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	This theoretical presentation is concerned with finding adequate ways of making sense of new forms of resistance to “domination” such as those embodied by the Indignados, Anonymous, Femen, the practitioners of “solidarity economy” (hereafter), movements of unemployed people or illegals. 
	As scholar steeped in French social theory, I’m particularly interested in the ability of specific theoretical currents to account for these forms of contestation and their potential for emancipation from alienating forces. 
	When I was a Phd student in sociology at the EHESS (Paris), after my master of philosophy (Paris-Sorbonne) and my master in sociology ( Liège-Bruxelles), I was a “Bourdieu fanatic”. But once I was on the field of “solidarity economy” in France (micro-finance, community-supported agriculture, etc.) in France, I was confronted to this very point; I couldn’t speak about theses anti-capitalist cooperatives with Bourdieu because the frame of his theory of domination and his main concepts (common sense, habitus, symbolic violence, etc.) didn’t fit with the high level of reflexivity of my actors. 
	In the same time I met Boltanski who accepted to be my director of studies. He was agreeing with me that it was not possible to study this kind of actor with the sociology of Bourdieu (his own Professor in the 60th) because Bourdieu does not take actors “seriously”. 

Critical sociology of Bourdieu

	Bourdieu rests on the assumption that capitalism or modernity has robbed social actors of their original purity and of the consciousness of their alienated condition. The work of the sociologist is to reveal the real theoretical causes of their action they ignore because they are deeply immersed in their “common sense” or in “the practical sense”. During a long time Bourdieu argues that social actors are not equipped to identify and critique their alienation, and he positions sociology as the discipline which will save social actors from the alienation of their habitus, their “illusion” or their common sense. 
	As you probably know, in his writings Bourdieu has developed his conception of the social world as constituted of fields which he likens to playing fields.
 
In these fields social actors experience illusio, that is ‘they are caught up in the illusion of the game, they believe that it is worth playing the game. And the illusion is an illusion or ‘diversion’ only for someone who perceives the game from outside, from the scholastic standpoint of an impartial spectator” (2000: 151). This impartial spectator is the sociologist.

	Bourdieu explains how much most of the social actors are dominated (and unconscious of being dominated) by the structures of the social world. They are living in the illusion and the better example of this idea is the pages within La distinction in which  Bourdieu shows how people are dominated in the field of the consumption by the ideology of the dominants of the field: they want to buy very demonstrative cars, to own prestigious bags or clothes, to have vacancy on beautiful and paradisiac beaches … 
	Boltanski and I would argue that, as relevant as it is, there is a problem with all this approach: It assumes a pristine state of nature and unspoilt humans, all of which predate the social; 
· The alienated is unable to resist his/her condition by her/himself  
· Thus resistance would entail a return to unmediated subjectivity and sociality, only accessible for the sociologist. 

Pragmatist sociology

	This stance is idealist (sociologist take the point of view of god in some way). And this idealism is unsatisfactory. It cannot account for the new forms of social resistance to domination which we identified above because they are very reflexive. They know how much we are dominated by social fields, notably by the capitalist frame of the economic field. Thus we need an alternative approach. In subsequent steps I will focus on the analysis of Boltanski’s pragmatic sociology who aims, as he says, “to take people’s argumentations seriously”.  
Boltanski and Thévenot essentially express that, for a long time, the social sciences have considered common sense as a source of illusions, equating, in a swift positivist motion, science with truth. 

According to the two authors, “people in every day life, like scientists, continuously adopt a suspecting, interrogating attitude towards the world and put it to the test” (1991, p.54). There exist some situations “in which acting individuals verbally expose and unfold their action. They attempt to build generalizations and to create facts through language. This use of language nears that of science.” (ibid., p. 436). Justifications from the commun sense of ordinary persons must be taken seriously by the sociologist. (Boltanski, 1990, p.151). 

The role of the pragmatist sociology is to identify and to theorize the principles that underpin the justification of actors because it assumes that actors themselves are unlikely to conduct this conceptual analysis themselves. In the immediate situation the urgency of matters does not permit the time for such reflections (Boltanki, 1990, p. 57). Actors are ‘realistic’ and refrain from questioning as they take constraints for granted (Boltanski 2010).
 While he does try to avoid imposing a stronger interpretation than that of the acting individuals (suspending scientific judgment), he/she does not, however, stop trying to clarify their reports. The sociologist must climb the argumentative chain until he/she finds statements with a high degree of generalization that are acceptable to the acting individuals. Its goal is to clarify the principles of justice upon which people rest when they act and justify their actions. The implementation of these models is necessary since people, from lack of time, rarely reach back for the principle of justice of each “polity” that they use to back up their arguments.  Each polity is a kind a stock of arguments that share the same common good (or value, or principle of justice).  Each polity has a specific common good on which actors are focused when they argue about their action: conviviality (domestic policy), management (industrial policy), reputation (inspired policy), the general interest (civic policy), wealth (market policy), creativity (inspired policy). 
The field of solidarity economy. 

	This pragmatic sociology was for me very helpful. Of course, Boltanski and Thevenot agree that some other principles of justice can be used by actors when they are justifying their action but these were enough to seek in the field.  With them, I was able to find the “grammar” of the justifications used by my actors to critique capitalism and to try to build another kind of economy. In France, the organisation that is gathering these actors is called “Le Mouvement de l’Economie Solidaire” (Solidarity Economy Movement). It gathers Micro-finance cooperatives, LETS (Local Exchange and Trading Systems), Fair Trade, community-supported agriculture (consumer cooperatives), solidarity economy consulting services. These particular business consulting services have emerged that assist social and proximity entrepreneurs in the creation of their project.  (Frère, 2009, Laville 2010). The common characteristics of these initiatives can be found in their justifications because they are organized by the same grammar: 

	The grammar can be defined as the way actors have to speech, mobilizing several principles of justices to justify their actions (Boltanski, 1990, Frère, 2009). 

	In the case of my actors within the solidarity economy I could find the four same principles of justice (or common goods) in the 75 interviews I did within these organisations and during which actors were justifying their actions: 
· Creativity: each interview underlined how important it was to support every “creative” initiative that would help unemployed people to live thanks to their own business (inspired policy)
·   Conviviality: each interview underlined how important it was to be involved in action with friends to develop “social links” rather than profit (domestic policy)
· self-management: each interview underlined how important it was to work for an organization without boss and where profits are shared between workers (rather than between shareholders) or used to support other actions in solidarity economy (industrial policy).  
· political activism: each interview underlined how important it was to have a political activity, on a large scale to impose a new definition of economy. Most of actors are in this sens contributing, for instance, to the World Social Forum (Porto-Alegre) or the European Social Forum (civic policy). 
 
	But this was not enough because sometimes justifications were in contradiction with practices. And this is a paradox that French pragmatism, in my opinion, can’t deal with. Indeed, it seems to imply that actor justifications are always saying something true about actions. And what I sometimes experienced on the field were contradictions.  That’s why I completed French boltanskian pragmatism with phenomenology. 
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The role of phenomenology within pragmatist sociology: 


	Indeed French pragmatism does not allowed us to explain contradiction between action and justification. If we don’t want to fall once again in the bourdieusian trap of “unconscious” actors, unable to argue about what is really leading their practices, we have to focus on phenomenology. 
	 I’ll give hereafter an example of such a contradiction to show how phenomenology can be useful:
	Manon is the manager of a “solidarity economy consulting service” which aims to create solidarity economy businesses in Lyon with some unemployed people. She explains that if she wants to renew the funding of the Social European Council, she has to help to create ordinary business rather than solidarity economy businesses which are too risky. 
“Towards a project creator who wants to do something in solidarity economy, it is in your interest to suggest him to set up a snack shop rather than an organic Fair trade shop” 
Manon: “I find that, for example, the fact of really being a social entrepreneur in solidarity economy, to create an alternative economy, to support exclusively the cooperatives of this sort that would be nice (I.e. Fair Trade, organic, proximity services etc)…One becomes aware that there are enormous political pressures so that you cannot concentrate on solidarity economy, but you are really forced to support the creation of businesses, and whatever type of business it may be … We also have long since debated here about it and my brother who works at an anarchist bookshophe said: “But that’s crazy, you’re creating future bosses, but that has nothing to do with the logic of solidarity economy! That's micro-capitalism! … 

	 Contrary to a pure bourdieusian lecture (1980), Manon is able to get out the action to reflect her practice and to make self criticism. The pragmatic analysis of the grammar of justification of Manon shows us how much she is aware of the necessity of making solidarity economy a social project of emancipation. She knows that by supporting the creation of a snack she won’t represent in practice some common good of solidarity economy such as the political activism in favor of an other economic model. 
	If we understand the grammar as a “intentional mind set” of several states of mind in the sense of Husserl, we can analyse this paradox between justification: Manon is arguing in her interview about the four common goods of solidarity economy that she is not always able to respect in practice. In this sense, we can say that when she is supporting the development of a non-cooperative business, she is focusing on one common good: to support the business “creativity” of unemployed people. Here lies the usefulness of the phenomenological concept of “intentional states of mind’: 

“ [The same thing in the world – for example the woman who stands in front of me can be ‘conscious’ in highly diverse, successively, separate state of minds: perceptions, love, expectations, angers, and so forth”. (Husserl 1987 [1931], p. 44, own translation)

	Adapting this philosophical reflection to our sociological problem we shall say that the four common goods of solidarity economy frame and characterize four specific states of mind through which an actor can be conscious of a situation.
	If we keep the idea that a specific “common good” can be focused by actor as a state of mind, we can understand the reflexivity of Manon. She is mainly attracted by the necessity of the creativity: “I have to help people to create their own business”. When she is in such a focalisation, she galvanizes one common good and forgets the other common goods that frame the grammar of solidarity economy. I say that she is doing a false of grammar (or an extrapolation). But she is aware that she’s doing so. 
	Actors can have contradictory behaviours, regarding justification. This does not mean that they are in the “illusion” (Bourdieu) of what they really do. This just means that they have to adapt their activities to the reality of the economy that is still a market economy with some capitalist rules. Adapting their actions, they also know how much they look as “traitors”, betraying some crucial values (common goods) of solidarity economy.  

Conclusion : 

	Since I did this PhD I’m still focused with this topic. I continue to consider Bourdieu as one of the most important sociologists of the 20th century and I teach him to my undergraduates students with a lot of conviction. We need Bourdieu in this time of “managerial domination” that works as if there were no social classes and no domination anymore. We must be aware of how we are dominated by all social structures, including the structures of capitalism.  But when I meet my students back in master, critical and bourdieusian, I also show them how much can be interesting paradigms which aim to find cleverness within the discourse of actors themselves to help them to rationalise and galvanize their critics. 
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1) How and why did you choose "solidarity economy" communities as one of your focuses of study?

I was myslef commited in solidarity economy movements. At first I oriented my PhD toward theoritical questions about the critical sociology of Bourdieu, its links whith philosophy, and so on. 
But I felt just enoyed by my exclusive libraries activity and I wanted to go on the field. So I radically changed my PhD subject to « solidarity economy » but I did my inquiery into France to be close the the EHESS (with Boltanki) and to have an other field than the one I was involved in in Belgium.  I couldn’twork about my friends, It would have troubled my « objectivity ». 

2) How do you define "resistance" in your work? What forms of resistance have you observed in your studies?
I don’t really use « resistance » as a conceptual tool of analysis. But I think that I would define it as an organisational reaction to the rules of capitalist organisations in the sens that Mounia Charrad gives in here work about patrimonialism
Capitalism has 2 main characteristics : 
· private property (of the mean of production or of the earnings of the production). 
· Free contract on a free market submitted to the rule of free competition. 

In this sense, organisations within solidarity are « resistances » because they tries to organise :
· a collective property (that is not a State property, even if some organisations provide some kind of « public services ») : they share the earnings OR they use them to make some investments in some new material and in work. Wages are also equivalent most of the time or have some very thin differences
· They try to work in a more cooperative way than « competition ». For instance, they will not try to have the lower price (Fair trade) or they will take contact with competitors within market (proximity services) 
3) Does the French pragmatic approach change how you interact with the movements you study, for instance how you conduct interviews and guide discussions?
Yes. At first I was a little bit confused because these actors are very reflexive and highly educated. So I had the feeling to reproduce their argumentations with just some more scientific words. But at the end, I saw how some elements of their grammar could be in contradiction, even if complementary. I didn’t say that they were wrong or that they were in the illusion about their own actions. But, by taking them seriously, I also showed how they sometimes could be opposed because of the grammatical mistakes they saw within the action of each other. 
I attended to « fights » beween them. For exemple a guy from a community supported agriculture cooperative, during a « Mouvement pour l’Economie Solidaire » meeting, was very critical with ones who represented Fair trade : 
« you are note activist enough because you don’t suggest an other economy. You are accepting capitalist rules and you are just trying to make its markets less unfair »
In this sense, I can say that this guy accused Fair trad representatives to make a grammartical mistakes. In his spirit they are too focused on an other principle of justice (creativity) and they forget other principles of justice (or principles of worth, or gommon goods) that are also instenced in the grammar of the solidarity economy 
4) To what extent do you think the demographic characteristics of  your movements, e.g. education, affects their reflexivity? Do you think these new movements are more reflexive than in the past?
I think that the have always been reflexive. If you look at the local practices of solidarity economy you can find poeple who are not highly educated. But exactly like in the past, the ones who are « talking in the name of solidarity economy » (i.e. within Social Forum or to defend an application to reveive public fundings)  are indeed the most educated ones. In this sens Bourdieu was right : there is a selection because of the habitus : some are able to argue, due to what they learned in their social class and their family, some are not and prefer to stay back.
I must also confess that some enjoyed results of my research because the saw in it something great to think obout their own « federative » organisation. But some other didn’t like it with some good arguments against what I pointed out : 
« You come from outside and you show contradiction of the movement. But it is easy to critic while it is a so hard work to try to do what we are doing ». 
And the critic is right. It a kind of pedagogic job to show all the time how my work aims to be constructive rather than destructive. I also DO solidarity economy in Belgium and in some sense I think that showing contradictions is better to go further than just saying « wonderful, solidarity economy is THE new solution to replace capitalism ».  

5) How do the actors in the movements you study come to terms with the potential contradictions between their practices and their beliefs?

Some of them have very fruitful reflections. For instance, some were accused to make an grammatical mistake because they were too commited in the political activism state of mind. They were the only ones to go to Social Forum (i.e. Porto Alegre, Paris, etc.) and they wer accused to minimise other principles of justice of solidarity economy such as « self management » that reclaims « democracy ».  
Now they are trying to organize a kind of rotating representation in these places. They try to galvalize participation at the low level, in villages and towns, where initiatives take place.  In this sense they really are postfigurative in the sens of Dan Jaster. Indeed they are taking this principle of « rotation » of representation and power from the writting of anarchist thinkers of the 19th century such as Proudhon or Bakunine. 

Will it work ? I don’t know yet. 
