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l. Introduction

This paper originated as a discussion of the topiresistance as addressed by several
social theorists. Any discussion of resistancé@first part of this paper must, however, consider
themes related not only to resistance and “sobmhge,” but it must also examine how the “agent”
or “subject” of resistance is constituted and hole“social” is itself constructed and reproduced.
The second part of the paper discusses some batéoundations of social cohesion and change
(including the role of religion or the “sacred”) byamining theories regarding the movement from
“traditional” forms of group solidarity to a so-tadl “modern” emphasis on individualization and
“rationalization.” This transition has been accomipd, according to some social theorists, by the
progression from social harmony and effervesceaocatious forms of anomie, alienation, and
disenchantment. This section also examines in statal the role of social cohesion, agency, and
“the law” within one society using a classic ethragghic text. Lastly, the role of language and
how subjects are constructed and emerge throughromamd micro discursive practices is
considered. The interdependent relationship betwaeguage and social structure and social
relations at multiple scales is therefore discussede third part of the paper.
I. “Subject” and “Agent” and Theories on Social Cohesion and Change

This section first analyzes some of the relevanttrdautions of several major social
theorists (Michel Foucault, Pierre Bourdieu, LoAlthusser, and Gayatri Spivak) on the subject
of social cohesion and change and the role andyabflthe “subject” (or “agent”) to serve as a
source of resistance or change. It then examinesbkueral ethnographers or contributors (Sherry

Ortner, Saba Mahmood, and David Harvey) have datitthese topics.



A. Michel Foucault and the Regulation of Society amh Self

How do society and subjects come to regulate thlmes? Michel Foucault defines
government as “the right disposition of things aged so as to lead to a suitable end” (Foucault
1978:96). In Foucault's paradigm, this suitable eftdnately becomes the management of the
health, longevity, and wealth of the populatiorelitsincluding in its more abstract form the
“economy” (Foucault 1978:105-106). Government trefsrs not just “to political structures or to
the management of states” but also to “the wayhickvthe conduct of individuals or of groups
might be directed: the government of children,ails, of communities, of families, of the sick”
(Foucault 1982:790).

This idea of government, according to Foucaultcassubstantial with the associated
concept of “governmentality,” which includes teclogies of government and power that rely less
on the state per se and more on “the rise of afaewwla for the exercise of rule, which one can
call ‘'social”” (Rose 2006:146). This “social” inaes a “complex assemblage of diverse forces
(legal, architectural, professional, administratifi@ancial, judgmental), techniques (notation,
computation, calculation, examination, evaluatiodgyvices (surveys and charts, systems of
training, building forms) that promise to regulatecisions and actions of individuals, groups,
organizations in relation to authoritative criténath these “mechanisms and devices operating
according to a disciplinary logic, from the schtmthe prison, seek[ing] to produce the subjective
conditions, the forms of self-mastery, self-regolaand self-control, necessary to govern a nation
now made up of free and ‘civilized’ citizens” (Ros2006:148, 149). Foucault relates
governmentality to a distribution of power withimetsocial nexus:

What, therefore, would be proper to a relationgtfipower is that it be a mode of

action upon actions. That is to say, power relatiare rooted deep in the social

nexus, not reconstituted “above” society as a frpphtary structure whose radical
effacement one could perhaps dream of. In any ¢tad@ge in society is to live in



such a way that action upon other actions is ptessihnd in fact ongoing.
[Foucault 1982:791]

Foucault concludes that “a society without powdéaitrens can only be an abstraction” (Foucault
1982:791).

Where is resistance and social change, then, iedhtext of technologies of power that
are distributed into or located within every facksociety? Foucault foregrounds this issue when
he states that “one sees why the analysis of poelegions within a society cannot be reduced to
the study of a series of institutions, not evethtostudy of all those institutions which would mer
the name ‘political.” Power relations are rootedtlire system of social networks” (Foucault
1982:792-793). Forms of social regulation therefoezur in many deceptively innocuous
everyday interactions within these institutionakoup, or networked contexts, with the
individualization (and, therefore, the totalizabaof the state embodied in and throughout our
personal relations. This process might also besddisubjectification through the mundane,”
where (per Foucault) self-control and other-contnolv interact in our personal and social
relations to constitute an ostensibly (and disingaisly) decentralized and dispersed form of
social regulation and homogenization, which coesistvith Foucault is still every bit as powerful
as if it were directed from a formal, centralizedheority. Within this paradigm, to the extent that
power is distributed (or, rather, increasingly wlmited) across the social network, then
“resistance” must be negotiated and practiced irdaily affairs among the institutions, structures,
groups, and networks that envelop us and causesedftregulate ourselves. Indeed, “if power is
dispersed in a multiplicity of networks, resistarjoce the Foucauldian tradition] can only be
realized through a series of localized strategi@sitzman 1988:xv). This interpretation that
“social resistance” occurs within these distribusatial networks and in our ordinary daily

practices is arguably supported by Sherry Ortnervdhe writes: “The newer practice approaches,



by contrast, place greater emphasis on the praaticerdinary living. Although these were not by
any means ignored in earlier work, they assumetgr@aominence here” (Ortner 1984:154). The
importance of daily practices as potential actsesistance is supported by feminist critiques that
“the personal is the political” (Rose 2006:1440daby Ortner’s recognition, as part of her
definition of “practice,” that “almost anything pele do” has “intentional or unintentional political
implications” (Ortner 1984:149).

More detailed references to resistance (and, menerally, to forms of social change) in
the Foucauldian literature emerge in the contekbwhs of power. “Power” is defined by Foucault
as the “total structure of actions brought to b@&aon possible actions; it incites, it induces, it
seduces, it makes easier or more difficult; inelkreme it constrains or forbids absolutely; it is
nevertheless always a way of acting upon an acligect or acting subjects by virtue of their
acting or being capable of action” (Foucault 1988)7 Power is “a set of actions upon other
actions” (Foucault 1982:789). Foucault thus pergipower not in its abstract form, but as
embedded in (and as emerging from) the social tishgower defined as relations of power.
Foucault uses resistance as a means “to bringghd pjower relations” because “in order to
understand what power relations are about, penvapshould investigate the forms of resistance
and attempts made to dissociate these relatiomsicgult 1982:780). This technique appears to
constitute an analytic or diagnostic methodologp@sosed to a critical or prescriptive program.

Foucault starts by noting a series of oppositiohglwhave developed over time that help
shed light on power relations and forms of “resis&” including the “opposition to the power of
men over women, of parents over children, of ptchiover the mentally ill, of medicine over
the population, of administration over the waysgedive” (Foucault 1982:780). Foucault notes

that “it is not enough to say that these are aumthrarity struggles” and seeks to describe their



common characteristics. These characteristics decll) these anti-authority struggles are
“transversal” struggles that span more than oneétrgwr government; (2) the concern of these
struggles is with the effects of power; (3) thes@e@r struggles typically concern immediate issues
closest to those experiencing them; (4) these glesgften involve the status of the individual
(including the right to be different and the indival’'s relationship with the rest of the
community); (5) they oppose “the effects of powéiich are linked with knowledge, competence,
and qualification” and constitute “struggles agaitine privileges of knowledge”; and (6) they
concern the central question of “who are we?” (Roulic1982:781). Foucault sums up by speaking
about the objective of these struggles in the cardE“the subject”:

The main objective of these struggles is to attamkso much “such or such” an

institution of power, or group, or elite, or classt rather a technique, a form of

power. This form of power applies itself to immediaeveryday life which

categorizes the individual, marks him by his owatividuality, attaches him to his

own identity, imposes a law of truth on him whioh must recognize and which

others have to recognize in him. It is a form ofvpo which makes individuals

subjects. There are two meanings of the word “sitbjsubject to someone else by

control and dependence; and tied to his own idefiiyt a conscience or self-

knowledge. Both meanings suggest a form of powectwbubjugates and makes

subject to. Generally, it can be said that theeethree types of struggles: either
against forms of domination (ethnic, social, antigieus); against forms of
exploitation which separate individuals from whiagy produce; or against that

which ties the individual to himself and submitstib others in this way (struggles

against subjection, against forms of subjectivityd asubmission). [Foucault

1982:781]

Foucault provides examples of these forms of atgilon and resistance, which include
“struggles against the forms of ethnic or sociamdwtion” in feudal societies, “the struggle
against exploitation” that arose in the nineteecgéhntury, and “the struggle . . . against the
submission of subjectivity” in the twentieth centfFoucault 1982:782). Foucault relates these

forms of struggle to the concept of governmentaiitits extended or dispersed form or role as a

“government of individualization” (Foucault 1982 I)8which itself represents the pastoral power



of the church that allegedly was co-opted by tlagesand that reaches into the lives of citizens
through the social body and through a “multitudenstitutions” (Foucault 1982:784). That is,
“instead of a pastoral power and a political poweoye or less linked to each other, more or less
rival, there was an individualizing ‘tactic’ whiatharacterized a series of powers: those of the
family, medicine, psychiatry, education, and emplsy (Foucault 1982:784).

To the extent that Foucault articulates a thedrgsistance, his argument implies that it is
this type of totalizing and individualizing “tactiof power permeating the social body that should
be one’s focus of resistance, rather than its fipagstitutional embodiments (though the specific
modes of activism would inevitably occur within teecial fields in which actors function). Of
course, even with the tactic (or ideology) of disgel governmentality, one wonders whether the
state is always-already implicated ideologicallpu€ault appears to endorse this interpretation
when he states that “the political, ethical, sq@ailosophical problem of our days is not to ty t
liberate the individual from the state and from $it@te’s institutions but to liberate us both from
the state and from the type of individualizationiethis linked to the state” and that “we have to
promote new forms of subjectivity through the refusf this kind of individuality which has been
imposed on us for several centuries” (Foucault IB82). Finally, this totalizing (and historical)
tactic of pastoral forms of individualization migbatisfy Foucault’s definition of a “discursive
formation” insofar as these forms of self-regulatamnstitute “a field of statements and practices
whose structure of possibility is neither the indial, nor a collective body of overseers, but a
form of relation between the past and present padell upon a system of rules that demarcate
both the limits and the possibility of what is salga doable, and recognizable as a comprehensive

event in all its manifest forms” (Mahmood 2005:111%5)?!

! Foucault's concept of the “discursive formatiomtaadditional related matters pertaining to a Faldian theory
of language are addressed in more detail in tid gart of this paper.
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Foucault’s theory of resistance is further artedl in some detail ifhe History of
Sexuality In this text, Foucault elaborates at some lemgththis idea of resistance within the
context of the social and of these distributed oeka of social power. Foucault states that “where
there is power, there is resistance, and yet, theraconsequently, this resistance is never in a
position of exteriority in relation to power” (Foault 1976:95). The Foucauldian subject, which
emerges from the social, thereby acts out spefofims of resistance, however constituted or
manifested, which are entangled in the social anthése power relations, never separate from
them. These acts of resistance, like the socialarétitself, are distributed:

These points of resistance are present everywhetieei power network. Hence
there is no single locus of great Refusal, no sbuévolt, source of all rebellions,
or pure law of the revolutionary. Instead thera gurality of resistances, each of
them a special case: resistances that are possgaessary, improbable; others that
are spontaneous, savage, solitary, concerted, rammaviolent; still others that
are quick to compromise, interested, or sacrifiGgldefinition, they can only exist
in the strategic field of power relations. [Fouc&l76:95-96]

Foucault goes on to describe in much more detaibfierations of resistance:

Hence they too are distributed in irregular fashitwe points, knots, or focuses of
resistance are spread over time and space at gatgimsities, at times mobilizing
groups or individuals in a definitive way, inflangircertain points of the body,
certain moments in life, certain types of behaviare there no great radical
ruptures, massive binary divisions, then? Occadignges. But more often one is
dealing with mobile and transitory points of resiste, producing cleavages in a
society that shift about, fracturing unities andeeting regroupings, furrowing
across individuals themselves, cutting them up ramablding them, marking off
irreducible regions in them, in their bodies andasi Just as the network of power
relations ends by forming a dense web that padsesigh apparatuses and
institutions, without being exactly localized ireth, so too the swarm of points of
resistance traverses social stratifications anviehgal unities. [Foucault 1976:96]

Foucault concludes with a reference to the podsitaf revolution — presumably constituting the
ultimate form of social change — resulting fromaéelistributed acts of resistance (as opposed to
resulting from a single, identifiable “radical rupg” or a “massive binary division” without any

such foundation): “And it is doubtless the strategpdification of these points of resistance that



makes a revolution possible, somewhat similar ® way in which the state relies on the
institutional integration of power relationship&ducault 1976:96). If Foucault has a specific form
(or content) of revolution in mind, it remains ueat.

B. Pierre Bourdieu and Social Reproduction

The Foucauldian subject is distinguished fromBloairdieuian subject whose interiority
pre-exists the exterior, but who is embodied witpaaticular habitus and who unconsciously
adopts a class-specific, gender-specific, educafpatific, or some other distinguishable or
discrete assemblage of dispositions that comertoate (or denote) a range of attributes that index
particular forms of social, cultural, or economépital. Bourdieu defines habitus as follows:

The structures constitutive of a particular typeeaf/ironment (e.g. the material

conditions of existence characteristic of a clasgidion) producéabitus systems

of durable, transposable dispositions, structutegttires predisposed to function

as structuring structures, that is, as principlethe generation and structuring of

practices and representation which can be objdgtivegulated” and “regular”

without in any way being the product of obedierweules, objectively adapted to

their goals without presupposing a conscious aimitngnds or an express mastery

of the operations necessary to attain them andjgball this, collectively

orchestrated without being the product of the ostia¢ing action of a conductor.

[Bourdieu 1977:72]

In the Bourdieuian paradigm, the individual subgemteriority must synchronize with the
exterior social field in an iterative process thedds to individual change, though it appears
doubtful whether this iterative process also le@dsxterior change. This iterative process arises
as the individual enters into a new social fieldwhich this adjustment between internal
dispositions and external objective structures raastir (and, if not, social punishment potentially
results) (see, e.g., Bourdieu 1977, 1993).

Pierre Bourdieu’s central concern appears to bereépeoduction and naturalization of

social conditions, but he does so without necdgsaimoviding entirely satisfactory explanations

for how habitus (and its accompanying assemblagdiggositions) is inculcated or learned



(Mahmood 2005:138). This was described as Bourdi@rmphasis on the socialization of
dispositions or the reproduction of the social l(idang forms of inequality) rather than reflecting
concerns about the agency of individuals (Seminsecudsion, Anthropology 203C, Spring 2013).
Even so, individual agency within the Bourdieuiargaigm occurs insofar as every individual
has a different history and a different assembtdgeredispositions that constitutes a habitus that,
in turn, interprets and generates behaviors (Senthscussion, Anthropology 203C, Spring
2013). There also appears to be agency (and tlupdssibility for some individual-specific
flexibility) insofar as the inculcation of the haéls is not complete or perfect (and does not
constitute an inflexible set of “rules”). According Bourdieu:
The imposition and inculcation of the structuresnmsver so perfect that all
explicitness can be dispensed with. And inculcatisnitself, together with
institutionalizing, which is always accompanied lay certain amount of
objectification of discourse (oral or written) oome other symbolic support
(emblems, rites, etc.), one of the privileged motséor formulating the practical
schemes and constituting them as principles. [Beurtl977:19-20]
That said, we see materials in Bourdieu that sugfes habitus, once inculcated and acquired,
rather firmly imposes a lack of agency on the indiral. These references include, for example,
Bourdieu’s assertion that the “rejection of mechkaaitheories in no way implies that, in
accordance with another obligatory option, we stidadstow on some creative free will the free
and wilful power to constitute, on the instant, theaning of the situation by projecting the ends
aiming at its transformation, and that we shoulilioe the objective intentions and constituted
significations of actions and works to the conssiamd deliberate intentions of their authors”
(Bourdieu 1977:73). They also include Bourdieu'sitemtion that “because the dispositions
durably inculcated by objective conditions (whichiesce apprehends through statistical

regularities as the probabilities objectively dttad to a group or class) engender aspirations and

practices objectively compatible with those objptiequirements, the most improbable practices



are excluded, either totally without examinatios,uathinkable or at the cost of thdouble
negationwhich inclines agents to make a virtue of necgséat is, to refuse what is anyway
refused and to love the inevitable” (Bourdieu 1977

Given these statements, one wonders whether thimatiisns between Foucault and
Bourdieu are really all that significant, for infedt both suggest that, regardless of whether the
individual precedes or is formed by the social, humare bound by a certain set or range of
possible behaviors or actions that essentiallyedher inculcated in them in childhood or later, as
the case might be, as in Bourdieu, or are inheritatie first instance by them without any real
separation between the social and the individubkfe the individual is the social), as in Foucault.
Even in Bourdieu, the individual's habitus and anpanying dispositions are so strong that
individual-to-individual interactions should rathee considered as “anteractiondefined by the
objective structuref the relation between the groups [to which] thelong” (Bourdieu 1977:81).

It has also been asked, “Where do we get revaluti@ourdieu?” One answer might come
from Outline of a Theory of Practiaa which Bourdieu appears to make the case tlatthersons
who possess a habitus with a certain assembladsdsitions that resonate with revolutionary
themes are more prone to adopt those themes (pabdyrthis is dependent on the substance of
these themes in relation to the subject’'s habitusnore generally, the subject’s proclivity for
disturbing the status quo). On this point, Bourditates:

The conjuncture capable of transforming practicdégeatively co-ordinated

because subordinated to partially or wholly ideaitiobjective necessities, into

collective action (e.g., revolutionary action) is constituted in tdelectical

relationship between, on the one handhaditus. . . and on the other hand, an
objective eventvhich exerts its action of conditional stimulaticalling for or
demanding a determinate response, only on thoseavghdisposed to constitute it

as such because they are endowed with a deterntypegtef dispositions (which

are amenable to reduplication and reinforcementthey “awakening of class
consciousness”, that is, by the direct or indipdsession of a discourse capable

10



of securing symbolic mastery of the practically teeed principles of the class
habitus). [Bourdieu 1977:82-83]

One wonders, given Bourdieu’s discussion of “newers” in The Field of Cultural
Production whether these newcomers are most likely to pessesforms of habitus which are
most susceptible to change or to “revolution” gt within the context of cultural capital) and
who are most likely to resist the social pressuassociated with banalization, orthodoxy,
automatization, and routinization? On this poirduBlieu states:

When the newcomers are not disposed to enter ttle oy simple reproduction,
based on recognition of the ‘old’ by the ‘youngiemage, celebration, etc. - and
recognition of the ‘young’ by the ‘old’ - prefacesm-option, consecration, etc. - but
bring with them dispositions and position-takingsieh clash with the prevailing
norms of production and the expectations of thie filney cannot succeed without
the help of external changes. These may be pdltireaks, such as revolutionary
crises, which change the power relations withirfigdd . . . or deep-seated changes
in the audience of consumers who, because ofadfeiity with the new producers,
ensure the success of their products. [Bourdie357858]

On the role of the “newcomers,” Bourdieu continues:

It is true that the initiative of change falls alshdy definition to the newcomers,
i.e. the youngest, who are also those least endawtdspecific capital: in a
universe in which to exist is to differ, i.e. tocopy a distinct, distinctive position,
they must assert their difference, get it known amcbgnized, get themselves
known and recognized (‘make a nhame for themselyvieg'¢ndeavouring to impose
new modes of thought and expression, out of ke wie prevailing modes of
thought and with the doxa, and therefore boundgoathcert the orthodox by their
‘obscurity’ and ‘pointlessness’. The fact remaimmatt every new position, in
asserting itself as such, determines a displaceafaghe whole structure and that,
by the logic of action and reaction, it leads tiosalts of changes in the position-
takings of the occupants of the other positionsujlieu 1983:58]

At least within the context of cultural capital, Bdieu adds:

The history of the field arises from the struggivieen the established figures and
the young challengers. The ageing of authors, $shaya works is far from being
the product of a mechanical. chronological, sligk ithe past; it results from the
struggle between those who have made their nfaikdate— ‘made an epoch’)
and who are fighting to persist, and those who camake their own mark without

2 Bourdieu’s treatment of language, including theaapt ofdoxa is discussed at greater length in the third phirt
this paper.

11



pushing into the past those who have an interestbipping the clock, eternalizing
the present stage of things. [Bourdieu 1983:60]

Throughout this discussion of the fields of cudlyproduction, there is a very real sense
that it is within the artistic domain where we ficatalysts (e.g., the avant-garde, the experimental
the unhackneyed, the untraditional) capable oflehging and expanding existing social norms.
It is therefore at the boundary (or boundariesjyveen the field of cultural production, with all of
its permeability, and other fields of productiam;luding the economic, political, and educational,
that one is likely to observe a disruption of valueated by the unconventional (Bourdieu
1983:42-43). If anything, this argues for not otlilg role of the intellectual, but also of the write
and the artist as subversives and as agents osjgpo In experimental and avant-garde fields of
artistic and literary production, we see how thestatange can potentially be effectuated in those
positions that, according to Bourdieu, are “in grecess of birth, still to be made (rather than
already made, established, and capable of impetsrayvn norms on its occupants)” (Bourdieu
1983:72).

C. Louis Althusser and Ideology

With Louis Althusser one approaches somewhat @asiy the question of whether
subjects are able to resist, or whether social ghanpossible, given his emphasis on the role of
ideology. We must consider the implications of $tatement that “ideology has always-already
interpellated individuals as subjects, which amswatmaking it clear that individuals are always-
already interpellated by ideology as subjects, Wiecessarily leads us to one last proposition:
individuals are always-already subjects” (Althusk@r1:164).

Althusser elaborates on what it means to be a éstibj

In the ordinary use of the term, subject in facanee (1) a free subjectivity, a centre

of initiatives, author of and responsible for itgians; (2) a subjected being, who
submits to a higher authority, and is thereforggéd of all freedom except that of

12



freely accepting his submission. This last noteegiws the meaning of this

ambiguity, which is merely a reflection of the effewvhich produces it: the

individualis interpellated as a (free) subject in order thatshall submit freely to

the commandments of the Subject, i.e. in order hieashall (freely) accept his

subjectioni.e. in order that he shall make the gesturesaatidns of his subjection

‘all by himself’. There are no subjects except by and for their sioje That is

why they ‘work all by themselves'. [Althusser 19769]
Althusser also describes the types of institutitimst “interpellate” individuals as subjects,
including the role of the Ideological Status Appasa(ISA) — as opposed to the disciplining and
punishing arm of the (Repressive) Status ApparatRSA) — to produce and reproduce certain
forms of social conformity. RSAs include the pojieemy, courts, and prisons. ISAs include the
mass media, literature and the arts, the familg,gbblic and private school systems, and the
system of different churches (Althusser 1971:138}138he institution that most stymies change
or resistance in the modern period, according thusiser, would be the “educational ideological

apparatus,” which inculcates “rules’ of good beioat and which according to Althusser has
replaced the non-secular power of the Church fitoenpre-capitalist historical period (Althusser
1971:127, 143-145). Althusser underscores the adgodl importance of the educational complex
in relationship to broader social themes:

Besides these techniques and knowledges, andrimiigahem, children at school

also learn the ‘rules’ of good behaviour, i.e. éltttude that should be observed by

every agent in the division of labour, accordinghe job he is ‘destined’ for: rules

of morality, civic and professional conscience, ebhiactually means rules of

respect for the socio-technical division of labamd ultimately the rules of the

order established by class domination. [Althus€a111127]
Althusser later concludes that “no other Ideologitate Apparatus has the obligatory (and not
least, free) audience of the totality of the claldin the capitalist social formation, eight hoars
day for five or six days out of seven [as educdtiphlthusser 1971:148).

Where, then, do we get forms of resistance in ud#er? We might consider two

phenomena: the first is the role of the “hero”; seeond concerns the meaning and implication of

13



the “bad subject.” Within the Althusserian frametyowe find one form of change at the micro-
scale in the appearance of the hero and in thésh&emingly mundane acts of resistance. Thus,
insofar as the educational complex (as the prevpitnodern-day ISA) produces the “good
worker” or the “conscientious citizen,” then Altlses asks “the pardon of those teachers who, in
dreadful conditions, attempt to turn the few weapibrey can find in the history and learning they
‘teach’ against the ideology, the system and tleetares in which they are trapped” (Althusser
1971:148). It is the hero who commits these quatidicts of resistance that we heard echoed in
Foucault and in Ortner. What, then, constituteg@otl subject” and a “bad subject”? Althusser
observes:

Result: caught in this quadruple system of intdgtien as subjects, of subjection

to the Subject, of universal recognition and ofchl® guarantee, the subjects

‘work’, they ‘work by themselves’ in the vast majgrof cases, with the exception

of the ‘bad subjects’ who on occasion provoke thtervention of one of the

detachments of the (Repressive) State ApparatusthBuwast majority of (good)

subjects work all right ‘all by themselves’, i.a/ ldleology (whose concrete forms

are realized in the Ideological State ApparatusBsgy are inserted into practices

governed by the rituals of the ISAs. [Althusser 1959
According to Althusser, “bad subjects” are not fsebrking,” and they fail to reproduce the
dominant ideology without the imposition of additéd forms of social coercion, which can take
the form of the overt discipline of the RSA (Altlses 1971:169). But do the “hero” and the “bad
subject” give us social change (without taking iataount the nature of this change)? It is unclear,
except to note that particular ideologies can,lgsindd Foucauldian discursive formations, intersect
with one other to produce conflict. It is here wdgrerhaps, we get some form of social movement,
although the same basic hegemonic relationshipgaat according to Althusser, remain in the
form of a meta-historical “Ideology” that presenarictures of power and hierarchy (regardless

of who happens to fill the particular roles or IsygSeminar Discussion, Anthropology 203C,

Spring 2013).
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D. Gayatri Spivak and the Role of Intellectuals

Of the many issues that Gayatri Spivak addre$sgritique of Foucault’s conception of
the marginalized role of the intellectual is relev&pivak notes, in the Foucault-Deleuze tradjtion
intellectuals “become transparent in the relay rémethey merely report on the nonrepresented
subject and analyze (without analyzing) the workirgf (the unnamed Subject irreducibly
presupposed by) power and desire” (Spivak 1988:5f8yak refers to Said’s “critique of power
in Foucault as a captivating and mystifying catggiwiat allows him ‘to obliterate the role of
classes, the role of economics, and the role afrgeicy and rebellion™ (Spivak 1988:280). A
critical passage within the Spivak text on thisas the following:

Foucault articulates another corollary of the diseal of the role of ideology in

reproducing the social relations of productionuaquestioned valorization of the

oppressed as subject, the “object being,” as Deleadmiringly remarks, “to

establish conditions where the prisoners themselh@sld be able to speak.”

Foucault adds that “the masses know perfectly wabdarly"—once again the

thematics of being undeceived—"they know far betiemn [the intellectual] and

they certainly say it very well”. [Spivak 1988:274]
Spivak thereafter refers to Bové's observation tRaticault’s project essentially is a challenge to
the leading role of both hegemonic and oppositiomiallectuals” (Spivak 1988:280). Spivak’s
disagreement with Foucault’s characterization efrédative roles of the intellectual and the non-
intellectual is probably to be expected given ttree Foucauldian subject (i.e., any subject)
emerges out of a social body that shapes cons@essAccording to Spivak, Foucault in effect
romanticizes the subaltern subject and discoumet#tiellectual as well as the role of ideology.

Is there support for Spivak’s characterization @fi€ault’s “anti-intellectual” program? In
“The Concern for Truth” (1984) Foucault respondstquestion that his recent work appears to
reflect a transition from politics to ethics withetfollowing reply:

The role of the intellectual is not to tell othersat they have to do. By what right

would he do so? And remember all of the prophegssnises, injunctions, and
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programs that intellectuals have managed to fortawaer the last two centuries

and whose effects we can now see. The work of tallentual is not to shape

others’ political will; it is, through the analys#sat he carries out in his own field,

to question over and over again what is postul@edself-evident, to disturb

people’s mental habits, the way they do and thhikgs, to dissipate what is

familiar and accepted, to reexamine rules andtuigins and on the basis of this

reproblematization (in which he carries out hiscépetask as an intellectual) to

participate in the formation of a political willniwhich he has his role as citizen to

play. [Kritzman 1988:265]
Foucault’s description of the ability of the inegtual “to question over and over again what is
postulated as self-evident” and “to disturb peaplaental habits” (even if the intellectual is not
proximately responsible for instigating social cparor telling others what to do) seems, if
anything, to valorize — not discount — the rolergéllectuals and their ability to more astutely
perceive the actual meaning of social conditionisis Tformulation of the Foucauldian new
intellectual has been described by Lawrence Kritzamthe following:

If any one figure is responsible for breaking witle totalizing ambition of the

universal intellectual it was Michael Foucault, winwented what he termed the

“specific intellectual’: one who no longer speakswaster of truth and justice and

is content, nevertheless, to simply discover théhtof power and privileges. . . .

The specific intellectual is cognizant of the disive operations of the institution

that he or she analyzes without aspiring to guattust [Kritzman 1988:xiv]
Kritzman continues that, under this project, “tbkerof theory is therefore not to formulate a globa
analysis of the ideologically coded, but rathemat@lyze the specificity of the mechanisms of
power and to build, little by little, ‘strategic &wledge™ (Kritzman 1988:xiv). Through this
knowledge, “this is how, in the end, possibilitiggen up™ (Kritzman 1988:xiv-xv).

E. Sherry Ortner and Cultural Critique

In Sherry Ortner'sNot Hollywoodwe witness a case being made for the role of ticalt

critique” as a source of possible social changéeamst as catalyzed by some participants within

the field of cultural production. Specifically, @#r’s film ethnography examines the role of the
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independent (“indie”) film movement to critique iher intentionally or as the by-product of other
factors — the rise of “neoliberalism.”

Ortner looks at the indie-mainstream film dichotoas a reflection of several themes
discussed within Bourdieushe Field of Cultural Productiofsee, e.g., Ortner 2013:486-4R6
One of these themes is how this dichotomy repregbetopposition between art and commerce:

At the base of the field of cultural productiorthe fundamental opposition between

art and commerce. The world of art as a wholeits#H off from the wider social

and economic world as what Bourdieu calls “an anothomy” that “is so ordered

that those who enter it have an interest in disgstiedness.”. . . “The opposition

between the ‘commercial’ and the ‘non-commerciaappears everywhere.”

[Ortner 2013:490-493]

Ortner also appeals to an additional Bourdieuiatirdition within the field of cultural production,
which “Bourdieu divides . . . into two subfields,feeld of restricted production’ and a ‘field of
large-scale production.’ . . . The opposition betwéarge-scale and restricted fields obviously
maps reasonably well onto the Hollywood/indie opipas’ (Ortner 2013:494-498).

In the case of the indie film movement, the rdleestricted-production art (including in
particular experimental, avant-garde, documentany, other forms of artistic realism) is to act as
a form of cultural critique or political activisrAccording to Ortner:

The point can also be made, with little adjustmaiput the ambitions, if not

always the achievements, of American independentifi general. In telling harsh

or strange or otherwise disturbing stories aboleopeople’s lives, they seek to

‘disrupt common sense and make us reexamine oemnfmt-granted assumptions’

about our lives and the world around us. [Ortnet2®57-958].

Ortner draws a distinction between “cultural cui and “political critique” when she states that
“cultural critique is not full-fledged political tique” and that “political critique . . . is iddgla

call to action, while cultural critique is a call $ee/think/feel in reflective and critical wayshieh

according to Ortner “is no small thing in itsel®itner 2013:958-960). On the other hand, Ortner

3 All page citations to Ortnerot Hollywoodare to Kindle page locations within the standainidie Edition.
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appears willing to describe artistic critique dsran of “political activism” and, by implication, a
form of resistance by providing that “the commitmen independent film to truthfulness and
realism should be seen as a kind of political ant that the “view of realism as an unsophisticated
form of artistic expression fails to appreciate guditical significance that sheer representation
can carry” (Ortner 2013:961-963).

Ortner relates these oppositional themes to haighkat the contemporary United States
indie film movement can be viewed as a manifestatdb and as a response to the seismic
socioeconomic shifts or transformations that haseuoed as a result of neoliberalism. Ortner
relates these oppositional themes to the work gii@ad Williams, who she states “has classically
argued, no hegemony remains uncontested, and #rereboth old (‘residual’) and new
(‘emergent’) cultural forces that challenge thesérg (‘dominant’) arrangement” (Ortner
2013:146-147). In a continued reliance on Willia@gner observes that “important cultural shifts
are generally tied in some ways to class transfooms in capitalist societies, usually to the
emergence of new classes” and that “the formatiba new class, the coming to consciousness
of a new class, and within this, in actual procéss,(often uneven) emergence of elements of a
new cultural formation. . . . A new class is alwaysource of emergent cultural practice” (Ortner
2013:193-197 quoting Raymond Williams).

Regarding the role of the intellectual, Ortnermects these themes to her own work and
to the work of other anthropologists by affirmingat it is the intellectual (in this case, the
anthropologist) who disrupts the “common senseajwfcultural assumptions. Ortner states:

| adapt this idea from George Marcus and Michaakliér's valuable work

Anthropology as Cultural Critiqu€1986), in which they argue that one of the

promises of social and cultural anthropology hasbéo serve as a form of cultural

critique for ourselves. In using portraits of otledtural patterns to reflect self-

critically on our own ways, anthropology disruptamenon sense and makes us
reexamine our taken-for-granted assumptions.” [@r8913:954-956]
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In this light, the intellectual plays the role btiet“hero” by revealing to us these alternative life
ways and life paths that help us to deconstructraoonstruct our own social norms.

F. Saba Mahmood and Subjectivation

Saba Mahmood’s approach is Foucauldian as shelsesand relies on the double nature
of the Foucauldian “subject” as both subjected nd areated by the social or the exterior.
Foucault’'s approach is historically-situated beeatibe subject is formed within the limits of a
historically specific set of formative practicesdamoral injunctions that are delimited in
advance—what Foucault characterizes as ‘modes pécivation” (Mahmood 2005:28). The
Foucauldian notion of the “paradox of subjectifioat is described by Mahmood as “the very
processes and conditions that secure a subjedirdination are also the means by which she
becomes a self-conscious identity and agent” @tést otherwise, one may argue that the set of
capacities inhering in a subject—that is, the abdithat define her modes of agency—are not the
residue of an undominated self that existed padhé operations of power but are themselves the
products of those operations” (Mahmood 2005:17¢ Fbucauldian subject, therefore, does not
pre-exist separate and apart from the social extebut emerges from it with boundaries of
interiority and exteriority which are illusory.

There is “choice” within these Foucauldian fieldspower relations, but arguably one’s
range of choices or possibilities is constrainedh®se same social fields. It was mentioned that
“subjects have agency, but subjects are not agé8eshinar Discussion, Anthropology 203C,
Spring 2013). If constrained choice is considetedgquivalent of a freedom to choose within the
possibilities provided by the social medium, thetoes within a Foucauldian discursive formation
are agents; however, if limited or constrained cédji.e., a choice restricted in degree by a

particular ideology) is a form of subjugation, Fauldian subjects have agency but are not agents.
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The implication of Mahmood’s argument is that whileestern and non-Western subjects might
possess disparate conceptions of what it mearesfre® (or what it means to resist) or the relative
value or role of freedom (or resistance) withinistyg because these inherited ideals emerge out
of pre-existing social mediums and norms, it is ¢lear for Mahmood that Western subjects are
any more “free” than non-Western subjects since tévassubjects are essentially not free to
choose their conception of what it means to bedrde resist (or so her argument goes).
Mahmood argues that social actors within the mesgovement not only emerge, in a
Foucauldian sense, from the social structuresudeg in particular the forms of agency (and
“resistance,” however defined) adopted by them these actors often also work within existing
norms to set limits to the forms of subjectificatithnat exist within any particular social structure
or setting. In a discussion of Janice Boddy’s ablogical fieldwork in northern Sudan studying
certainzar cult practices, Mahmood refers to Boddy’s arguntleait these practices might be better

113

understood as “a kind of counter-hegemonic process:a feminine response to hegemonic
praxis” and notes that Boddy concludes that “the wones studied ‘use perhaps unconsciously,
perhaps strategically, what we in the West migaterto consideinstruments of their oppression
as means to assert their value both collectivelpugh the ceremonies they organize and stage,
and individually, in the context of their marriages insisting on their dynamic complementarity
with men™ which “in itself is a means of resisting and setting lgmido domination. . .”
(Mahmood 2005:7). Mahmood further claims that a@rapt to argue that any such practices either
reinforce or undermine structures of male domimati@mains encumbered by the binary terms
of resistance and subordination” (Mahmood 2005:M\hile it does seem realistic that

“resistance” often effectively takes shape by usrigting structures (or laws or norms) against

that structure in ways that are at first only vdguspparent but which later produce more
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significant consequences as social norms refleat@easingly more expansive set of acceptable
behaviors, Mahmood’s argument can be critiqued deerprivileging existing norms at the
expense of “other” norms produced by alternateutigee formations.

This philosophy of social change is consistenhwtahmood’s description of Judith
Butler’s location of “the possibility of agency” g®sitioned within (not outside of) structures of
power (Mahmood 2005:20). According to Mahmood, Butsuggests that the reiterative structure
of norms serves not only tmnsolidatea particular regime of discourse/power but alsorigies
the means for itdestabilizatior’ and, therefore, “there is no possibility of ‘widg’ social norms
that is independent of the ‘doing’ of norms” (Mahmdd2005:20). One hears slight echoes here of
a passage from BourdieuButline of a Theory of Practida which Bourdieu observes that “the
agent who ‘regularizes’ his situation or puts hithsethe right is simply beating the group at its
own game; in abiding by the rules, falling intodiwith good form, he wins the group over to his
side by ostentatiously honouring the values thegitwnours” (Bourdieu 1977:22). Through this
conformation, the agent presumably accumulatesdaisocial or cultural capital that in theory
allow the agent to effectuate some change in soroensstances. Bourdieu elaborates:

In social formations in which the expression of en@ interests is heavily

censored and political authority relatively unitgibnalized, political strategies

for mobilization can be effective only if the vatuéhey pursue or propose are

presented in the misrecognizable guise of the gadluevhich the group recognizes

itself. It is therefore not sufficient to say ththe rule determines practice when

there is more to be gained by obeying it than lsplokying it. [Bourdieu 1977:22]

The apparent downside of this conformation, howesgedhat the “rule’s last trick is to cause it to
be forgotten that agents have an interest in olgetyie role” (Bourdieu 1977:22).
Mahmood’s discussion of Butler's conceptualizatioh agency (“the iterability of

performativityis a theory of agency”) means that “to the degreetti@stability of social norms

is a function of their repeated enactment, ageacylitler is grounded in the essential openness
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of each iteration and the possibility that it may br be reappropriated or resignified for purgose
other than the consolidation of norms” and “sinites@acial formations are reproduced through a
reenactment of norms, this makes these formationsinexable because each
restatement/reenactment can fail,” which also mehat “the condition of possibility of each
social formation is also ‘the possibility of itsdming™ (Mahmood 2005:19-20). This formulation
of agency is quite similar to one described by @rtmhen she examines one of the ironies at the
core of the practice model, which is that the cgnsaces of human behaviors are often not only
not pre-determined but can be indeterminate arahastic:

The irony, although some may not feel it as sushthis: that although actors’

intentions are accorded central place in the mg@¢inajor social change does not

for the most part come about as an intended coesegquof action. Change is

largely a by-product, an unintended consequeneetain, however rational action

may have been. Setting out to conceive childreh witperior mana by sleeping

with British sailors, Hawaiian women became ag@efthe spirit of capitalism in

their society. Setting out to preserve structurd seduce anomaly by killing a

“god” who was really Captain Cook, the Hawaiiangipumotion a train of events

that ultimately brought down their gods, their ¢gjeand their world as they knew

it. To say that society and history are productlBwhan action is true, but only in

a certain ironic sense. They are rarely the pradie actors themselves set out to

make. [Ortner 1984:157]
Ortner references Foucault on the same point: “Bi€loucault, whose later work . . . is certainly
part of the current practice trend, and who is mgkan impact in at least some quarters of
anthropology, has put this point nicely: ‘Peopleknwhat they do; they frequently know why
they do what they do; but what they don’t know isatvwhat they do does™ (Ortner 1984:157
n18).

Mahmood in effect argues we should not romantioze form of agency over another
because these alternative worldviews only artieuddternative structures of power (Mahmood

2005:8). Mahmood provides the example (from Abutad)1990) of a “young Bedouin women

who wear sexy lingerie to challenge parental auttyhaand dominant social mores” which,
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according to her, “should also be understood asscebing alternative forms of power that are
rooted in practices of capitalist consumerism amdam bourgeois values and aesthetics”
(Mahmood 2005:9). Mahmood asserts that these ateeforms of resistance are just as socially-
encoded as any other form of agency and are nassadly any more or less intrinsically
aspirational than any other form of agency and thase “practices teach us about complex
interworkings of historically changing structures ppwer” (Mahmood 2005:9 quoting Abu-
Lughod 1990:53). Of course, what happens whenrdiftediscursive formations and conceptions
of agency collide or intersect remains intriguirsgad oppositional theme.

G. David Harvey and “Neoliberalism”

In David Harvey’sA Brief History of Neoliberalisimwve see an emphasis not so much on
resistance (although some forms of opposition &eudsed near the end of the text), but on the
techniques used to construct consent around aitieeal” political and economic agenda, which
according to Harvey undermines or diffuses potémésistance to this socioeconomic regime.
Harvey’s thesis is that “neoliberalism” is not atural or spontaneous development in recent
economic history, but rather it has constitutednéentional project to redistribute wealth back to
an economic elite (Harvey 2005). According to Harwhis project occurred in response to the
increased gains by the working or middle classes garesult of the Fordist capital-labor
compromise from earlier in the twentieth centuny)l ghe decreased economic returns that began
to manifest themselves in earnest in the 1970sv@yaP005). The arguments for how this
transition was accomplished are not only the sulpédarvey’s text, but other texts such as
Naomi Klein'sThe Shock Doctring2007).

According to Harvey, the tropes or narratives comiy@ssociated with or attributed to

neoliberalism have been mobilized in its contemposetting in the United States and elsewhere.
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Of particular interest is Harvey’s description afa@sci’s characterization of forms of “common
sense,” which according to Harvey in the case ofiberalism is deeply rooted in the principles
of personal accountability and individual libery@posed to forms of collective action (see, e.g.,
Harvey 2005:23). Harvey describes the role of “cammense” as follows:

For a shift of this magnitude to occur required pii@r construction of political

consent across a sufficiently large spectrum ofgbpulation to win elections.

What Gramsci calls ‘common sense’ (defined as &base held in common’)

typically grounds consent. Common sense is cornsiluout of longstanding

practices of cultural socialization often rootedeplein regional or national

traditions. It is not the same as the ‘good setisal can be constructed out of

critical engagement with the issues of the dayryewn 2005:39]
The idea that hegemony descends to the level ahfiton sense” (i.e., as fully internalized and
below the level of discursivity) is in many wayssgstent with the Althusserian position that an
“‘ideology represents the imaginary relationshimdividuals to their real conditions of existence”
(Althusser 1971:153) and “what is represented @oldgy is therefore not the system of the real
relations which govern the existence of individublst the imaginary relation of those individuals
to the real relations in which they live” (AlthussE971:155). Ortner characterizes this view of
culture as the “mystification” model where “culture ‘ideology’) tells lies about the realities of
people’s lives, and the analytic problem is to ustdexd how people come to believe these lies”
(Ortner 1984:153%)

Finally, one does find resistance discussed in &éjaat or near the end of his book when
he discusses the role of opposition movements abhezalism (Harvey 2005:198-201). What is
intriguing about Harvey's description of the intental implementation (i.e., not a spontaneous or

natural rise) of the neoliberal agenda, howevethas it itself would then have constituted what

amounted to an oppositional movement that sougiétonstruct (according to Harvey) at least a

4 Gramsci's concept of “common sense” is furthecaésed in the third part of this paper.
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half century of social democratic (“Fordist”) ortiaxy. This point raises obvious questions about
the capacities of one group versus another to fafogit social change and the associated types of
change. A cynic, even one from the Althuserriaditian, might argue, however, that underlying
the so-called labor-capital compromise one can fatitl a form of a ruling philosophy that
normatively favors certain groups over others (lid only “change” being the relative emphasis
placed on one group over another).

lll.  Historical Foundations of Social Cohesion andChange

The issue of the individual and society — thatisether or which one precedes the other
or determines the other — surfaces noticeablymmparisons between Durkheim (society as “social
fact’) and Weber (individual agency and “VerstehenModernity yielding to heretofore
unexpressed forms of individualization, in which den subjects have grown accustomed to
social differentiation, intentionality, self-expsgsn, and self-interest, suggests changes in the
modes of subjectivity and agency. Is “individualiaa,” however, the same as agency? Also, how
have societies bound themselves together tradityoamad how has this mechanism changed over
time, if at all?

The question of social cohesion is discussed inenmistorical detail in this section. It
includes an examination of Durkheim’'s emphasis oterdependence through increasingly
complex divisions of labor from a transition fromeoform of “social solidarity” to another (in
conjunction with Durkheim’s reliance on the congdubinding value of the “sacred” within a
community). This section also examines the rolelags conflict and ideology within Marx’s
paradigm and the influence of forms of authorityl @ocial change within Weber’'s system. It
concludes with a detailed analysis of themes redattd social cohesion, agency, and “the law”

from Malinowski’'sCrime and Custom in Savage Society
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A. Emile Durkheim’s Focus on Society as Social Sdarity

A detailed analysis of EmilBurkheim’s view of the transitions involved frometHpre-
modern” to the “modern” starts witlihe Division of Labor in Societylhis text represented
Durkheim’s initial foray into explaining social cesion and the transitions from what he called
“mechanical” to “organic” societies. Durkheim wouéder examine in more depth the origins and
development of religion (as a form of social cobaeyiat the mechanical level, in what he
characterized as its most elemental formte Elementary Forms of Religious Life

Durkheim regarded “society” as the central defifiorce in explaining and understanding
human behavior (Pals 2006:85). It should, therefooene as no surprise thatTheDivision of
Labor he sought to look at the problem of social cohedt@r Durkheim, the relationship between
society and the individual was, in many ways, ragtightforward. In opposition to Rousseau’s
attempt at explaining society through a “socialtcact” among already autonomous individuals,
Durkheim regarded the individual as always haviegrb“born first into groups — into families,
clans, tribes, nations — and raised in that coh{®etls 2006:90). To a large extent, because of thi
precondition, Durkheim came to view society inlitss having an intrinsic moral component due
to these “basic structures of life” and obligatiovithin and to the community (Pals 2006:91). The
fact that Durkheim came to view religion as insepér from society (Pals 2006:91), and even as
the community worshipping nothing but itself asgameted withinThe Elementary Formss
consistent with this message of society as a neortatly or source.

Within mechanical societies, Durkheim examined rible of common or shared norms
which constitute, depending on the translation,calléctive consciousness” or “conscience
collective” (Durkheim 1984). This consciousneskased on a “dense network of shared symbols

and rituals” (Turner 1991:49). Durkheim argues tingise societies are, notwithstanding certain
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divisions of labor across males and females, cheniaed by “the absence of a complex
differentiation of social roles, the absence ofvidlalism and doctrines of individuality and by
the absence of cultural variations and divisiofisirfier 1991:49). As described by Durkheim, the
universal group norms were enforced through “reppveslaws” that served to punish breaches
from the collective norms of the group (see disimumsat Durkheim 1984:xvii). In these contexts,
“there is uniform agreement as to what is right eun@t is wrong in almost all matters of human
conduct” (Pals 2006:91).

From the mechanical, Durkheim transitions to “ongasocieties.” The causes of the
transition from the mechanical to the organic #ely numerous, but Durkheim focuses on the
pressures of “moral” or “dynamic” densities, whigpresent increases in the population (social
volume), increases in population densities (phystensity), as well as increasing social
interaction within these social and physical dimens, leading to heightened levels of
competition (Durkheim 1984:200-225). As greater bans of people interact and compete within
these spaces, specialization and divisions of ledgult as a form of or a response to increasing
competition (Durkheim 1984:200-225). Within the angc society, the social cohesion — and
moral force — of society manifests itself diffedgniMoral commitment in this context “comes not
from the threat of punishment but from the need ¢éaah person acquires for the work of others”
(Pals 2006:91). This is reflected in society’saetie on restitutive laws, rather than penal laws.
Restitutive laws, which arise in such highly depeld areas as domestic law, contract law,
commercial law, and administrative law, strive &store any breaches between or among
individuals by making members whole and returningnt to thestatus quo ant¢Durkheim

1984:68, 149-175).
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The irony of the organic society is that, becauisemembers become functionally
interdependent on one another as part of the isicrgly complex societal organism, these
members emerge as individuals (or, at a minimunspasialized cells within a social body) who
are functionally distinct from and yet still funatially interconnected to other individuals within
the community. According to Durkheim, individualignd distinct social boundaries therefore
emerge within what was previously a relatively hgemous collective, along with more
individual diversity and personal freedom (Pals 0Q). This interdependence in modern
societies has been characterized as a form of ‘Inmalevidualism” because of our reliance on
others to do their duty within the organic body amdompetently — and ethically — perform their
functional roles (Pals 2006:91).

Durkheim also recognized certain “exceptional” &mohormal”’ forms or outcomes of the
division of labor when the full, harmonious effeftsocial solidarity is no longer engendered by
and distributed across society (Durkheim 1984: 2Z817). These forms include the “anomic
division of labor” and the “forced division of latjo(Durkheim 1984:291-322). “Anomie”
constitutes a condition in which a worker becomesrspecialized and is reduced to the “role of
a machine” and acts out in a repetitive, monotorfoastine” without an understanding of a
connection to the greater whole or its purpose KkBeim 1984:306-307). A “forced division of
labor” is meant to include those situations in viahilse institution of some external or unnatural
constraint (such as a caste system) interferesthétimatural functioning and internal capabilities
of what would otherwise constitute a well-run orngam and its parts, which can lead to
dissatisfaction and hostility (leading even to loivar) (Durkheim 1984:310-311). These forms or
outcomes are pathological or deviant and “unnatubalt according to Durkheim they are not

systemic, as in the case of the forms of alienaliestribed by Marx.
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Durkheim later turned his attention to the tofficatigion (as, among other things, a form
of social cohesion) iThe Elementary FormsWhat is interesting about Durkheim’s analysis is
that this text constitutes a further elaborationt@norms and customs of his previously-described
mechanical societies. Its goal is to examine theeld@ment and role of the “collective
consciousness,” but in the form in which it is tadly displayed or manifested within a traditional
society. Because of Durkheim’s “central focus digien in its earliest forms,” it can be said that
Durkheim “was somewhat inclined to think in evolutary terms” insofar as Durkheim
“proceeded to show how all of religion in otherqda and later times has evolved from those
forms in various new and different combinations’al@? 2006:182). Durkheim’s functional
approach reflects his metaphor of society as aanisgn of interdependent parts (Szelényi 2009
and Durkheim 1984:139-141). This stands in conttastWeber's perhaps more historically-
situated approach such that when Weber “sets oexptain ideal-types, he is careful to notice
how expressions of those types may appear in ooehegade in the next, and return again
thereafter, depending on each new cultural or hegtb circumstance” (Pals 2006:182). This
contrast is due in large part to differences inrttespective approaches, with Durkheim taking a
functional-reductionist approach and Weber avoidieductionism through an examination of
complexity and diversity (Pals 2006:149) that alsppens to avoid some of the cultural
evolutionary elements of Durkheim’s analysis (P24166:182).

Durkheim defines religion as follows: “A religiois a unified system of beliefs and
practices relative to sacred things, that is to, $hings set apart and forbidden — beliefs and
practices which unite into one single moral comrtynalled a Church, all those who adhere to
them” (Durkheim 1995:44). This definition is notaldbr its three primary elements: the sacred,

rituals, and a community. Even by looking at orilgde elements, one can anticipate what in fact
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Durkheim sought to accomplish in his text, whichswa claim that the community’s (i.e., the
clan’s) worship of the totem, either in its physiocaabstract form, was in fact its worship of ifse
as a conflation of the sacred with the group anthefmoral with the group, often accomplished
through ritualistic practices. The totem is “nothielse than collective forces, incarnated,
hypostatized under a material form” and “it is gbgiwhich the faithful worship” with the
“superiority of the gods over men” as “that of thi@up over its members” (O’'Toole 1984:14,
qguoting from Durkheim’sThe Elementary Forms Thus, for Durkheim, “religion is, in some
sense, ‘society worshipping itself,” so that ‘sogies the symbolic referent of religious ritual.”
(O'Toole 1984:14). The ritualized practices of tgeup “create strong emotional states (a
collective effervescence, to use Durkheim’s terriugy), re-establishing and cementing social
relationships within the tribe” (Turner 1991:46).

Several of the passages near the efithefElementary Formare remarkable for how they
attempt to link past with present and future bwtialy how society, in its modern incarnation, can
still attain the moral (and social) cohesion ofritere elemental forms by directing its attention
towards another totemic form, with society (stiprshipping itself in the form of what amounts
to a “civil religion.” Regarding how modern societgn continue to self-cohere, Durkheim states:

There is something eternal in religion that is ihest to outlive the succession of

particular symbols in which religious thought héstleed itself. There can be no

society that does not experience the need at mregutlervals to maintain and

strengthen the collective feelings and ideas thavige its coherence and its

distinct individuality. This moral remaking can &ehieved only through meetings,
assemblies, and congregations in which the indalgJupressing close to one
another, reaffirm in common their common sentiments. In short, the former

gods are growing old or dying, and others havebeen born. . . . A day will come

when our societies once again will know hours @fative effervescence during
which new ideals will again spring forth and newnfolas emerge to guide

humanity for a time. . . . We have already seen Hlogv[French] Revolution
instituted a whole cycle of celebrations in ordekeéep the principles that inspired
it eternally young. . . . There are no immortal ggis, and there is no reason to
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believe that humanity is incapable of conceiving/ioaes in the future. [Durkheim
1995:429-430]

According to Durkheim, the “former gods are grogvoid or dying,” but what is to come?
Durkheim’s quasi-nationalistic message is ironidight of another revolution, of sorts, that will
happen soon in Durkheim’s future, which would teigrfamily apart by taking his son from him,
and ultimately Durkheim’s will to live (see Wikipid “Emile Durkheim”). The First World War
would come to represent a final shattering of tliecoder, of Europe as previously constituted,
with that first great upheaval leading to the typesationalism to which Durkheim was referring,
though one certainly must question whether thaisiteon constituted “progress.”

B. Karl Marx’s Emphasis on Class Conflict

If Durkheim viewed “society” in its various fornas the pre-eminent source and form of
social solidarity (and, ironically, individualityhtough interdependence), then it is Karl Marx who
argues that society is not a harmonious commuretyse, but rather is the product of class
antagonisms and conflict. Like Durkheim, Marx adoatreductionist approach (Pals 2006:149),
because historical materialism is premised on thppasition that the material base or
infrastructure determines the superstructure. Witthie paradigm of historical materialism,
“religious beliefs were representations of theipatar economic conditions of specific modes of
production” (Turner 2006:285). Marx’s “ideas onigen are part of his general theory of
alienation in class-divided societies” (Hamiltor0201). As discussed below, Marx also viewed
religion as a means by which social cohesion wastaiaed (though, according to him,
disingenuously).

Unlike Durkheim and Weber, Marx apparently did deal systematically with the subject
of religion, but he instead addressed it periotiidal some of this writings — though, when he did

so, it was in scathing terms (Hamilton 2001:92% htiost deliberate and condensed treatment of
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religion occurs in theContribution to the Critigue of Hegel's Philosopby Right (Hamilton
2001:92). For the purposes of this paper, it wdaldlitate the discussion of Marx to quote
verbatim an extended passage from this text. Acegrid Marx:

The basis of irreligious criticism is thisian makes religigrreligion dos not make

man. Religion is indeed man’s self-consciousnadssalf-awareness so long as he

has not found himself or has lost himself againt fBanis not an abstract being,

squatting outside the world. Mantlee human worlgthe state, society. This state,

this society, produce religion which is averted world consciousnessecause

they are aninverted world Religion is the general theory of this worlds it

encyclopedic compendium, its logic in popular forts,spiritualpoint d’honneuy

its enthusiasm, its moral sanction, its solemn dempnt, its general basis of

consolation and justification. It e fantastic realizatiorof the human being

inasmuch as thieuman beingossesses no true reality. The struggle againgtoe!

is, therefore, indirectly a struggle againisat world whose spiritualaroma is

religion. Religioussuffering is at the same time expressiorof real suffering and

a protestagainst real suffering. Religion is the sigh of thppressed creature, the

sentiment of a heartless world, and the soul oflessgiconditions. It is thepium

of the people. [Tucker 1978:53-54]

What is noticeable about Marx’s approach is thiguably some similarities remain to
Durkheim’s conception of religion, one of whichtlet both Marx and Durkheim would agree that
religion is a reflection or consequence of somejlalse (Pals 2006:150). For Durkheim, religion
is a reflection of society projecting itself and itorms onto or into the form of a totem or totem-
like object or principle that it worships, but twership is nothing but the worship of itself — that
is, of the group (or “society”). Marx departs frdharkheim by positing that this projection is not
of the collective, for in Marx’s mind the “collegg” (or the “social”) does not exist as a single
harmonic unit or entity, but rather constitutesi@éd assemblage of class interests and embedded
antagonisms in which the ideological superstructimeluding religion, reflects an underlying
class power dynamic and is used by a “dominang8scta protect and legitimize its interests (see

O'Toole 1984:67).
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A major difference between Marx and Durkheim istthwhile Durkheim inThe
Elementary Formsontinues at the end to proclaim the need for‘slered,” even if the civil
totem replaces the naturalistic totem, Marx offesssuch suggestion, for according to Marx the
“compensating and comforting illusion” of religitwould eventually be dispensed with as human
beings lost their need for illusions” (Hamilton 2001). Further, Marx’s critique of Durkheim’s
notion of the “sacred” and Durkheim’s call for aitreligion as a source of social cohesion in
modern settings would likely be that this form gbVernmentality” (to use a Foucauldian term)
is nothing more than yet another means by whichotases imposes its interests and ideologies on
another. Of course, the question (and problenmgktent to which Marx and Marxism ultimately
became to its adherents the sacred totems Marogadby sought to demolish. Another criticism
of Marx on this point is that he was too focusedtf@West and, specifically, on Christianity and
that his analysis, at least with respect to retigidoes not necessarily apply to other areas or to
tribal religions (Pals 2006:140).

Since religion for Marx is the outcome or reflectiof underlying material forces and class
conditions, the solution for Marx is to attack teasnderlying material conditions. This point
ultimately ties back to a discussion of ideology & role as a force of social cohesion and change
Thus, according to Pals:

As Marx puts their plight in one of his charactgciseversals of phrase, “The call

to abandon their illusions about their conditioraisall to abandon a condition

which requires illusion$ He is fully confident that, in time, the attack those

conditions will succeed. And when it does, religibke the state and everything

else in the superstructure of oppression, will h&it away” entirely on its own.

[Pals 2006:137]

Of course, the issue here is that an “attack” erctinditions of the “sacred,” per Durkheim, would

represent an attack on society itself and wouldttute nothing more than the “profanitization”
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of the sacred and the “sacralization” of the prefarhe over-arching categories, however, would
remain the same (see, e.g., Durkheim 1976:XI).

C. Max Weber and “Rationalization”

Max Weber does not appear to suffer from the reduoistic criticisms leveled against
Durkheim and Marx. Weber also stands in marked sipipo to Marx’s materialist approach, for
in Weber's system with its emphasis on agency, mearand understanding (“Verstehen”),
Weber “presumes that we cannot explain the actafrfsumans as we explain occurrences in
nature” (Pals 2006:153). It has been argued thats¥hen” and the use of the ideal-type do not
represent an intuitive, imaginative, or purely iptetative explanatory process, but rather can be
seen as “a form of science” involving “a systematitional method of explaining human actions
by discerning the real motives or meanings” andesicribing “a historical circumstance or set of
conditions” and by “looking at what actually didgpeen, we try to isolate what it was that made
one sequence occur when the others did not” (R¥6:254). Weber’s approach has been called
“methodological individualism” (Pals 2006:155).

If Durkheim viewed society itself as the dispostisocial force, and Marx emphasized
class divisions and conflict, then Weber focusesttenrole of authority and social action in
illuminating the increasingly pronounced expressioha certain form of rationality in governing
our social interactions and institutions. AccordiegDaniel Pals, “intellectual historians have
focused on [Weber’s] discussions of ‘rationalizatian human societies over the course of
history” with some believing that rationalizatioarges as “the grand interpretative scheme that
underlies Weber’s program, linking religion, econcsnand society” (Pals 2006:185).

In modernity, there appears to be little doubt ¥Waber was prescient as one witnesses the

processes of instrumental-rationality and buredizai@on envelop, for better or worse, both
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Western and non-Western cultures. The theme obnalization appears to play a more
predominant role in Weber's analysis of Westerntural and society. According M.M.W.
Lemmen, the “various elements of this rationaliserewto be encountered elsewhere in the world,
certainly, but that in its totality typified Westerculture alone” (Lemmen 1990:15). Malcolm
Hamilton has also noted:

Rationalism . . . is used by Weber to charactettgeparticular way in which

Western culture and civilisation as opposed todtagtave developed. The West,

Weber believed, was more rational in its approazhalt spheres of life and

endeavor. Often he seems to be thinking largelgetievelopment of the scientific

outlook, the systematic pursuit of scientific knedgje and its application through

technology. Along with this goes rational bureaticraorganisation of

administration and production. Even in spheres sichusic, however, the West

developed a more rational approach. [Hamilton 2064].

One starting point iThe Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitaljgmwhich Weber
makes the case that a particular form of religitneed (i.e., Calvinist Protestantism) served as the
catalyst or spark — though not necessarily the polysible cause, and certainly not a sufficient
cause — of a new mode of production (i.e., mod&@stern capitalism) which “stood Marx on his
head” (Pals 2006:165) insofar as it emphasizeddanlist — not a materialist — origin of the
capitalist mode of production. Even more intriguthgn the idealist versus materialist squabble
between Weber and Marx is Weber's contention th&t mew capitalistic ethic becomes
sufficiently ingrained and acquires a momentunibivn, without the need for its initial religious
impetus (Pals 2006:165). From this perspective t@esnodernity constitutes a form of detached
rationalization (i.e., detached from its originaligious catalyst) (see Lemmen 1990:178).

In The Protestant Ethje¢he end result of this process of rationalizgtighich “stripped of

its religious and ethical meaning” appears to hinee“character of sport,” is the “iron cage”

(Weber 1987:182). In Weber’s words:
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No one knows who will live in this cage in the frguor whether at the end of this

tremendous development entirely new prophets wiglea or there will be a great

rebirth of old ideas and ideals, or, if neither cimenized petrification, embellished

with a sort of convulsive self-importance. Fortbé last stage of this cultural

development, it might well be truly said: “Specsédi without spirit, sensualists

without heart; this nullity imagines that it hasastted a level of civilization never

before reached.” [Weber 1987:182]
This transition into the “iron cage” can be intetad through the prism of Weber’s forms of social
action. These consist of the traditional, affectirdtrumental-rational, and value-rational (Weber
1978:24-26). According to Weber, the process dfidralization” represents the sacrifice of the
value-rational (or “substantive rationality”) inviar of the cold-hearted, cost-benefit-motivated
instrumental-rational (or “formal rationality”):

The systemic pursuit of profit in capitalism by efal calculation of costs in

relation to return, optimal use of resources, elation of waste, and so on, may be

highly rational in the formal sense but it does metessarily produce a substantive

rationality in the sense of meeting human goalsrezedls or the needs of a society

as a whole. Formal rationality has nothing to dthwalues; substantive rationality

involves value positions. Whether something isoral in the substantive sense

depends upon the values one holds and what is&hiiothis sense from one point

of view may not be so from another. Much of Webavisrk is oriented to the

understanding of why the West has placed so mugthasis, in his view, upon

formal rationality. [Hamilton 2001:162]
It is this progression from value-rationality towarthe highly impersonal and technical and
bureaucratized instrumental-rationality that cacHeracterized as “the irrationality of rationality
(Seminar Discussion, Anthropology 203A, Fall 201iRely in reference to George Ritzer's
formulation of this concept in a contemporary sefti Since “no necessary value judgment is
intended by Weber in his use of the term ratiomsald “Weber was not necessarily implying that
the West is thereby superior” (Hamilton 2001:162Fan be said that our escape from the “iron
cage” hinges in part on our realization that theeaational is still rational and should play &ro

in our modern lives.
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Where is the sacred shimmer of Durkheim’s civiigielh or some equivalent cohesive
social force within Weber’s writings? That is, hdaes Weber account for the evolution of values
within his paradigm of rationality? The ideal-typicprocess of rationalization reflects or
constitutes the “disenchantment” of society: “Orfe\Weber’'s widely cited types defines the
process of cultural ‘disenchantment,” by whichHait the supernatural realm of magic and gods,
long anchored in traditional society, graduallysdises under the pressure of systematic and
rationalized patterns of thought” (Pals 2006:159%e result, according to this line of thought,
appears to be a steady process of “ethical ratzatadn” in which our values and mores eventually
begin to stand on their own rather than relying toadition, a charismatic prophet, or a
bureaucratized priesthood (see, e.g., Hamilton 2BJ1162). According to this perspective,
“once ‘disenchanted,’ the world has no need ofjrefi” (Lemmen 1990:172).

As a result of this process, it is argued thatetgcalso now moves towards an era of the
autonomous individual, who must accept the burdétise transition away from traditional forms
of authority: “In modern times, man with his yeargifor meaning has been cast more than ever
upon his own individuality. . . . Man is compellatbre than ever before to free himself of the
received social orders and to make a choice” (Lem&#90:182-183). The consequence is “a
switch from communal relations, involving substaatvalues and habitual reciprocity, to a society
characterized by value pluralism, the indifferentenarket relationships, the individuation of the
autonomous personality, and the evolution of a lseanvironment, relatively free from the
constraining impact of traditional norms” (Holton &urner 1989:75-76). In one sense,
individualization can be seen as the developmethefiutonomous person who is able to resist
“all authoritarian arbitrariness” (Lemmen 1990:1775). It is entirely possible, however, that this

new form of instrumental individuality is ultimayel“cold” and empty,” for through
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bureaucratization and the iron cage, we risk bemgnmpersonal persons who ultimately lack
“creativity and individuality” (Appelrouth & EdIe2008:149). Is it then possible that the human
reaction to the iron cage is a greater, not legsephasis on traditional forms of authority and the
stability (and “social salvation”) it might come tepresent?

D. Bronislaw Malinowski on Social Cohesion, Agencyand the Law

A principal theme addressed by Bronislaw MalinomiekCrime and Custom in Savage
Societyconsists of, at one level, how (Trobriand) socieityds itself together, while at another
level, it addresses the role of agency within theug. Malinowski’'s reliance on the reciprocal
obligations (and individual calculations) embedeethin the daily interactions of the tribe is an
apparent reaction to earlier theories of sociaksan insofar as Malinowski is reacting to what
he perceives to be the failure of prior social tiets to only regard the “primitive” as essentially
devoid of reason and as a slavish and blind senfahe group and group sentiment. It is this idea
of mechanized group custom that Malinowski appdyembst stridently rejects. He states, for
example, that “underlying all these ideas was tbgumnption that in primitive societies the
individual is completely dominated by the group—ttwede, the clan or the tribe—that he obeys
the commands of his community, its traditions,ptblic opinion, its decrees, with a slavish,
fascinated, passive obedience” (Malinowski 1926:3M many ways, Malinowski appears to
launch his stiffest attack against Durkheim’s folation of the “mechanical society,” where a
“collective conscience” permeates the social fabnd is used by Durkheim as the basis for social
solidarity within pre-modern societies (DurkheinB8291-67). This contrast between Malinowski
and Durkheim has been articulated as follows:

This is most fully elaborated in hiSrime and Customwhich opens with the

following question: Why is it that rules of condurcta primitive society are obeyed,

even though they are hard and irksome? Even umderal conditions, the savage’s
compliance with his moral code is at best pargahditional, and evasive. . . .
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Above all, Malinowski rejects the assumption thasithe sacred authority of the

moral code, or the “collective conscience,” whick@unts for the conformity given

it. It is to this anti-Durkheimian point that herefits the brunt of his polemic.

Conformity, says Malinowski, is not sanctioned ‘@ymere psychological force,

but by a definite social machinery.” [Gouldner 19639]

Malinowski examines reciprocity as the foundatidrinis “social machinery” in his text
as he considers several social practices (e.galdaactions and relations within the Trobriand
canoe system, exchanges of fish and vegetablesséetwillages, widows weeping for their
deceased husbands to satisfy the deceased matiierisrand maternal relatives, the continuing
obligations between a woman and her children anditwgher, etc.), but Malinowski also builds
his case for a more individualized account of do@iectioning by referencing numerous
aberrations and violations of group custom. Fongxa, Malinowski notes:

Whenever the native can evade his obligations withbe loss of prestige, or

without the prospective loss of gain, he does sactty as a civilized business man

would do. When the ‘automatic smoothness’ in the ofi obligations so often

attributed to the Melanesian is studied more clgsebecomes clear that there are

constant hitches in the transactions, that themauish grumbling and recrimination

and seldom is a man completely satisfied with higr@r. [Malinowski 1926:30]

Malinowski’s emphasis on individual non-conform{gs a form of agency) and his attack
on Durkheimian notions of a slavish psychologia#ierence to the “collective conscience” is, if
it is accurate, one of the most interesting aspaichalinowski’'s project inCrime and Custom
Just as Levi-Strauss demonstratedTie Savage Mindhat the “primitive” was capable of
ratiocination on par with the “modern” (Levi-Strau$966:1-33), Malinowski undermined the
assumption that social actors within traditionatistbes mindlessly conform to group customs

without individual incentives, ratiocination, prida egotism. He notes, for example, that “the free

and easy way in which all transactions are doregtiod manners which pervade all and cover

5 One question is whether Malinowski overstatedrthiaber or frequency of the instances in which théslkations
occur.
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any hitches or maladjustments, make it difficult fiee superficial observer to see the keen self-
interest and watchful reckoning which runs righotigh” (Malinowski 1926:26-27). Likewise,
even when it comes to relations within a kinshigugr, “rivalries, dissensions, the keenest egotism
flourish and dominate indeed the whole trend ofskip relations” (Malinowski 1926:48).
Malinowski underscores these points by observing:

Far also from being exclusively a group affair, hghts and his duties are in the

main the concern of the individual, who knows petifewell how to look after his

interests and realizes that he has to redeem hgatbns. We found indeed that

the native’s attitude towards duty and privilegevésy much the same as in a

civilized community—to the extent in fact that het ronly stretches but also at

times breaks the law. [Malinowski 1926:74]

One also perceives from these portrayals thatctieigture of reason described by Malinowski is

also a creature of emotion, which is consistentaimore fully articulated and rounded portrayal

of human individuality (as opposed to a mere céureaof one aspect of human nature or the
other): “It is characteristic of Malinowski's matl,” wrote Sir James Frazer, ‘that he takes full

account of the complexity of human nature. . . .rel@embers that man is a creature of emotion
at least as much as of reason, and he is consttntlyins to discuss the emotional as well as the
rational basis of human action” (Hoebel 1946:851).

Malinowski also apparently disputes the Durkhemmiation that social cohesion within
“primitive” societies is reliant on religious custe, norms, and taboos. For Malinowski, the
“secular and religious are not in a hopeless junmblethe primitive mind” (Seagle 1937:281).
Malinowski describes a broad range of civil or dacyractices (which he separately argues
constitute “legal” functions) that stand part freine sacred. Malinowski observes:

It is also obvious that the type of rules which k&e been discussing, although

they are unquestionably rules of binding law, haveno way the character of

religious commandments, laid down absolutely, odeygidly and integrally. The
rules here described are essentially elastic ancstathle, leaving a considerable
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latitude within which their fulfilment is regardeas satisfactory. [Malinowski
1926:31]

It has, therefore, been stated that Malinowskictsj&he myth of the primitive mind” and “above
all he has the merit of rejecting the idea thatwhele of primitive life is dominated by religious
and magical conceptions and influences so thasdliage is unable to distinguish religious from
other rules of conduct” (Seagle 1937:275).

Malinowski also presents i@rime and Custona theory of the precursors (or functional
equivalents) of civil law within a tribal sociefyhe basic idea that our daily interactions are boun
up in systems of reciprocity that begin to looleligontract or other “civil” relations is certainly
apposite. Malinowski reinforces the analogy to nrodgvil law when he states: “Civil law,’ the
positive law governing all the phases of triba li€onsists then of a body of binding obligations,
regarded as a right by one party and acknowledgediaty by the other, kept in force by a specific
mechanism of reciprocity and publicity inherenttle structure of their society” (Malinowski
1926:58). On this point, Malinowski’s functionalegtproach plays a crucial role, with Malinowski
himself describing it as encompassing “the studyliogct observation of the rules of custom as
they function in actual life” and that such a stddgveals that the commandments of law and
custom are always organically connected and nddtess’ and “that their very nature consists in
the many tentacles which they throw out into thetegt of social life” (Malinowski 1926:125).

The functionalist approach certainly has its adages, as for example in its expansion of
the practices an anthropologist might considerlleggroto-legal. Malinowski contested “the
belief that law consists of ‘central authority, esdcourts, and constables’, and insisted that law
does ‘not consist in any independent institutionather law represents ‘an aspect of their tribal
life’” (Tamanaha 1995:504). This definition of tlEaw,” however, has also been criticized.

Malinowski is sometimes reproached as being toohthe functionalist, with its immersion in
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the individual, and not enough the structural-fioralist, with its greater emphasis on the
“construction of the social order itself” and, esipdly, with its more intense focus on the role of
social structures or institutions within that ordeee, e.g., Barnard 2000:61). An institutional
(“Western”) approach might tend, on the other haagut too much weight on the importance of
legal structures and forms (while the kinship graught in fact be the quintessential “law-giver”

and form, so “institutions” are not necessarilydaggd in “non-Western” approaches). On these

points, Michael Sims argues:

A definition of law as exemplified in Western sdgie. . was a “blind alley”
because it excluded preliterate societies and atedda saying that all “primitive”
societies had no law and léfio little to talk about. Another approach . . . was that
of Bronislaw Malinowski. Malinowski’'s definition oflaw did not require courts
and codes but included any norm of conduct whicé vaited with inducements.”
However, [it has been] argued that Malinowski's ra@gh caused almost every

form of social control to be a legal one and teth muchto talk about.” [Sims
1995:345]

Sally Falk Moore, a noted legal anthropologist,atodes:

Within anthropology, the conception of law that Malwvski propounded was so
broad that it was virtually indistinguishable fraarstudy of the obligatory aspect
of all social relationships. It could almost beds#hat by its very breadth and
blurriness of conception Malinowski’'s view madedifficult to separate out or

define as law any special province of study. Lavg wat distinguished from social
control in general. [Moore 1969:258]

At the end of his life Malinowski apparently recazed some of the limitations of his

approach. According to Hoebel, Malinowski eventyéflave authority and coercive sanctions a

preeminent role in social control™:

At the very end of his life, however, when confehby problems of freedom and
law in modern civilization in the face of the tatatian threats of Fascism and
Communism, Malinowski realized how deficient hisitlaropological approach to

law” really was. InfFreedom and Civilizatiofpublished posthumously in 1944) we
find him saying, “By law in the sense of a socialigtablished rule we mean a

command or rule of conduct sanctioned by organigedstraints.” [Hoebel
1954:209]
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Hoebel expands on this statement:
The concept of reciprocity, important though ifas the understanding of social
relations (for no social relations are unilaterafgs at long last recognized by
Malinowski to be wholly inadequate when taken bselt in the attempt to
understand the nature and function of power inaoaiganization. When he
addressed himself to the pressing matter of freemhoaivilization the necessary
allocation and delegation of power, as againstehdencies to usurp and corrupt
power by self-centered interests, could not helplmithe chief concern of his
thoughts. Then, and only then, did he realize thiatis the concern of law in all
societies. [Hoebel 1954:210]
If Hoebel is correct, it took totalitarianism andrere profound sense of the role of conflict and
power within society for Malinowski to finally adbp role for the law that comes closer to how
we might regard it today. This means, among ottiags, that the law must also act to restrict the
power of the group or society itself and those wiigh to overtake or overpower it.
IV.  Language and Discourse as a Source of Social kzsion and Control
The last part of this paper elaborates on schafamd social theory that examines the
interdependent relationship between language acidlstructure and social relations at multiple
scales. As discussed below, this field of scholpreinges from the macro level (e.g., Foucault’'s
discursive formations and Gramsci's notions of “coom sense”), to the intermediate (e.g.,
Bourdieu’s practice-theory dialectic between suuetand agency), to the micro (e.g., Goffman’s
interactional and dramaturgical approach at theividdal or role-playing level). Other
formulations are equally important, including thaential role of language in structuring thought
and, in turn, behavior (Whorf), the role of trop@snarratives (Friedrich), the role of verbal
performativity (Bauman), and how language itselin cae viewed as reflecting certain

sociopolitical, ideological, and class influenceooentations (Volosinov). This area of research

is ultimately relevant to any project that examihesv the social is constructed and reproduced
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(by ratifying, for example, certain modes of thimgior worldviews), as well as how subjects or
agents are able to resist or transform the circamegts of their everyday lives.

A. Ferdinand de Saussure and Structuralism

As a foundational matter, Ferdinand de Saussulistgiction betweemangue (language
as abstract, intrinsic, bounded, ordered, and edjifiand parole (speech as a token or
epiphenomenal manifestation) deserves some trea{®anssure 1959; see also Hanks 1996 for
an attempted synthesis of Saussure and Peirce)y Mdhe ideas that follow are in opposition to
Saussure’s rigid structuralism, which gives preafegeto the abstract linguistic ideal-type over the
token and, in Saussure’s formulation, marginalizeEdemphasized, and quotidian speech acts or
performances.

In opposition to structuralism, an anthropologiapproach regardangueas necessary,
though not sufficient. That is, whilangueis a useful analytic concept, language as actually
constructed, materialized, and negotiated as diseawithin human social relations is, according
to this view, ultimately the more meaningful antevant domain of analysis (that is, language as
an integral aspect or medium of human socialitpy @ discussion of the role and scope of
linguistic anthropology see Duranti 1997). It is@athe element of historicity (or diachronicity)
and a non-static negotiation and construction nflage through its use within human social
interaction or as part of a community as discugs@&liranti (1997), as opposed to structuralism’s
emphasis on synchronicity and linguistic isolatitrgt givesparole its influence within a non-
structuralist paradigm and that gives meaning (ay of a contrast to structuralism) to the social
theories utilized within the proposed project. Maver, in addition to the structuralist notion that
signifiers are arbitrarily applied or related te thignified (Saussure 1959; see also Hanks 1996),

a structuralist emphasis often disregards, rathean appreciates, discursive anomalies, which is
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consistent with a traditional objectivist desir@ltsregard conflict more generally (whereas a focus
on parole and diachronicity acknowledges the dialecticatiehship between practice and ideal
type).

B. Peircean Pragmatics and the Importance of the berpretant

As another foundational matter, in opposition t&ausserian self-contained dyadicity
between signifier and signified, the early schdlgrsof Charles Peirce constructed a semiotic
system involving a triadic relationship between anabng sign, object, and interpretant (Peirce
1955). In the context of how language operatesimitiie realm of human social relations, the
Peircean approach is not only transitional, butetsal. Theories that examine the role of language
and discourse as ideology, for example, build drokeship that relies to no small extent on the
“semiotic models of communication based on therikemf C. S. Peirce (1931-58)" (Kroskrity
2004:500). Peirce’s research “recognized a broaktyaof sign-focused ‘pragmatic’ relations
between language users, the signs themselvesharmbhnections between these signs and the
world” (Kroskrity 2004:500). Paul Kroskrity, a leiad scholar in the field of language ideology,
has observed that “one of the key theoretical adhms, for researchers, of these semiotic-
functional models is their recognition that manyeamings’ that linguistic forms have for their
speakers emerge from the ‘indexical’ connectiorta/éen the linguistic signs and the contextual
factors of their use,” which became the foundatoyran ethnographic approach to communication
that takes into account social relations (Krosk&§04:500), including presumably relations of
power and class.

In the Peircean system of “pragmatics,” the additf an interpretant acknowledges the
importance of relating Sausserian signs to an iexfenediated, or constantly remediated world,

rather than simply viewing languagkar{gue as isolated or esoteric and speephrgle) as

45



unimportant. Useful terms or concepts include tlerdean idea of an interpretant, which
constitutes a mental image, mediating represemtatioderstanding of an object, or more simply,
is itself a sign (an “equivalent” or “more develdpeign) often created in the mind of a person
reacting to another sign, which is callecepresentamenwhich itself stands for or represents an
object (Peirce 1955:99; see also Hanks 1996). Astiands for the object in some essentialized,
distilled, or prototypical way, which in its Platorsense is called the “ground” (Peirce 1955:99).
In this useful framework, the interpretant itsedfaasign can be interpreted and acted upon, and so
on in a constant loop or series of interpretati¢gee Hanks 1996). The idea of constantly
constructing and producing meaning in a hermeng@uticess of interpretation and reinterpretation
allows for social change because of the capacitie(@ency towards) divergent interpretations in
this semiotic process (Seminar Discussion, Anthiampo204, Fall 2013).

C. Benjamin Whorf and Linguistic Relativity

Other scholarship has also examined the relatipnisetween language and thought,
including its effect on behavior and culture. Theggcs were examined by Benjamin Whorf in
collaboration with Edward Sapir to form what is kmoas the Sapir-Whorf Hypothesis (in either
its strong or weak versions) or, more generallythasLinguistic Relativity Hypothesis (see, e.qg.,
Whorf 1956; Lucy 1985; Lucy 1992). This hypothgsistulates that the operations of language,
through the influence of language classificatidasiguage categories, and more specifically,
linguistic analogies, often result in certain catifins or organizations of meaning that affect how
we filter and, therefore, perceive and translate experiences (Whorf 1956; Lucy 1985; Lucy
1992). This process is affected by and reflected language’s “fashion of speaking” (in its
everyday and ordinary sense), which representsumilative effect of these types and forms of

linguistic classifications within a particular lamgge system (Whorf 1956; Lucy 1985; Lucy
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1992). These “fashions of speaking” constitutenguistic representation of reality in its various
lexical, morphological, syntactic, and grammaticains (Lucy 1985; Lucy 1992). This linguistic
representation of reality in turn affects and ctinds what are called our "microcosms of
thought,” “systems of thought,” or “habitual thougiorlds” (Lucy 1985; Lucy 1992). According
to this theory, these linguistically-conditionedatiitual thought worlds” fundamentally affect our
conceptions of such basic phenomena as time artdm@@athorf 1956; Lucy 1985; Lucy 1992).

An understanding of the effects of discursivity tmught and behavior, including at its
everyday or micro scale on how we perceive ancfieeted by our social relations, thus builds
on the Whorfian theory that it is through the iedir and long-standing effects of language on
these linguistically-conditioned “habitual thoughtorlds” that produces the cultural and
behavioral norms that might be said to constituteandition a particular cultural expression
(Lucy 1985; Lucy 1992). These “habitual thought ldst are also reflected in and construct,
according to Whorf, the “Weltanschauung” or “worilely” of a group of people (Lucy 1985; Lucy
1992).

What is particularly interesting here, at leastoading to the Whorfian paradigm, is how
everyday language or a “fashion of speaking” arguedinditions or shapes thought, which in turn
through a “long historical association” affects &elor and culture (Lucy 1992:65-66; see also
Lucy 1985). While the Linguistic Relativity Hypotsis has met with staunch opposition (see Lucy
1985 for a summary of critiques and contributiopsyticularly in its strong form, the notion that
language can condition or shape thought and, im, toehavioral and cultural norms provides
potentially helpful material for any analysis ofvh@ertain discursive practices can potentially
construct and ratify certain modes of thinking, evhis particularly applicable to the effects of a

particular world view and its related discursivagiices on relations of power and the ability of
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agents or subjects to resist or transform theguenstances in their everyday lives. According to
Alessandro Duranti, “linguistic relativity becomasvay of exploring the power that words have
over individuals and groups” and “is thus a precurtdb more recent topics in linguistic
anthropology, such as language ideologies” (Dur20®i1:8901).

D. Valentin Volosinov and Language as ldeology

Valentin Volosinov examined what he described tes inseparability of language and
ideology — that is, language is permeated by tob@kavhich itself is permeated by the ideological
(Volosinov 1973). This view stands in oppositiorthie Sausserean “abstract objectivist” view of
language as a detached, self-contained system wgiofterested only in the inner logic of the
system of signs itself, taken . . . independenflyhe meaning that gives signs their content”
(Kroskrity 2004:499). According to the view propaled by Volosinov, abstract objectivism
“ignores the position that meaningful signs aresneimtly ideological” (Kroskrity 2004:499).

To the extent that Volosinov’s textlarxism and the Philosophy of Langugge chiefly
concerned with the sign and with the laws goverrihmg systems of signs in their deployment
within human society” (Volosinov 1973:3), Volosirievheories are applicable to any research
that seeks answers as to how language is potgreralbedded with ideological content that serves
particular class or socioeconomic interests (whighextension, ratifies particular forms of social
reproduction or transformation as allowably emetdesm particular social structures). These
signs emerge from our social interactions or refetj which is to say that they “arise only on
interindividual territory’ (Volosinov 1973:12). These “social situations™datine “broader social
milieu” are manifested dialogically within the uti@ace (Volosinov 1986:viii; Volosinov 1973:3-

4).
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According to Volosinov, the “ruling class striveEsimpart a supraclass, eternal character
to the ideological sign, to extinguish or drive amnd the struggle between social value judgments
which occurs in it, to make the sign uniaccent&ldlosinov 1973:23). The implication is that
one class seeks to negate the appearance of tamflimultiaccentuality (that is, the inner
dialectical quality of any ideological sign), thbyecreating the illusion of a transcendent,
ahistorical, and universal semiotic truth or thethat serves all class interests over time (see
Volosinov 1973:23-24; see also Parrington 1997)thEcextent these contradictions are concealed
and the embedded dialectical binaries are neveersaglicit, the result is arguably consistent
with Gramsci’s concept of “common sense” and thgmoduces the outcome of an unconscious
and uncritical acceptance of a particular ideolagyndexical or representative of all interests.

E. Paul Friedrich and Tropes, Metaphors, and Narraives

Post-modern and post-structural themes involvimg discursive functions of tropes,
metaphors, and narratives are similarly usefulelWolosinov, Friedrich Nietzsche described
(and, in his case, disparaged) the dominance aicaantual accounts that over time disregarded
or effaced competing accounts or perspectives Wieeasked, “What, therefore, is truth?” and

answered that truth is a “‘mobile army of metapharstonymies, anthropomorphisms; truths are
illusions of which one has forgotten that they #tesions . . . coins which have their obverse
effaced and now are no longer of account as caihsrierely as metal” (Sarup 1993:46). Paul
Friedrich catalogs and discusses the various typgsbtropes, tropes, and macro tropes, but more
importantly, he notes that all language is tropmalg(Friedrich 1991:24). Volosinov claims that

language is ideological (Volosinov 1973). The coefice of these two positions is that most, if

not all, tropes are ideological.
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Most of the time “tropes are the great and lifpk=patterns that variously channel,
influence, and determine how the speaker integglalements of language to each other and
interrelates language itself and the rest of thddi/@Friedrich 1991:54-55). A metaphor is just
one type of trope (Friedrich 1991:43). This defontof trope is useful because the unconscious
and unquestioned manners of understanding labgl€tdmsci as “common sense” — which are
mobilized, without thought, to uniaccentualize, loganize, and filter our perceptions (Gramsci
1971), similar in some ways to a Whorfian “habittredught world” or worldview — can in many
ways be regarded as tropes or metaphors. Friedigthrelates his discussion of the trope to
Volosinov’s recognition of the dialogic and dialeal nature of language, for according to
Friedrich, “As Voloshinov put it, ‘Between psych@daideology there exists a continuous
dialectical interplay’ . . . which we can paraplaa8etween the psyche of the unique individual,
whether Poet or Everyman, and a society’s ideotogied myths there exists a continuous,
dialectical interplay via the mediation, among otiiéngs, of figures such as irony, metaphor, and
synecdoche” (Friedrich 1991:54).

Two additional authors (among many) add insigbtthis topic of the narrative. From a
post-structuralist perspective, Jean-Francois lrgkgaliscussions of the metanarrative “implying
a philosophy of history . . . used to legitimateowedge” (Lyotard 1984:xxiv) and forms of
legitimation (and delegitimation) (Lyotard 1984rarseful. Ludwig Wittgenstein’s concept of
“language games” and how discourse (or, more dpaltyf, an utterance) is implemented and
considered ratified or legitimated (or not) witlinacross particular domains is also germane (see

Lyotard 1984).
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F. Michele Foucault and the “Discursive Formation”

The social theory and scholarship of Michel Folicaticulates several useful concepts
relating to the relationship between language asaak cohesion, reproduction, and change,
including the discursive formation, the archive,vgmmentality, and the metaphor of the
panopticon (see, e.g., Foucault 1978; Foucault ;18é8cault 1980; Foucault 1984; Foucault
1988a; Sawyer 2002). These concepts are potentigdirelated within Foucault’s system insofar
as Foucault emphasizes, as discussed, how formp®wér and control, which one typically
attributes to the state or sovereign as suchpareasingly distributed throughout the social matri
into the various institutions and networks in whilibjects operate and in and through which
social subjects come to self-regulate and selfjolise through a process within modernity called
“governmentality” (Foucault 1978; see also Aheadd2). It is through the all-seeing and ever-
present gaze of the social matrix that certain paekations (and forms or styles of knowledge
and discursivity) are constructed and implementsi &ctors come to be self-regulated (or self-
subjugated) in a manner similar to Bentham’s panopt(see, e.g., Sarup 1993:73-76; see also
Foucault 1984:3-29, Editor’s Introduction).

As discussed, a “discursive formation” has beescudieed as “a field of statements and
practices whose structure of possibility is neitherindividual, nor a collective body of oversgers
but a form of relation between the past and prepeadlicated upon a system of rules that
demarcate both the limits and the possibility ofatvis sayable, doable, and recognizable as a
comprehensible event in all its manifest forms” fiieood 2005:114-115). More generally,
Foucault focuses on “discourses,” which owing te fometimes ambiguous manner in which
Foucault uses the term, are described by varioti®wesias either “the sets of rules and practices

that allow people to produce meaningful statemémtgiven societies at particular historical
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moments” (Ahearn 2012:265) or as “a specific instaof language use: a letter, a speech, a book,
an argument, a conversation” where “each discoisrgenerated — by analogy to generative
grammar — according to the rules of the discurBimmation and the archive” (Sawyer 2002:440).
The “archive” is “the general system of the forinatand transformation of statements™ (Sawyer
2002:437 citing Foucault 1969/1972:130). The clasnthat we are not able to describe this
archive, which “constrains our thought,” sincesifrom within these rules that we speak” (Sawyer
2002:437). Foucault apparently later avoided usargis such as “discourse,” “archive,” and
“discursive formation” as his focus shifted towarams-discursive practices (Sawyer 2002:441).
Foucault later further elaborated on the “diffénemays in our culture that humans develop
knowledge about themselves: economics, biologyhgayry, medicine, and penology” (Foucault
1988c:17-18). According to Foucault, the “main pasmot to accept this knowledge at face value
but to analyze these so-called sciences as vegyfispauth games’ related to specific techniques
that human beings use to understand themselvestcé@itdt 1988c:18). One of these
“technologies” consists of “technologies of sigisteyns” that relates to the use and meanings of
“signs, meanings, symbols, or signification” (Foultal988c:18). In this same elaboration,
Foucault’'s concept of “technologies of the self’aarm of top-down self-regulation was also
potentially modified by Foucault, according to somseholars, to distinguish between
“technologies of power” and “domination” and thopeactices of self-care and personal
development that “permit individuals to effect heir own means or with the help of others a
certain number of operations on their own bodiessouls, thoughts, conduct, and way of being,

so as to transform themselves in order to attageréain state of happiness, purity, wisdom,
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perfection, or immortality” (Foucault 1988c:18 arfdy a commentary and interviéwvith
Foucault, Foucault 1988b:3-15). The question, ofrse, is how much this self-acting (either “by
their own means” or “with the help of others”) egfts an authentic state of agency in light of other
themes contained in this paper.

G. Pierre Bourdieu’s Doxa and Symbolic Power

Pierre Bourdieu’s concept dbxarepresents another useful analytical device witiciv
to analyze the methods and effects of certain fasfrigolitical and economic discourse on how
we perceive the social. Bourdieu elaborated upesdltoncepts within the framework of practice
theory, which attempts to address the dialectival ¢ppositional) relationship between structure
and agency (Ortner 2006:2). Bourdieu examines, gmather concepts, the roles of habitus,
dispositionsdoxa bodily hexis, and capital (including social, cu#tl, and economic) (for a useful
overview of practice theory, see Ahearn 2012:26%}27

It is productive to consider the forms of socialian or inculcation that occur within
particular social fields (including, in particulavjthin class settings and relations) and whether —
and, if so, how — we are thereby predisposed tatlsick, and speak according to a certain set of
dispositions or habits (Ahearn 2012:266). It isoalseful to think in terms of how certain
ideologies (as narratives or tropes) are constdueted implemented to produce forms of
socialization and unqualified or unconscious acegt. Specifically, the concept dbxa
encompasses “that which is taken for granted,lith is ‘commonsense,’ that which literally
goes without saying” (Ahearn 2012:268 citing BoerdiL977:166-167). It “includes every social

norm or cultural value that lies outside of theianse of discourse or argument’; people do not

8 1n this interview, Foucault acknowledged his ilgedual debt to Heidegger and early, formative iegglas a student
in the 1950s of Husserl, Sartre, and Merleau-P{atyicault 1988b:12-13), which arguably helped faté a later
repositioning of Foucault within anthropology’s hetal turn.”
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debatedoxabecause it does not occur to them that there dmutather ways of thinking or acting”
(Ahearn 2012:268). The implication is that diffarelasses will often possess competing interests
as to whether to support or undermine these saooiahs or values. The view is that while “the
dominated classes have a vested interest in ‘pgdiack the limits ofdloxaand exposing the
arbitrariness of the taken for granted,” the “do@nt classes have an interest in defending the
integrity of doxa™ (Throop and Murphy 2002:189 dung Bourdieu 1977:169).

Doxa s, therefore, potentially aligned with Gramscigiculation of “common sense”
beliefs that are taken for granted, unspoken, awgiestioned (see Gramsci 1971). Both concepts
— doxaand common sense — are useful to explore howiceréaratives, themes, or tropes are
constructed and manipulated to build consent witjuimerned populations. How particular day-
to-day discursive practices index certain percep@der disparities in their speakers also invokes
a Bourdieuian theme of symbolic power and violerthat is, to the extent that certain political
narratives or tropes gain a foothold in everydaiitipal or mainstream discourse, then their
differential use by speakers also indexes a sp@agerceived economic, symbolic, or cultural
capital (and, by implication, the speaker's compe¢eand credibility) (see Hanks 2005 for an
invaluable discussion of Bourdieu’s practice theamgluding the concept of symbolic power).

Bourdieu’s emphasis on how certain cultural valuebkich to varying degrees are
communicated through language, have come to bécatedl in and later taken for granted within
particular agents or classes of agents (or subjeténds in opposition (as are the theories ofyman
other relevant social theorists who examine thatia@iship between communication and forms of
power) to Saussure’s abstract structuralism, wiicb say that “Bourdieu is adamantly opposed
to all those forms of ‘semiotic’ or ‘semiologicahalysis which owe their inspiration to Saussure:

these forms of analysis are purely ‘internal’ e sense that they focus exclusively on the interna
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constitution of a text or corpus of texts, and leeignore the social-historical conditions of the
production and reception of texts” (Bourdieu 199114 other words, what really matters is how
communication emerges and is negotiated in pradaickeast where the domain of human social
relations is concerned.

H. Antonio Gramsci and“Common Sense”

Antonio Gramsci was responsible for addressing exgphnding on such concepts as
common sense, hegemony, and more broadly, theofoideology (see, e.g., Gramsci 1971;
Gramsci 2000; Ives 2004). The most important okéhterms, at least for these purposes, is
“common sense,” which is used by Gramsci “to méenuncritical and largely unconscious way
of perceiving and understanding the world that basome ‘common’ in any given epoch”
(Gramsci 1971:322).

As discussed, David Harvey’'s analysis of the disiser dimensions of the “neoliberal
revolution” focused on this concept of “common &Er(slarvey 2005:39). It is “common sense”
that “grounds consent” because it “is constructed @ long-standing practices of cultural
socialization often rooted deep in regional or avai traditions” (Harvey 2005:39). From this
perspective, common sense “can, therefore, be ynadfg misleading, obfuscating or disguising
real problems under cultural prejudices” (Harve®2a9). “Political slogans can be invoked that
mask specific strategies beneath vague rhetorieaices” (Harvey 2005:39). According to
Harvey, Gramsci “concluded that political questidmscome ‘insoluble’ when ‘disguised as

cultural ones™ (Harvey 2005:39).

7 Sherry Ortner, for example, has written about ‘tiddlen life of class” and has argued that exptigtussions of
class in the U.S. are often hidden from day-to-d@gourse because class is typically conflatedused with race
and ethnicity (Ortner 1998 and Ortner 2006).
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l. Richard Bauman and Discursivity as Performance

How then are discursive themes or tropes enactedday-to-day basis? Richard Bauman
has examined the idea of “verbal art as performfa(Bauman 1975). This understanding of
language “refers to a domain of human action whpeeial attention is given to the ways in which
communicative acts are executed” and is often #&sacwith what Roman Jakobson called the
“poetic function’ of speech” (Duranti 1997:15 quwg Jakobson (1960)). The important point
here is the emphasis on “performance as a modeoéea verbal communication” that “consists
in the assumption of responsibility to an audiefurea display of communicative competence”
(Bauman 1975:293). This competence in turn “restdhe knowledge and ability to speak in
socially appropriate ways” where what is appropriat competent depends on a particular
interpretative or social frame (Bauman 1975:292}2P8rformance is keyed (see Goffman 1974)
to a particular frame even as the frames themsahee’Snvoked and shifted” (Bauman 1975:295).
The ways in which performance is keyed in turn {@om one community to another” (Bauman
1975:296). Performance can be viewed as a “situbéddhvior, situated within and rendered
meaningful with reference to relevant contexts” {Ban 1975:298). These contexts can include
“culturally-defined places” as well as institutiooBa religious, educational, and political nature
(Bauman 1975:298).

Bauman, invoking Raymond Firth, recognizes the ablan abstract or ideal-typical social
structure (with its overarching and presumably eimdusocial expectations) as providing “a
limitation to the range of alternatives possibls? emergent forms of social organization, with
the latter constituting “the systematic orderirfgsocial relations by acts of choice an decision’ i
concrete activity” (Bauman 1975:304 quoting Firt61:40). This abstract-actual dichotomy

within the realm of social relations appears analsgto the Saussuredmgueparole binary
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within the realm of language (Saussure 1959).uittisin these forms of actual social organization
with their pre-structured, constrained, and limitadge of possible social behaviors that a “person
chooses, consciously or unconsciously, which coleseill follow™ (Bauman 1975:304 quoting
Firth 1961:40). According to this perspective, #ppearance of some variability, even within this
constrained epiphenomenal assemblage of possbjlpresumably gives social actors the feeling
of choice and free will, which comes full circleliow performance is (or is not) able to be keyed
within particular contexts and social milieus andhatv constitutes (or does not constitute)
communicative competence.

J. Erving Goffman and “Impression Management”

Performance on a micro or interactional scale iwiocial spaces or fields is a theme
addressed by Erving Goffman. For an analysis of hdeological forms of discourse are
implemented on a day-to-day basis (though theldeteieen “ideological” and “non-ideological”
forms of discourse has certainly been blurred)fi@afh’s scholarship is apt and relevant.

Goffman has explored the presentation of theasel dramaturgical expression or as act
of role and impression management (Goffman 1978 fnetaphors applied by Goffman to
human social interactions include “drama,” “rittand “game” (Branaman 1997:Ixiii). Goffman
also described how social actors organize socpmences according to what are called “frames,”
which are defined as “principles of organizationighhgovern the subjective meaning we assign
to social events” (Branaman 1997:Ixxiv). How a fgartar activity or event or episode is “framed,”
which is the filter by which we interpret it, inffmces how we relate to the activity, what is
acceptable, what is not acceptable, and the appteproles one needs to adopt (Branaman
1997:Ixxiv). Framing can also be used aggressiasly form of social power insofar as some

social actors are subject to misframing by othiat; is, “people with little social power havelbtt
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power to frame events or to combat interpretatreeneworks applied to them” and a “person
judged to be incompetent, for example, carries eight in combating the judgment” so that
“protests can be discounted, taken as evidencacoimpetence” (Branaman 1997:Ixxvi). This
predicament is labeled by Goffman as a “frame t{@vanaman 1997:Ixxvi; Goffman 1974:480).
The concept of a “frame trap,” especially at thecdisive level, is particularly relevant to an
examination of forms of social power constructeghbsticular ideological or economic tropes or
narratives.

The narratives or tropes that are constructedeapdessed as ideologies can be related to
the frames that affect how social actors filter lamsubjective experience. Goffman’s
explanations of how human social interactions as@aged (on an interactional or micro-scale)
through impression management and face-work (Goffrh855) combined with Foucault's
notions of “governmentality” and acceptable or frati discourse in the form of discursive
formations and archives (on a macro-scale) and dew's notions of habitus andbxa (on an
intermediate scale) all potentially complement anether (see, e.g., Clarke 2008 and Hacking
2004) to explain how forms of discourse are cowms$a at the structural level, inculcated or
negotiated at the dialectical plane, and then aeckand implemented on a day-to-day basis within
the interactional domain in which social actorgpmesl to events by adopting certain roles and
postures consistent with certain ideological trapresarratives specific to a particular socialdiel
A related question is the extent to which theserattional choices reflect forms of agency (i.e.,
actively managing impressions through a liberalgeanf choices) or, instead, reflect forms of
subjectivation (i.e., “being managed” by structungthin a highly constrained field of
potentialities). In addition, to the extent one s@@w society itself as a “total institution” (see

Goffman 1961 for a description of the “total ingtibn” and its characteristics and effects), then
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within any social body are persons effectively mdsited, absorbed, and homogenized,
particularly through discourse, or can they renmodestly agentic and individualized?

In response to these questions, a connection batBeurdieu and Goffman is possible,
particularly given Bourdieu’s explicit references his scholarship to Goffman. According to
Bourdieu, the dispositions we acquire within parte fields or positions “imply an adjustment to
this position, what Goffman calls the ‘sense of'spdace™ so that “it is this sense of one’s place
which, in interactions, leads people . . . to kéegpr common place, and the others to ‘keep their
distance,” to ‘maintain their rank,” and to ‘nottdgamiliar” (Bourdieu 1989:17). Bourdieu adds:
“Habitus thus implies a ‘sense of one’s place’ &lsb a ‘sense of the place of others™ (Bourdieu
1989:19). Even in the struggle to define and laldedt is regarded as “common sense” or “for the
monopoly over legitimate naming” (Bourdieu 1989;2he symbolic capital and authority of the
social actor govern.

A connection between Goffman and Foucault is siyilaelpful insofar as Goffman’s
discussions of role or impression management iraplyreat of rejection or stigmatization (see,
e.g., Goffman 1963) if the proper role is not inmpénted or executed, so that the resultant forms
of interactional “normalization” serve as intelleat precursors to Foucault’s ideas of how
individuals are “normalized” by virtue of the teépues of modern society (Clarke 2008:510),
which are turned into the “technologies of the "séthis argument likely relies on the early
formulation of this concept). The attempted rechatton of Foucault and Goffman has been
discussed elsewhere, with Foucault’s “top-down” bagis on forms of discourse and their
relations to power complemented (and supplemerigd}offman’s “bottom-up” interactionist

approach (see Hacking 2004).
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V. Conclusion

The range and scale of social theories applicabléhe topics of social cohesion,
reproduction, and change is broad indeed. The rahterthe first section regarding the role of
resistance and social change addressed concegitdred how resistance can be practiced within
a distributed social network, techniques of “selffulation,” the role of the “intellectual,” the eol
of the “hero” or even the “bad subject,” how thedltation of habitus is not necessarily complete
and perfect and can result in stochastic outcoares,the role of cultural critique, among other
topics. The second part of the paper included eudson of the views of Durkheim, Marx, and
Weber as they relate to some historical foundatimsocial cohesion and change, including
transitions between forms of social solidarity, tisée of religion and the “sacred,” however
defined, along with an examination of the effectsh® so-called transitions into modernity,
individualization, and “rationalization.” This sem also examined in some detail the role of social
cohesion, agency, and “the law” within Trobrianadisty, which served as a potential critique of
several themes raised by Durkheim, using a clatkimographic text by Malinowski. Finally, the
last part of the paper commenced with foundatiomatters pertaining to language as constituting
an integral aspect of the human social conditiomimch its looped and continuing effects on
interpretants matter (as opposed to language ebgsract, dyadic form). It then moved through
to how language itself potentially conditions hunthought, how language is permeated by the
social which is permeated by the ideological, thle of tropes and metaphors and narratives, our
predispositions to think or act or speak in certaays, the role of discursive forms that structure
what is sayable or doable within any particularigoor historical environment, how “common
sense” forms of ideology can remain unquestioned, @scursivity at the performative and

interactional level. Through these concepts andrsttone can start to understand how social and
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anthropological theory address the topics of samlesion, reproduction, and change, even as

part of a much larger project of what it meansealysubject” or “agent.”

61



VI.  Bibliography

Abu-Lughod, Lila. 1990. The Romance of Resistaiicacing Transformations of Power Through
Bedouin WomenAmerican Ethnologist7(1):41-55.

Ahearn, Laura M. 2012.iving Language: An Introduction to Linguistic Antipology. Oxford:
Wiley-Blackwell.

Althusser, Louis. 1971. “Ideology and Ideologicét® Apparatuses.” lhenin and Philosophy
and Other Essayd.ouis Althusser, ed. New York: Monthly Review Bse

Appelrouth, Scott and Edles, Laura Desfor. 200&ssical and Contemporary Sociological
Theory: Text and ReadingEhousand Oaks, CA: Pine Forge Press.

Barnard, Alan. 200(History and Theory in Anthropolog@€ambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press.

Bauman, Richard. 1975. Verbal Art as Performaomerican AnthropologistNew Series.
77(2):290-311.

Bourdieu, Pierre. 197 0utline of a Theory of Practicdk. Nice, trans. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

. 1989. Social Space and Symbolic P&seiological Theory(1):14-25.

. 1991 anguage and Symbolic Powédntroduced by John B. Thompson, ed.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

. 1993 [1983]he Field of Cultural ProductiarJnited Kingdom: Polity Press.

Branaman, Ann. 1997. Goffman’s Social TheoryThe Goffman ReadeCharles Lemert and
Ann Branaman, eds. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishlrd. Pp. xlv-Ixxxii.

Clarke, Simon. 2008. Culture and Identity.The SAGE Handbook of Cultural Analysi®ny
Bennett and John Frow, eds. London: SAGE Publinati®p. 510-529.

Duranti, Allessandro. 199Tinguistic AnthropologyCambridge: Cambridge University Press.

. 2001. Linguistic Anthropologylhternational Encyclopedia of the Social and
Behavioral SciencedNeil J. Smelser and Paul B. Baltes, eds. Pp. -839%.

Durkheim, Emile. 1976 [1912]'he Elementary Forms of Religious Lifendon: George Allen
& Unwin Ltd.

. 1984 [1893]he Division of Labor in SocietiNew York: Free Press.

62



. 1995 [191d]he Elementary Forms of Religious Liew York: Free Press.

Firth, Raymond. 196 Elements of Social Organizatiofhird Edition. Boston: Beacon Press.

Foucault, Michel. 1972 [1969T he Archeology of Knowledge and the Discourse amguage
New York: Pantheon Books.

. 197@he History of Sexuality — Volume 1: An IntroductidNew York:
Pantheon Books.

. 197®@iscipline & Punish: The Birth of the PrisoAlan Sheridan, trans. New
York: Vintage Books.

. 198@ower/Knowledge: Selected Interviews & Other Wg$nl972-1977
Colin Gordon, ed. Colin Gordon, Leo Marshall, Jdtkepham, and Kate Soper, trans. New
York: Pantheon Books.

. 1982. “The Subject and Poweritical Inquiry 8(4):777-795.

. 1984. Panopticism.The Foucault ReadePaul Rabinow, ed. New York:
Pantheon Books. Pp. 206-213.

. 1988Bolitics, Philosophy, Culture: Interviews and Otharitings 1977-1984
Edited and Introduced by Lawrence D. Kritzman,ew York and London: Routledge.

. 1988b. Introduction and Truth, Po®elf: An Interview with Michel Foucault.
In Technologies of the Self: A Seminar with Micheladaallt L. H. Martin, H. Gutman,
and P. H. Hutton, eds. Amherst: University of Masssetts Press.

. 1988c. Technologies of the Selildohnologies of the Self: A Seminar with
Michele FoucaultL. H. Martin, H. Gutman, and P. H. Hutton, edsnlierst: University
of Massachusetts Press.

. 2007 [1978]. “Governmentality.’Security, Territory, Population: Lectures at
the College De France 1977-1978ew York: Palgrave Macmillan.

Friedrich, Paul. 1991. Polytropy. Beyond Metaphor: The Theory of Tropes in Anthrogyplo
James Fernandez, ed. Stanford: Stanford UnivePsdgs. Pp.17-55.

Goffman, Erving. 1955. On Face-Work: An AnalysisRitual Elements in Social Interaction.
Psychiatry: Journal for the Study of InterpersoRabcessed8(3):213-231.

. 196Asylums: Essays on the Social Situation of Men&dileRts and Other
Inmates New York: Doubleday.

63



. 196%tigma: Notes on the Management of Spoiled Idemiy York: Simon
& Schuster Inc.

. 1973 he Presentation of Self in Everyday Liéoodstock, NY: The Overlook

Press.

. 197&rame AnalysisNew York: Harper Colophon.

Gouldner, Alvin W. 1960. The Norm of Reciprocity: Rreliminary StatementAmerican
Sociological Revie5(2):161-178.

Gramsci, Antonio. 1971Selections from the Prison Notebook3uintin Hoare and Geoffrey
Nowell Smith, eds. and trans. New York: InternagibRublishers.

. 2000he Gramsci Reader: Selected Writings 1916-1%8%vid Forgacs, ed.
New York: New York University Press.

Hacking, lan. 2004. Between Michel Foucault andifgnvGoffman: Between Discourse in the
Abstract and Face-to-Face InteractiBeonomy and SocieBB(3):277-302.

Hamilton, Malcolm. 2001The Sociology of Religion: Theoretical and CompamPerspectives
London and New York: Routledge.

Hanks, William F. 1996. A Synthesis of Saussure Ranice. InLanguage and Communicative
Practices Boulder: Westview Press. Pp. 48-54.

. 2005. Pierre Bourdieu and the exctof LanguageAnnual Review of
Anthropology34:67-83.

Harvey, David. 2005A Brief History of NeoliberalistNew York: Oxford Univ. Press.
Hoebel, E. A. 1946. Law and Anthropolog¥irginia Law Reviewd2(4):835-854.

. 1954 ’he Law of Primitive Man: A Study in ComparativegdleDynamics
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Holton, Robert J. and Turner, Bryan S. 198%&x Weber on Economy and Socidtgndon and
New York: Routledge.

Ives, Peter. 2004.anguage and Hegemony in Gramdandon and Ann Arbor, MI: Pluto Press.

Jakobson, Roman. 1960. Closing Statement: Linggistnd Poetics. In Thomas Sebeok Style
in Language Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. Pp. 398-429.

Klein, Naomi. 2007The Shock Doctrine: The Rise of Disaster Capitalidew York: Picador.

64



Kritzman, Lawrence D. (Ed.). 198Blichel Foucault: Politics, Philosophy, Culture —ténviews
and Other Writings 1977-1984ondon: Routledge, Chapman & Hall, Inc.

Kroskrity, Paul V. 2004. Language ldeologies. AnCompanion to Linguistic Anthropology
Allessandro Duranti, ed. Oxford: Blackwell PublisgiLtd. Pp. 496-517.

Lemmen, M.M.W. 1990Max Weber’s Sociology of Religion: Its Method armht@nt in the Light
of the Concept of Rationalifooi en Sticht bv, Hilversum and CarolusstichtiHgerlen).

Levi-Strauss, Claude. 1966he Savage MindChicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Lucy, John. 1985. “Whorf's View of the Linguistic édiation of Thought”. In Ben Blount, ed.
1995. Language, Culture, and Society: A Book of Readimy®spect Heights, IL.:
Waveland Press. Pp. 415-438.

. 1992. Development of the LinguRetativity Hypothesis in America: Whorf.
In Language Diversity and Thought: A Reformulation tbé Linguistic Relativity
HypothesisCambridge: Cambridge University Press. Pp. 25-68.

Lyotard, Jean-Frangois. 198ZFhe Postmodern Condition: A Report on KnowledGeoff
Bennington and Brian Massumi, trans. Minneapolisiversity of Minnesota Press.

Mahmood, Saba. 200Bolitics of Piety: The Islamic Revival and the Feisti SubjectPrinceton:
Princeton Univ. Press.

Malinowski, Bronislaw. 1926Crime and Custom in Savage Society — An Anthropdb&tudy
of SavageryLondon: Kegan Paul, Trench, Trubner & Co., Ltd.

Moore, Sally Falk. 1969. Law and Anthropolo@jennial Review of Anthropolo@252-300.

Ortner, Sherry B. 1984. “Theory in Anthropology &nthe Sixties."Comparative Studies in
Society and Histor26(1):126-166.

. 1998. The Hidden Life of Claksirnal of Anthropological Resear&#(1):1-

17.
. 2008nthropology and Social Theory: Culture, Power, dimel Acting Subject
Durham and London: Duke University Press.

. 2018lot Hollywood: Independent Film at the Twilighttleé American Dream
Durham: Duke Univ. Press (Kindle Edition).

O'Toole, Roger. 1984 Religion: Classic Sociological Approachedoronto: McGraw-Hill
Ryerson Ltd.

Pals, Daniel L. 200&ight Theories of ReligioiNew York and Oxford: Oxford University Press.

65



Parrington, John. 1997. In Perspective: ValentihoSkinov.International Socialismissue 75.
http://pubs.socialistreviewindex.org.uk/isj75/pagihtm, accessed November 28, 2013.

Peirce, C.S. 1955. “What Is a Sign?” and “Logic $amiotic: The Theory of Signs”. In
Philosophical Writings of Peircelustus Buchler, ed. Pp. 98-119.

Rose, Nikolas. 2006. “Governing ‘Advanced’ LibeEg#mocracies.” InThe Anthropology of the
State: A ReaderAradhana Sharma and Akhil Gupta, eds. OxfordcBAzll Publishing.
Pp. 144-162.

Sarup, Madan. 199&n Introductory Guide to Post-Structuralism and fesdernismAthens,
GA: The University of Georgia Press.

Saussure, Ferdinand de. 1968urse in General Linguistic€harles Bally and Albert Sechehaye,
eds. Wade Baskin, trans. New York: Philosophichlauiy.

Sawyer, R. Keith. 2002. A Discourse on Discourse:Acheological History of an Intellectual
ConceptCultural Studiesl6(3):433-456.

Seagle, William. 1937. Primitive Law and Profesddalinowski. American Anthropologist
39(2):275-290.

Sims, Michael M. 1995. Old Roads and New Directighisthropology and the LavbDialectical
Anthropology20:341-360.

Spivak, Gayatri Chakravorty. 1988. “Can the Subal&peak?” IlMarxism and the Interpretation
of Culture Cary Nelson and Lawrence Grossberg, eds. Chiddgiversity of lllinois
Press. Pp. 271-313.

Szelényi, lvan, SOCY 151: Foundations of Moderni&otheory, Lecture 22 — Durkheim and
Types of Social Solidarity (Open Yale courses, Falk009, at
http://oyc.yale.edu/sociology/socy-151#sessions).

Tamanaha, Brian Z. 1995. An Analytical Map of Sb8aientific Approaches to the Concept of
Law. Oxford Journal of Legal Studid$(4):501-535.

Throop, C. Jason and Murphy, Keith M. 2002. Bouwdiad Phenomenologpinthropological
Theory2(2):185-207.

Tucker, Robert C., ed. 1978he Marx-Engels ReadeNew York and London: W. W. Norton &
Co.

Turner, Bryan S. 199Religion and Social Theoryondon: SAGE Publications Ltd.

. 2006. “The Sociology of Religiom.The SAGE Handbook of Sociology. Craig
Calhoun, Chris Rojek, and Bryan Turner, eds. Lon@&XGE Publications Ltd.

66



Volosinov, V.N. 1973 [1929]Marxism and the Philosophy of Languag@adislav Matejka and
I.R. Titunik, trans. New York and London: Seminae$s.

. 1986 [192%arxism and the Philosophy of Languagedislav Matejka and
I.R. Titunik, trans. Cambridge, MA and London: Hard University Press.

Weber, Max. 1978 [1922Economy and SocietBerkeley: University of California Press.

. 1987 [1905]he Protestant Ethic and the Spirit of Capitalidrandon: Unwin
Paperbacks.

Whorf, Benjamin. 1956. The Relation of Habitual Thbt and Behavior to Language. In
Language, Thought, and Reality: Selected WritingBenjamin Lee WharfJohn B.
Carroll, ed. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press. Pp. 134-159.

Wikipedia. Emile Durkheim. http://en.wikipedia.ongki/Emile_Durkheim (accessed February
17, 2015).

67





