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ABSTRACT

This work 1s concerned to analyse the nature both of attitudes towards excreta,
and of the ways 1n which detecation i1s carried out, characteristic of the modern
period. Such peculiarly modern mores of excretion are described under the
heading of the “modern mode of excretion™. This analysis 1s achieved by
considering the historical genesis of such attitudes and practices in the course of
early and high modernity. To this end, this work deploys a methodological
position based upon the fundamental contention that changing forms of
excretory mores are as much a result of alterations 1n social attitudes, deriving
from mutations at the level of social structures, as they are a consequence of
developments 1n medico-scientific knowledges. The transformations at the social
structural level which impact upon the nature of excretory attitudes and practices
are understood as involving shifting configurations of class power, at both the
material and symbolic levels. The effects of these structural changes over the
period are mapped out in terms of the notion of “faecal habitus”, an analytic
term which links modifications in the realm of attitude and practice to ongoing
processes of class struggle. It i1s through this lens that we analyse the various
substantive i1ssues involved in a history of excreta and excretion. These 1ssues
include: the generation of novel forms of bodily 1mage; the restriction ot
previously socially-accepted forms of practice; the building of water-based
sewer systems; the construction of systems of water closet-based disposal

mechanisms; and the gradual adoption by ever lower social strata of these latter

forms of disposal.
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"... performing one's natural functions with courage and conviction
1s much less vulgar than spinning fine phrases when one has nothing
whatsoever to say,"

(Henri-Frederic Blanc, The Empire of Sleep)

“l can scarcely enumerate for you all the things that I (a modern
Midas) turn into — excrement”

(Sigmund Freud, Letter to Fliess, 1897)



INTRODUCTION

Excreta and Excretion in the Modern World

When we feel the need to expunge waste materials from our bowels. why do we
retreat to small, enclosed rooms, closed-off from the view of others? Why. when
we arrive 1n these places, do we then expel our wastes into chair-like apparatuses
upon which we sit, so that water currents may bear our detritus away? Why do
these rooms and apparatuses have a range of ephemera surrounding them, from
prettily coloured papers for the purposes of wiping away any dregs of detritus
lingering on one's person, to scented devices that are placed inside the bowls of
the seats, so that sweet air may be inhaled by any whose nose chances to come
near? Why are such rooms and apparatuses called by such elaborate and round-
about epithets as “toilet”, “lavatory™ and “water closet™? Why does the mention
of words connected to lavatorial matters cause a certain modicum of unease,
even embarrassment, among both the speaker and those who listen to such
utterances? In other words, why i1s 1t that the ways in which we excrete today are

enswathed 1n feelings of secrecy, disgust, guilt and complex ploys of

euphemisation and disguising?

[t 1s the purpose of this work to present some answers to these questions. We are
here dealing with questions as to the characteristics of excreta and excretion as
they are understood in the modern West. More specifically, we must inquire both

as to what those characteristics are, and how they came to be as they are. This
involves reflection upon the nature of peculiarly modern mores of excretion. and
how these were developed historically in Western societies, such that they have
the forms they possess today. Our investigations will take us from the later

feudal period, through early and high capitalist modernity, and thence into the

twentieth century.



Our approach to these issues is that of a sociological historiography. The
account of the development of modern Western excretory mores contained in the
following pages is based on the view that the attitudes towards. and practices of.
excretion in the present day are as much a result of social and cultural factors. as
of the medical and natural scientific aspects of such a history. The
understandings of excreta and excretion that are common today are not
exhausted by medico-scientific appreciations of these materials. For example.
although 1t makes good “hygienic” sense to excrete into a water closet, for such
a means ot disposal bears excreta and the germs they may carry out of the living
environment, the demand that a water closet must be located in a privare locale.
sealed off from view, is not derived from any medical or scientific appreciation
of the qualities of excreta. Rather, the imperative that defecation and the means
whereby excreta are collected should be located in a private space is the outcome
of a long historical process involving the progressive regulation of defecation
into delimited locales. Such a process was tied up with other developments that
involved shifts 1n attitudes towards excreta and excretion such that these
phenomena increasingly became regarded as sources of feelings of disgust as to
their nature, and feelings of embarrassment as to the human body having such
capacities. These various trends were the result of changing socio-cultural
circumstances 1n the post-medieval period. The demand that defecation occur 1n
private spaces had already been erected at a period substantially before the first

modern medical and natural scientific appreciations of excreta and related

matters had been formulated.

Thus if we are to understand the history of such matters, we must formulate
them 1n terms of a model which appreciates the historical development of

attitudes and practices of excretion as the result of both medico-scientific and

socio-cultural factors.



T'he major aim of this study is to formulate such a model and then deploy 1t to
comprehend the genesis of the excretory mores of the present day. As with any
appreciation in historical terms of a modern phenomenon, we have to delineate
exactly what we understand by the contemporary situation vis-a-vis excreta and
excretion, and then examine the processes which over time produced this
situation as we have defined it. The current situation as regards these matters we
have dubbed the modern mode of excretion, and the purpose of this study is to
delineate the characteristics and historical genesis of this mode. By this term we

reter to two distinct, but interrelated, aspects of current excretory experience and

practice.

In the first instance, the modern mode of excretion is comprised of the universal
faecal habitus, that 1s, the typical attitudes held in the modern West as to the
nature ot excreta, and the excretory practices which are generated on the basis of
such attitudes. Excretory practices involve the ways in which defecation is
typically carried out, the fashions in which excretory matters are verbally
referred to, and the sensory dispositions (visual and olfactory) towards excreta
which are characteristic of the present day. As excreta are currently regarded
through an evaluative nexus of feelings of disgust and embarrassment, it 1s on
this basis that defecatory practices are carried out 1n private locales, excretory
matters are only referred to (in “legitimate” forms of speech) in euphemistic and
circumlocutory ways, and the sight and smell of excreta are little tolerated, so
foul and unpleasant are such products deemed to be. But this set of attitudes and
practices is a relatively recent historical development, which only fully came to
fruition at the beginning of the twentieth century. In the various respects set out
above. Western attitudes and practices were very different in the past. In the later
feudal period, excreta were not viewed so comprehensively as sources of
embarrassment, and the feelings of disgust they provoked were rather difterent

in form from contemporary formulations of the repulsive nature of excreta. Even



In the early modern period, we can see significant differences between the

excretory mores of the people of that period and our own attitudes and practices.

Our aim 1n his regard is to ascertain the changes that were wrought at the levels
of excretory attitudes and practices in the period from later feudalism, until the
beginning of the twentieth century. Such shifts are first of all due to changing
socio-cultural circumstances, and thence (from the later eighteenth century

onwards) due to a combination of these and medico-scientific factors.

Such socio-historical circumstances are understood as deriving from struggles
between classes, as material struggles are made manifest at the symbolic level.
The shifts effected in attitudes and practices over this period thus involves two
key movements. First, from a situation where all classes in the feudal period
generally held to the same attitudinal and practical forms, to a situation whereby
in early and high modernity, the bourgeoisie adopted new understandings of
excreta and excretory practices as means of symbolically distinguishing

themselves from other classes, primarily the proletariat. We call this period that

of the bourgeois faecal habitus. It was under the conditions of this habitus that
there occurred the developments in forms of excretory practices and attitudes
that led to the creation of the symbolic and practical aspects of excretion that we
are familiar with today. The second key movement involved the creation of the
universal faecal habitus itself, whereby, in the early twentieth century. the
proletariat began to adopt the practical and symbolic forms first created by the

bourgeoisie. With the proletariat taking on such forms, there was thus created

the contemporary situation whereby all social strata generally share the same set

of excretory mores.

The second aspect of the modern mode of excretion is the means of excretory
disposal typical of that mode. The means of disposal involves two components:

in terms of general means of disposal. large-scale systems of water-based
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sewerage, and in terms of the means of disposal used by the individual. water
closets. Our objective in this regard is to explicate the nature of these forms of
disposal as they are informed by the characteristics of the universal faecal
habitus. We can do this in terms of a historical examination of how these forms
were developed in the nineteenth century. at the instigation of the bourgeois

faccal habitus, meeting its demands for hygienically and socially legitimate

forms of excretory practice.

Thus to analyse contemporary excretory mores we must examine them in terms
of the modern mode of excretion. We must analyse this mode in terms of its
historical development. We can do this firstly in terms of the creation of the
attitudinal and practical dispositions produced initially by socio-cultural (i.e.
class) factors in the post-feudal period. and then by a conjunction of these and
medico-scientific elements. We may then investigate the generation of the means
of disposal of the modern mode by viewing its creation by those attitudinal and
practical dispositions throughout the course of the nineteenth century. In this
way we are furnished with an account of the contemporary situation vis-a-vis
excreta and excretion which allows us both to consider such a condition in terms

of 1ts historical genesis, and to compare today’s excretory attitudes and practices

with those of the previous several centuries.

In Chapter 1, we will set out the model with which we will comprehend these

developments. We are here concerned to show how a sociological approach to

excretory matters may be formulated, which examines the relations between
socio-cultural and medico-scientific evaluations of excreta. This approach will
be derived from a consideration of the work of Mary Douglas. We then consider
how such a general sociological approach may be reoriented so as to be able to
appreciate the particular contours of capitalist modernity and the place ot excreta
and excretion therein. This respecification will be carried out by casting some of

Douglas’s concepts into a framework suggested by the work of Pierre Bourdieu.
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Here we introduce the crucial concepts of mode of excretion and faecal habitus.

in both their generic and specifically modern forms.

In Chapter 2, we will continue to delineate our theoretical comprehension of the
development of contemporary excretory mores by postulating the diachronic
aspects of our model. That is, we will set out the processes that we understand as
being involved in the demise of the faecal conditions of the feudal period. and
the creation of the bourgeois faecal habitus. This model will be elaborated on the
basis of a reading of the work of Freud, and a recasting of such in terms of the
position set out by Norbert Elias in The Civilising Process. We then postulate
the socio-historical factors involved in the creation of these processes: such
factors are deemed to derive from class struggles at the symbolic level. first
between aristocracy and bourgeoisie, and then at a later date, between
bourgeoisie and proletariat. Class struggles at the symbolic level will be viewed

as being underpinned and shaped by factors at the material level of class

struggle.

In Chapter 3, we will interpret empirical historical material in light of the model
set out in the previous Chapter. We will see that over the duration of the early
modern period, the bourgeois faecal habitus was erected on the basis of three
processes: increasing levels of negative evaluations of the qualities of excreta:
the creation of a new set of symbols of the human body which denied the
existence of excretory capacities in bourgeois physiology: and the increasing
regulation of excretory practices of the defecatory, sensory and verbal torms.
Throughout this period, among the bourgeoisie defecation was ever more likely
to be located in private spaces, the sight and smell of excreta were progressively
less tolerated, and excretory matters were increasingly referred to 1n
circumlocutory and euphemistic fashions. Until the later eighteenth century, the
negative evaluations of the qualities of excreta were purely “moral” (1.e.

socially-derived) in aspect; after this period, medico-scientific evaluations



become conjoined to such socially-produced understandings of the “filth™ of

excreta. It 1s at this period of the conjunction of forms of denunciation of excreta

that tolerance of faecal odours is reduced more dramatically than at previous

periods.

In Chapter 4. we will examine how and for what reasons the large-scale water-
based sewer systems characteristic of the modern mode of excretion. came to be
erected from the middle of the nineteenth century onwards. We shall view the
construction of these forms as resolving various crises faced by the bourgeoisie
of the first half of the century. Such crises were provoked by the bourgeoisie
holding to the set of excretory mores developed over the course of several
centuries, the demands of which were not met at this period by the urban
environment in which this class dwelled. Sewer systems allowed the recasting of

urban space 1n light of the demands of these mores.

In Chapter 5, we will examine the development of the corollary of sewer
systems, water closets. We will examine the history of this form of excretory
disposal 1in terms of its relationship with the bourgeois faecal habitus. Water
closets 1n the form we know them today were developed in the context of the
bourgeols home of the second half of the nineteenth century. The transposition
of the spatial contours of this environment, and the water closet technologies
contained therein, to proletarian dwellings in the later nineteenth century and
first decades of the twentieth century, had the effect of bringing all social strata
into the same conditions of excretory disposal. With the water closet came all
the symbolic and practical aspects of the bourgeois faecal habitus, which had n
effect generated this form of disposal. As a result, all strata now entered nto the
symbolic and practical conditions of this habitus. In such a fashion, the
bourgeois faecal habitus was transformed into the universal taecal habitus, the

set of symbolic and practical dispositions which characterise contemporary



excretory mores. With all elements of society sharing the same excretory

dispositions and means of disposal, the modern mode of excretion was born.

In the Appendix, we will review some of the forms of circumlocutory verbal
reference to excretory phenomena characteristic of the modern period. in the

specific instance of terms used to refer to the means of excretory disposal

located 1n the domestic sphere.

As the reader may discern even from this brief overview, the canvas of our
Investigations 1s broad, in that it deals with a chronological period of several
centuries, and deals with various levels of reality: material and symbolic class
struggle, means of excretory disposal, conceptions of human corporeality.
evaluations of excreta both “moral” and medico-scientific. changing forms of the
human senses, defecation, and verbalisations of excretory phenomena, and so
on. Given this canvas, we are compelled to paint with broad strokes. The
evidence that we shall adduce towards setting out these processes in empirical
terms will primarily be derived from English and French sources, which, taken
together, provide us with an ideal-typical picture of the history of excreta and

excretion throughout the modern period in Western Europe,

The following piece should be treated as a “just so” story as to how modern
attitudes towards excreta and excretory behaviours came to be as they are. This
is because the level of generality we must operate at compels us to bend and
shape empirical historical phenomena to the contours of sociological
historiography. Like all such practitioners of this art, we should be resigned to
the inevitable disputations of professional historians who can produce forms of
ovidence that seem to contradict either our periodisations of certain
developments, or our characterisations ot such developments per se. We must

also be resigned to the attacks from the ranks of social theorists who doubt the

value of our terminology on a priori grounds.
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In defence, we can say to the historians that our model of historical
developments was not conjured out of thin air. Rather, it resulted from a careful
consideration of empirical material, from which we partly derived the model.
which then in turn was used to produce a theoretically coherent account of
historical processes. Such an account has the advantage of comprehending
historical developments in ways only open to theoretical scrutiny. such as the
relation between forms of class struggle and their impact upon phenomena at
first glance wholly unrelated, such as acts of defecation. At the very least. a
theoretically-informed model yields a picture of historical processes that
amounts to something more than a view that this history, as with every other, i1s

just the result of one damn thing after another.

To the social theorists who may quibble with the model here adumbrated, we
can say that, if they are prepared to critique the present position from within its
own terms, and to provide the present author with an account of the internal
contradictions in his formulations, then their scrutiny is welcome. Those who
wish merely to denounce our approach as lacking, merely on the grounds that 1t
deploys Bourdieusian terminology, should look to their own laurels: the
threadbare neo-Foucauldian dogmas of current writings on the human body.
devoid of empirical evidence but abundantly endowed with postulates
unconvincing even at a purely theoretical level, are striking illustration of the
need for more neo-Marxian socio-cultural analysis, not less of it. If this piece

contributes even in a minute way to such a project, then its author’s aims will

have been more than satistied.
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CHAPTER 1
SOCIOLOGISING EXCRETA AND EXCRETION:

A THEORETICAL RATIONALE AND SUMMARY OF THE ARGUMENT

INTRODUCTION

Nietzsche once noted that no philosopher had yet spoken with reverence or gratitude
about the human nose'. The problem which faces us is that no sociologist or other
social scientist has fully delineated the means whereby sociology can adequately
grasp the history of the human anus and its products®. The purpose of this Chapter is
to set out the basic conceptual categories of such a sociology, at both a general level.
and in terms of the particular, modern socio-historical conditions to which the
general conceptual position must be applied. We must first set out the concepts of a
oeneral sociology of excretion, and then locate those concepts within an account of
the contours of modernity and its historical development. In this way, we furmsh
ourselves with a sociological vocabulary to deploy in the analysis of specifically

modern practices of excretion and attitudes towards excreta.

We must first demonstrate which characteristics of excreta and excretion are in
oeneral terms susceptible to sociological scrutiny. We must explicate how excreta
and excretion, far from having the same characteristics in all times and places, are
actually subject to socio-historical mediation, with different characteristics being
possible at different times and different locales. That is to say, excreta “mean
different things, and excretion is carried out differently. in different societies

(Bourke 1968; Moore 1984: 56, 276; Stockman 1989: 135)3. Furthermore, and

related to this point, we must illustrate how the socio-historical mediation of these
phenomena requires us (0 analyse them in appropriate terms. Such terms are

specifically sociological. rather than purely "medical" or "natural scientific”.

These general claims have particular relevance within the context of an analysis of

the modern period. It could be claimed that the history of excreta and excretion 1n
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modernity is purely a function of developments in the fields of natural science and
medicine, and applications thereof in wider contexts (e.g. through public health
measures). On such a view, the historiography of excreta and excretion as they are
typically manifest in modernity becomes a historiography the primary objects of
which are medical and scientific knowledges. But if it is accepted that excreta and
excretion are - at least in part - products of socio-cultural mediation. then it becomes
possible to claim that a historiography premised on the view that the history of
excreta and excretion in modernity must focus solely on medical and natural
scientific knowledges, is far too narrow an approach. This is so because there are

other, non-medico-scientific. socio-historical factors which are involved in such a

history.

What then are these socio-historical factors and how may we conceptualise them?
This takes us towards the issue of applying the premises of a general sociology of
excreta and excretion to the specific context of Western modernity. It would be a
rather feeble study which sought to utilise directly the general concepts of a
sociology of excreta and excretion in the comprehension of their specifically modern
manifestations, without accounting in some fashion for the characteristics of
modernity itself, and how it developed over time. Our assumption is that modernity
1s best comprehended under the rubric “capitalist modernity”. The modern 1s thus
explicable under the headings of "capitalist mode of production” and "bourgeois
society"*. The dynamics at work in the creation of modernity are class dynamics,
primarily the struggles between bourgeoisie and proletariat. How do we relate the

postulations of the socio-historical mediation of excreta and excretion, and the

sociological analysis thereof, to such a society?

We hold that the concepts of a general sociology of excretion may be adapted to fit
the specific conditions of modernity by allying them to the idea of "class habitus”, as

this is formulated by Pierre Bourdieu. The socio-historical mediation of excreta and
excretion in the modern period is sociologically analysable in terms of class
habituses. Analysis based upon the idea of habitus allows us to formulate how the
ways in which members of different classes live out their routine existences are
produced by “deep” social structural factors. More specitically, habitus analysis

allows comprehension of the ways in which the bodies and bodily pructices of these
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Individuals are “shaped” by their class position. This obviously relates to our
specific concern with excreta and excretion. On our view, the ways in which excreta
are viewed in the modern period are explicable as resulting from the development of
class habituses over time. The ways in which acts of excretion are viewed and are
actually carried out, result from the bodily dispositions produced by habituses. By
viewing specifically modern attitudes towards excreta and practices of excretion in
terms of habituses, we can then relate the generation of these characteristics to more
general social-structural developments over the course of modernity. That 1s to say.
the socio-historical factors which generate the characteristics of excreta and
excretion are the class struggles involved 1in the genesis and development of

capitalist modernity, as these impinge upon the nature ot habituses.

The aim of this Chapter, then, is to set out the general and specific vocabularies we
deploy to sociologically analyse excreta and excretion as these are manifest in the
modern period. We turn first to the vocabulary provided by a general sociology of
these phenomena. This involves reflection upon the work of the social
anthropologist Mary Douglas. We will see how, through a sociological analysis of
symbols of "dirt" and "cleanliness", Douglas provides the most elementary forms of
a sociological approach to excreta and excretion. Once we have examined this
general sociological approach, we move onto the 1ssue of re-specifying its premises
into a framework appropriate for analysis of capitalist modernity. We here introduce
the key concept of "faecal habitus" to explain the socio-historical production and
operation of modern attitudes towards excreta and characteristically modern
excretory practices. This notion also allows us to designate the relationships

occurring throughout the modern period between the socio-historical (class) factors

on the one hand, and medico-scientific knowledges on the other.

Analysis of habituses touches upon two other aspects of social life in the modern

period. The first aspect has already been briefly remarked upon: the role of class

struggles in producing particular types of habitus. The crucial element as regards the

history of habituses throughout the period is the changing nature of class struggles at

the symbolic level. Habituses are both products of, and “players™ in, systems ot

symbolic competition between classes. What forms such competition takes at a

particular historical juncture is determined by factors exogenous to the symbolic
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field. A key exogenous factor in this regard 1s the state of play in the realm of
material class struggles, that is, struggles over the means of production. In the
modern period, a crucial factor in material class struggles 1s the role played by the

State, for the State can intervene in ways which shape the focal points over which

classes struggle at the symbolic level.

The second aspect of modern social life which pertains to the issue of excreta and
excretion 1s the physical means whereby excreta are collected and disposed of. The
history of excreta and excretion cannot concern itself with attitudes towards excreta

and excretory practices alone. The material means by which excreta are collected

and disposed of are also crucial. How we may comprehend this aspect of our subject
matter, as 1t 1s related to the attitudinal and practical aspects. will be dealt with when
we Introduce the notion of "mode of excretion". a concept which describes the
Interpenetration of a faecal habitus with particular means of excretory disposal. The
aim of the overall study is to delineate the genesis of the modern mode of excretion.

that 1s, the ways in which excreta are viewed, excretion is practised, and excreta are

disposed of, in the West in the twentieth century.

By the end of this Chapter, we will have assembled in outline the battery of concepts
which will be deployed 1n this study. Such conceptual i1ssues are pursued here

primarily 1n synchronic terms, whereas the historical, diachronic aspects of our

conceptual apparatus will be the topic of the following Chapter.

We turn first to examine the conceptual structure of a general sociology of excreta
and excretion. This will involve casting such a sociology in the terms of a
“sociology of dirt”, as postulated by the social anthropologist Mary Douglas. We
then turn to see how Douglas herself attempted to formulate a sociology of excreta
and excretion per se. and how her approach is limited in various ways. Next we

begin to recast the abstract model suggested by Douglas’s work into the terms of

class habituses which are more appropriate for studying our topic in the context of

capitalist modernity. Here we deal with issues surrounding the concepts of “general

class habitus”. ““faecal habitus™ and its various derivative forms. symbolic class

struggle and related matters. and “mode of excretion .
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We now turn to set out the postulates of a generic sociological approach to excreta

and excretion.

A GENERAL SOCIOLOGY OF EXCRETA AND EXCRETION

Introduction

In the modern West, we hold that excreta and excretion are regarded as "dirty".
Under that general rubric, excreta and excretion are viewed as, amongst other things,
"filthy", "repulsive", "disgusting" and "unhygienic". The dirt of excreta and
excretion thus involves a complex of factors, some based on perceptions deriving
from medical and natural scientific knowledges (hence these phenomena are
"unhygienic"), and others that derive from more “moral” and "aesthetic" concerns
(excreta are “‘repulsive”, excretion 1s an "unsightly" act). The first task of a
sociology of excreta and excretion i1s to explicate the different aspects of "dirt"
involved 1n such appreciations of excreta and excretion. The explanation of how
excreta historically came to be viewed as “dirty” 1s the burden of the next Chapter.
Here we are concerned to show how excreta and excretion may be analytically
comprehended under a sociological rubric. They can be thus analysed 1t we hold
that, since in modernity these phenomena are "dirty", the sociology of excreta and

excretion may be oriented upon the same lines as a sociology of "dirt"

The parameters of a sociology of "dirt" are set out by Mary Douglas in Purity and
Danger (1966). The fundamental claim of that work is that the "dirt" beliefs of a

society, as expressed through symbols of "dirt", are not explicable with reterence to
natural scientific and medical knowledges alone. This is because the dirt symbols of
a society are either wholly social products, or are products of a commingling of such

socially-produced factors and medical and scientific knowledges. Douglas expresses

1t thus:

"There is no such thing as absolute dirt: it exists in the eye of the beholder ... our

:deas about disease [do not] account for the range of our behaviour in cleaning or

avoiding dirt" (Douglas 1966: 2)
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On this view, "dirt" is not the same in all societies. A phenomenon understood to be
dirty in one society may not be understood as such in another. Due to the variance in
dirt beliefs berween societies, "ideas about disease" (1.e. medical and scientific
knowledges) cannot be understood as the sole causal factors in the generation of dirt
beliefs. As such, analysis of dirt cannot be focused upon these factors alone.
Moreover, the nature of dirt beliefs within modern Western society itself mitigates
against the utilisation of such a form of Investigation. Dirt beliefs in this social
context are compounded of both "care for hygiene and respect for conventions".
T'hat is, modern Western conceptions of what is dirty and what is not are generated

by both medical and scientific concerns, and "conventions", i.e. component parts of
the “moral fabric” of that society. These latter factors are socially-produced

(Douglas 1966: 7, 35, 68-9). Hence modern notions of dirt are simultaneously
hygienic and moral in aspect, where the former category derives from medico-

scientific knowledges, and the former category derives from “social” factors.

This position becomes clearer when we consider that Douglas holds a Durkheimian
view of the nature of social cosmology. That is to say. for the members of a given
society, the unstructured flux of experiences of the world is rendered orderly. and
thus meaningful, by the cosmology of that society. The structured nature of the
cosmology imposes symbolic order on experiential anarchy; the orderly nature of the
cosmology 1s achieved because it 1s based upon structured "ideas about separating,
purifying, demarcating ... [which] have as their main function [the] impos[ition of]
system on an inherently untidy experience" (Douglas 1966: 4). Such demarcations
are achieved by rendering experience into the terms of dyadic opposites, such as
male / female, above / below, within / without, and dirty / cleanly. The dyad of dirty
/ cleanly applies in the cosmologies of many (if not all) societies. It i1s a purely
formal categorisation; which phenomena are actually categorised as dirty or clean
depends upon the situation in a given soclety. hence the wide variation between
societies as to which phenomena are conceived to be dirty. If this dyadic category is
part of an overall cosmological system. then the phenomena regarded as dirty by a
oiven society can only be comprehended as part of that society’s cosmology: they
cannot be regarded in isolation from all other phenomena classitied by a given

society’s cosmology (Douglas 1966: 35). This means that, if 1t 1s admitted that the
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cosmology pertaining in the modern West involves both social-conventional and
medico-scientific elements, then the dirt beliefs therein cannot be understood as

products of the latter element only; instead. intimations of dirt and cleanliness must

be understood as products of both aspects’.

The dirt / clean dyad has a particular role to play in cosmological classifications of
the world, according to Douglas. As a cosmology yields the flux of experience into
order, 1t does so by selecting certain phenomena as orderly. and creating their
orderliness against the disorder of other phenomena. The phenomena that are thus
construed as disorderly are deemed to be “dirty”. while the orderly elements that
exist in contradistinction to these are classified as “cleanly”, As Douglas phrases it
"dirt 1s essentially disorder" (Douglas 1966: 2). Or again, "dirt is that which must
not be included if a pattern is to be maintained" (Douglas 1966: 40)°. As
cosmological classification involves classification of what is morally acceptable and
unacceptable in a given society, the phenomena construed to be dirty are those
which are understood to offend against the moral system of that society. Thus we
may more clearly see the contention that dirt in the modern West derives from both
"moral” and "hygienic" sources, and that phenomena characterised as dirty offend
not only against medical and scientific imperatives, but also against the moral
imperatives of that society. Such imperatives are socially-produced in that they
derive from the cosmology and that, in turn, according to the standard Durkheimian

position, is a product of the social structural configurations of a given society’.

Thus we may state the position that we wish to derive from Douglas's stance. First,
dirt beliefs in the modern West, and the phenomena they classify as “dirty”, derive
from both "hygienic" and "moral" factors, where hygienic factors in turn derive from
developments in the field of medical and scientific knowledges, and the moral
factors are socially-derived. What we mean by this latter term will be explicated
further below. As such, analysis of dirt beliefs and dirty phenomena must be
sociological, if we are to comprehend the social production of the moral aspects ot
dirt. Furthermore, this sociological analysis, if 1t 1s to adequately account for the

nature of dirt in this society, must explain the relations between the moral and

hygienic elements.




Since 1n the modern West excreta and excretion are regarded as dirty. then the
possibility of a sociological approach to dirt also implies a sociological approach to
excreta and excretion. The translation of the terms of the former sociology into the
latter leads to these basic postulations vis-a-vis a general sociology of excretion (as

it would apply in the understanding of Western modernity):

I) As excreta and excretion are regarded as dirty. this must be so in both “hygienic™

and “moral” terms. (That is, excretory dirt derives from both medico-scientific

knowledges and socially-produced elements.)

2) A sociology of excreta and excretion must investigate the social production of

the moral dirt of excreta and excretion

3) A sociology of excreta and excretion must explain the relations between the

moral and hygienic elements of excretory dirt.

These then are the bases of a general sociology of excreta and excretion. But, as they
stand, they are both somewhat skeletal and also give us little clue as to how to apply

them to the specific contours of the society we are interested in - not "modernity” as
such, but "capitalist modernity". We can begin to solve both problems by examining
how Douglas herself attempted to carry out first a sociology of excreta, and then a
sociology of excretion. While both Douglas's attempts are flawed, they yet point us
in the direction of the manner by which the general postulates may be allied to an

account of the contours of the specific social configuration we are interested 1n.

Douglas's general sociology of excreta

The fundamental premise of the sociological analysis of excreta pursued by Douglas
in Purity and Danger is that excreta can figure as symbols of social structural
patterns. This is so because such structural patterns are expressed at the level of
cosmology. Cosmology is partly depicted in terms of symbols of dirt. If excreta are

viewed as dirty in a given society. then they will figure as symbols in the cosmology

of that society. depicting the social structural patterns which give rise to that
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particular cosmology. Furthermore, it is because excreta are utilised in the

cosmology as dirt symbols that they are regarded as dirty by that society in its

everyday practices.

Generally speaking, the cosmology of a society can depict the social structural
configuration which produced it, in terms of symbolising the human body and its
parts, and using these symbols as analogies of social structural relations (Douglas
1966: 3, 163-64). There 1s thus a direct relationship between the way a cosmology
depicts the social structures that produced it, and the way it symbolises the nature of
the body, for the latter 1s used as a "map" of the former, in terms of how the former

operates (or ought to operate). As Douglas expresses the point:

"The body is a complex structure. The functions of its different parts and their
relation afford a source of symbols for other complex structures, We cannot possibly
interpret rituals concerning excreta, breast milk, saliva and the rest [i.e. types of

bodily effluvia] unless we are prepared to see in the body a symbol of society. and to

see the powers and dangers credited to social structure reproduced in small on the

human body" (Douglas 1966: 115)

Sources of concern and tension within and between social structures are made

manifest in the cosmological realm in terms of dirt symbols (Douglas 1966: 121).

Such symbols may be expressed in terms of bodily materials like excreta. As such,

these materials are simultaneously deployed as a form of depiction of social
structures. and are rendered as dirty, in terms of the collective perceptions of that
society. The reason why bodily eftluvia may be used as dirt symbols, and thus as
depictions of tense elements in the social structural configuration, 1s that all three
aspects (effluvia, dirt symbols, tense structural elements) involve, 1n differing ways.
transgressions of margins. Tense elements in structures involve transgressions of
the ordered structural components of the social order. Dirt symbolism depicts such

transgressions in the realm of cosmology. Effluvia such as excreta come trom bodily

orifices and as such furnish the cosmology with a set of symbols of the transgression

of the margins of the body. with effluvia leaking out from the “inside™ of the body to

the external world. In this sense. effluvia transgress the "order" of the body (Douglas




1966: 121)°. As such excreta and their ilk are a ready source of representations of

transgressions of social structural order. through the medium of dirt symbolism.

From this position, it follows that excreta are understood as dirty 1n a given society
1t they are drawn upon as a dirt-symbolic representation of social structural tensions.
If social structural tensions are depicted without using excreta as dirt symbolism. or
it there are no social structural tensions in a given society. then excreta are not
understood as dirty within that society (assuming we are dealing with a non-Western
society where "dirt" is purely a social product. rather than also involving medical
and natural scientific knowledges). Thus Douglas's conventionalist view of the
relation of excreta to dirt is that differing forms of social structure generate different
understandings of excreta, sometimes as dirty. sometimes ignored altogether.
perhaps (a logical, 1f perhaps not empirical, possibility) even as “cleanly".
According to Douglas there are four master types of structural-cosmological
transgression of boundaries, and each of these gives rise to different forms of
understanding of excreta and other bodily effluvia. The first type occurs when
dangers are felt to derive from outside of the boundaries of a particular society. or a
grouping within 1t. The second type occurs when dangers are felt to arise from the
transgression of internal boundaries. The third type happens when dangers lurk 1n
the margins of boundaries, and the fourth occurs when dangers derive from

contradictory elements in the social structure and the cosmological expression of

these (Douglas 1966: 122).

The details of Douglas's analysis are not important here. It will suftice to clarify her
general outlook on these issues by considering the examples she gives of the first
two types. The first case is exemplified by elite groups 1n the Indian caste system:
"when rituals [as products of a cosmology] express anxiety about the body's orfices.
the sociological [i.e. "social structural"] counterpart of this anxiety 1s a care to
protect the political and cultural unity of a minority group” (Douglas 1966: 124).
Hence the horror for excreta felt by those in elite caste groups 1s due both to these

materials representing the polluting aspects of lower groups in the system, and to

fears held by elites as to the retention of their means ot social distinction (Douglas

1966: 123-4). In such a case, the ritual protection of bodily orifices such as the anus.
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based on a viewing of excreta as dirty. is a 'symbol of social preoccupations about

exits and entrances" (Douglas 1966: 126).

The second type of transgression of social structural boundaries - where dangers
Inhere within the society or group - can be explicated with reference to witchcraft
beliets, where the symbolism of bodily effluvia such as excreta expresses fears as to
maleficence from in-group members. While materials such as excrement and blood
are viewed positively if used magically by the incumbents of important positions
within the group so as to protect the status quo, they are viewed negatively if

perceived to be utilised by "witches", that is, deviant members of the group (Douglas

1966: 120)’.

As such, Douglas's sociologising of excreta in Purity and Danger involves a model
which postulates the primacy of social structural patterns, which generate
corresponding patterns 1n cosmology, the dirt aspects of which express the
transgressions of boundaries possible at the structural level. As excreta transgress
the boundaries of the human body, they can be deployed as dirt symbolism. As such.
excreta are rendered dirty 1n a particular society. as a result of the forms of
patterning at that society's structural level. This 1s, on its own terms (and as Douglas
herself would no doubt admit), a highly conventionalist view of the treatment of
excreta within a given society. The nature of social structures 1s the primary factor in
analysis, with the treatment of excreta, especially their rendering as dirt, "read oft”
from this primary element. Given this, various problems arise 1n transposing such an

approach to the analysis of excreta in the context of capitalist modernity.

The view of excreta held by a society (at least, the socially-produced aspects ot such

views. rather than the medical and scientific aspects, in the case of the modern
West) is understood solely as a function of the nature of social structures. This is
not a problem insofar as it is merely expressing the basic postulate of a sociology of
excretion - the social production of understandings of excreta - in terms ot a claim
that such production is carried out by the patternings ot social structures. This
position, however, does become a problem when we consider that "social structures”

could mean anything - or nothing. Douglas understands social structures 1n a

straightforward Durkheimian sense . But such a conception is not congruent with
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an understanding of Western modernity as capitalist modernity. for the structural
contours of that social configuration are class-based structures. and these are
ultimately to be located as the social relational aspect of the capitalist mode of
production. Thus Douglas's sociologisation of excreta which posits the social
structural production of understandings of excreta must be reoriented into an

account of the class-structural production of such views. This cannot be achieved

within Douglas's original, Durkheimian framework.

How the shift from social structures to class structures may be achieved in this
context 1s actually to a degree latent within the next attempt that Douglas made at a
sociology of matters excretory, this time not in terms of a sociology of excreta. but

In terms of a sociology of excretion.
Douglas's sociology of excretion

The main contention that we may draw from Douglas's later work Natural Symbols

(1970) 1s that the particular nature of a society's cosmology will shape. through

forms of social control, the dispositions and activities of the human body within that
society (Douglas 1970: 99). Therefore, (although this 1s only implicit in Douglas's

claims) the cosmological evaluation of excreta will shape the ways in which acts of

excretion are carried out 1n a given society.

As 1n the previous position put forward in Purity and Danger, the human body 1s
understood to be a source of cosmological symbolism which represents the patterns
occurring at the social structural level (Douglas 1970: 101, 112). The mnnovation 1n
this later work is the drawing of a distinction between on the one hand. the

materially existing, "physical" body, and on the other hand, the "social" body. 1.e.

the body as it operates within the terms of a given society and cosmology:

"The social body constrains the way the physical body 1s perceived. The physical

experience of the body. always modified by the social categories through which it is
known. sustains a particular view of society. There 1s a continual exchange ot
meanings between the two kinds of bodily experience so that each reintorces the

categories of the other. As a result of this interaction the body itself 1s a highly
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restricted medium of expression. The forms it adopts 1n movement and repose
express social pressures in manifold ways ... all the cultural categories 1n which 1t is
perceived, must correlate closely with the categories in which society 1s seen in so

far as these also draw upon the same culturally processed idea of the body" (Douglas
1970: 93)

Thus not only is the (physical) body a source of cosmological symbolism. but
cosmology in turn “shapes” the physical dispositions and actions of the body.
transtorming the physical body into the social body. As such. both the cosmological
and practical realms "reinforce the categories of the other", that is. the “actual™ body
acts 1n light of the ways its various elements are cosmologically symbolised. In this
way, "bodily control is an expression of social control" (Douglas 1970: 99). This is
because social structures generate cosmology. as expressed in bodily symbols. and
bodily practices are carried out in light of these symbols''. That is to say. practices
deemed socially legitimate will be the practices that conform to the symbolisations

of the body and its elements held by the cosmology of that society.

Extrapolating from this position to the specific case of excreta and excretion. we can
claim that, for society X, patterns of social structures produce the cosmological
evaluation of excreta (primarily, if we follow the argument of Purity and Danger, 1n
terms of dirt. for both dirt and excreta transgress boundaries); the cosmological
evaluation is expressed in terms of symbolisations of excreta; practices of excretion
1n that society are carried out in light of such symbolisations. To put this latter point
another way: the evaluation of excreta held by a society shapes the way defecation

(and other forms of excretory practices - see below) can be socially-legitimately

carried out in that society.

How does this position help us to understand the nature ot excreta and excretion 1n
capitalist modernity. and the appropriate mode of analysis thereof? It does so in two
ways. First, the model posited here by Douglas is. in embryonic fashion and shorn ot
a theorisation of class structures, a form of habitus-based analysis which 1s the key
to translating the premises of a general soctological approach to excreta and
excretion into an analysis of the contours of capitalist modernity. This will be

further explicated shortly. Second. Douglas herselt takes us some way towards
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formulating the substantive characteristics of this society. in terms of the ways in

which the human body is typically viewed therein by certain groups, even if her

account remains rooted 1n a Durkheimian notion of social structures. Let us see how

this 1s so.

Douglas analyses different forms of cosmological shaping of bodily practices in
terms of what she dubs "grid" and "group". These are scales of, respectively. relative
levels of complexity of cosmological classifications, and relative levels of the
strength of social pressures both to maintain such classifications and to structure
(e.g. bodily) activities in line with their demands (Douglas 1970: 101). On the basis
of such analysis, certain societies may be discerned as exerting relatively high levels
of social control upon bodily practices (Douglas 1970: 16). This is due to the nature
of the cosmological system. Relatively high levels of control can be a result of a
cosmology which conceptualises social life as taking place "between disembodied
spirits”, rather than between “fleshly” human beings (Douglas 1970: 101). In
societies with cosmologies which valorise non- or anti-corporeal entities such as
Culture, Mind, Spirit and suchlike ethereal phenomena, and which derogate Nature
(especially in its guise of the "physical" body), then "[b]odily processes are more
ignored and more firmly set outside the social discourse”. This 1s because a "natural

way of investing a social occasion [or social life more generally] is to hide organic

processes ..." (Douglas 1970: 12).

Extrapolating from Douglas’s position, we would expect to find a derogatory

treatment of excretory practices in a society which had a cosmology based around

notions of the "immaculateness" of the human body (Douglas 1970: 101). Excretion
would be derogated by such a cosmology if it was conceived of as an aspect of the
body which was the opposite of immaculate. If immaculate 1s expressible In

cosmological terms as "cleanly". then excretion would be classified as "dirty”. As

excretion is conceived of as dirty by a cosmology. so too must excreta be thus

concelrved.

From Douglas's account of the nature of bodily controls. it follows that in a society

with a cosmology where excreta and excretion are derogated. there are high levels ot

control over excretory practices. and thus the socially-legitimate forms ot such
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practices must be relatively limited. in comparison to a society which had lower

levels of control on the basis of holding less derogatory attitudes towards these

phenomena.

Taking all these aspects together, the sum total of a generic sociological approach
deriving from Douglas's various strands of thought. as applied to a society with

relatively high levels of control over practices of excretion, is the following.

The social structural patternings of a given society produce a certain cosmology.
That cosmology holds an immaculate-cleanly view of the human body. Excretu
figure as dirt in this system, by extension so too do excretory practices, for the
symbolisation of excreta as dirt leads to the representation of excretory practices as
dirty. Excreta and excretion are the maculate aspects of the body derided by the
immaculate conception of corporeality. Excreta as dirt represent some form of
tension or transgression at the social structural level. The cosmology, due to the
opposition immaculate-cleanly body / dirty excreta and excretion, effects high levels
of control over excretory practices, imposing relatively high levels of limitation on
the socially-legitimate forms these may take. Socially-legitimate forms of such
practices are such as to diminish the appearance of excreta and excretion in the

purview of the society, and to allow the establishment in the realm of practices

(especially bodily practices) of the immaculate-cleanly conception of the body.

This position is important from the point of view of our study in two ways. First, it
is the most elaborate aspect of a general sociology of excretion we have yet
delineated. It must be translated into terms appropriate for the analysis of the
specific contours of capitalist modernity. This is so because of the second aspect of
this position's importance. The above is a description of a society with high levels ot
social control over practices of excretion. We hold that capitalist modernity 1s such a
society. The above is thus a formulation of the situation of excreta and excretion in
capitalist modernity, but expressed in abstract terms. The key point of translation is

to replace "social structures" with class structures. and to replace some of the other

(Durkheimian) terminology which goes along with this former category.
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Before we turn to the process of translation. let us recap on what we are here

claiming. Douglas's general sociology of excretion has shown that:

1) The representation of excreta as dirt allows us to carry out a sociological analysis
ot excreta, for dirt is, in modernity, both a socially-produced and medico-
scientific phenomenon. This analysis must account for the relations between

these aspects in the treatment of excreta and excretion in the modern period.

2) The socially-produced aspects of the dirt of excreta understood by a given
society derive from some form of social structural tension in that society. and

this tension 1s expressed at the level of cosmology in terms of dirt symbolism

which classifies excreta as dirty.

3) Excreta as dirt 1s a fundamental aspect of a classificatory system, such as
pertains in modernity, that produces high levels of control over practices of
excretion, for a) that system's understanding of the cleanliness of the body is
erected against the dirt of excreta; b) excretory practices are rendered dirty by
the dirtiness of excreta; and c) excretory practices are thus controlled in terms of
[imiting the socially-legitimate forms they can take, so that their dirtiness is

diminished in the practical realm, and the immaculateness of the body in that

realm 1s thereby achieved.

We now must formulate these insights in a manner appropriate to an analysis of

capitalist modernity. For these purposes, we turn to the work of Pierre Bourdieu.

A SOCIOLOGY OF EXCRETA AND EXCRETION IN CAPITALIST
MODERNITY

Introduction

The translation from the terminology of a general sociology of excreta and excretion
to the terminology of a sociology that accounts for the class-based form of the
society in question, 1S facilitated by the very nature of the position Douglas arrives at

in the course of Purinn and Danger and Nuatural Symbols. The solution to the
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translation problem is latent in this position. for it involves an account of the
socially-derived shaping of bodily practices which is. in formal terms. similar to the
account of such shaping processes to be found in the notion of class habitus. and it is
this latter concept which facilitates the translation of the general terminology into
class-based terms. Douglas held that the cosmology of a society deployed corporeal
symbols both to represent social structures and to generate characteristic practices of
the body. Bodily practices are thus the product of a symbolic ordering of the world
in line with the social structural patterns of a given society. The notion of class

habitus essentially involves the same claims. but views the social structural aspect in

terms of relations between classes.

In order to show how this is so, and thus to effect a translation of the postulations of
a general sociology of excretion into class-based terms, we will first set out an
account of the formal characteristics of habituses. This involves both setting out
Bourdieu's account of general forms of habitus, and also effecting a positioning of
the general sociological approach to excreta and excretion within a class framework
by coining the formal concept "faecal habitus". We will then turn to consider the
formal characteristics of systems of habituses, the role of "symbolic capital” therein,
and the shaping of the forms of such systems by factors exogenous to them. The
final aspect of delineating the formal aspects of habituses involves considering the
relationship between a faecal habitus and the material means of excretory disposal;

we have dubbed the conjunction of these elements as a "mode of excretion".

We then turn to the setting out of the substantive characteristics of all these
categories as they occur in capitalist modernity. This will involve setting out the
elements of our key explanatory notion, the "bourgeois faecal habitus" and its
particular historical manifestations. We will examine its relation to both the “general
habitus™ of the bourgeoisie. and also to forms of symbolic capital. We will examine
how the bourgeois faecal habitus has been shaped and reshaped over time by
alterations in the system of general habituses. and the exogenous factors that
structure this system. This will involve positing the contours of both the pre-history
of this habitus, and the situation which pertains after it has disappeared from the
historical stage. The final section will deal with the relation of the bourgeois faecal

habitus to the means of excretory disposal that are characteristically modern; taken
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together. these factors furnish us with an account of the "modern mode of

excretion".

With all these components set out, we will then be provided with the conceptual
apparatus necessary to carry out a sociology of excreta and excretion in the period of

capitalist modernity. Let us firstly turn to consider the formal aspects of this

conceptual system.

The formal aspects of general class habituses

Let us recall that Douglas's position outlined above is in effect a form of habitus
analysis without the social class component. Douglas's two main elements in this
regard are "cosmology" (as structured by social structural patterns) and bodily
practices (corporeal dispositions and the forms of action deriving therefrom). The
same components are 1n essence at the heart of Bourdieu's theorisation of habitus,
but they are expressed 1n a (class-based) terminology which of course has somewhat

different connotations than those deriving from the terminology utilised by Douglas.

The most general difference between Douglas’s and Bourdieu’s positions 1s that, on
the latter’s conceptualisation, a habitus is the habitus of a particular class or class
fraction, rather than a cosmological-practical system that pertains among all strata ot
a society. Different strata in the same society have differing habituses, unlike
Douglas's holistic account which tends to emphasise a cosmology shared by all
strata. The differences between the accounts can be seen more specifically when we

consider the two main elements which are held by Bourdieu to constitute a habitus.

A habitus 1s defined as

".. a system of practice-generating schemes which expresses systematically the

necessity and freedom inherent in [a] ... class condition and the difference [from

other classes and fractions] constituting that condition ..." (Bourdieu 1992a: 172)".

The latter aspect of the definition concerns a habitus as it operates within a system
of habituses. which we will examine below. At the moment, the important point to

note is the first aspect. "a system of practice-generating schemes”. This involves two




notions. First, replacing the notion of "cosmology", there is a symbolic-classificatory
schema which classifies phenomena germane to that habitus: such classifications are
created 1n hght of the imperatives of the schema. For example. if a schema is
oriented around ideas of Spirit as superior in some fashion to Nature. then
phenomena are classified in light of the imperatives to classify the world in this way.
Second, on the basis of the classifications of phenomena by this schema, practices
are generated. Such practices conform to the imperatives of the schema. Thus in the
example given, practices would be carried out in a fashion that reflected in some

way the understanding of Nature as inferior to Spirit.

These aspects of a habitus have ramifications at both the symbolic and practical
levels. The ramification at the symbolic level is as follows. The symbolic-
classiticatory system of a habitus allows a class to represent itself and its practices
(to 1ts own members and to the members of other classes) in terms of the symbolism
of the schema. Thus a class with the Spirit / Nature schema could represent itself as
Spiritual, in contradistinction to the Natural qualities that this class would attribute
as being characteristic of the practices of other classes. This is because the symbolic-
classificatory schema generates systems of "classified and classifying practices”
(Bourdieu 1992a: 171-2). That 1s, not only does the schema classity (i.e. shape) its

own practices, i1t also classifies the practices of other classes 1n light ot its

classifications of its own practices.

The ramification at the practical level is thus. The symbolic-classiticatory schema
generates practices, and some of these practices are practices of the body. The bodily
symbolism in the symbolic-classificatory schema generates characteristic bodily

practices. This is done at a semi- or un-conscious level of an individual's psyche.

The bodily symbols of the schema

" embed ... the most automatic gestures or the most apparently insigniticant

techniques of the body - ways of walking or blowing one's nose, ways of eating or

talking ..." (Bourdieu 1992a: 466)

In this sense. the body as moulded by the symbolic-classificatory schema 1s, in

effect. a materialisation of the dispositions generated 1n the habitus of a class. The




practices of the body - ways of doing and being - are characteristic of a symbolic-

classificatory schema, and thus characteristic of a class's or class fraction's habitus

(Bourdieu 1992a: 190, 468)

Since the habitus generates bodily practices from the body symbolism of its schema.
and since the schema allows both self-representation by a class., and also
representation ot other classes by that class, then a class can represent itself in terms
of the bodily symbolism it operates with, and can classify other classes in these
terms. Thus the way in which a schema symbolises the human body or parts thereof
1s drawn upon to produce forms of representation in bodily terms of both the class
occupying that habitus, and classes occupying other habituses. As such, the bodily
practices of a class both classify (from the vantage point of other habituses) those
who carry them out, and are the means whereby these latter themselves may classify

the body practices of other classes.

In essence, then, a habitus involves a symbolic-classificatory schema which 1)
represents the class occupying that habitus; 2) classifies other classes and their
habituses 1n relation to itself; 3) generates practices characteristic of itself. As part of
a schema 1s the set of body symbolism characteristic of the overall nature of the
schema, then such symbolism allows 1) self-representation of a class in bodily
terms, and representation of the nature of that class’s collective body'”:  2)
classification of other classes in bodily terms, and representation of the collective
bodies of these classes; 3) the generation of bodily practices characteristic of such

symbolism, which will be carried out by those living under the conditions of a given

habitus.

The general habitus of a class involves the generic schema and generic practices of
a class, including the bodily aspects of schema symbolism and practices. This
habitus. for our purposes, pertains for a class over a relatively long period of time.
This general habitus includes within it various habituses which are subsets of the
general form. Each subset habitus 1s concerned with a specific dimension of social
life that is in some senses important for the general habitus. and must be dealt with
(classified and. perhaps, practised) in some way that 1s congruent with the

imperatives of the gencral habitus. The general habitus may be seen as the master




template (both in symbolic and practical terms) from which derive the various

subset habituses. The faecal habitus of a class is one such subset habitus. and 1t is to

this we now turn.

Formal aspects of faecal habituses

The faecal habirtus of a class is the concept we use to understand how members of a
given class or class fraction, understand and evaluate excreta, and how. on the basis
of such a system, they carry out excretory practices. The faecal habitus is comprised
of, first, a symbolic-classificatory schema which has certain symbolisations of
excreta, which evaluate the qualities of excreta in positive, negative or neutral ways.
The process whereby excreta are evaluated by a habitus over a period of time. is here
referred to as charging. Second, on the basis of the evaluations of excreta, excretory

practices characteristic of such symbolisations of excreta are produced.

Practices are thus generated on the basis of the imperatives of a schema. These
imperatives are such that practices are made congruent with the symbolisations of
excreta 1in the schema. For example, if excreta are viewed as dirt, then so too will
excretory practices be viewed as dirty. As such, following one of the postulates in
the preceding section, excretory practices will be highly regulated forms of practice.
This 1s because excreta as dirt offend against other aspects of bodily cleanliness. So
that such dirty practices do not contravene the schema's imperatives of cleanliness in
the realm of practices, they will be subjected to high levels ot regulation (higher,

certainly. than the levels of regulation meted out by the same habitus to bodily

practices understood as cleanly).

Excretory practices produced by a schema are of three types, and each type exists on

a particular scale of levels of regulation also produced by the schema. Our
contention is that the more excreta are regarded as dirty by a symbolic-classificatory
schema, the greater degree of regulation will be eftected over these excretory
practices. This is because regarding excreta as dirty involves regarding excretory

practices as dirty; regarding excreta in this light mvolves viewing other aspects of

the body as cleanly: thus practices will be regulated so as to minimise the presence

of dirty aspects of the body in the practical realm.
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The first type of excretory practice is the set of defecatory practices i.e. the ways in
which defecation is carried out. The scale of regulation here involves the ways by
which defecation is practised in a socially-legitimate fashion. i.e. so that it is
congruent with the schema's imperatives. Legitimate forms of defecation are worked
out in terms of /icit and illicit times, locales and receptacles for defecation. Thus if
excreta and excretion (defecation) are regarded as dirty, we would expect the set of
licit times, locales and receptacles to be highly circumscribed. and consequently the

ilicit forms of these to be great in number.

The second type of excretory practice is the set of sensory practices. We will focus
on practices of smell (olfactory practices) under this rubric, for visual practices (vis-
a-vis levels of tolerance of viewing excreta and excretion) are already involved in
the carrying out of defecatory practices at licit times. locales and receptacles.
Practices of smell operate on a scale of regulation based on relative levels of
tolerance of the odours of excreta. Levels of tolerance impact upon the forms of
means of excretory disposal. For example, a low level of tolerance of such odours.
deriving from an evaluation of excreta as dirt, can be concurrent with imperatives

for excreta to be borne swiftly and efficiently (i.e. without leaving any traces) from

the original physical location of excretion.

The third form of excretory practice 1s the set of verbal practices. The scale here
concerns the legitimate and illegitimate ways, in which excreta, defecatory practices,
and the means of excretory disposal (see below) may be named and referred fo.
Legitimate and illegitimate forms of verbalising these phenomena 1n turn involve
relative levels of what a particular habitus regards as "direct" and "indirect" (1.e.
circumlocutory and euphemistic) forms of reference to a thing'*. If excreta and
excretion are viewed as dirty, then we would expect more euphemistic designations
than direct forms of reference, as the "direct" naming of a dirty thing would

contravene the imperative for the bodily cleanliness of the schema to be operative in

the verbal aspect of the practical realm.

The faecal habitus of a class is a subset of the general habitus of that class insofar as

a) the symbolisations of excreta are congruent with the set of bodily symbolism in




the general habitus's schema; b) excretory practices are congruent with the overall

set of bodily practices generated by the general habitus.

If a faecal habitus is understood to be a subset of the general habitus of a class. then
it follows that changes in the nature of the generic habitus will effect changes in the

faecal habitus, such that the characteristics of the latter are made congruent with the

characteristics of the former.

A faecal habitus in a given form thus pertains for as long as the bodily (and other)
aspects of the schema and practices of the general habitus remain (relatively)
constant. As these latter are held to pertain for relatively long periods of time. so too
does the faecal habitus of a class. This relatively enduring faecal habitus will be
dubbed the general faecal habitus (GFH) of a class. This general habitus can.
however, take various particular forms at different historical periods. Each particular
form 1s called a particular faecal habitus (PFH). Generally, only one PFH is
dominant 1n the life of a class at any one time, but there are of course periods of
transition between one PFH and another when two (or even more) may be at large:
at such periods, generally one PFH will be 1n decline and one will be ascendant.
PFHs difter from each other in certain ways, but, because they are subsets of the
GFH. they may only vary within the overall parameters set by the GFH. The manner
of variance between PFHs lies in the differences in the symbolic “terminologies™
each PFH deploys to express the overall evaluation of excreta posited by the schema
of the GFH. PFHs produce practices which, while characteristic of the general

practices of the GFH, yet have particular inflections which are characteristic ot the

specific version of GFH evaluations of excreta formulated by the terminology of a

PFH.

Such reflections lead us to the issue of how we may understand the role of medical
and scientific knowledges in relation to faecal habitus schemas. The evaluations of
excreta produced by a schema's charging of these can be due to either socio-
culturally-derived factors alone (as in pre-modern societies), or from a mixture of
these and medical and natural scientific knowledges (as 1s the case in modernity). In
the latter case. while the medical and natural scientific knowledges involved in the

charging of excreta arise "independently” of the socio-culturallv-derived factors (in




the field of scientific and medical innovation), to be efficacious in the process of

charging, they must be congruent, or be made congruent, with the evaluations of
excreta produced by the socio-cultural factors. Logically. this could mean that either
the scientific evaluations are made to “fit” the socially-produced evaluations. or that
the latter are made to fit the former. Analysis based on the view that the history of
excreta and excretion in modernity is purely a function of medical and scientific
knowledge developments would agree with the latter option. We agree with the
former option - that, in modernity. the medical and scientific evaluations were
rendered congruent with the socio-culturally-derived evaluations'~. Why this is so is

due to a peculiarity of the chronology of the development of modern evaluations of

excreta, as we will see below.

Returning to the issue of PFHs, these differ in the terminologies they deploy to
express the master evaluation of excreta in the GFH. Such terminologies may be
derived from the terms deployed by particular variants of medical and scientific
knowledges. Thus the terminology deployed by a PFH to express the GFH
evaluation of excreta may be derived from an emergent, dominant. or declining form
of such knowledge, as it 1s manifested at a given historical juncture. Changes in the
field of medical and scientific innovations, in terms of the ascending and descending
fortunes of forms of knowledge and their means of expression, may result in

changing terminologies of expressing GFH evaluations, that 1s, in changes from one

PFH to another.

But regardless of changes in terminology, and the minor particularities of expression
each terminology is allowed, PFHs still use these terminologies only as expressions
of the master evaluation contained in the GFH. The evaluation of the GFH may be
derived from wholly socially-derived factors, or from a mixture of these and medical

/ scientific knowledges. However. the specific GFH at 1ssue, that of the bourgeoisie,

derives from purely socially-derived factors. as we will argue below.

As we will see later. the PFH derived trom the general faecal habitus of the
bourgeoisie which is expressed through the terminology of scientific theories of

miasma. differs from the (chronologically later) PFH which deploys the terminology

of bacteriology. But both (especially given the peculiar nature of the bourgeois
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GFH) use different means to express the same GFH evaluation. in this specific case,

that excreta are dirty. The narure of excretory dirt is formulated (shghtly)
differently, but both agree that excreta are dirty.

rormal aspects of systems of habituses

Thus far we have mostly considered the nature of habituses and faecal habituses in
1solation from other habituses of the same type. But a habitus of any variety does
not, according to Bourdieu's formulation, exist in isolation. It generally exists in a
system of habituses of the same type. Thus a general habitus of a class will exist in a
system of general habituses held by other classes. How does Bourdieu formulate the
relations between habituses, and thus the relations between classes (the approach

which 1s to replace Douglas's "social structures")?

Bourdieu's position 1s based upon the view that in all class-based forms of society,
the fundamental social structural division is "between the dominant and the
dominated, which is inscribed in the division of labour" (Bourdieu 1992a: 469)'°.
This division between dominant and dominated is also the fundamental division at
the symbolic-classificatory level. The symbolic classifications of the dominant will
seek to denigrate the dominated, for classifications are "not so much means of
knowledge as means of power, harnessed to social functions and overtly or covertly
aimed at satisfying the interests of a group” (Bourdieu 1992a: 477). The aim of the
dominant class 1n a society 1s to reproduce its means of symbolic domination, so as
to reproduce the conditions of its material domination (1.e. to control the means of
production) (Bourdieu 1992a: 480). This provides us with a usetul distinction

between the material and symbolic aspects of class struggle, to which we will return.

The materially dominant class is thus always the symbolically dominant class. The

general habitus of this class is the dominant general habitus. Each of the dominant

class's subset habituses is the dominant habitus of that particular type.

A dominant general habitus can (seek to) reproduce its symbolic dominance as the
schema of a habitus classifies both itself and the habituses of other classes. 1.e. the

practices of individuals who occupy a habitus classity the practices of those in other
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habituses, and in turn classify the practices of the original individuals. These
processes of classification are now explicable as hierarchical. The dominant habitus
In a system can classify itself as superior and all the others as inferior, with further
inferiority being ascribed to habituses which are increasingly lower down the
hierarchy. The dominant habitus has the symbolic power to effect the classification
of all habituses 1n a system in its own terms. Its own superiority is achieved through

iIts classitication of various levels of inferiority ascribed to other habituses (Bourdieu

1992a: 48)

But the dominant habitus cannot achieve its symbolic domination merely by
classifying 1n this way at one particular point 1n time. It must do this constantly
through time, so as to retain and reproduce i1ts dominance. This 1s because a system
of habituses 1s not static; rather, 1t changes over time. The dominant habitus seeks to
reproduce its dominance by deploying ever new strategies of distinction, where this
latter term refers to qualities of superiority (in relation to other habituses), which are
sought by all habituses in the system. The habituses in the system are thus engaged
in a distinction competition (which we also refer to as a distinction system). The
dominant habitus in a system is that which is most distinct (or distinguished).
Strategies which attempt to win distinction involve the deployment of forms of
symbolic capital, that is, phenomena (such as symbols, material artefacts or
practices which are germane to the particular system) which are classified by the
overall system (and especially by the symbolic system of the dominant habitus) as
more or less distinguished. The dominant habitus has the symbolic power to define
which forms of symbolic capital are most valorised, which are valorised to a certain
degree, and which are not valorised at all. As such, the dominant habitus always has
a greater volume of valorised forms of symbolic capital than other habituses, as 1t

valorises the type of capital that it happens to have in its possession. In such a

system, it follows that the lowliest habitus has the least volume of valorised capital.

But in such a distinction competition. the dominant habitus 1s always, 1n a sense.
threatened because subordinate habituses attempt to capture some of the dominant
habitus's distinction for themselves. They do this by aping its characteristic symbols
and practices. That is. they try to deploy valorised forms of symbolic capital (that is.

capital valorised by the dominant habitus). To reproduce its symbolic dominance.
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therefore, the dominant habitus is compelled to generate new forms of distinction.

1.e. new forms of valorised symbolic capital, because types of capital previously
valorised are taken over by lower habituses and thus lose their distinctive capacities
(Bourdieu 1992a: 251-52). Given this, a distinction competition involves trends over
time towards the subordinate habituses seeking to ape dominant forms of

distinction, and the dominant habitus producing ever more novel forms of valorised

capital.

Given this, the dominance of the dominant habitus in a system is never truly
threatened, at least in terms of the internal dynamics of the system. This is because
the dominant habitus has the power to define which are distinguished forms of
capital and which are not. It can always define the form of capital 1t happens to
possess as the most distinct. As all other habituses must take on this classification.
the capital they happen to have will always be less valorised. Thus, although they
may seek to gain distinction by aping the capital of the dominant, the retention of

valorised capital will always elude them. As such, lower habituses are condemned to

play a game they cannot, by definition, win.
Two final aspects of distinction competitions need to be outlined.

First, each system has a characteristic locus where it takes place. This 1s decided by
the class with the dominant habitus. It will generally be an environment in which
they customarily operate. For example, the distinction competition between early
modern aristocracy and bourgeoisie, where the former was dominant, takes place

primarily (though of course, not exclusively) at the royal courts of the Absolutist

period, where the aristocracy gathered collectively.

Second, we must spell out which fypes of class grouping may be involved 1n a

distinction system. A system of habituses involves two or more habituses, that 1s.
two or more classes or class fractions. In the distinction competitions we discern to
take place in capitalist modernity, there are two sub-forms of distinction
competition. The first sub-form involves two generic classes. In one Instance we
analyse. this involves the aristocracy and the bourgeoisie (particularly 1ts upper

elements). In another instance. the competition involves (a generically-formulated
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conception of both) bourgeoisie and proletariat. Such general "actors" are of course
merely convenient analytic fictions. The second sub-form of distinction competition

involves fractions of classes, with either lower fractions aping upper fractions within

one class, or upper fractions of a generic dominant class being aped by lower
fractions of the same class, and thence these fractions in turn being aped by upper
fractions of a generic subordinate class. In turn, these are aped by lower fractions in
the subordinate class. This is the situation vis-a-vis excretory symbols and practices
that we locate in the faecal habitus system of the later nineteenth century.
whereupon there were inter-bourgeois, and later, inter-proletarian, distinction

systems operative .

From the above contentions it should be clear that we are not studying a particular
faeccal habitus in 1solation, but rather situations where there 1s a dominant faecal
habitus. The dominance of a faecal habitus involves two criteria. First, the
dominance of that habitus may derive from 1t being the faecal habitus of the
(symbolically and materially) dominant class. Or, second, the dominance of a faecal
habitus may derive from it being the faecal habitus shared by most, or all, strata in a
glven society' . The strata occupying this habitus must include the dominant class.
These two possibilities are mutually exclusive — either the dominance ot a habitus
comes about because only the dominant class occupy it, and it is thus a source of

distinction. or the dominance comes about because both the dominant class and

other strata occupy it, at which point it ceases to be a form of distinction for the

dominant class.

Whether the dominance of a faecal habitus derives from one or the other criteria
depends not on the internal dynamics of systems of general habituses (which are part
of the symbolic aspects of class struggle). but on factors external to such distinction

competitions, which shape the forms they take. Such factors involve aspects of class

struggle at the material (i.e. socio-politico-economic) level. It 1s to this 1ssue we now

turn.




Formal aspects of the shaping of distinction competitions

As we formulate it, there are two sets of external (exogenous) factors involved in the
shaping of the forms taken by general habitus distinction systems at given historical

junctures. The first is the field of power. The second is the nature of the system of

social relations pertaining at a given period

Let us consider the first factor. The distinction competition pertaining between a set
of general habituses constitutes one aspect of the overall set of symbolic class
struggles current 1n a given society at a particular historical period. The total set of
symbolic struggles exists in relation to, and is in some senses determined by, the
total set of material aspects of class struggle. By this term we refer to socio-
economic struggles between classes, 1.e. struggles locatable within and over the
means of production, and the political expressions thereof'°. Let us follow Bourdieu
by dubbing this socio-economic-political arena the field of power'’ . The state of
play, as 1t were, 1n this field affects the status (i.e. relative levels of dominance) of
the “players™ (classes or fractions of classes) in the symbolic arena of struggle, that
1s, 1n the various forms of distinction competition. Thus the relative positions of
soc10-economic-political power held by classes or class fractions in this field shape
the forms that symbolic struggle can take; that 1s, the contours of a system of

habituses are shaped by the positions of classes in the field of material forms of

pOWET.

The contours of a system of general habituses can be thus shaped by the situation in

the field of power in various ways. Such a situation dictates:

) which classes or fractions are involved 1n the system

2) which is the dominant habitus in the system (for the class with the dominant

habitus in a system is also the materially dominant class)

3) the particular locus of distinction competition; the locus 1s decided by the

dominant class (and their symbolic dominance i1s coterminous with their

dominance in the tield ot power)
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4) which torms of symbolic capital each class can deploy, and at which historical
junctures these can be effectively deployed in the pursuit of distinction; this is
particularly the case for the dominant class or fraction in a habitus system
insofar as it 1s the habitus of this group which classifies all the other habituses
and decides which form of capital i1s most valorised and which all subordinate

groups must aspire to.

The second factor which we will consider as germane to the shaping of the contours
of a system of habituses is the nature of the system of social relations which holds at
a given period. Whereas the field of power involves relations between classes. this
factor involves the social relational context in which such struggles are played out.
Here we refer to two forms of social density. The first aspect 1s social relational
density between classes and the individuals within them. Following Ehas, such
density is explicable in this way. The nature of networks of interdependency
between different classes or class fractions, and thus between the individuals within
those groupings, varies along a continuum between looser and tighter torms of
interdependency (Elias 1995: 447). The relative level of interdependency will dictate
a) which classes are involved in a habitus system; and b) how concentrated and
severe the competition is between them, with more severe competition arising as a

function of increasingly tight levels of interdependence between groups competing

- 20
In a system .

The second form of social density involves levels of population density. Rising
levels of population density may correspond to rising levels of social relational
density. Rising levels of population may lead to crises in the realm of governance of
populations faced by a dominant class. The responses formulated by that class to

solve these crises may have an impact upon the nature of symbolic capital that class

deploys in its distinction competitions.

The nature of the system of social relations. as expressed in the two forms of density

and the crises produced by the second form., are interrelated with aspects of the field
of power. The aspect of interrelation we will focus upon 1s the nature of rhe State.

as expression of dominant class political power. The level of social relational




density at a particular juncture may well affect the particular State form taken by
dominant class political power (Elias 1995: 345-7. 391. 470-71). Furthermore. the

crises of population density faced by the dominant class may be solved by the State

as expression of collective class power?'.

Both the field of power and the nature of the system of social relations are the
exogenous factors which dictate the form a distinction competition will take. The
internal dynamics of a system are always such that the dominant habitus will retain
its distinction. The exogenous factors, especially the field of power, are the
conditions of possibility for such a dynamic. If the exogenous factors alter the
dominance of a class materially, or alter the form of capital it can use, then the
dynamic towards reproduction of distinction is not guaranteed. Instead, the system is
thrown into disarray, with the results that either the dominant class finds a new
means of reproducing distinction (i.e. it finds new forms of valorised symbolic
capital), or a new class becomes symbolically dominant (on the basis of its coming

to material dominance in the field of power).

All the above exogenous factors apply in the shaping and subsequent operation of a
dominant general faecal habitus; but the relation of these factors to this system is
indirect. That is, a dominant general faecal habitus is a subset of a dominant general
habitus, which in turn operates within a system of general habituses. Thus the effects
of exogenous factors can only be experienced at the level of the dominant general
faeccal habitus, insofar as these effects are refracted through developments in the
system 1n which operates the dominant general habitus, which in turn impact upon
the nature of that habitus. In effect, changes in the nature of the dominant general
faecal habitus only occur as a result of changes to the dominant general habitus, and

such changes to the latter are due to exogenous factors impinging on the distinction

system between general habituses.

Now that we have theorised the relation of habitus systems to the external world of
material class struggle, let us now see how faecal habituses relate to another form of

external factor: in this case. the physical world. in the guise of the means of

excretory disposal. and thus of the mode ot excretion.
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rormal aspects of the mode of excretion

Thus tar we have examined the relationship that pertains between a faecal habitus.
its attitudes towards excreta, and the characteristic excretory practices thereby
generated. However, one particular aspect of excretory practices, defecation. must

occur within a context created not only by the corresponding habitus, but by the

means through which that habitus is connected to the physical world.

This 1s because defecatory practices take place in certain locales. and must be
disposed of in ways, which are deemed legitimate by the faecal habitus. The
legitimate means of disposal are located within the parameters of these legitimate
locales. We detine the legitimate means of removing excreta for a given habitus as
that habitus's means of excretory disposal. These means involve two aspects. First
there 1s the intimate means of disposal, which are the receptacles for excreta that an
individual would use to excrete into. Second. there are the general means of

disposal, that 1s, some form of technology which stores and / or removes excreta

away from the original locale of excretion. Examples of the former include pots and

water closets; examples of the latter include cesspits, middens and sewers.

The dominant faecal habitus (in 1its general guise, and 1n 1ts particular
manifestations) dictates the legitimate locales of defecation and means of disposal.

Such factors can be understood as forms of valorised symbolic capital (when the
dominance of the faecal habitus derives from the fact that only the dominant class
occupy it). In this situation, the locales and means of disposal deemed to be
illegitimate will be associated by the dominant habitus with the interior practices of
subordinate habituses. When the dominance of the dominant faecal habitus derives
from the fact that most or all classes. including the dominant class, dwell within it.

that habitus dictates which are the legitimate and illegitimate locales and means of

disposal for all strata.

However. the relationship between dominant faecal habitus and valorised locales
and means of disposal is not merely comprised of the attribution of legitimacy (and

perhaps symbolic capital) by the one onto the other. Rather, there 1s a mutuallv-
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implicating relationship between the dominant faecal habitus on the one hand. and
the legitimated locales of excretion and means of disposal (general and intimate) on
the other. The nature of both the spatial contours of the locale, and also the
technologies of intimate and general disposal, are shaped and reshaped by the class
inhabiting the dominant faecal habitus. That is, the collective praxis of that class.
informed by the imperatives of the symbolic-classificatory system of its faecal
habitus, generates characteristic means of disposal®*. The class occupying the
dominant faecal habitus have the material capacity to act in this manner as this class
1S also dominant in the field of power. The locales of excretion and the technologies
of disposal are developed in line with the symbolic-classificatory system of the
habitus, primarily so that they meet its imperatives for a) socially-legitimate forms
of defecatory practices, and b) acceptable forms of sensory practice. Furthermore.
locales and technologies are shaped in light of such imperatives so as to allow
defecation to be carried out in fashions that agree with (or at least do not contradict)

forms of bodily representation derived from the symbolic schema of the habitus.

In this fashion, the physical world 1s acted upon by specialist designers and
workmen, informed by the imperatives of the dominant faecal habitus, to yield the
material means of disposal into a form that 1s wrought in the image of the symbolic
and practical demands of the habitus. Conversely, the locales and technologies thus
formed serve as the material preconditions that allow the characteristic detecatory
and sensory practices generated by that habitus to be carried out. By allowing such
practices, locales and technologies also serve as preconditions for the operation and
reproduction of the symbolic-classificatory schema of a dominant faecal habitus, and
the forms of self-representation of a class deriving therefrom. Further generation of

characteristic means of disposal thus may facilitate and reinforce existing symbolic

and practical aspects of the habitus, and may encourage further developments in the

directions it has already taken.

Taken together. the dominant faecal habitus and the corresponding means of
excretory disposal constitute the mode of excretion. At a given period, a particular
dominant faecal habitus will produce, and operate on condition of, characteristic
means of disposal. These factors thus produce the mode of excretion that holds at

this period. As the general form of a dominant faecal habitus pertains for a long
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period of time, then so too must the mode of excretion of which it is a constituent
part. The mode of excretion develops over time due to the creation of successive
PFHs generating new forms of excretory practice and thus novel forms of means of
disposal. However, as long as PFHs derive from the dominant general faecal
habitus, the mode of excretion remains of the type which corresponds to that latter
habitus. It is only when the dominant general habitus changes to another that the

dominant general faecal habitus is replaced by the equivalent habitus of the newly-

dominant class, and thus the mode of excretion changes in absolute terms. i.e.

becomes another type of mode of excretion.
Formal concepts: conclusion

The above set of concepts represents our conceptual position on the sociology of
excretion in abstract terms, which are theoretically applicable to any society at any
period. However, we are interested in the specific cases of the bourgeois faecul
habitus as dominant general faecal habitus, and the corresponding mode, the modern
mode of excretion. We must now move from formal conceptual structures towards
delineating the particular, substantive aspects of general and faecal habituses, as

these pertain throughout the period of capitalist modernity.

The aspects of the dominant general habitus in capitalist modernity: the general

bourgeois habitus

According to our scheme, the nature of, and changes over time effected in, the
general habitus of the dominant class of a particular period will structure the forms
taken by the faecal habitus of that class, both at the level of GFH and PFHs. As

such, to understand the faecal habitus of the dominant class in the modern period,

we must understand its general habitus, especially in terms of corporeal symbols and

practices.

We hold that the dominant class in the field of power throughout the modern period
is the bourgeoisie. Therefore, to understand the dominant form of faecal habitus

throughout this period requires retlection upon the nature of the general habitus of
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the bourgeoisie, that is, the master habitus which underpins all particular historical

manifestations of that class's symbolism and practices.

Bourdieu furnishes us with a description of what we dub the general bourgeois
habitus (GBH). The primary division of labour in capitalist modernity is between
bourgeoisie and proletariat (Bourdieu 1992a: 469). It follows that such a division is
retlected at the symbolic level: thus the general habitus of the bourgeoisie exists in a
system of distinctions. with the general proletarian habitus (GPH) figuring as the
negative reference point against which the distinction of the GBH is constructed and
continually reproduced (Bourdieu 1992a: 48). This construction is carried out
through the deployment of certain sets of dyadic categorisations, one part of which
is distinguished, and the other part of which 1s derogated. Such dyads include high /
low, spiritual / material, refined / coarse (Bourdieu 1992a: 468-9). In more
substantive terms, the means of distinction 1n this system involves the GBH's
postulation of the "refinement" of itself and its constituent elements, against the
"unrefined" character of the GPH, where the latter term i1s taken to be equivalent to
"natural" processes, and the former is taken to be "cultural" in aspect. 1.e. a
supersession of the (inferior) natural world (Bourdieu 1992a: 489). The division
between “nature” and “culture” is thus deployed as a symbolic expression of

bourgeois distinction and proletarian lack thereof. This division in turn can be

expressed in bodily terms:

"[T]he antithesis between culture and bodily pleasure (or nature) is rooted in the
opposition between the cultivated bourgeoisie and the people, the imaginary site of

uncultivated nature" (Bourdieu 1992a: 490)

Thus the nature of the bodily aspects of the GBH is constructed around the denial in
the collective bourgeois body of what that habitus asserts the nature of the bodily
aspects of the GPH to be. The symbolic-classificatory schema of the GBH operates

around

"denial of lower. coarse. vulgar. venal, servile - in a word. natural - enjoyment ...

[and] implies an affirmation of the superiority of those [i.e. the bourgeoisie| who




can be satisfied with the sublimated, refined. disinterested. gratuitous. distinguished

pleasures forever closed to the profane" (Bourdieu 1992a: 7)

As such, the GBH's representation of the bourgeoisie in terms of that class's
collective body is in terms of the "immaculate" nature of that body. Bourdieu's
position here is akin to the social formation described earlier by Douglas,
whereupon the cosmology of that society operated on the basis of conceptualising
social life as taking place "between disembodied spirits" (Douglas 1970: 101). In
this sense, Douglas's description of such a cosmology is an abstract account of the
symbolism utilised in the symbolic-classificatory system of the GBH. If this is so.
then the investing of bourgeois practices with distinction involves a denial of bodily
processes (such as excretion) being produced by the bourgeois body (following
Douglas 1970: 12). The key difference between Douglas's account and Bourdieu's
position 1s that the symbolic-classificatory system of the GBH is not a cosmology
applicable to all social strata, but is created, further developed, and reproduced in

terms of the immaculate nature of the bourgeois body, and the maculate nature of

the collective body of the proletariat.

We may see these claims as to the nature of the corporeal symbolism and practices
of the GBH in the work of other authors. At the symbolic level, Stallybrass and
White** claim that the bourgeois world-view (i.e. in our terms, the GBH's symbolic-
classificatory system) i1s constituted of "high" discourses which are centred around
intimations of "refinement", and which stress the superiority of "Mind" and "Spirit"
over the debased capacities of the body. Such discourses are created in antithesis to
"low" discourses, which are expressive of such debased capacities. But the creation
of high discourses is dependent upon their being defined against the low. thus
always implicating lowly discourses in the claims of the high. It 1s on this logic that
the "bourgeois subject” (i.e. symbolic-classificatory system) operates, for 1t "detined
and redefined itself through the exclusion of what is marked out as 'low' - as dirty.

repulsive, noisy. contaminating. Yet that very act of exclusion was constitutive of its

identity" (Stallybrass and White 1986: 191 ).

In terms of the practices which are generated by such a habitus. we would expect a

derogation of bodily practices in favour of “non-corporeal” aspects of human life. If.
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however, the collective body of the bourgeoisie is to be represented, then it must be
rendered so as to be distinguished. Distinction is gained on the basis of the denial of
"nature”. If nature figures in such a system as organic processes, then bourgeois self-
representation of the body denies such processes as being within the capacities of
the bourgeois body. As such, the GBH portrays the bourgeois body as one which is.
to borrow another author’s terminology, "strictly completed, finished, ... isolated.
alone”, that 1s. 1t 1s immaculate in the sense that it has no apertures through which
organic processes may occur (Bakhtin 1984: 29). Following this same author. we

identify the primary locus of distinction competition as the bourgeois domestic

sphere, as 1t was here that distinctive forms of practice, corporeal and otherwise, are

generated throughout the modern period (Bakhtin 1984: 33)

The distinctions generated between GBH and GPH are cast in terms of dyadic
opposites. The immediately preceding remarks - especially the extract from
Stallybrass and White - strongly indicate that the corporeal symbolism of the GBH
utilises the dyad dirty / cleanly as a means of distinguishing between itself and 1its
proletarian equivalent. That is to say, "dirt" - in both the moral and hygienic senses
of the term - figures as a means of symbolic capital in the creation and reproduction
of bourgeois distinction. The key trope here would be that the bourgeois body 1s
cleanly, whereas the proletarian body is dirty. However, it is our belief. contrary to
the position of the above authors, who see dirty / cleanly as a constituent aspect of
all forms of bourgeois distinction, that such symbolic capital was only deployed by
the bourgeoisie for a delimited historical period; furthermore, it ceased to be a form
of symbolic capital when certain exogenous factors transformed the nature of class

competition between GBH and GPH. We will examine this issue further below.
At the moment, we must now turn to the faecal subset of the GBH.

Aspects of the dominant faecal habitus in capitalist modernity. the bourgeois faecal

habitus

The faecal subset of the GBH is the general bourgeois faecal habitus (GBFH). It

pertains for the bourgeoisie as long as the GBH pertains for that class, insofar as

that general habitus utilises bodily cleanliness as a form ot symbolic capital. When
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the GBH relinquishes this form of capital, the GBFH is transformed. The nature of
the GBFH is created and recreated against the general proletarian faecal habitus
(GPFH), the faecal subset of the GPH. When the system of distinctions between
GBH and GPH alters, so too does the relationship between GBFH and GPFH.
Furthermore, just as the bourgeois domestic sphere is the primary locus of the

generation of GBH forms of distinction, so too is this sphere the locus of GBFH

forms of distinction.

We assert that the GBFH 1s the general faecal habitus of the bourgeoisie over a long
pertod of time - from the beginnings of modernity until around the turn of the
twentieth century (see below). The fundamental postulate of this habitus is that
excreta are "dirty", both morally and hygienically. We may yield this postulate in the
form of the equation excreta = dirt. Here we will assume this is the case. The
burden of Chapter 2 1s to show how we may theoretically comprehend the historical

genesis of this equation, whereas the aim of Chapter 3 1s to illustrate how this

empirically occurred.

The GBFH is the "solution" to a problem posed for the bourgeoisie by the symbolic-
classificatory system of the GBH. The bourgeois body - for a long period in
capitalist modernity - is portrayed as cleanly. It does not have apertures which

produce "dirty" organic processes. It especially does not symbolically have an anus

as. within the terms of the GBFH, excreta are dirty. The bourgeois body, if 1t 1s
cleanly, cannot produce excreta. Yet the bourgeoisie as individuals do defecate, tor
defecation is physiologically unavoidable. Thus there is a potential contradiction

between (cleanly) bourgeois self-representation and bourgeois (dirty) practice. The

GBFH solves this contradiction in two ways.

First, at the symbolic-classificatory level. the GBFH, whilst claiming excreta are
dirty. follows the GBH's cleanly corporeal depictions by representing the bourgeois
body as one which does not defecate. In that sense. the representation ot the
excretory capacities of the bourgeois body held by this habitus is that this body has
no such capacities. Second. to allow this form of self-representation. excretory
practices (the defecatory aspect of which is unavoidable) are generated by this

habitus such that they can be carried out in a cleanly fashion. In this way. these




practices do not contradict the form of self-representation held both by this habitus
and by the GBH: excretory practices as carried out by the bourgeois body are
cleanly, just as the bourgeois body is itself cleanly. Thus practices which, if deemed

dirty would jeopardise such self-representational strategies, are rendered cleanly so

as to be congruent with these strategies.

cxcretory practices of this cleanly form are as follows. First, defecatory practices are
carried out in a very highly prescribed fashion. That is, they must occur in particular
locales. These locales are "private", that is, they are not open to the view of anyone
except the defecating person. Such practices reflect very low levels of visual
tolerance held by this habitus as to the "public" perception of excreta and excretion.
Second, and congruent with this sensory aspect, levels of olfactory tolerance of
faecal odours are very low. This is because the smells of excreta are deemed to be
dirty, and dirt 1s intolerable to the bourgeois outlook. Excreta and defecatory
practices are only tolerated if faecal odours are minimised as much as possible.
Third, verbal practices are highly indirect and circumlocutory in terms of their
naming of excreta, defecatory practices, and the means of excretory disposal. Thus
the imperatives of the GBFH are "privacy", "deodourisation" and "euphemism".
These allow excretion to be carried out in ways which do not contradict the GBFH
representation of the body as non-excretory and the more general GBH
representation of bodily cleanliness, despite the facts that excretion 1s an inevitable

aspect of human life and excreta are regarded by the GBFH as dirty.

The GBFH's symbolic-classificatory schema produces these characteristic forms of
practice on the basis of its imperatives. This schema also operates as the master
schema for all particular historical manifestations of the GBFH. These
manifestations are types of PFH. and they are dubbed here particular bourgeois

faecal habituses (PBFHs). PBFHs express the equation excreta = dirt through the

terminologies of given medical and/or natural scientific knowledges which are
dominant at a certain period. The two which we focus on are the miasmic PBFH and
the bacteriological PBFH. Our position is that such knowledges are the means

whereby this master schema was expressed at different periods. The master schema.

the GBFH's symbolic-classificatory system. 1s understood to be purely a socio-

cultural product. How is this?




Simply put, the equation excreta = dirt appeared historically prior to medical and

scientific knowledges which agree with this contention®®. More specifically. the

equation excreta = dirt, where dirt is moral in aspect, appeared chronologically prior
to the appearance of medical and scientific knowledges which held that excreta =
dirt, where dirt is hygienic in aspect. We have analytically defined the symbolic-
classificatory system of the GBFH as holding that excreta = dirt in both senses. But
historically, the bourgeoisie first felt moral repugnance for excreta; only
subsequently were hygienic considerations added to this conceptualisation of faecal
dirt. The two were first conjoined in the miasmic PBFH, and thence re-expressed in
the bacteriological PBFH. The hygienic aspects could be accommodated to the
moral aspects as both were expressed as "dirt", and dirt has, in the modern period. a
Janus face, with one side deriving from socio-cultural factors, and the other from
developments 1n the field of medical and natural scientific innovations. As such, the
terminologies of medicine and natural science could be used to express already-

formulated perceptions of excreta.

Thus while PBFHs are a mixture of moral and hygienic expressions of the equation

excreta = dirt, the master schema from which these habituses derive, the symbolic-
classificatory system of the GBFH. has a view of excreta as morally dirty; this

evaluation was produced by socio-cultural factors prior to the development of

medical and scientific views. We hold this on the basis of evidence adduced from a
consideration of the work of Freud and Elias. In the first instance, the Freud of

Civilisation and Its Discontents (Freud 1957) holds that "dirt" beliets in Western

society are first produced, historically speaking, by socio-cultural imperatives. Dirt

in the moral sense is "incompatible with civilisation”, for dirt 1s disorder. and
civilisation is premised on orderly structurings of thought and practice. Thus as

(Western) civilisation develops, it "extend[s] ... [its] demands for cleanliness to the
human body". Hygienic conceptions of dirt. including those concerning the human

body. are post hoc rationalisations of the original socio-cultural impulses (Freud

1957: 5)5).

Elias's work posits the same contentions. although based in empirical analysis of the

later-feudal and post-feudal situation in the West. rather than 1n the speculative
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categories deployed by Freud. What Elias calls the "civilising process" - the
increasing levels of self-control of conducts held by individuals over the period of
early modernity - involves changing forms of dealing with the human body. As we
will see in the following Chapters, new defecatory, sensory and verbal practices -
those of the GBFH - are produced at this time as a result of what Elias dubs as “the
civilising process”. Two points follow from this. First. like Freud. Elias sees
hygienic rationales for changes in conducts as post hoc rationales of alterations of
attitude and practice actually wrought by the socio-cultural imperatives of the
civilising process (Elias 1995: 443, 490). We may extrapolate from this the position
that 1f excreta are equated with dirt (in both senses) at a later period in modernity.
then the socio-culturally derived aspect was produced historically first, and the
hygienic aspect produced and conjoined to it only later”’. Second, as we will see in
Chapter 3, Elias empirically identifies what we understand as trends towards the
viewling of excreta as dirt in the moral sense from the later feudal period onwards:
the view of excreta as dirt in the hygienic sense does not arise until the era of the

miasmic PBFH in the later eighteenth century.

As such, 1t 1s a peculiarity of the GBFH that its view of excreta as moral dirt was
produced before there was a corresponding hygienic view: and that such hygienic

views are explicable as terminological expressions of the moral aspect in the context

of successive PBFHs.

On this basis, we can 1dentify more precisely the nature of the PBFHs which occur
in the modern period. One PBFH 1s generally dominant at a given time, except in
periods where there is overlap between them, as one replaces the other. They differ

from each other in that they use different medical and natural scientific

terminologies to express the socio-culturally produced view of excreta as (moral)
dirt in the symbolic-classificatory schema of the GBFH. As new terminologies arise

and are taken on by the bourgeoisie, there 1s a shift from one PBFH to another. Each

PBFH produces characteristic forms of excretory practice and means of disposal that

are in line with the imperatives of the GBFH. yet which bear the particular, specific

hallmarks of the PBFH in question. For example, the bacteriological PBIFH 1s the

particular manifestation of the GBFH which operates in conjunction with water

closets and water-based sewer systems.
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Now we have outlined the nature of the GBFH and PBFHs, let us now see how these
were eftected both by the nature of the forms taken by the GBH competition system
operative at different periods in modernity. and by the external factors which

changed the nature of this system.

Systems of general habituses in modernity, their shaping by exogenous factors, and

the effects on faecal habituses

At the most abstract level, the faecal habitus of a class is the subset of the general
habitus of that class. Alterations in the nature of the latter provoke alterations in the
nature of the former. Thus the history of the GBFH, as regards the various mutations
undergone by it over time, 1s also the history of the GBH. Since the GBH exists in a
system of distinctions with the GPH, the changes effected to the nature of this
system, and thus to the GBH 1tself. by external factors will be the social structural
elements ultimately responsible for alterations in the nature of the GBFH. Here we
will set out the nature of the changes etfected in the realm of the GBFH, their

relationship to alterations in the GBH system, and the external factors which

provoked such changes.

The shifts in symbolisation and practice effected in the GBFH over the period of

modernity will be theorised more concretely in the next Chapter. Here we are

concerned to delineate the broad contours of the genesis, development, and demise

of the GBFH.

The pre-history and genesis of the GBFH of course concerns the dominant faecal
habitus of the era prior to bourgeois dominance in this area, and in other more
general symbolic and material fields. The faecal habitus dominant betore this period

we dub the feudal faecal habitus (FFH). As will be shown in Chapter 3, all classes

in the feudal period occupied this habitus. It is characterised by an ambiguous
evaluation of excreta at the symbolic-classificatory level, in contrast to the wholly

negative evaluation of the GBFH. In terms of excretory practices, 1t produced
relatively low levels of regulation over defecatory acts; relatively high levels of

tolerance of faecal odours; and relatively direct forms of reterence to excretory
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phenomena. All of these are (again relatively speaking) the antitheses of the forms
of practice generated by the GBFH. The prehistory of the bourgeois approach to
excreta and excretion, the shift from FFH to GBFH. thus involves a transition from
diametrically opposed forms of faecal habitus, both in symbolic and practical terms.
T'he transition involves a qualitative shift from one set of attitudes and practices

characterised by relative rolerance of excreta and excretion, to another set

characterised by relative intolerance.

The demise of the GBFH involves not a qualitative shift in the nature of symbolism

and practices, but rather an alteration in the nature of social strata occupying that
habitus. The shift from FFH to GBFH also involved a change in personnel. insofar

as from a situation where all classes shared the same habitus - 1.e. where excretory
matters were not a means of class distinction - there arose a situation where only the
bourgeoisie occupied a faecal habitus which was valorised. But the demise of the
GBFH 1s more radical in terms of the changing of personnel. for it involves a
transition from a situation where only the bourgeoisie occupies its own (hence
valorised) faecal habitus, to one where all strata occupy it. The symbols and
practices of this habitus do not change: they remain as they were formulated by the
bourgeoisie. But now both proletariat and bourgeoisie occupy this habitus. We dub
this habitus the universal faecal habitus (UFH). It is in operation from around the

beginning of the twentieth century. With all strata occupying this habitus. excretory
matters cease to be a form of class distinction, for all strata now hold the same

symbolisations and practices. Chapters 4 and 5 illustrate how this habitus arose to

replace the GBFH.

Thus. in broad outline, the types of dominant faecal habitus pertaining at particular

periods in the history of the feudal and modern West are thus: FFH, GBFH, UFH.

The transition from the first to the second in early modernity, the development of the

second to its most consummate form, and the transition from this form to the third

habitus listed above. are all due to shifts in the nature of distinction competitions at

the level of general habituses.

Both the demise of the FFH. and the first phase of development of the GBFH are

occasioned by the mutations wrought in the nature of distinction competition
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between aristocracy and bourgeoisie. Following Elias, we hold that the nature of
competition between these classes is the mechanism which effects changes in forms
of conduct and bodily symbolism over the period from later feudalism, through the
Age of Absolutism, to the period of early bourgeois rule. Competition between these
classes effects at the level of general habituses (i.e. at the level of GBH) new forms
of representation of the human body, and novel forms of practice, which exhibit
progressively higher levels of regulation. The development of such forms of
symbolism and practice constitute the first phase of development of the GBH. At the
level of faecal habituses (i.e. at the level of the nascent GBFH) these symbolic and
practical developments replace the symbolisations and practices of the FFH with
new excretory mores. These new mores are a subset of the nascent form ot GBH
created at this period. As such, the competition between aristocracy and bourgeoisie

produces the demise of the FFH, and the creation of the first phases of GBH and
GBFH.

The second phase of both GBH and GBFH is produced by a shift in the overall
nature of general habitus distinction competition. From a system based on struggles
between aristocracy and bourgeoisie. the main form of competition is now (1.e. from

circa the later eighteenth century) between bourgeoisie and proletariat. In the

former competition, the aristocracy occupied the dominant habitus. Now that
position is enjoyed by the bourgeoisie. Competition between bourgeoisie and
proletariat develops further, in the same direction as before. the characteristics of
GBH and thus GBFH. The GBFH becomes the distinct form of faecal habitus, in
contradistinction to the GPFH. This is so because at this period of bourgeois /
proletarian generic competition, the bourgeoisie deploy bodily cleanliness as a form
of symbolic capital. As excreta and excretion are construed as dirty by the GBFH,
they can be deployed at this time as a means of derogating the proletariat. It is in this
context of excreta and excretion being viewed as dirt, and thus being deployed as a
means of distinction, that the symbols and practices of the GBFH are further
developed until the point where they reach a highly consummate form, i.e. a wholly

negative evaluation of excreta. and the highly regulated forms of excretory practice

noted above.
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The transition from this consummate form of GBFH to UFH is a result of changes in
the nature of the bourgeois / proletarian general form of competition. In the latter
half of the nineteenth century, the GBH progressively gives up bodily cleanliness.
both 1n general and excretory terms, as forms of symbolic capital. As such. dirt is no
longer attributed to the proletariat. As this class is no longer construable as dirty. it
can enter into the conditions of the GBFH (and, conversely, because the proletariat
enters 1nto the conditions of this habitus, it can no longer be viewed as filthy. and

thus excretory cleanliness can no longer operate as a means of bourgeois

distinction). As such, the GBFH transmutes into the UFH.

The shifts described here at the level of generic forms of class competition (which
lead first to the transition from FFH to GBH. and then from GBFH to UFH) are
generated by changing external factors in both the field of power and in terms of the

nature of social relations.

The competition between aristocracy and bourgeoisie arises as a result of increasing
levels of social relational density between these classes, throwing them into a
situation of mutual interdependence. This interdependence manifests itself in the

close connections between these classes played out primarily at the royal courts of

the Absolutist period, the major loci for this form of class competition. At this point
the aristocracy is the dominant class symbolically as it 1s the dominant class 1n the

field of power. But when the bourgeoisie comes to occupy this latter position, both

in terms of economic control and in terms of the seizure of state power, 1t also

occupies the former position. Class competition now occurs between the bourgeoisie
and a class that has entered the historical scene as a result of bourgeois control over

the economy - the proletariat. The prime locus for bourgeois distinction 1s primarily

the bourgeois domestic sphere.

The symbolic capital used at this initial period of bourgeois / proletarian competition
includes bodily cleanliness as a form of symbolic capital. However. this torm 1s
relinquished in the next phase. This is because the ever-increasing numbers of
proletarians in urban areas provokes crises in urban governance in the later

eighteenth century and the first half of the mineteenth century. A major aspect of

these crises is that the proletariat - from the viewpoint ot both the GBH and the
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particular historical manifestation of the GBFH - are dirty in both moral and
hygienic terms. As such, the bourgeois state is called upon to resolve these crises of
dirt. One of the effects of such state reforms in the second half of the nineteenth
century is the relinquishing of bodily cleanliness as bourgeois symbolic capital*®.
We have already seen that this involves a shift from GBFH to UFH. At the level of

GBH, new forms of symbolic capital arise to replace bodily cleanliness as a means

of bourgeois derogation of the proletariat.

We may schematically outline these processes at the three levels of dominant faecal

habitus, form of generic competition, and external factors.

History of forms of distinction competition and exogenous factors underpinning
these

Dominant faecal habitus Form of generic distinction competition Locus External
(dominant class first) factors

FFH
Increasing
levels of
soclal
relational
densities

Aristocracy / bourgeoisie Royal court

GBFH
Seizure of

economic
and state
power by
bourgeoisie

Bourgeoisie / proletariat Bourgeois home
(Bodily cleanliness deployed
as symbolic capital)

Urban
population
Crises

Bourgeois
state resolves
Crises

UFH Bourgeoisie / proletariat
(Bodily cleanliness not deployed as

symbolic capital)
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Now that we have set out the history of the generation of the GBFH and UFH. we

must finally turn to the nature of the mode of excretion in capitalist modernity.

T'he modern mode of excretion

Each dominant faecal habitus gives rise to its own characteristic forms of the means
of excretory disposal, with there being a corresponding mode of excretion for the
FFH and GBFH. However, the prime focus of our interest are the excretory
conditions of the twentieth century. These are explicable under the aegis of the

modern mode of excretion.

The modern mode ot excretion 1s constituted of the UFH on the one hand. together
with, on the other hand, the water closet form of the intimate means of excretory
disposal, and large-scale, water-based sewerage as the general means of excretory
disposal. This 1s the condition reached by the period just after W.W.I.. However, just
as the UFH 1s explicable 1n terms of the historical development of the GBFH. so too
1s the modern mode of excretion explicable in terms of the genesis of the
characteristic forms of excretory disposal generated by the GBFH over<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>