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Reading #23: Norbert Elias, "The Retreat of Sociologists into the Present," in Theory, Culture and Society 4 (1987), 223-247.

Notes

· Elias argued that only categories derived from human experience can make sense at the end of the day
· Teleological development= towards a known end. 
· Class and power may connect now, but they haven’t always necessarily done so. 
· Civilizations rise and fall based on one cause (main theory)
· Constellations are similar to figurations. 
· If you’re doing something, you can never that it is built on the same authoritative structure because society can never be universal. 
· Different than hard sciences because they have universal rules. Laws of society are always contingent sets of processes. Everything is multi-causal. 
· For Elias, civilization does not exist. We as a society are only part of the civilizing process. 
· Decivilizing process can also occur. Distinctions between pacified and unpacified societies. 
· Four Basic Principles: 
· 1. Sociology is about people
· 2. Figurations are constantly changing (slow/fast)
· 3. Long term developments tend to be unplanned and unforeseen. 
· 4. Human knowledge can only develop inside these figurations. 
· Past trends for the development of sociology became a dominant trend for the development of sociology after the second world war, however this trend was unplanned. 
· Classical sociologists such as Marx and Weber, focused on problems of human societies from the past and also from their own time because they had a large amount of knowledge about their own societies and other societies from the past. 
· The narrowing of the sociologists’ focus of attention and interest to the immediate present, in some respects, undoubtedly represents progress in the development of the discipline. 
· This is because of empirical sociological investigation and the use of statistical varieties. 
· The problem with empiricism within sociology however is that it undermines all other types of gaining knowledge. 
· The human population has undergone an unplanned process of growth, in more than purely numerical terms and in spite of all fluctuations. 
· The way to control a group of thirty people is much different than the ways to control over a million people at any given time. 
· Norbert Elias mentioned how the understanding of human societies requires testable theoretical models which can help to determine and to explain the structure and direction of long-term social processes. 
· There are concepts that all societies in the world share that are integral to the development of humanity and the growth of each society. 
· Most sociologists aim to generalize their concepts that they find to all societies in the world. 
· In all societies that exists, they all get together and agree that they must work together to do certain functions within society or else the society will not survive as a group. 
· There are four types of elementary functions that a society must fulfill if they want to survive as a group; 1. economic function, 2. control of violence, 3. knowledge, and 4. individual learning of a social pattern of self-restraint or a civilizing process of sorts.
· Economic function also includes relying on food and protection which they receive through those in charge who regulate food distribution, etc. 
· Control of violence means that we must have a plan in the event that enemies want to attack as well as regulating the amount of violence and fighting within the group itself. 
· A human’s need for knowledge, according to Elias, is just as elementary a need as food is. We need knowledge for all aspects of life and our existence. 
· The self-restraint function means that everyone cannot just go around doing whatever they wish to do, but rather, must follow rules, norms, laws, and regulations that have been established within their society. 
· Although these four functions are not the only functions necessary for a society, these are functions that can be empirically tested, and corrected if need be. 
· The recognition of the role of structural conflicts as a motor of change was a gain for the diagnostic capacity of social scientists, the restriction to intrastate conflicts of an 
economic nature an impediment. 

· Sociologists must ask all different types of questions about a given society in order to get the full picture. 
· Dating back to medieval times, there were two groups of people who were in charge of societies above all others; priests and warriors. (This is the complete opposite of our contemporary society because it is those who control money within our society these days that hold the most power above all others). 
· People who were in control of economic relations usually were tied into parliament or government officials. Therefore, economics and politics go hand in hand with the leaders of our societies today. Capitalists who own the companies that we buy from, as well as the state hold all the power over us citizens. 
· In a provisional way one can perhaps say that the power ratio of a group of social functionaries varies in accordance with the changing strength and intensity of the social requirements which that group is able to satisfy by virtue of its specialism. 
· To some extent these groups in turn depend on other groups for the fulfillment of social requirements (globalization?). 
· As a rule, one encounters in such a society an overt or latent tug-of-war between specialized groups, including the governing groups, with the aim of moving the balance of give-and-take in a direction more favourable toward one’s own group. 
· In spite of this spurt of functional democratization, state societies generally still represent a highly uneven reciprocity of control between governing groups and groups being governed. 
· In pre-scientific state societies, priests were usually the governing group and would use the power of gods and goddesses to control the rest of society. 
· They would also provide society members with selective knowledge of whatever they wanted them to know. 
· State-societies of our own time are highly dependent upon a scientific production of knowledge. 
· Human beings cannot survive if they cannot place events by giving them a name, by fitting them into their fund of communal symbols. 
· The process which transformed tribal villages into city states was one of the great breakthrough processes in the development of human societies. 
· It was an ascent to a new level of differentiation and integration. 
· One of the obvious characteristics of the latter was the greater quantity of people bonded together within the survival unit with the structural characteristics of a state. 
· It required a different pattern of control both by others and by oneself
· In the same way those who produced food or manufactured goods now also became permanent specialists in a sense which had not existed before centralized functions of governing assumed the characteristics of a specialism permanently monopolized by certain groups, persons, or families. 
· There are four static spheres that divide societies up; political, economic, cultural or religious. These four spheres are considered to be universal which means you can find them in any society in the world regardless of what stage of development they are at. 
· The production of a food surplus was widely seen as a condition of the emergence of human settlements with the characteristics of a city, which contained many human groups who did not grow their own food. 
· In the early stages of society, those in power would use their power to exploit others, especially those who grew agriculture and force them into growing surplus for the rest of the state. 
· Humanity= the totality of human societies. 
· Even the most sophisticated scientific knowledge of our time is published and made accessible o a wider public by way of libraries. Scientific establishments compete with each other and try to reserve places and grants for their own flock. 
Questions

1. Elias talked about how testable theoretical models would be able to help determine and explain the structure and direction of long-term social processes. What would these theoretical models look like? 
2. Elias mentioned that there are sociological problems when the numbers of people in a society change. What kinds of problems does he think we face when these numbers change?
3. How would Elias suggest the four functionalities be empirically corrected if necessary? To me, they seem inherent to the society they were born out of. 
4. Can the driving forces of the development of humanity change over time or from society to society? Or are these also inherent to the society they belong to?
5. Wouldn’t it only be democratic societies that would be able to have a tug of war between the governing and the governed? Or did Elias mean that the opposing governing groups (ie. priests and warriors) be in a constant tug of war? 
6. Is it society as a whole that decides which specialization is most needed or is it those who rule who decide what specialization is important? 
7. Does a larger quantity of people mean that more strict governing is in order? 
8. Exploitation is very much present in todays society so why did Elias say that it was “early stages” in past societies that exploitation went on? 
9. Is Elias implying that in order for a society to exist, there must be power and authority? 
10. Are we decivilizing or differently civilizing?

Reading #24: Norbert Elias, "The Social Constraint Towards Self-Constraint," in Norbert Elias On Civilization, Power, and Knowledge, eds. Stephen Mennell and Johan Goudsblom (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1998), 49-66.

Notes

· In this reading, Elias talks about what makes up a civilization and what the characteristics of a civilization are. 
· He says that civilizations are neither rational, nor irrational. 
· The making of civilization was unplanned and by accident, however when it did come about it had a specific type of order. 
· The more animalistic human activities are progressively thrust behind the scenes of men’s communal social life and invested with feelings of shame, how the regulation of the whole instinctual and affective life by steady self-control becomes more and more stable, more even and more all-embracing.
· Interweaving within a society creates interdependence between people, however it is also the cause of things such as feudalization. 
· Consideration of mechanisms of integration is also relevant in a more general way to an understanding of the civilizing process. 
· Civilization is not reasonable or rational any more than it is irrational. 
· It is precisely in conjunction with the civilizing process that the blind dynamics of men intertwining in their deeds and aims gradually leads towards greater scope for planned intervention based on a growing knowledge of the unplanned dynamics of these structures. 
· The more competition we are pressured to undertake within a society, the more social functions become differentiated. 
· As more and more people must attune their conduct to that of others, the web of actions must be organized more and more strictly and accurately, if each individual action is to fulfill its social function. 
· The web of actions grows so complex and extensive, the effort required to behave ‘correctly’ within it becomes so great, that beside the person’s conscious self-control an automatic, blindly functioning apparatus of self-control is firmly established. 
· People within society have to be extremely conscious of what they do and say if they want to be able to function properly within their society and without drawing attention to themselves because of their behaviour. 
· Only with the formation of this kind of relatively stable monopolies do societies acquire those characteristics as a result of which the person’s forming them get attuned, from infancy, to a highly regulated and differentiated pattern of self-restraint; only in conjunction with these monopolies does this kind of self restraint require a higher degree of automacity, does it become, as it were, ‘second nature.’ 
· societies without a stable monopoly of force are always societies in which the division of functions is relatively slight and the chains of action binding people together are quite short. 
· With this monopolization, the physical threat to the individual is slowly depersonalized when size goes up. 
· The direct threat to one man from the affects of another and more omnipresent the possibility of subjugation and boundless humiliation if one falls into the power of another. 
· As the structure of human relations changes, as monopoly organizations of physical force develop and the person is held no longer in the sway of constant feuds and wars but rather in the more permanent compulsions of peaceful functions based on the acquisition of money or prestige, affect-expressions too slowly gravitate towards a middle line. (directly related to the Nazi regime). 
· Monopolization imposes on people a greater or lesser degree of self-control. 
· People still fear what will happen to them if they get out of line even if the numbers of citizens goes up. Maybe those in power will not target them directly if they do what everyone else is doing and stay within the herd of people doing what those in control want them to do. 
· If people do not have to constantly worry about whether or not they are going to have violence enacted upon them, they may become bored or feel as though their life has no purpose anymore. 
· There is no emotional compulsion or excitement if people do not have threats coming after them. 
Questions
1. Does Elias think that the formation of human functions into something repressive and violent is necessary in order for a society to be a civilization? Is this a natural process?
2. What would Elias say the difference is between a society and a civilization? 
3. What would happen if someone did not abide by the increasingly more strict social functions?
4. Elias mentions how there are constant competitions between men and that these competitions are what increases societal rigidity. Are the people who win the competitions the ones who gain power and authority over everyone else within the given civilization? 
5. Who creates the societal norms? Those in charge or a society as a whole?
6. Could the repressive action of societal functions and norms be compared to Goffman’s theory of ‘actor’ and ‘role performance’?
7. Does Elias think that people within a society conform to avoid being a target? If so, is this a conscious decision? 
Reading #25: Artur Bogner, "Elias and the Frankfurt School," in Theory, Culture and Society 4 (1987), 249-285. 

Notes

· Frankfurt wanted to see how instrumental reason as a civilizing process could actually be a decivilizing process. 
· A society rooted in critical reason would make freedom possible. If its rooted in instrumental reason, this is when death camps happen. 
· Adorno is more ambivalent than Elias at categorizing civilizing, decivilizing, or both.
· Tries to disentangle knowledge and skill from humanity.
· History of humanity is no what we think it is. We can’t understand civilization without attributing it to barbarism. 
· Always about more efficient ways to kill each other. People in polite societies are now less violent because we give that power to the state to do it for us. 
· Late 20’s and 30’s they began to become concerned with fachism. 
· What if we’re becoming more relaxed as masses and that we would rather have an authoritative figure?
· Critical thought, knowledge, and reason may be too much work. 
· Adorno focuses on totalitarian culture, went beyond Nazis and focused on capitalism as a whole. This leads him to question cultural mass industry. 
· There are two types of popular culture: Mass culture and the culture of people. 
· Mass Culture: People are led to want certain kinds of culture forms. Treated as a mass. 
· Culture of People: Culture that is derived from the people and birthed from something that as a society they want. 
· Theories of covilizing processes, neither are idealistic. No end point towards which its moving. 
· Importance of Freud for both theorists. 
· Key difference that Adorno’s sociology is deeply rooted in Marxist sociological tradition. 
· Adorno’s writing is very dialectical and dark. Adorno is engaged in a long political and philosophical critique. 
· Elias is a very careful historian, however he is not an empirical sociologist. 
· Civilizing processes can go from mass constraint to self constraint (key point). 
· For Adorno, self constraint, domination of nature, domination of humanity are all one in the same. 
· Culture is administered, we don’t have freedom. 
· In 1977, Norbert Elias was awarded the first Theodor Adorno prize in Frankfurt, Germany. 
· Many of the people who decided that he would be the prize winner stated that Elias’ and Adorno’s work were very similar, however they were not. 
· In this reading, Bogner is highlighting the convergences within the two people’s theories of civilization because they both wrote about it. 
· He also wants to highlight the similarities between the two theorist’s thoughts on civilization. 
· Bogner described Adorno’s civilization theory as something pessimistic and philosophical that had nothing to do with social processes. 
· Bogner described Elias’ theory as developed through longterm social developments and sociological analysis of empirical, historical data. 
· Elias also claimed that a large part of his civilizing process came from the ideas and theories of Sigmund Freud. 
· Freud saw no difference between the terms “culture” and “civilization” but rather thought that they were one in the same. 
· Freud wanted to ask the question as to how it is possible that people abide by social norms and morals when we are at peace, however throw them out the window at times of distress such as war. 
· One major theory he had to answer this question was that when at war, people regress to more childlike, uncivilized behaviour.
· Freud rejected the theory of the transcendentalists which thought that morals and rules within society are timeless and unchanging and beyond our control. 
· According to Elias, the consequence of those unarmed benefit throughout the monopolization process. 
· Interdependencies developing around state institutions. 
· Both Elias and Adorno both utilized the theories of Freud and Marx in order to develop their civilization theories. 
· Civilization and rationalization, though at first affecting those classes and groups which are most directly involved in the growing networks of interdependency chains, do not originate in one class or another, but arise in conjunction with the tensions between different functional groups in a social field and between the competing people within them. 
· The explanatory brunt of Elias’s model lies on the unintended dynamic of the competitive figuration of different rulers. 
· Through the growing control of society by the state apparatus and through the emergence of stable and closely knit networks of interdependencies the life and actions of human beings become more regular and predictable. 
· The tendency common to both classes is mainly characterized by a shift in the balance between social constraints and self constraints. 
· This can also be referred to as “automatic self discipline” 
· There are many similarities between both of the theorists, however Norbert Elias’s work on the topic of civilization came before Adorno’s 
· From their point of view the phylogenetic history of humanity appears as humanity’s ambivalent emancipation from its original involvement in that blind all-embracing context called “nature” 
· The growing domination of nature is double-edged because human beings themselves are part of that which is subdued to their will. 
· To internalize the laws of external nature for the purpose of self-preservation and to form its own instinctive impulses in such a way that they are transformed into impulses and weapons in its fight against the hostile conditions of the outside world. 
· Men have always had to choose between their subjection to nature of the subjection of nature to the self. 
· 1. the control of non-human complexes of events (nature)
· 2. the control of interpersonal relationships
· 3. the control of individuals over themselves as a person. 
· Although these three structural aspects of societal development do not necessarily change synchronously with one another, these three types of control are interdependent both in their development and in their functioning at any given stage of development. 
· the civilizatory repression of instincts is the collective response to the problem of lebensnot. 
Questions

1. Did Freud ultimately believe that there is no such thing as civilization, and accepts Elias’ theory of the “civilizing process” as well?
2. If life is constantly progressing then how are we becoming predictable?
3. Elias talked about how different society’s rulers are in constant feuds with each other. Wouldn’t feuds of different rulers be a decivilizing process? 
4. Is internalization of constraints through the unconscious or conscious?
5. Is technology neutral? (Guns don’t kill people, people do). 
6. Does the civilizing process have an ending point or is it constantly in progress?

Reading #26: Theodor W. Adorno, "On Popular Music " in Essays on music (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2002 [1941]), 437-469.

Notes

·  Music is not made so much as it’s consumed. Someone is telling you what to listen to or look at, which in turn, leads to particular reactions. 
· Predetermined format for you to express your individuality. 
· Adorno is arguing that music is manipulation of the mass through radio music. He tried to distinguish between good and bad music. 
· Argues that once you are able to hum a tune, that song loses its uniqueness. Music shouldn’t try to be about anything in particular. Every person who experiences a piece of real culture will experience it differently than someone else within the same society. 
· We live in a different society so we can’t listen to it the same way as people 200 years ago. Music is a means for making money by the corporation in contemporary society. 
· 1. We live in a society of commodities. 
· 2. Commodities are cultural. 
· 3. Standardization. 
· Adorno looks at all music and culture from the standpoint of consumption. Big band jazz was something to be played as background music. It was specifically produced for mass consumption. 
· Serious music should be listened to, thought about, and implied upon. Should not be an earworm. 
· Logically organized to be critically thought about. 5th symphony can now be considered an earworm because everyone knows what it is. 
· Appropriate for spurring on critical thought and inspiring critical analysis throughout modernity.
· Adorno was a composer before he was a theorist. 
· Bad music is mass produced by someone other than someone who is performing it in order for mass consumption. All stemmed from a technical information. 
· Attention spans are something that you are trained to have. 
· * Standardized productions= standardized reactions. 
· 1. Pseudo-individualization
· 2. Music must be sold
· 3. Glamour of music
· 4. Reception of Music
· 5. Self-reflection
· The reception of popular music is effortless, but serious music actually takes work to listen to. 
· Music can be a social cement and a feeling of belonging. 
· What we’re left with is social cohesion between administered culture (totalitarianism). 
· For Adorno, it is not about the artist, but rather it is about the music that is put out. 
· In this reading, Adorno makes a distinction between what he calls “serious” music and “popular music.”
· Although he makes this distinction, the reading focuses its attention more on popular music and all the problems he sees with it. 
· The division of these two types of music happened in Europe before popular music
·  became popular in the United States.  
· Adorno says that the clearest distinction between these two strands of music can be the notion of standardization in popular music. 
· The entire structure of popular music is standardized and extends from the most general features of the songs to the most specific features of the songs. 
· The idea of standardization is that the hit will always have the same familiar experience as before, and that there will be absolutely nothing new when hearing it for a second time, whereas with serious music, it is different every time you hear it. 
· The primary effect of this relation between the framework and the detail is that the listener becomes prone to evince stronger reactions to the part than the whole. 
· Adorno thinks that there are certain parts of a song that will be more recognizable than another part. For example, someone is more likely to notice the start of a chorus rather than the middle of a bridge. 
· In popular music, position is absolute. Every detail is substitutable; it serves its function only as a cog in a machine. 
· To sum up the difference: in good serious music, the detail contains the whole and leads to th exposition of the whole while at the same time it is produced out of the conception of the whole. In popular music the relationship is fortuitous. The detail has no bearing on a whole, which appears as an extraneous framework. The whole is never altered by the individual event and therefore remains as it were aloof imperturbable, and unnoticed throughout the piece. 
· Structural standardization means that listening to popular music is manipulated by the nature of the music itself and not necessarily just the promoters. 
· Adorno claims that the ear deals with difficult sounds in pop music by achieving slight substitutions derived from the knowledge of the patterns. 
· The listener, when faced with the complicated, actually hears only the simple which it represents and perceives the complicated only as a parodistic distortion of the simple. 
· Pop music is “predigested” which means that because all of this music is standardized, we already have an expectation of what the music is supposed to sound like.  
· Most important is the following requirement: to be plugged a song hit must have at least one feature by which it can be distinguished from any other, and yet possess the complete conventionality and triviality of all others.
· There are two main types and their derivatives from which to choose. The listener is encouraged by the inexorable presence of these types psychologically to cross out what he dislikes and check what he likes. 
· When music is repetitive it gives the listener a psychological component to hold onto.
· Listeners become so accustomed to the same thing that they react automatically when they hear popular music. 
· The term glamorous is applies to those faces, colors, sounds which, by the light they irradiate, differ from the rest. 
· As such, the function of glamor may have originally been associated with a sort of advertising which strove artificially to produce demands in a social setting not yet entirely permeated by the market. 
· Closely associated with glamor, baby talk is also used in order to attract listeners. 
· The producers of music use things like lullabies and baby songs so that the listener will have a close recollection of hearing that song when they were young and be able to sing along with the tunes. 
· You can plug not only by sound of a song, but also with the people in the band and the type of music genre. 
· If we call a certain type of music “country”, there is a distinct plug that is associated with it, but in reality the background of the song is identical to all other types of popular music. 
· It can be argued that wherever musical understanding is concerned, the factor of recognition, being one of the basic functions of human knowing, must play an important role. 
· Recognition becomes an end instead of a means. 
· There are five steps we take with music and recognition:
· 1. Vague Recognition: The standardization of the material sets the stage for vague remembrance in practically every song since each tune is reminiscent of the general pattern and of every other. 
· 2. Actual Identification: The actual “that’s it” experience. This is attained when vague remembrance is search-lighted by sudden awareness. 
· 3. Subsumption by Label: The interpretation of the “that’s it” experience by an experience such as “that’s the hit Call me Maybe.” The moment the listener actually recognizes what the hit is. 
· 4. Self-Reflection on the Act of Recognition: This trend can be properly understood by considering the disproportion between the huge number of lesser-known songs and the few established ones. (When you can hum along to the song). 
· 5. Psychological Transfer of Recognition-Authority to the Object: The tendency to transfer the gratification of ownership to the object itself and to attribute to it, in terms of like, preference, or objective quality, the enjoyment of ownership which one has attained. 
· The frame of mind to which popular music originally appealed, on which it feeds, and which it perpetually reinforces, is simultaneously one of distraction and inattention. 
· The stimuli that popular music attains provides an escape for people from boredom and mechanized labor. 
· Adorno believed that you can take what has become with popular music and see that Western capitalist society where the most predominant way of making money is through consumerism, we are no different than a fascist, totalitarian society like Nazi Germany. 
Questions

1. Although Adorno talks about popular music starting in Europe before the United States, but what was it about that era that created such a drastic shift in music tastes and popularity? When was this era? 
2. Could we not argue that popular music has remained popular because it is more appealing to the human auditory system than random sounds that we cannot process? 
3. From a Marxist perspective, would Adorno think the popular performers are exploited? Or just the consumers that buy the music? 
4. If the music was not pre-digested, would we still find the sound as appealing as we do today?
5. Can we really associate something like popular culture and music to insinuate that capitalist America is comparable and associated with fascist ideology? 
6. When Adorno talks about the five steps of recognition in music, all of these steps are all talking about the positive acceptance of popular music. For people such as himself who do not like the popular music, do they go through a similar process? 

Reading #27: Theodor W. Adorno, "Radio Music," Kenyon Review 17 (1945), 208-217.

Notes

· This reading asks questions about popular music, which Adorno refers to as radio music, and asks if we bombard a society with this type of music, what reactions can we expect to receive from the community.
· The guiding interest behind such investigations is basically one of administrative technique: how to manipulate the masses.
· It might be research of an exploitative character (ie. how to get people to buy things)
· It might be research of a benevolent administrative research (ie. How can we bring good music to as large a number of listeners as possible)
· He questions what good music is saying, “What is good music? Is it just the music which is given out and accepted as good according to current standards, say the programs of the Toscanini concerts? We cannot pass it as good simply on the basis of the names of great composers or performers, that is, by social convention.” 
· One should not study the attitude of listeners, without considering how far these attitudes reflect broader social behaviour patterns and, even more, how far they are conditioned by the structure of society as a whole. 
· Adorno mentioned four axioms surrounding his idea of music: 
· 1. We live in a society of commodities- that is, a society in which production of goods is taking place, not primarily to satisfy human wants and needs, but for profit. 
· 2. In our commodity society there exists a general trend toward a heavy concentration of capital which makes for a shrinking of the free market in favor of monopolized mass production of standard good. 
· 3. The more the difficulties of contemporary society increase as it seeks its own continuance, the stronger becomes the general tendency to maintain the existing conditions of power and property relations against the threats which they themselves breed. 
· 4. Since in our society the forces of production are highly developed, and at the same time, the relations of production fetter those productive forces, it is full of antagonisms. 
· Today, music is considered ethereal and sublime, although it actually functions as a commodity. 
Questions

1. Adorno seems pessimistic about the issue surrounding popular music as a commodity, and this is apparent when reading his axioms. However, he does not give an alternative or a suggestion as to what he would do to fix this. What would he propose? 
2. Who is to say what is considered to be good music? Although he criticizes the producers of popular music for being the ones to give it a “good” standard, what grounds is Adorno coming from when he himself states what is constituted as “good” music? 
3. Are the producers of these music companies intentionally out to get other people, or could it be possible that they just fall into this pattern based on the capitalist society that they live in, and this is inherently the only way they know how to make money? Does he think these people are really out to get the masses?
4. Would Adorno think that it would even be possible to get back to a period where “good” classical music was popular, or does he see this as unquestionable due to our capitalism society? 
Reading #28: Ernst Bloch, "Rage and Merriment," in Heritage of Our Times (Cambridge: Polity Press, 1991 [1929]), 41-43.

Notes

· To be quite honest I have no idea what it going on in this reading. It did not make sense to me and Professor Paulson hit the nail on the head in class when he said this reading seemed completely like a Fascist dancing with the stars episode. I really have no notes for this reading, I don’t plan on using it for my final paper and we barely discussed it in class. The only thing that I got out of this reading were that there were a bunch of people who were forced to dance for days at a time in front of an audience. In the span of an hour, they would have a fifteen minute break to go to the washroom, eat something, or drink something. Some people died because of this form of torture.
Questions
1. What is going on in this reading?
2. What was the point of reading this article for contemporary theory? What information was I supposed to take out of it?
3. What was I supposed to get out of the reading? 
Reading #29: Pierre Bourdieu, and Loïc Wacquant, An Invitation to Reflexive Sociology (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1992), selection.

· This text prepares you for reading the Science of Science and Reflexivity by providing key terms that will come in handy when reading Bourdieu since you will have a good grasp on his central concepts. 
· In analytic terms, a field may be defined as a network, or a configuration, of objective relations between positions. These positions are objectively defined, in their existence and in the determination they impose upon their occupants, agents, or institutions, by their present and potential situation in the structure of the distribution of species of power (or capital) whore possession commands access to the specific profits that are at stake in the field, as well as by their objective relation to other positions (domination, subordination, homology, etc.)
· In highly differentiated societies, the social cosmos is made up of a number of such relatively autonomous social microcosms. 
· A field can be thought of as something like a soccer field or a football field. All of what Bourdieu calls the “agents” are players on the field who are striving to move around to different positions. 
· A permanent reminder that concepts have no definition other than systemic ones, and are designed to be put to work empirically in systematic fashion. 
· When thinking in terms of the field, one is thinking about relations between agents. 
· Economy and the social are linked.
· Social costs involved in all of our economic decisions, we all have prejudices and we need to take a look at these and call each other out on it. 
· We need to be far more critical of the types of work that we are engaged in within society. 
· The field is a field of forces, and we may either conserve or transform the field. 
· Bourdieu refers to the field as sort of like a game, however a main difference between the two is that the field is not intentionally creates by society like a game would be. Players however go into the game, a lot of the time opposing one another. The hierarchy of the different species of capital (economic, social, cultural, symbolic) varies across the various fields. 
· At each moment, it is the state of the relations of force between players that defines the structure of the field. We can picture each player as having in front of her a pule of tokens of different colours, each colour corresponding to a given species of capital she holds, so that her relative force in the game, her position in the space of play, and also her strategic orientation toward the game.
· The economic and political resources that enable the state to wield a power over all games and over the rules that regulate them. 
· The question of the limits of the field is a very difficult one, if only because it is always at stake in the field itself and therefore admits of no a priori answer. 
· We may think of a field as a space within which an effect of field is exercised, so that what happens to any object that traverses this space cannot be explained solely by the intrinsic properties of the object in question. 
· The principle of the dynamics of a field lies in the form of its structure and in particular in the distance, the gaps, the asymmetries between the various specific forces that confront one another. The forces that are active in the field are those which define the specific capital. 
· An analysis in terms of field involves three necessary and internally connected moments:
· 1. One must analyze the position of the field vis-a-vis the field of power. 
· 2. One must map out the objective structure of the relations between the positions occupied by the agents or institutions who compete for the legitimate form of specific authority of which this field in the site. 
· 3. One must analyze the habitus of ternalizing a determinate type of social and economic condition, and which find in a definite trajectory within the field under consideration a more or less favorable opportunity to becoming actualized. 
· The notion of interest imposd itself upon me as an instrument of rupture with a philosophical anthropology, a naive conception of human conduct that was dominant when Bourdieu stared working in the social sciences. 
· Bourdieu says that to understand the notion of interest, it is necessary to see that it is opposed not only to that of disinterestedness or gratuitousness but also to that of indifference. When someone is indifferent, that means that the game or the field does not move them or their position within the field. 
· Major Functions of Habitus:
· 1. Accounts for the actual logic of practice, an expression in itself oxymoronic since the hallmark of practice is to be logical, to have a logic without having logic as its principle. 
· 2. A definite manner of constructing and understanding practice in its specific “logic”, is to break with another opposition that ois no less deadly and no doubt considerably more difficult to overcome: against positivistic materialism, the theory of practice as practice posits that objects of knowledge are constructed.
· Habitus is a socialized subjectivity. 
· The field structures the habitus (the game creates the norms).
· It is also a relation of knowledge or cognitive construction. 
· Social reality exists, so to speak, twice, in things and in minds, in fields and in habitus, outside and inside of agents. 
· Habitus can be referred to in laymen's terms as when you hear a person say “I’m really feeling out of my element in this situation.” This means that the person is feeling like they’re out of their element in a particular situation. 
· Bourdieu rejects a mechanical models of power and the field and says that the notion of habitus is meant to eliminate this exact phenomena. 
· He is different than Foucault in relation to mechanics of power. 
Questions

1. Is habitus created from norms conceptualized from within the field?
2. Can a person be a member of more than one field, or does a person play different positions within their own field?
3. If a person possesses more capital within a field than another person, does the person with more capital possess more power within the field? 
4. What would be an example of social capital within the scientific field and how does a person use it? Does it depend on what position that have within the field? 
Reading #30: Pierre Bourdieu, The Science of Science and Reflexivity (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2004).

Part One: Introduction & The State of the Question

Bourdieu problematizes the notion that people within the scientific discipline always talk about science as being an already finished product instead of one that is in the process of being done or a science that is in the making. He says that this has caused scientists to bring forth theories that are very opposite to the representation of the theory itself. While it is indisputable that the scientific world is a social world, one may wonder whether it is a microcosm, a field, similar (except for certain differences, which need to be specified) to all others, and in particular to the other social microcosms; the literary field, the artistic field or the legal field. One cannot talk about such an object without exposing oneself to a permanent mirror effect: every word that can be uttered about scientific practice can be turned back on the person who utters it. This echo, this reflexivity, is not reducible to the reflexion on itself of an “I think” (cogito) thinking an object (cogitatum) that is nothing other than itself. It follows that what is called epistemology is always in danger of being no more than a form of justificatory discourse serving to justify science of a particular position in the scientific field, or a spuriously neutralized reproduction of the dominant discourse of science about itself. Structural functionalism thus reveals its true nature as a collective finalism: the ‘scientific community’ is one of those collectivities which accomplish their ends through subjectless mechanisms oriented towards ends favourable to the subjects, or at least to the best of them. The scientific field creates a system of rewards that give the agents incentive to progress within the field, as well as to distribute capital. The reward system within the field also ensures that all agents work productively and they will do this as long as they have incentive to do so. The reward system also diverts agents who do not work as hard as everyone else. If they are not eligible for a reward, they will be sanctioned into lesser positions than the others who were rewarded for their contribution within the field. The more recognized a scientist is to everyone else, the more productive they are going to be within the field. Scientists form a close community according to Thomas Kuhn whose research bears on a well-defined range of problems and who use methods adapted to this work.Formal discourse is hypocritical, but the propensity to ‘radical chic’ leads people to forget that the two truths coexist, with more or less difficulty, in the agents themselves.Scientists will use fancy terminology when writing a journal article or reporting their findings but they do this in order to potentially hide the fact that they don’t know what they are talking about or their findings did not coincide with their hypothesis. Bourdieu provides a chart of things that are said, in relation to what the scientists actually mean by them. For example, when a scientist says “it has long been known that...” what they actually mean is “I haven’t bothered to look up the reference.” 

Questions

1. If Bourdieu is problematizing the notion of science and insinuating that not everything they say may be true, how would he say is it that we come to know what is true? 
2. Could we argue that every field has their own particular community that is specific to the subjectivity of the field? 
3. Bourdieu argues that science is very literary and interpretative. If it were in fact interpretative, wouldn’t everyone have a different concept for what the truth is about a given experiment? One cannot say that something that everyone agrees on is interpretative. 
Part Two: A World Apart

· The field, which emphasizes the structures which orient scientific practices and whole efficacy is exerted at the micro-sociological level. Discusses social macro units as autonomous and isolated. Talks about how scientific capital is based on knowledge more so than economics. People within the scientific field use their knowledge as a vehicle to propel them into different positions. The more scientific capital that a person possesses, the more power they have within the field. This probably means that they will have a higher position within the field than people without as much scientific capital. Capital can be found in so many different ways, however within the sciences, knowledge gets you farther than any other type of capital. The notion of the field allows one to break away from presuppositions accepted by society. Capital over power is controlled through structure. For Bourdieu, power is only found within the structure of the field, through institutions. Every type of field will have different types of capital that is central to accessing power within their discipline. The field can deal with transhistorical truths. 
· The laboratory, a small, closed and separate universe, presenting protocols all ready for analysis, lab journals, archives, etc. similarly seems to invite a monographic, idiographic approach. The force attached to an agent depends on his various assets, differential. 
Questions

1. Can we find every type of capital within any field? 
2. What is it that determines what type of capital is of importance within a field? Is it just based on the type of field it is?
3. How does Bourdieu know that these truths that are coming out of the scientific field are in fact true? Just because science says its true doesn’t mean that it is. 

Part Three: Why the Social Sciences Must take themselves as their Object

· Bourdieu states that reflexivity is not the only way out of contradiction, objection is. Science is sensitive to social determinisms. Differences in social origins predicted different careers particularly with reference to academics. This foundation is often referred to as scientific. Concept of objectivity in the field of science. Field can deal with transhistorical truths. Scientific capital allows for entrance into the field. Each generation begins with a starting point that took previous generations years to discover. We’re supposed to think of scientists as individuals, when really they are socially constructed. The accumulation of scientific capital is very interesting because it is accumulated objective knowledge. Capital turns into something akin to absolute truth. In the social world, truths are objective but not trans-historical but they are in the hard sciences. If something has gone through generations of skepticisms and has still survived, then it is an absolute truth according to Bourdieu. Actor-network theory has questioned this however. Habitus is the appearance that everything around us is normal. Over time, the concept of habitus seems to do different things. 
Questions

1. How does the habitus change over time in relation to the field? Bourdieu says that one must sketch the relationship between the two, but can a field survive without a habitus?
2. Is the family home for example considered to be a field? Or is Bourdieu limiting his theory to the confines of disciplines and institutions? 
3. How can one say that knowledge is more important capital than economic capital? It is well known that most of the big knowledge that is given to society is funded by large corporations who pay for fixed results. I would argue that if you have economic capital, it can easily trump scientific capital. 
Reading #31: Mary Mander, “Bourdieu, the Sociology of Culture, and Cultural Studies: A Critique,” European Journal of Communications 2 (1987), 427-453.

Questions

1. Mander provides criticisms of Bourdieu’s theories on the science of science and reflexivity, however what would her resolution be? 
2. Mander doesn’t seem to be content with any of Bourdieu’s quantitative analysis. Does she think that he would have been better to just address his qualitative findings? 
3. Why does Mander think that Bourdieu thinks that social science can not be used for the purpose of advancing human understanding? This was the whole concept of the book. 

Reading #32: Michel Foucault, Discipline and Punish: The Birth of the Prison (New York: Pantheon, 1979).

Part One: Torture


In part one of Foucault’s book, he takes us through a historical account of how people who disobeyed the law back in the 18th century onward got punished. The beginning of the chapter was very graphic, while he provides in extensive detail how people were tortured in front of a public spectacle. According to Foucault, in the 1700’s, people were not just hanged or beheaded, but rather tortured for hours in front of the entire town. Torture would include things such as quartering, burning bodies, tearing away huge chunks of flesh from limbs and then proceeding to pour hot lead, wax, or sulphur onto the open wounds. 


In this section, he emphasizes that there is nothing normal about prisons and that there is nothing normal about them. He problematizes the notion of the necessity for the penal system. Historically, the punishment system was typically gendered, women in asylums and jail ONLY as a form of rehabilitation for men instead of punishment and torture to the body. Foucault shows that the causes are multiple, dispersed, and decent from history into the present is not a matter of uninterpreted continuity. He states that punishment will eventually become the most hidden part within the penal system. 


The public execution is to be understood not only as a juridicial, but also as a political ritual. It belongs, even in minor cases, to the ceremonies in which power is manifested. History moved from public torture, to private torture, to a quick and easy execution (such as a private hanging), and then eventually we adopted the penal system which was born from other institutions such as schools and the military. Foucault emphasizes in this chapter how we have moved from punishing the body to punishing the soul. 

Questions

1. Why does Foucault overlook the fact there there is still punishment to the body within the penal system today? It seems as though his emphasis on mechanics takes away from seeing the interpersonal relations, and how torture still continues on in prisons today.
2. What does Foucault mean when he says that torture is a political ritual as well? The only way I see it as being political is if important people were exempt from torture.
3. If Foucault states that the penal system as a societal norm is problematic, what resolution would he give for dealing with people who have disobeyed the law? Does he think that we should still be torturing people?
4. This section also makes me wonder how if I were living in the 1700’s, if I would find publicly killing someone acceptable? Would I be bothered with it? It makes me wonder if there is something inherently bad within society that would make this type of behaviour acceptable. 
5. What exactly was it that caused the shift from torturing the body to the soul? 
Part Two: Punishment


The shift from criminality of blood to criminality of fraud forms part of a whole complex mechanism, embracing the development of production, the increase of wealth, a higher juridical and moral value placed on property relations, stricter methods of surveillance, a tighter partitioning of the population, more efficient techniques of locating and obtaining information. The shift in illegal practices is correlative with an extension and a refinement of punitive practices. The criticism of the reformers was directed not so much at the weakness or cruelty of those in authority, as at a bad economy of power. It proved necessary, therefore, to control these illicit practices and introduce new legislation to cover them. The facticity is not the important part, prison is an event and we need to understand what its structure is and how it came to be (genealogy). Reacting against discipline of history. Foucault doesn’t even take society as his framework. Production of power is that which must be explained. Power is totalizing in itself. No way our of the spaces and webs of power and discipline. Any discourse that makes a claim to objectivity is constituting power over its subjects. Discourses and systems of knowledge can shift. Discursive shifts are often unpredictable. The social function of knowledge is always political. Institutional power, economic and cultural coercion, latent and organizational power, power of ideas. Power resides in discourses. Sees power as a diffuse field with no particular centre. Discourses are specific ways of shaping our lives and exerts power. Instead of taking away time, penal repression was formed on the body within a spectacle. Punishment shifted away from the body and to the soul, thus making it invisible. The soul exists because it constitutes and produced what we practiced. 



Foucault discusses microphysics of power. There were new ways of knowing that were not possible before, however they have become possible in seemingly insignificant ways. Power is positive in that it makes and constructs things. 

Questions

1. If it is essentially capitalism and a bad economy that created this shift in discipline and punishment, how can Foucault claim that we do not possess power? Obviously it would be people who hold a lot of capital that would possess power (like Bourdieu claims)? 
2. Foucault’s analogy seems very mechanical and technological. Why is he discounting the social aspect of how discourse has caused society to shift over time? It seems as though he is missing something from his concept. 
3. With the shift in punishment from the body to the soul, is Foucault saying that there are more people who are now seen as bad or delinquent, which causes society to execute obedience and discipline so as not to be put into prison? 
4. Was is just the penal system that shifted in this way or can we see the pattern of body to soul in other types of institutions as well, such as hospitals, schools, military, reforms, etc.? Or would these other types of institutions follow their own discourse? It is not clear to me whether or not this is an overarching concept or if all different societal structures possess their own discursive history. 
Part Three: Panopticism

· Docile bodies originates in schools, armies, factories, etc. and then transfers into prisons. Everyone becomes concerned with these docile bodies and efficiency. Shaping what we think of as a modern society. The actual architecture of the prison building creates discipline, which in turn makes people discipline themselves. The architecture that Foucault was concerned about in regards to prisons was called panopticism. The panopticon was a real blueprint for a prison but Foucault also uses its concept as a metaphor for explaining surveillance and discipline within society. The panopticon was a blueprint which showed a circular prison with the guard tower situated directly in the middle of the circle. The guards in the tower would be able to see every single inmate from where they were sitting, however the tower would likely be shadowed so that the prisoners would not know if they were being watched or not. The fact that the prisoners know that they could be being watched at any given time will produce ultimate obedience in itself. Although this exact prison was never made, there have been countless prisons that were built based on this very architecture, including Kingston Penitentiary. Foucault attributes panopticism to contemporary society by stating that we are under constant surveillance, and that even when this is not obvious, we always have the threat of being surveyed. Professor Paulson gives the example of driving down an open country road late at night when you come across a stop sign. Even though you know that there is no one around for miles, you still make a complete stop just on the off chance that a police office could be watching you from somewhere. The fact that retail stores all have surveillance cameras now is no accident. It is not so much for the threat of customers stealing as it is for employees to know that they are being watched by their employer which will in turn make the employee efficient and on-task. Panopticism is found everywhere within our society. Ideal form of power because of the fear of the unknown. This creates a permanent disciplinary society. It is no longer limited to moments of crisis, but now it is all the time. Creates sets of social relations, it does not just punish. Discipline is a technology that particular institutions will adopt. Panopticism just encloses all forms of power. Any discipline of knowledge comes to be further disciplined by more precise strands of the discipline. 
Questions

1. Would Foucault think that the people who fail to comply with obedience and societal norms within society be doing this on purpose and failing to care, or would he consider it to be completely accidental that they got caught, or would he not care at all?
2. Does Foucault think that there is a way to get out of living in a panoptic society? What would he suggest be the most conclusive form of punishment within our society? 
3. Were people not trained to be obedient and docile before the birth of the prison? What did people do before, when torture was the paramount type of punishment to keep society in line? 
Part Four: Prison

· Prison “seems” civilized because they claim to treat all people within the system equal (people of colour, working class, poor people, etc.) Produces prison effects but also economic effects. The prison creates a spectrum of delinquency, the only difference is the quantitative length of the sentence. Generalized constitution of a power relation through the creation and validation of certain forms of knowledge. People who are always being disciplined to work in a particular way whether this is from within the prison or outside of the prison in contemporary society. The prison is not meant to discipline a delinquent, but rather to create a delinquent. This section of the book talks about how penitentiaries create delinquency within contemporary society. Panopticism creates in its totality, the criminal body, and in a strand, creates a disciplined social body. Everything you do is subject to a disciplinary gaze. Panopticism gives us social norms, or the very body of crime and delinquency creates social norms. Penal apparatus gives us an offender, penitentiary apparatus gives us the delinquent. In fabricating a concept of delinquency, we make recourse to a particular science of crime. Prisons produce criminals, but solutions are consistent for the last 200 years, and outcomes always end up the same. Foucault does not see this as stages, it’s always failing, always being reformed, etc. The prison is not intended to eliminate offenses, but to distinguish, distribute, and use them. Criminal justice leads to a whole series of affirmations that are alien to 18th century penal systems. Prisons isolate, outline, and force tolerance. Success of the prison is that it produces delinquency in a world that is constantly under surveillance. This makes the power to punish natural and legitimate. All forms of punishment are socially constructed because institutions are idealogical. Right-wing politics are a result of incarceration. The prison indirectly produces delinquents by throwing the inmate’s family into destitution: The same order that sends the head of the family to prison reduces each day the mother to destitution, the children to abandonment, the whole family to vagabondage and begging. It is in this way that crime can take root. The great spectacle of the chain-gang was linked with the old tradition of the public execution, but it was also linked with that multiple representation of crime that gave rise at the time to newspapers, broadsheets, mountebanks, and street theaters, as well as with the confrontations and struggles who’s first rumblings it conveys; it game them a kind of symbolic outlet: though vanquished by the law, the army of disorder promised to return; what the violence of order has driven away would overthrow that order and bring liberty on its return. Prisons are meant to keep delinquency within society. 
Questions

1. In this part Foucault wraps up the book with stating that prisons create delinquency. What kind of resolution does he give for this phenomenon? He seems quite pessimistic about this whole concept. 
2. How can Foucault say that it was only the birth of the prison that created delinquency? Surely dating back to days that people were tortured, the community would consider the person that was being tortured to death as a delinquent? 
3. Would people in different institutionalized settings, such as the hospital or the school be considered delinquent or is this something unique to penitentiaries? I think it could be argued that patients would be considered delinquents according to Foucault because the hospitals are constantly creating new medical ailments that were never before seen as illnesses through the process of medicalization. This keeps people within the hospital with new sicknesses all the time. 

