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INTRODUCTION

This paper is for the most part expository of Pierre Bourdieu’s thinking regarding the state.  Presenting Bourdieu’s thinking about the state seems appropriate at this time since his political sociology is not well known in North America, particularly his thinking regarding the state.
The sociology of Pierre Bourdieu has certainly had a significant impact on contemporary thought and research in American sociology, particularly in the subfields of culture, education, stratification, and social theory.  Less well understood, however, is his political sociology, particularly with regard to the role of government in the stratification order. This paper attempts to address this important lacuna in North American understanding of this leading European social scientist.  It identifies the key influence of Max Weber on Bourdieu’s thinking and notes the point where Bourdieu believes he moves beyond Weber.  The paper also identifies how Bourdieu’s thinking regarding the state is an extension of his broader sociology of culture, particularly his conceptualization of symbolic power, of class struggles as classification struggles, and his field analysis.

LATE CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT  

Bourdieu offers an analysis of the state relatively late in his career.  He did not participate in the major paradigmatic shift starting in the seventies among many political sociologists that would place the historical origins and administrative reach of state power at the center of their analyses   (Tilly 1975; Block 1977; Therborn 1978; Skocpol 1979; Carnoy 1984; Evans, Rueschemeyer et al. 1985). This is striking since he developed his sociology of culture and power in France during the sixties when the theoretical influences of Louis Althusser (1972) and Nicos Poulantzas (1973) were strong and focused on the state.
  The work of Althusser and Poulantzas contributed significantly to the rise in the 1970s in importance of the subfields of world systems, historical sociology, and Marxist sociology (Orum 1996:140-141).  Bourdieu was in fact quite critical of this Altusserian/Poulantzas emphasis that influenced American political sociology during that period. Bourdieu is much closer to the more recent emphasis on social institutions and the history of the modern welfare state as can be found, for example, in the work of Theda Skocpol (1992; Skocpol and Campbell 1995) and Charles Tilly (1978).
It is noteworthy that Bourdieu started his field research in North Africa peasant communities of the Berber who did not have a tradition of a strong centralized state.  He therefore did not confront in his early research this kind of institution.  This is perhaps one reason some critics see neglect of politics and political institutions in his work.
  Nevertheless, relatively late in his career Bourdieu devoted more and more attention to the state.

DEFINITION: STATE AS MONOPOLOY OVER SYMBOLIC VIOLENCE

Bourdieu sees his relatively recent theorization of the state as an elaboration of Weber's definition of the state as holding the monopoly over physical violence.  Bourdieu (Bourdieu 1994:3) defines the state as that institution which "successfully claims the monopoly of the legitimate use of physical and symbolic violence over a definite territory and over the totality of the corresponding population."
  Bourdieu expands Weber’s definition to emphasize symbolic as well as physical violence.  This definition points to Bourdieu’s understanding of power, one clearly influenced by Weber in that power must be legitimated in order to be exercised in any enduring and effective way.

Bourdieu's analysis of the state, therefore, focuses on the symbolic dimension of the state, but he understands that in terms of positions, interests, beliefs, and strategies of agents in a field.  He draws on his field analytical perspective that stems in part from his reading of Weber’s sociology of religion from which Bourdieu develops his concept of the religious field and his cultural field analytical framework more generally.  This field perspective is extended to his understanding of the state. He talks about the "effect of the universality" as the "symbolic dimension of the effect of the state" and presents this in terms of the interests and strategies of civil servants producing a "performative discourse" that both legitimates and constitutes the state as the wielder of symbolic domination in the struggle for power and domination (Bourdieu 1994:16).  Thus, appeals to civic mindedness, public order, and the public good are seen as flowing from the interests and strategies of agents of the state. This illustrates Bourdieu's way of thinking about ideology by talking about the ideological interests of those producing the ideology.   And the most immediate ideological interests do not trace back to location in the social relations of production (as theorized in Marxism) but to location in the social relations of symbolic production.  Hence, the state becomes a field of ideological production and develops relative autonomy from both civil society and the economy.

ORIGINS OF THE MODERN STATE

In a 1994 paper, "Rethinking the State: Genesis and Structure of the Bureaucratic Field," Bourdieu (Bourdieu 1994:4) proposes a "model of the emergence of the state."
  He (Bourdieu 1994:4) sees the modern state emerging from the 

culmination of a process of concentration of different species of capital: capital of physical force or instruments of coercion (army, police), economic capital, cultural capital or (better) informational capital, and symbolic capital.  It is this concentration as such which constitutes the state as the holder of a sort of meta-capital granting power over other species of capital and over their holders.  

In describing the logic of modern state development, Bourdieu begins with physical capital (physical coercion), then economic capital, then informational (or cultural) capital, and finally symbolic capital. He then adds "statist capital" to his repertoire of capitals. Statist capital is a special type of capital, a kind of "meta-capital," that emerges with the concentration of other types of capital.  It "enables the state to exercise power over the different fields and over the different particular species of capital, and especially over the rates of conversion between them (and thereby over the relations of force between their respective holders)" (Bourdieu 1994:4).  Thus he follows Weber's lead in conceptualizing the modern state as fundamentally concerned with monopolizing the means of violence over a particular territory and corresponding population.  But he extends the monopolizing function to the means of symbolic violence, an emphasis Bourdieu believes to be distinct from that of Weber.   

The state emerges as there develops a specialized corps (e.g. policy, army) of agents who wield violence.  The concentration of physical capital in the hands of a few is paralleled by the concentration of economic capital through taxation.  Bourdieu sees these processes as occurring simultaneously.  Thus far he follows Weber.  Where he adds his own particular emphasis is to stress how these processes of unification of a territory and people through a concentration of the means of violence and through a national economic market are paralleled by a concentration of "symbolic capital."  The processes of assembling police, military, and economic resources become operative only as they obtain recognition and hence legitimacy (Bourdieu 1994:4-8).  He stresses that even the concentration of armed forces and economic resources necessary to maintain the emerging state does not occur without a parallel concentration of symbolic capital. Taxation, for example, which must develop in order to pay for armed forces, raises the issue of legitimation (Bourdieu 1994:6).

Bourdieu (1994:5) sees his contribution going beyond that of Weber as one of emphasizing how the state not only tries to monopolize the means of physical violence but also the means of symbolic violence. At times, however, this emphasis takes on its own autonomy so that later in the same article (p. 12) we read:  “In order truly to understand the power of the state in its full specificity, i..e., the particular symbolic efficacy it wields,…."  The monopolizing power over symbolic violence becomes the state’s most distinctive feature.

Bourdieu goes on to say that we must transcend the opposition that tends to view social relations in terms of purely physical force or in terms of pure forms of communication with only semiological significance.  Yet, he (1994:12-13) himself stresses that the most brutally physical power relations are “always simultaneously symbolic relations” and that “acts of submission or obedience are cognitive acts."  What we do not find him arguing with equal emphasis is the view that symbolic acts have physical consequences.  His stress upon the symbolic character of power relations, while insightful, does not quite transcend the opposition he rejects.  We do not find a commensurate exploration of the physical dimension of symbolic communication, particularly where physical coercion is employed.

FIELD OF POWER AND THE STATE

Bourdieu’s conception of the state is linked to his concept of the field of power, which represents the upper reaches of the social class structure where individuals and groups bring considerable amounts of various kinds of capital into their struggles for power.  In particular, the field of power is an arena of struggle between holders of economic capital and cultural capital.  The state, however, is an arena of struggles for "statist capital" which is power over other types of capital, including economic capital and cultural capital, over their ratio of exchange and their reproduction (Bourdieu 1994:4).  The field of power and the state appear to overlap conceptually.  The state seems to be a particular set of agencies and organizations within the broader arena of the field of power.  The state functions as a kind of meta-field and develops its own particular power resources that Bourdieu calls (statist capital.”
On the one hand, Bourdieu says that the development of the state parallels the development of the field of power as an arena of struggle where holders of different kinds of capital struggle for control over the state, i.e. struggle for statist capital (Bourdieu 1994:4).  Here the field of power is an arena of struggle for control of the state.  The field of power is “defined as the space of play within which holders of capital (of different species) struggle in particular for power over the state, i.e., over the statist capital granting power over the different species of capital and over their reproduction (particularly through the school system)” (Bourdieu 1994:5).  On the other hand, the state is an arena of struggle for control over the field of power when he writes that “the state as the holder of a sort of meta-capital granting power over other species of capital and over their holders” (Bourdieu 1994:4).  We find the idea of “statist capital” as a form of power that (enables the state to exercise power over the different fields and over the different particular species of capital, and especially over the rates of conversion between them (and thereby over the relations of force between their respective holders.)”(Bourdieu 1994:4).  The struggle to gain “statist capital” is for power over other forms of capital and their reproduction (Bourdieu 1994:4). It is in the state where the struggle for power is in fact a struggle for control over relations of other fields in the field of power.  Yet, the state as a distinct field generates its own particular sets of interests.  Thus, Bourdieu thinks of the state as a kind of meta-field that mediates the struggle for the dominate principle of legitimation among the various power fields. 

POWER OF CLASSIFICATIONS

Bourdieu (1994:1) stresses that “one of the major powers of the state is to produce and impose (especially through the school system) categories of thought that we spontaneously apply to all things of the social world – including the state itself.”  He emphasizes the impact of state power upon mentalities.  He argues that the state imposes cognitive, taken-for-granted assumptions, classifications of the social world that encourage taken-for-granted acceptance of the social order.  To the extent there is consensus in modern societies it is largely through “state forms of classification” (Bourdieu 1994:13).  More than any other modern institution, the state holds the power of nomination.  When Bourdieu (1994:10-12) speaks of the "very mysterious power…of nomination” he is thinking of the capacity of state officials to exercise power through bestowing honors or titles, such as the titles of nobility in the Old Regime, or through the various categories of official acts, such as certificates, in modern societies.  The State is the "holder of the monopoly of official naming, correct classification, and the correct order" (Bourdieu 1985:734).
  It is the state that has the power to "impose and inculcate all the fundamental classification principles, according to sex, age, `competence,’ etc." (Bourdieu 1994:13).  He sees the state function of imposing categories of thought as doing this “especially through the school system.” Indeed, an example he chooses to highlight this role is the debate in France over orthography.
  The state, therefore, creates a political doxa, that is, an array of official classifications that become practical, taken-for-granted understandings of the social order, accepted as the natural order of things (Bourdieu 1994:60).
  The State is the "holder of the monopoly of legitimate symbolic violence" (Bourdieu 1985:732).

This does not mean, however, that state monopoly over symbolic classifications is ever complete.  Bourdieu (1989:22) stresses that “the holders of bureaucratic authority never establish an absolute monopoly” because “there are always, in any society, conflicts between symbolic powers that aim at imposing the vision of legitimate divisions.”  The state itself is a site for ongoing struggles between groups, each attempting to impose its understandings of the social world as legitimate. 

STATE DIVISION AND UNITY

  Bourdieu (1998[1992]) talks about the French state divided between its welfare functions (education, social assistance, lower level courts), which he calls its “left hand,” and its financial side of the Ministry of Finance, Ecole Nationale d’Administration graduates, ministerial cabinets, which he calls its Aright hand.”  These divisions correspond roughly to underlying differences in cultural and economic capital, the same differentiating structure that characterizes the field of power. The welfare side tends to be based more exclusively on cultural capital whereas the financial side in modern France includes considerable amounts of both cultural and economic capital.  These divisions also reflect different social class representations.  The welfare side recruits largely from the “minor state nobility” whereas the financial side recruits from the “senior state nobility” (Bourdieu 1998[1992]:2).
 
This internal division within the French state helps explain the rise of the contemporary neo-liberal ideology in France, which Bourdieu sees beginning in the 1970s.  His study of French housing markets (Bourdieu 2000) shows that the financial wing of the French state under the leadership of the President Giscard D’Estaing and high ranking French government officials in the finance ministry and housing ministry actively contributed to both policy and thinking following neo-liberal lines. More generally, the French state is divided between those ministries and services focused on health, education and welfare and whose leadership oppose privatization of those services and state officials in the financial wing that favor market based public service reform, notably by the withdrawal of state aide from public housing. Thus, a segment of the French state itself has promoted the ideas and policies of neo-liberalism.  The modern French state is divided against itself.  But the division is marked by a relation of domination as the (right hand” dominates the (left hand.” 

Despite the social construction emphasis in much of Bourdieu’s work, an emphasis suggesting that politics is a struggle over classifications, meanings, and boundaries, one finds a growing emphasis in his later work on the dominating role in politics played by the centralized French state.22 The state is the ultimate source of symbolic power.  It is the ultimate referee of all classification struggles.  Thus, the state contributes to the unification of a national cultural market (Bourdieu 1994:7). It is the basis of a national culture.  It is, as Bourdieu puts it, the (central bank of symbolic credit.”  

CONCLUSION

Because of space limitations and because this paper represents an early stage of my examination of Bourdieu’s thinking about the state, I will limit my conclusion to just one critical observation.  Two radically different portraits of the state reside in uneasy fit in Bourdieu’s writings.  On the one hand, Bourdieu stresses in parts of his work the power of the state that "imposes and inculcates all the fundamental principles of classification, based to sex, age, ‘skill,’ etc." (Bourdieu 1994:13). In “Rethinking the State: Genesis and Structure of the Bureaucratic Field” (1994) Bourdieu emphasizes the capacity of the state to impose its classifications.  Here Bourdieu does not stress as much the idea of the state as an arena of struggle as he does in other places such as in (Bourdieu 1998[1992]).  For example,(Bourdieu 1994:1) begins with a warning that it is very difficult to do a critical sociological analysis of state (i.e. construct the state as a sociological object of study) without uncritically accepting categories and definitions of issues imposed by the state.  As the title suggests, Bourdieu stresses in this essay the imposing power of the state in shaping our mentalities.  He argues that the state imposes cognitive, taken-for-granted assumptions, classifications of the social world that encourage taken-for-granted acceptance of the social order.  Following a top down logic, the state creates a political doxa, a practical, taken-for-granted understanding of the social order, accepting it as the natural order of things.

In other parts of his work, however, the emphasis is different. He qualifies the top down logic of classification by saying that state monopoly over the legitimate exercise of symbolic power is never complete but always contested.  One area where he points to the contested nature of state power is his analysis of the state divided between the social welfare sector versus the part representing the financial or pro-market section (Bourdieu 1998[1992]).  We do not find in Bourdieu, however, much bottom up movement showing how classification struggles in local groups or organizations might generate categories that become adopted as state sponsored categories.  Nor do we find much discussion of middle levels of state administration.  Middle and lower levels of state officials appear simple to implement the symbolic violence created by state elites.  Such cases merit exploration.
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�  Following Althusser’s lead, Poulantzas, for example, proposed a structuralist theory of the state by arguing that market competition fragments the capitalist class, which requires the state to operate as a relatively autonomous institution that gives overall direction and unity to capitalists while fragmenting workers.


 �ADVANCE \d12�


� I � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Swartz</Author><Year>2003</Year><RecNum>1064</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>1064</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Swartz, David</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2003</YEAR><TITLE>From critical sociology to public intellectual: Pierre Bourdieu and politics</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Theory and Society</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>32</VOLUME><NUMBER>5-6</NUMBER><PAGES>791-823</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Swartz 2003)� have argued that politics have in fact animated Bourdieu’s thought and work from the very outset of his career � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Bourdieu</Author><Year>2002</Year><RecNum>972</RecNum><Prefix>see also </Prefix><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>972</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Pierre Bourdieu</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>2002</YEAR><TITLE>Interventions, 1961-2002. Science sociale et action politique</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Marseille</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Agone</PUBLISHER><PAGES>487</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(see also Bourdieu 2002)�.





� This definition of the state as the “holder of the monopoly of legitimate symbolic violence” � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Bourdieu</Author><Year>1989</Year><RecNum>108</RecNum><Pages>22</Pages><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>108</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Pierre Bourdieu</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1989</YEAR><TITLE>Social Space and Symbolic Power</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Sociological Theory</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>7</VOLUME><NUMBER>1</NUMBER><PAGES>14-25</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Bourdieu 1989:22)� is found several places in his work. 


     �  In a secondary analysis of several key works on the early European dynasties Bourdieu � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Bourdieu</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>795</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>795</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Pierre Bourdieu</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><TITLE>De la maison du roi &#xE0; la raison d&apos;&#xC9;tat: Un mod&#xE8;le de la gen&#xE8;se du champ bureaucratique</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>118</VOLUME><NUMBER>June</NUMBER><PAGES>55-68</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>state politics</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(1997)� constructs a “model” of the historical process of transition from the early dynastic regimes to the modern bureaucratic state.  This transition consists of an extension of the patrimonial mode of management and reproduction characteristic of the dynastic form � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Bourdieu</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>795</RecNum><Pages>58</Pages><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>795</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Pierre Bourdieu</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><TITLE>De la maison du roi &#xE0; la raison d&apos;&#xC9;tat: Un mod&#xE8;le de la gen&#xE8;se du champ bureaucratique</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>118</VOLUME><NUMBER>June</NUMBER><PAGES>55-68</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>state politics</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Bourdieu 1997:58)�.  Bourdieu stresses the linkages between the two in the emerging modern bureaucratic field rather than a sharp break with the past.  The concerns and problems of dynastic control give rise to and extend into modern bureaucratic leadership and organization.





The modern bureaucratic state emerges initially from the ambiguities of governance within the dynasty and the successive attempts to deal with those ambiguities through law � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Bourdieu</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>795</RecNum><Pages>59</Pages><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>795</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Pierre Bourdieu</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><TITLE>De la maison du roi &#xE0; la raison d&apos;&#xC9;tat: Un mod&#xE8;le de la gen&#xE8;se du champ bureaucratique</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>118</VOLUME><NUMBER>June</NUMBER><PAGES>55-68</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>state politics</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Bourdieu 1997:59)�.  Ideas such as sovereignty and kingship come to be understood as something above and beyond the person of the king. The problems of hereditary succession, palace wars, etc., lead to the development of forms of authority independent of kinship.





Bourdieu � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Bourdieu</Author><Year>1997</Year><RecNum>795</RecNum><Pages>66-67</Pages><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>795</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Pierre Bourdieu</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1997</YEAR><TITLE>De la maison du roi &#xE0; la raison d&apos;&#xC9;tat: Un mod&#xE8;le de la gen&#xE8;se du champ bureaucratique</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>118</VOLUME><NUMBER>June</NUMBER><PAGES>55-68</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>state politics</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(1997:66-67)� describes this process of “progressive dissociation” of dynastic authority and bureaucratic authority that occurs as a differentiation process through the increasing creation of new links of delegation of authority and responsibility.  This lengthening of the chain of authorities and responsibilities creates a “veritable public order.” Each chain becomes a center of relatively autonomous power, or a new field of power. The State then is that meta-field that attempts to regulate all the other fields.�ADVANCE \d12�


     �  Bourdieu � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Bourdieu</Author><Year>1994</Year><RecNum>768</RecNum><Suffix>:5</Suffix><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>768</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Pierre Bourdieu</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1994</YEAR><TITLE>Rethinking the State: Genesis and Structure of the Bureaucratic Field</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Sociological Theory</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>12</VOLUME><NUMBER>1</NUMBER><PAGES>1-18</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>state bureaucracy</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Bourdieu 1994:5)� indicates agreement to a considerable extent with Elias and Weber in their analyses of state formation. But he argues that both miss the important development of state capital and the process of monopolization of that capital by the state nobility.


�ADVANCE \d12�


� In France, Bourdieu � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Bourdieu</Author><Year>1985</Year><RecNum>85</RecNum><Pages>732</Pages><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>85</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Pierre Bourdieu</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1985</YEAR><TITLE>Social Space and the Genesis of Groups</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Theory and Society</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>14</VOLUME><NUMBER>6</NUMBER><PAGES>723-744</PAGES></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(1985:732)� points to the role of the INSEE (the French National Institute of Economic and Statistical Research) as exemplar in this activity. �ADVANCE \d12�


� Bourdieu draws heavily on education as his prime empirical reference when writing about the state.  In the last chapter of � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Bourdieu</Author><Year>1996</Year><RecNum>824</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>1</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>824</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Pierre Bourdieu</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1996</YEAR><TITLE>The State Nobility: Elite Schools in the Field of Power</TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Stanford, CA</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Stanford University Press</PUBLISHER><PAGES>475</PAGES><SUBSIDIARY_AUTHORS><SUBSIDIARY_AUTHOR>Lauretta C. Clough</SUBSIDIARY_AUTHOR></SUBSIDIARY_AUTHORS><ORIGINAL_PUB>1989</ORIGINAL_PUB></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Bourdieu 1996)� education is referenced as the principal instrument of symbolic power of the state.





�  This sounds somewhat similar to Althusser's � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite ExcludeAuth="1"><Author>Althusser</Author><Year>1972</Year><RecNum>881</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>7</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>881</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Louis Althusser</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1972</YEAR><TITLE>Ideology and the ideological state apparatuses</TITLE><SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_AUTHOR>B. R. Cosin</SECONDARY_AUTHOR></SECONDARY_AUTHORS><SECONDARY_TITLE>Education: Structure and Society</SECONDARY_TITLE><PLACE_PUBLISHED>Harmondsworth</PLACE_PUBLISHED><PUBLISHER>Penguin Books</PUBLISHER></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(1972)� "state apparatus," which Bourdieu rejects as too objectivist. Bourdieu frequently gives more stress to the state as an arena of struggle rather than of coordination or unilateral imposition. (See next section of this paper.) Yet, in spite of the claim that the state is a human construction, the discussion in � ADDIN EN.CITE <EndNote><Cite><Author>Bourdieu</Author><Year>1994</Year><RecNum>768</RecNum><MDL><REFERENCE_TYPE>0</REFERENCE_TYPE><REFNUM>768</REFNUM><AUTHORS><AUTHOR>Pierre Bourdieu</AUTHOR></AUTHORS><YEAR>1994</YEAR><TITLE>Rethinking the State: Genesis and Structure of the Bureaucratic Field</TITLE><SECONDARY_TITLE>Sociological Theory</SECONDARY_TITLE><VOLUME>12</VOLUME><NUMBER>1</NUMBER><PAGES>1-18</PAGES><KEYWORDS><KEYWORD>state bureaucracy</KEYWORD></KEYWORDS></MDL></Cite></EndNote>�(Bourdieu 1994)� does not emphasize that the state can itself be an area of struggle (except between fractions in the field of power) or that classification struggles and their transformations can occur in civil society outside of the imposing power of the state.  �ADVANCE \d12�


     29 The dominating role of the French state in Bourdieu’s analysis of politics undoubtedly reflects the particular type of state formation in France, reflecting a long national tradition of a highly centralized state with its origins extending back to the Old Regime.  Yet it also stands in tension with the social constructionist orientation of his other work that stresses the micro level of human agency.  Bourdieu aims to incorporate and transcend micro and macro levels of analysis in his sociology.  Yet, this part of his political sociology is decidedly more macro in orientation.�ADVANCE \d12�
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