical inevitability 
of local practices and discourses is the product of the enunciative theater that the 
sociologist has created. How is this position named? For example, by making the social 
space into a space within which are observed only homologies between discursive 
positions, dispositions generated by the habitus and positions in the field of power. 
Bourdieu's sociological universe is the one where harmonia preestabilita reigns su- 
preme. No trace exists of discursive complexity or materiality, no gap between the deed 
and the word, between practices and discourses. Here everything is given an identifiable 
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cause, everything refers back to the necessary efficacy of a structural and structuring 
principle that assumes the role of a sufficient and necessary condition. Bourdieu 
invariably talks about the "adjustement" of social agents to the objective properties of the 
field within which they function. When it undertakes, for example, to define the strategies 
connected with a science of symbolic goods, the rhetorical structure of Bourdieu's 
discourse abounds in expressions that reveal, at every level, a desire to establish 
correlations that are strict, objective, necessary, restrictive, univocal, and crystal clear: 

The science of cultural works thus assumes three [!] necessary and necessarily 
interrelated operations:first, locate the literary field [philosophical, scientific, 
intellectual, daily practice, etc.] at the heart of the field of power, with which it 
has a relationship of microcosm to macrocosm; second, analyze the internal 
structure of the literaryfield, a universe with its own laws to govern functioning 
and transformation-analyze, in other words, the structure of objective rela- 
tionships between the positions occupied by individuals or groups placed in 
competitionfor artistic legitimacy;finally, analyze the habitus of the occupants 
of these positions, in other words, the systems of predispositions that, as the 
product of a social trajectory and of a position within the literary field, find in 
this position a more or less favorable opportunity to actualize themselves. ["Le 
champ litteraire" 5-6] 

From this viewpoint, what are we to make of reading? Must we conclude that it is 
necessarily futile? 

But let us not make the mistake of imagining that the actualization Bourdieu has just 
spoken of indicates the possibility of a form of freedom: 

The legacy accumulated by collective effort presents itself to each agent as a 
space of possibilities, in other words as a set ofrestrictions that are the condition 
and the counterpart of a finite set of possible uses. Those who think in terms of 
simple alternatives should be reminded that in these matters absolute freedom, 
exalted by the champions of creative spontaneity, serves only the naive and the 
ignorant. It amounts to one and the same thing to enter into afield of cultural 
production, having, as a sort of entry fee, taken the trouble to acquire a specific 
code of behavior and expression, and to discover the finite universe ofrestricted 
freedoms and objective potentialities, things to be done, problems to be 
resolved, stylistic or thematic possibilities to be exploited, contradictions to be 
overcome, even revolutionary breaks with tradition to be made. ["Le champ 
litteraire" 36; Bourdieu's emphasis] 

We should not be surprised then that up to this point Bourdieu has not felt the slightest need 
to develop an analysis capable of showing both the discursive and interdiscursive 
architectonics of discourses, an architectonics variable in its legibility in time and space, 
and the complex and just-as-variable relationships between discourses and practices 
(institutional and otherwise). From the moment the sociologist starts with the existence 
of a homology connecting discursive positions in one field or another ["Le champ 
litteraire" 21; RA 130-31], the discourse's complex reality is forcibly reduced to its most 
visible and most trivial dimension, remaining only in the form of "facade," "rhetoric," or 
"strategy" [see R 229]. We are faced with the constitutive impossibility of a discursive 
analysis, compounded, as we have just seen, by the correlative absence of an analysis of 
social practices capable of conceiving its implacably protean aspect. In Bourdieu's work, 
the category of the possible, whenever articulated, is immediately enlisted and subjugated 
by a perspective that articulates its "objective" limits, even its concrete modalities. This 
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sociological maniere de faire cannot help but remind us of what, mutatis mutandis, 
Foucault once said about (Hegelian) dialectics: 

To tell the truth, dialectics does not free what is different: it guarantees, on the 
contrary, that difference will always be overtaken. The dialectical sovereignty 
of the same lets it be, but underthe rule of the negative, as a moment ofnon-being. 
We think we are witnessing the outbreak of the Other's subversion, but 
contradiction is secretly working for the salvation of the identical. [Dits etecrits 
2 90] 

4. An Inconclusive Conclusion 

Bourdieu's sociology undeniably grants an essential role to the problematics of reflexiv- 
ity. Yet it cannot be called reflexive, because the thoroughly thetical manner in which 
Bourdieu approaches the question removes the very possibility of a reflexive analysis. His 
enunciative perspective quickly betrays its true nature, that of an authoritarian theory that 
keeps everything it deals with in a position of asymmetric dependency. The mechanism 
by which the sociologist assures himself the monopoly on veridiction is less analytical and 
conceptual than rhetorical and fictional: the sociological discourse is articulated in the 
style of an epic. In the beginning, the entirety of the enunciative discourse-"the social 
space"-is demonized: opinion (and thus, in relation to sociological veridiction, error) 
reigns everywhere. The situation is critical: the very possibility of truth is at stake. On the 
other hand, the more dire the turn of events, the more extraordinary are the measures 
required. At this moment, the extraordinary man, the sociologist as Bourdieu imagines 
himself, makes his glorious entrance and, armed with a fearsome weapon-"scientific 
sociology"-sets out on his pitiless crusade against the empire of Doxa. It will not be 
enough for the hero to show that where we thought there was truth, there was in fact error; 
he will also explain that this error answers a need that it cannot and must not know. This, 
in turn, endows the sociologist and his discourse with a ubiquitous and absolutely 
sovereign authority. From this point of view, we must conclude that Bourdieu's intellec- 
tual universe rests on thetical premises and that his discourse on reflexivity fills only a 
secondary function. The desire to speak the truth and to be the only one to speak the truth 
degrades reflexivity to the level of a simple cosmetic facade, because reflexivity serves 
here as the ultimate ruse of a theoretical authority that, even as it conceals its true thetical 
nature, tries to seduce those whose truth it has in any case always already thought and 
determined (and this will be, at the same time, their inevitable nontruth). 

Clearly, our reading is far from exhausting the meaning of Bourdieu's work. His 
sociology remains an indispensable instrument for all research concerning the institu- 
tional aspects of symbolic production, and should be consulted in any effort to think 
through the relationships between social positions and cultural practices, in the broad 
sense of the word. This said, we must nonetheless observe that the role of autoreflexivity- 
a fundamental role-is more than ambivalent and that, on this point, there seems to be a 
performative contradiction between the words and the deeds of Pierre Bourdieu. This 
contradiction seems to limit the impact of the autoreflexive dimension such that sociologi- 
cal analysis falls prey to what it has sought at all costs to avoid: it operates as an objectivist 
theory that decomplexifies and homogenizes the heterogeneous multiplicity of cultural 
practices. The sociologist's attitude toward the question of reading practice-an essential 
question for any analysis of symbolic artifacts-is only one clue among many that for 
Bourdieu autoreflexivity is, in truth (that is, in practice), of secondary importance to his 
concern with developing a veridictory mode of objectification. The question now is 
whether this should be so. What would be the shape of an analytical practice that gave a 
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more central place to reading and the question of autoreflexivity, without thereby 
mortgaging the very possibility of the objectifying gesture? What would be the relation- 
ship between this analytical practice and Bourdieu's sociological project? Would this 
practice be simply an addition and an extension leaving basically intact that which was 
added to, or rather would it be a operation of supplementation? We will have to come back 
to this. 

Translated by Alex Martin 
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