482 / Conclusion

The Reality of Representation and the
Representation of Reality

The classifying subjects who classify the properties and practices of
others, or their own, are also classifiable objects which classify themselves
(in the eyes of others) by appropriating practices and properties that are
already classified (as vulgar or distinguished, high or low, heavy or light
¢tc—in other words, in the last analysis, as popular or bourgeois) ac-
cording to their probable distribution between groups that are them-
selves classified. The most classifying and best classified of these
properties are, of course, those which are overtly designated to function
as signs of distinction or marks of infamy, stigmata, especially the names
and titles expressing class membership whose intersection defines social
identity at any given time—the name of a nation, 2 region, an ethnic
. group, a family name, the name, of an occupation, an educational qualifi-
cation, honorific titles and so on. Those who classify themselves or
others, by appropriating or classifying practices or properties that are
classified and classifying, cannot be unaware that, through distinctive ob-
jects or practices in which their ‘powers’ are expressed and which, being
appropriated by and appropriate to classes, classify those who appropriate
them, they classify themselves in the eyes of other classifying (but also
classifiable) subjects, endowed with classificatory schemes analogous to
those which enable them more or less adequately to anticipate their own
classification.

Social subjects comprehend the social world which comprehends
them. This means that they cannot be characterized simply in terms of
material properties, starting with the body, which can be counted and
measured like any other object in the physical world. In fact, each of
these properties, be it the height or volume of the body or the extent of
landed property, when perceived and appreciated in relation to other
properties of the same class by agents equipped with socially constituted
schemes of perception and appreciation, functions as a symbolic property.
It is therefore necessary to move beyond the opposition between a ‘social
physics’—which uses statistics in objectivist fashion to establish distribu-
tions (in both the statistical and economic senses), quantified expres-
sions of the differential appropriation of a finite quantity of social energy
by a large number of competing individuals, identified through ‘objec-
tive indicators—and 2 ‘social semiology’ which seeks to decipher mean-
ings and bring to light the cognitive operations whereby agents produce
and decipher them. We have to refuse the dichotomy between, on the
one hand, the aim of arriving at an objective ‘reality’, ‘independent of in-
dividual consciousnesses and wills’, by breaking with common represen-
tations of the social world (Durkheim’s ‘pre-notions’), and of
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