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What is the nature of the politics of power that goes into knowledge production? Why is our social
location important when we attempt to comprehend social relatiy? How do we captuyre social reality both
objectively and subjectively through a simultaneous momentum? How power is reproduced 6ver generations
and how do we capture the everyday sociabilities and make sense of it” What are new premises in Sociology
of knowledgein terms of both- theory and methodology? This paper attempts 1o answer some of these ques-
tions through the lens of Bourdieu’s logic of practice.

Introduction A

To comprehend politics of truth fonnétion, itis instructive to examine Foucaul g notién of “episteme”.
" This episteme may be suspected of being something like a world-view. a slice of history
common to all branches of knowledge. which imposed on each one the same norms and
postulates, a general stage of reason, a certain structure of thought that the men ofa particular
period cannot escape- a great body of legislation written once and for g by Some anonymous
hand. .. ;the episteme is not what may be known at a given period...; it jg what. in the positivity
of discursive practices, makes possible the existence of epistemological f gwresand sciences. ..
(Foucault 1985:191-2)

It is in this context that the theorization ol Bourdicu ¢ 1977, 1979, and 1990) enables us to connect the
past with the present through the introduction ol temporality and spatiality. In this chaptey | argue that Bourdieu’s
theorization of logic of practice and social capital olfers o way to construe social and political processes and
mobilizations as relational, contested and dynanne rther than fixed and given entities,

Bourdieu’s argument of fields wnd capital v nistructive in the way that it extendg the analysis of power
to more subtle and disguised expressions e hevond that of material advantage and coercion alone. Power

requires justification and belief- a naturalsation ol the wy«tem. Bourdicu argues thyg in the process of the

construction of the state a simultancous process o the constiuction of a common historjeal transcendental ie.
common cognitive frameworks, menorics, perception syinbols, thought and a certain kind of reason gets
naturalised and becomes immanent to the masews L mitcnnaliation of value SYStemSmrough’the process of
socia]jsgtioxl— in the family, schooling and ol it o society provides the Necessary impetus for the
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reproduction of the system. This embedded dominant know ledoe system is situated within the individual i
operates at mental and cognitive fevels, which Bourdien tenms as habiws. (Kalpagam 2006: 86) |

Thus. Bourdieu's (1984) theorisation ol habitus and ficlds together with his conception of specics ol
capital prove to be instructive for examination ol how social realties are captured and a *truth” is discoverad

Bourdieu proposes sociology of symbolic power in which he addresses the important topic of relation
between culture. stratification. and power. He contends that the struggle for social recognition is a fundamenta!
dimension of all social lite. In that struggle. cultural rescurces. processes. and institutions hold individuals and
groups in competitive and self-perpetuating hierarchies of domination. Bourdieu focuses on how these soviiil
struggles are embedded and interwoven through svmbolic classifications. how cultural practices place individual,
and groups into competitive class and status hierarchies. how relatively autonomous fields of conflict interloc!
individuals and groups in stdlggle over valued resources. how actors struggle and pursue strategies to achicy
their interests within such fields. and how in doing so actors unwittingly reproduce the social stratification order
Culture. then. is not devoid of political content but rather is an expression of'it. (Bourdieu. 1977, 1984)

The concept of field of power was elaborated by Bourdieu (1990) to further qualify the Marxi-!
understanding of the “ruling class™. His theoretical position makes possible a relational approach to undci
standing distribution of power and-also provides an a]temétive view ofthe state (rather than an organizational
monolith) i.e. he reveals the internal divisions and struggles of the actors that the state constitutes. He point:
out the multiple sites and constellation of interlinked institutions within which the holders of various specics ol
capital (economic, religious, legal. scientific. academic. artistic and sy'm'bolic') compete to impose the su
premacy of the particular kind of power they wield. (Bourdieu, 2000: 215) .

This theorisation is especially useful while analysing class rule in democracies and in my thesis (he
nature of the colonial state and later the Indian democracy. Bourdieu analyzes power in three overlapping bu
analytically distinct ways: (1) power in valued resources (capitals). (2) power in Specific spheres of strugple
(fields). and (3) power in legitmation (leading to the operationalisation of the phenomenon of symbolic vio
lence). (Swartz. 1997, Wacquant. 1998) _

Bourdieu conceptualizes valued resources as capital when they function as social relations of pos
by becoming objects of struggle. Capitals can be created. accumulated. exchanged. and consumed. Bourdict
places the source of capital. not just in social structure but in social relations and connections. For him social
capital entails

~ the aggregate of the actual or potential resources which are linked to possession of a du
rable network of more or less institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and e
ognition.” (Bourdieu, 1984:249)

Thus, Bourdieu’s (1985) conceptualisation ol the social capital is instrumental, in that, it centres on the

benefits accruing to individuals which are convertible into ceonamic and cultural capital (iricludes the embo!
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ied cultural capital that conjers power i |«l Jlus) by virtue of participation in groups and on the deliberate.
construction of social networkin ¢ (soctability) for the purpose of creating this resource. His conceptualisation
attempts to show case the “constructedness” of social capital and that it is used for specific instrumental ends
such as domination Cultural capital can also be descrived ascultural competence. Like economic capital. it
conveys legitiinacy, and a legitimacy regulated by institutions within the sociéty. In the case of cultural capital.
that legitimacy is regulated not by the government but by educational and artistic institutions. Cultural capital
can be converted into economic capital. just as economic capital can be converted into cultural capital.
However. these conversions happen at difterent rates of exchange.

Capitals as forms of power exist not in isolation but relationally in what Bourdieu calls fields. Fields
denote arenas of production, circulation. and appropriation of goods. services, knowledge, or status. and the
comp‘etitive positions held by actors in their struggle (o accumulate and monopolize different kinds of capital.
(Bourdieu, 1990, Swartz, 1997)

Social Fields ' _

Fields are structured spaces that organize around struggle over specific types of capital. Field struggle.
for Bourdieu, has two distinct dimensions: struggle over the distribution of capitals (i.e. struggle to accumulate
the more valued forms of capital or to convert one form into another more valyued fi orm) and struggle over the
very definition of the most legitimate form of capital for a particular field,

Bourdieu (1989, 1 993) conceives of fields (or spaces) as relatively autonomous social microcosms.
exhibiting. their own distinctive structures and dynamics and functioning according to their own inner logics.
He positsa multiplicity of such spaces in any complex and differentiated society. Modern society. he claims.
is marked not by the ascendancy of any one singular logic like that of the secial relations of production but by
the existence of a number of more or less independent social u niverses that, although empirically interrelated
and mutually determinative (and structurally homologous). nonetheless obey. again to some extent, their own
inner laws and principles. What happens in (uny one of these fields),” he writes, cannot be understood by
looking only at external factors. (Bourdieu 1998.39)

Another characteristic of fields is that actors and entities within them not only have interests (and
- theretore corresponding strategies ot action) manitest in the discrete positions they occupy relative to others
in the field but also have shared commitiments to and nvestments in the field overall. Bourdieu describes these
ties as an illusio, or “objective complicity which underlics all the antagonisms™ (Bourdieu 1993:

. 73) or tacitly

shared Interests, concerns, and ultimate belicls that constitute of those actors. Bourdieu points out those such

unspoken agreements are often lodged at the level ol the habitos,

Those actors who occupy the most domited positions in the field tend also to be those with habitus least
well-suited for the contestations specific Lo that ficld FHowever commonalities at the level of habitus also serve to

bind all these actors together, even despite the structural tensons it tend 1o scparate them. (Bourdieu 1993; 74)
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Bourdieu (1990) indicates that the nodes or pwvations within a field are objectively defined. in their

existence and in the determinations they irnpose vupon ther occnpants, agents, or institutions. by their present
and potential situation (situs) in the structure ol the distnbution ol species of power (or capital ) whose posses-

sion commands access to the specific profits thatare al stake i the lield, as well as by their objective relation
to other positions (domination. subordination. homology. cte.). In other words, positions within a field. includ-
ing those that mark the dominant and domi nated poles ol that leld. must be analyzed in terms of the distinctive
profiles of capital associated with them. Bourdicu refers here to “species of capital ™ in the plural: while capital
most often connotes material or economic resources. for him italso encompasses a wide range of other types
of resources. any of which, when accrued by actors within the field at hand, can enable them to climb to
positions of relative privilege within the field. (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992, 97)

Within any given field. different specific entities can be said to engage in the struggles ongoing within
that field as bearers of different amounts and combinations of capitals. some yielding greater advantages
within that particular field than others. The concepts of field and capital are intrinsically interlinked; just as “a
capital does not exist and function except in relatior to a tield.” so too. conversely. the distribution of capital
(or capitals) "constitutes the very structure of the field” (Bourdieu and Wacquant 1992:101). Capitals func-
tion both as weapons and as stakes in the struggle to gain ascendancy within fields. Any field (from a synchronic
perspective) is a structure or temporary state of power relations within what is also (from a diachronic per-
spective) an ongoing struggle for domination waged by the deployment or accumulation of relevant capitals. a
struggle for successful monopolization “of the legitimate violence (specific authority) which is characteristic of
the field in question”. (Bdurdieu 1993;73)

Bourdieu’s (1990), perspective highlights the structural tension between occupants of dominant and
dominated positions within any social milieu. It requires that any field be conceived of as an arena of contes-
tation among occupants of posttions differentially endowed with the resources necessary for gaining and
safeguarding an ascendant position within that arena. Indeed, much of the contestation among actors can be
said to concern the legitimate valuation that is to be accorded the precise species of capital in which they
happen (actually or potentially) to be well-endowed: that is. such conflict is about gaining the capacity to
produce a recognition of the legitimacy of this capital distribution among the other contending actors. For -
instance, the fields inaugurated by the colonial state such as the burcaucracy, the military, judiciary, police,
political representation, and university and education system required specialized kinds of capital. The colo-
nial educational system privileged certain section of Indian indigenous actors,

Within the social space as a whole. the most important contestations over symbolic capital takes
place within what Bourdieu (1990) terms the field ol power, o relational reframing of what we call asa ruling
class. He defines this field of power as a space of contention lor ascendancy among dominant actors from all

the other fields that constitute the social order (high fevel burciicrats. high end bankers, financers, journalists.
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scientific figures, jurists. legishators amony many others) : Since the field concept is meant to be applicablc at
all scales, from the most expansive to the mest crreumiseribed. each of the more delimited social microcosms.

too, can be said to feature something like it own indernal licld of power. Bourdieu claims that. in analyzing any
field. itis important to determine precisely how its constituent actors, ditferently positioned as they are within
the {leld in respect o the distribution of capital (or capitals) operative therein. perceive themselves, their
competitors, and the field as o whole. inall its opportunities and challenges.

Bourdieu emphasizes that the primary lield in modern societies is the field of power, which is an arena
of struggle among the difterent power ficlds (particularly the economic field and the cultural field) for the right
to dominate throughout the social order. Bourdieu identifies different subfields within the field of power. such
as the artistic field, the administrative field. the university field. the political field, and the economic field.
Leaders of particular subfields corripete to impose their particular type of capital as the most legitimate claim
to authority. '

Central to but not synonymous with the field of power is the state, which assumes the key role of

regulating the struggle within the field of power. For Bourdieu the state consists not only of bureaucratic

agencies. political authorities. routines, and ceremony but also of official classifications that regulate individual
and group relations.

“...[t]he political field is one of the privileged sites for the exercise of the power of represen-

tation or manifestation that contributes to making what existed in a practical state. tacitly or

umplicitly, exist fully, that is. in the objectified state, in a form directly visible to all, public,

published, 6fﬁcial .and thus authorized. (Bourdieu.1991:235)

Power for Bourdieu also appears in a specific form of capital and in a specific sphere of activity that

1s commonly associated with politics- the political field and political capital. Political capital relers to a
subtype of social capital that is the capacity to mobilize political support. The political field refers to the arena
of struggle to capture positions of power within the state using political capital (political parties, political
positions, bureaucratic and military positions, media, university and judiciary). The political field 1s thus struc-
tured around competition for control of the state apparatus.

Bourdieu (1984) examines the social construction of objective structures with an emphasis on how
people perceive and construct their own social world, but without neglecting how perception and construc-
tion is constrained by structures. An important dynamic in this relationship is the ability of individual actors to
invent and improvise within the structure of their routinges.

Field of Power/Peolitics _
According to Bourdieu (1984) the pre-cminent licld is the field of power, from which a hierarchy of
power relationships serves to structure all other ficlds. 'To analvze a field. one must first understand its relation-

ship to the political field and also has to map the objective positions within afield. The nature of the habitus of
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the agents who occupy particular posions s diflerent fields can thus be mapped. These agents act strategi-
‘cally depending on their habitus inorder to enhane c their capital. (Swartz, 1997) -

largue that in India there swere fwo phases of construction of these fields i.e. the colonial and the post
independence period. In the colonial period some mohile castes were able to create such fields which were
coterminous with interests of the colomial author ties. These fields such as caste associations were constructed
by using caste identities which were rooted in the classificatory colonial categories i.e. census.

Also colonial authorities reinvented catecories such as martial race which based itself on the recon-
struction of historical ideas of kingship and kinship. In the post independence period the fields got recon-
structed in the context of electoral democracy. Power was now routed in and through the state. The principle
of one person one vote now created spaces for the organisation of caste blocs and coalitions. In some States
new coalitions emerged which were misrecognised by scholars as caste blocs and caste coalition and clusters

Bourdieu’s (1977) theory of practice allows us to overcome this methodological ambiguity. He pro-
poses that social organisation and agency can be construed through the lens ofpractice rather than rules. He
argues that the individuals and actors are placed in fields and the actors employ certain strategies to accumu-
late certain kinds of capitals. Using thisimderstand’ing one can contend that this whole process is misrecognised
mn social science discourse as caste. ‘

His theory of power is anchored in the cultural reproduction of power which operationalises through
the logic of practice i.e. through the dialectic interaction between the habitus and the fields. The habitus is the
mental structure through which people deal with the social world. It can be thought of as a set of intemalized
schemes through which the world is perceived, understood, appreciated. and evaluated. A field is a network
of social relations among the objective positions within it. It is not simply a set of interactions or intersubjective
ties among individuals. Agents act strategically depending on their habitus in order to enhance their capital.
(Bourdieu, 1977, 1990 and Swartz, 1997)

Bourdieu (1977, 1989, and 1990) located power at the centre of the functioning and the structure of
habitus. since habitus involves an unconscious calculation of what is possible, impossible, and probable for
people in their specific locations in the stratified social order. Symbolic power creates a form of violence that
finds expression in everyday classifications. labels. meanings. and categorizations that subtly implement a
social as well as symbolic logic of inclusion and exclusion. Svmbalic violence also finds expression through
body language. comportment. self-presentation. bodily carce and adi )mmeﬁt. It has a corporal as well as a
cognitive dimension. And symbolic capital designates the social authority to impose symbolic meanings and
classifications as legitimate that individuals and groups can aceamulate through public recognition of their
capital holdings and positions occupied in social hierarchics. Symbolic capital is a form of credit and it takes

symbolic capital accumulated from previous struggles to ¢xeicine symbolic power. ( Waquant. 1992)
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Two key properties of synbolic power tre e maturabization and misrecognition. Bourdieu's symbolic
power does not suggest “consent” but ™ practical adaptation  toexisting hierarchies. The ~practical adapta-
tion” occurs pre-retlectively us il it were the “thing to do. the natural™ response In existing circumstances.
The dominated misperceive the real origins and mterests of svimbolic power when they adopt the dominant

view of the dominant and of themsclves. They therelore accept delinitions of social reality that do not corre-
spond to their best interests. Thosce “mistecopnized™ definitions go unchallenged as appearing natural and
justified. (Bourdieu, 1990) .

Bourdieu’s observations thal the construction of the state is accompanied by the construction of a
kind of common historical transcendental- i.c. cornmon cognitive frameworks, social schemes of perception,
symbolic frames of thought , understanding . and a certain kind of reason- which after a long process of
incorporation, becomes immanent to all its “subjects . It is the habitus that lends order to customary social
behaviour by functioning as “the generative basis of structured. objectively unified practices™ (Bourdieu 1979:7).

In short, habitus, the product of history, produces individual and collective practices. and hence
history. in accordance with the schemes engendered by history. The system of dispositions- a past which
survives in the present and tends to perpetuate itself into the future by making itself present in practices and in
the bodies of individuals. Habitus generates a “practical sense™ for organizing perceptions of and actions in the
social world. The dispositions of habitus incorporate a sense of place in the stratified social order, an under-
standing of inclusion and exclusion in the various social hierarchies. (Bourdieu 1979; 82)

Taken as an entire system of schemes of perception. appreciation, and action, these dispositions
constitute what Bourdieu terms the habitus. However. the habitus must be seen not simply as a historically
produced structure that functions to reproduce the social system that génerated it, but as a set of schemes
both imposed and imposing. Habitus does not only, or even primarily, function at the level of explicit, discur-
sive consciousness. The internal structures become embodied and work ina deeper, practical and often pre-
reflexive way. | _

To answer this question | invoke Bourdieu’s concept of doxa. Through the theory of the habitus
Bourdieu (1977) argues that social agents develop strategies which are adapted to the needs of the social
worlds that they inhabit. These strategies are unconscious and act on the level of a bodily logic. Having
naturalised the objective social structure at the cognitive level. the action of the actor is in concordance with
the required exigencies of the social field and this leads to a doxic relationship to emerge.

Bourdieu writes

“Every established order tends to produce (to very different degrees and with different means)
the naturalization ot its own arbitrariness. Ofall the mechanisms tending to produce this effect,
the most important and the best concealed is undoubtedly the dialectic of the objective chances

and the agents” aspirations, out ofwhich arises the sense of limits, commonly called the sense
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of reality. L.e. the correspondenc ¢ hetween the objective classes and the internalized classes.
social structures and mental structures, which is the basis of the most ineradicable adherence
to established order.”™ (Bowrdicu 1977: 164
For Bourdieu. doxa is the assumed levels ol reality. Schemes of thought and perception can produce
the objectivity that they do only by producing the misrccognition of the limits of the cognition that they make
possible, thereby founding immediate adherence. in the doxic mode. to the world of tradition experienced as
a ‘natural world™ and taken for granted. The instruments of knowledge of the social world are in thig case
(objectively) political instruments which contribute to the reproduction of the social world, seen as self-
‘videm and undisputed. of which they are the product and of which they reproduce the structuresin a mmg_
formed form. It is the construction of the intentional and unintentional, conscious and unconscious, of con-
structed social relations. which creates seemingly objective norms and rules which claim “this is just the way
itis.” Doxa necessitates a collective amnesia as to the origins of the system. In Bourdieu’s (1977) words,
“...(Doxa) exits as a quasi-perfect correspondence between the objective order and the
subjective principles of organization...(in which) the natural and social world appears as self-
~ evident. Doxa is the unsaid in the field of cultural possibilities. making it seem as if there are not
multiple. but only a single possibility.” (Bourdieu. 1977: 164)
Thus, Bourdieu’s sociology offers conceptual tools for analyzing three types of power: power vested
in particular resources (capitals), power concentrated in specific spheres of struggle over forms of capital

(fields of power), and power as practical, taken-for- granted acceptance of existing social hierarchies an
categories.
. Bourdieu: Sports and the Body
Bourdieu’s (1978. 1988, 1990) groundbreaking work on sport sought to dgmdnstrate how different
classes and class fractions embody (otten unconsciously) their points of honour and schemes of evaluation in
their sporting practices and how the dominant classes use sports, done in rarified ways and at exclusive
venues, in order to distance themselves from others (Bourdicu 1978. 1988). Bourdieu’s theories have fo-
cused on demonstrating that sport operates as a type of cultural capital. Bourdieu conceives of the body as
the point where culture and social structures are manifested and produced. Sporting practice is, at once,
enabling yet constraining and constitutes a social practice through which particular culture and class is embod-
ied. He sees sport training as a bodily practice in which the performer strives to reach a state where complex
movements and responses become second nature. Al this point these movements are embedded in the body
beyond the reach of the conscious mind in a process through which the logic of the field in which the individual
_trains and plays comes to saturate the body. Bourdicu sees sportas a class specific practice. as with the
practices of eating or the consumption of goods. in which Choice i social ly structured. This “taste’ s seen as

both reflecting and reproducing dominant culture and it 1= througl his key conceptual tools of habitys, field,
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practice and caputal thal he sceks o capture the dyvimumie processes through which culture is embodied ang
reproduced.

The tfield of sport appears 1o poagainst the mtellectuadist and aesthetic aspects of many high culturg)
and higher educational activities. Docsn’tsport represent the lowbrow side of the body versus mind, magg
versus elite distinctions that are nstitutionalized o modern culture forms? And if it does, how can sport be
used to draw culturally exclusive boundiries? A key 1o answering this puzzle lies in Bourdieu’s (1992), con.
ception of gendered intra-class distinctions within the dominant classes. As Bourdieu (1978) posits

“* As the dominant fractions of the dominant class always tend to conceive their relationship (q
the dominated fraction- “intellectuals.” “artists.” “professors’- in terms of the opposition be.
tween male and femalc, the virile and the effeminate....one understands one of the mogy
important implications of the exaltation of sport..."(Bourdieu, 1978: 826)

The underlying principle of distinction according to Bourdieu-(1984) is that the dominant classeg
cultivate the body for its own sake while the “popular” (working class and lower middle classes) treat the
body as an instrument used towards some other end (as in giving up or sacrificing one’s body). (Bourdiey,
1984) ’

Bourdieu's work on cultural capital can be seen as providing a fourfold typology that begins with
asceticism and luxury as the elementary forms of cultural distancing. In the field of culture the two opposing

principles are

-...luxury, as the manifestation of distance from necessity, or asceticism. as self-impose

constraint, two contrasting ways of defying nature. need. appetite. desire;... the unbridleq
squandering which only highlights fhe privations of ordinary existence, and the ostentatioug
freedom of gratuitous expense or the austerity of'elective restriction” (Bourdieu, 1984:254.
5

These two principles can take either “elementary” or “aristocratic’ forms. Aristocratic forms restrain
or aesthetizicize asceticism or luxury by cutting out the excesses or immature enthusiasm for either principle oy
lead to applying the principles with greater ease, restraint and authoritativeness. (Wacquant, 1998) '

Using Bourdieu’s (1984, 1990) theory, we would expect those with high levels of cultural capital tq
be drawn to more ascetic bodily practices and those with more economic capital to be drawn to sports thay
straightforwardly represent wealth, status. and power, and to use sports to embody and display persona|
qualities like a will to win, drive, grace under pressure, and sporismanship that are sometimes grouped to-
gether as “character.” Although most sports can he approached in an ascetic manner, the so-called “fitness™
sports that emphasize working and sacriticing to reshape the body, and to increase one's energy and “health”

most closely fit the ascetic princi_ple (Bourdicu, 1984
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Competitive sports that entail siriyhtforwardly puranng and displaying dominance and status, espe-
cially the ones that require great cost and provide opportumition for displaying wealth and status fit the luxury
principle. We would expect that the domimant lractione sill be drawn to or develop “aristocratic™ forms of
sport participation to draw boundarics between their Iilesty les and those of the lower middle classes. Among
ascetic sports a key dividing line should be hetween the sports that emphasize beauty and strength vs. sports
that pursue more abstract and restrained poals of “health” and inner control of the body (cultivating the bodv
for its own sake). Among luxury sports: the dividing hnes should come in quantitative terms ofhow much
wealth and status is being displayed and/or the dominant class sports should restrain the level of direct physi-
cal contact and violence between competitors (restraining straight forward domination and drawing the line of

-civilized/uncivilized exercises of power). (Bourdicu. 1988 and [992)

I have argued that Bourdieu's (1977. 1984, 1990) concepts such as social capital. habitus. field and
practice enable one to circumvent the antimony between the structuralist and phenomenological and
ethnomethodological scholarship or the objective versus subjective binary. By invoking Bourdieu’s (1990)
theorisation one can bring in the component of time and space i.e. together with structural constraints and
agency into the argument. [ have argued that this enables one to better understand societal phenomenon which
is extremely complex and dynamic. The structuralist scholarship maps the societal phenomenon through an
objective lens thereby interrogating social interactions through the prism of rules and regulations- giving an
impression of a timeless. frozen societal phenomenon.

Conclusion

To sum up. Bourdieu’s (1977, 1984, 1990) sociology of logic of practice and his theorisation on
symbolic power sensitizes us to the more subtle and influential forms of power that operates through cultural
resources and symbolic classifications that interweave cvexydéy life with prevailing institutional arrangements.
It calls for looking at expressions of power that emanate through inter-personal relations and presentations of
selfas well as organizational structures. It suggests an intimate and complex relationship between symbolic
and material factors in the operation of power. He icentifies a wide variety of valued resources (capitals)
beyond sheer economic interests that function as ways through which actors access the tield of politics/power.
Bhattacharyya, Jayal. Mohapatra and Pai, (2004:23) peint out that the concept of social capital 1s basically
extracted from the North and that it has limitations to address the issues of inequality, class, power and
hierarchy in the Indian context and also because 6fi1:s methodological ambiguity. They argue thatasitisa
construct of the ‘North’, where societies are individuated, in which public life turns largely on identities that
are individually chosen rather than collectively ascribed they ask how this can hold true in the context of Indjan
democracy. Though Bourdieu’s (1977, 1984, 1990) theorization are generally deemed to be Eurocentric le.
assessed bower relationships in Eﬁlrope and global North. His early works (1977, 1979) examined societal

processes and practices amongst the Kabliya of Algeria. It is in this context that I argue that his theorization
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and conceptual tools have an applicability 10 examine societal processes in India which has a colonial past.
Comaroff, (1991: 23-24) suggests the overlapping of the concepts of hegemony and doxa. Hege-

mony refers to that order of signs and practices. relations and distinctions, images and epistemologies - drawn

{rom an historically situated cultural ficld - that comes to be taken for granted as the natural and received

shape of the world and everything that inhabits it. Bourdieu's *doxa’ is similar as it suggests an order of things

that go without saying because, being axiomatic. they come without saying; things that, being presumptively -

shared, are not normally the subject of explication or argument. In Bourdieu’s words (1977:167) *...this is

why its power has so often been seen to lie in what it silences. what it prevents people from thinking and

saying, what it puts beyond the limits of the rational and the credible.” Quite literally, hegemony 1s habit

forming. For once its internal contradictions are revealed. when what seems natural comes to be negotiable.

when the ineffable is put into words - then hegermony becomes something other than itself. It turns into the
'orthodoxy’ and 'heterodoxy' of Bourdieu's (1977) formulation.

References

. Baum, F. (2000) Social capital, economic capital and power: further issues for a public health

agenda Journal of Epidemiological Community Health, 54:409-410.

. Bourdieu, P (1969), Intellectual Field and Creative Project, Social Science Information 8
(2); 89-119.

. Bc;urdieu (1977). Outline of a theory of Practice, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge

. Bourdieu, P (1978) Sport and social class, Social Science Information, 12(6); 819-840

. Bourdieu and Passeron, (1 979) Reproduction in Educatién. Society and Culture, Sage, Lon—
don. ‘

S Bourdieu, P. (1980) The Logic ol Practice. Stanford University Press, Stanford

. Bourdieu, P (1984) Distinction: A Social Critique of the Judgement of Taste. Trans. Richard
Nice, Harvard University Press, Cambridge |

. Bourdieu, P. (1985) The Forms of Capital, in J. Richardson (ed) Handbook of Theory and
Research for the Sociology of Eiducation, Greenwood. Westport

. Bourdieu, P (1988), Homo Academicus, Polity Press. London

. Bourdieu, p. (1988) program lor sociology ol sport. Sociology of Sport Journal, 5(2):153-
161. _

. Bourdieu (1989), Social Spuce and Symbolic Power. Sociological Theory, 7(1); 14-25.

. Bourdieu (1990), The Logic of Practive, Polity Press. Cambridge '

. Bourdieu, P (1991) Language and Syinbohie Power, [rans. Gino Raymond and Matthew

Adamson, Harvard University Prese Cambadp

Contemporary Issues in Social Sciences, Language and Literature - 39

- 'y Ve v



INTERNATIONAL CONFERENCE - 2017 VoI e Sy ROYAL - ISSN 2278-8138 - IMPACT FACTOR - 3.524

Bourdieu (1991). Political Represeniation: Flements for a Theory of the Political Field. in
Language and Symbohc Power od and introduced by John B. Thompson, Harvard Univer-

sity Press, Cambridgc.

. Bourdieu and Wacquant (199 An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology. Polity Press, Cam-

bridge

Bourdieu (1993). Some Properties ol I-ields, in Sociology in Question translated by Richard
Nice 72-77, Sage. London Bourdicu, . (1993) The Field of Cultural Production, Polity
Press, Cambridge '

Bourdieu (1993), In Other Words, Polity Press. Cambridge.

Bourdieu, P. (1994) Practical Reason: Polity Press. Cambridge

Bourdieu, P (1994) Structures. 1 abitus. Power: Basis for a Theory for Symbolic Power. In
Culture/Power/History: A Reader in Contemporary Social Theory, eds. Nicholas B. Dirks,
Geoff Eley, and Sherry B. Ortner, 155-199. Princeton University Press, Princeton.
Bourdieu, P (1998), Practical Reasons, Polity Press, Cambridge.

Bourdieu, P (2000), Pascalian Meditations. Trans. Richard Nice, Stanford University Press,
Stanford

Bourdieu, P (2004) From the King’s House to the Reason of State: A Model of the Genesis
of the Bureaucratic Field, Constellations 11(1) 16-36.

Bourdieu. P (2004) Science of Science and Reflexivity. Polity Press, Cambridge

Dirks, N (1989). The Hollow Crown: Ethnohistory of an Indian Kingdom, Cambridge Uni-
versity Press. New Delhi. :
Dirks, N (2001), Castes of Mind: Colonialism and the Making of Modern India, New Delhi:
Permanent Black. "

Fine, B (2001), Social Capital Versus Social Theory, Routledge. London

Fine, B (2003), Social Capital for Africa? Transformation, Vol. 53: 29-52

Foucault, M (1969), The Archaeology of Knowledge. Trans. by Sheridan Smith Routledge.
[London and New York.

Foucault, M (1975), The Birth of the Clinic: An Archaeology of Medical Perception. Lon-
don: Routledge ' | _

Foucault, M (1985), The use of Pleasure: The History of Sexuality, vol 2. Vintage, New
York. | |
Foucault, M (1998), The Will to Knowledge: T he H istory of Sexuality, Penguin Books, Lon-

don.

Contemporary Issues in Social Sciences, Language and Literature - 40



