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Abstract

In this chapter I highlight the need to turn the IE lens of enquiry onto IE itself and consequently the importance for institutional; ethnographers  to attend to their standpoint in taking up and activating their understanding IE. Many, including Wise and Stanley (1990) and Walby (2007), celebrate Smith’s sociology but raise important ontological and epistemological questions about IE’s own recursive power. While IE has developed from a critique of wider sociological inquiry it is troubled by the institutional ethnographer’s own standpont when using IE uncritically, without reflexivity of their standpoint in relation with IE and knowledge generation. IE stands in relation between the researcher and the everyday of the research participants in a local research context that is particular and plural, situated and dynamic. 
The chapter highlights a particular critique by Dorothy Smith of Pierre Bourdieu’s concept of habitus as a ‘blobontology’, yet considers the theoretical similartities between Smith and Bourdieu.  I argue that institutional ethnographers and IE itself are not be immune from the kinds of unravelling that Smith undertakes of other approaches to sociological inquiry. Researcher standpoint, reflexivity and their relation to knowledge generation are therefore critical aspects of approach  without which there is potential to ‘other’ and develop morally questionable representations of people that diminishes the actuality of their subjective experience.
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Introduction
In institutional ethnography (IE) standpoint is crucial to developing understanding and knowledge; what I know and how I claim to know is contingent on where I stand in society. Furthermore, my objective and subjective selves do not stand apart but are interwoven and, importantly, I possess standpoint. My actual experience of the social, of my everyday and everynight world and what I understand of it, also depends on the position from which I experience it.  I am conscious of several positions and their material relations, for example at work, home and outside both of these.  Consequently, how I know other people and their experience is contingent on where I stand. Since every person’s experience of the social involves their interwoven objective and subjective selves then an individual’s standpoint is unique.  As a result, no individual can claim complete, objective knowledge (Appelrouth & Edles, 2011). 
We must therefore seek to understand and be reflexive of standpoint since it is a point d’appui into the social. Standpoint is crucial to the institutional ethnographer’s own hierarchical position, knowledge claims, representational practices and theory making (Walker, 2007). This is also significant since the researcher is ‘present’ in the research, as the main research instrument, and has ‘presence’, as an embodied being in the present. These positions open up questions of relations of ruling and modes of thinking. There is a moral and political concern that gives rise to epistemic questions of position, authority, and power. Consequently, my understanding and consciousness of standpoint is intimately related to my doing reflexive work which involves the folding of concepts, theory and discourse (Smith, 1997) and reveals ‘the necessarily speculative and contestable character of my onto-story’ (Bennett, 2001, p.160ff.). Furthermore, there is a need to review and be reflexive of the ontology of IE as a political perspective in understanding and explicating people’s lives.
This chapter reveals an aspect of my reflexive work in undertaking an institutional ethnography in a primary school undergoing a period of regulatory scrutiny in the north of England. However the research had very different beginnings and it was through a process of reflexivity that I began to understand my standpoint and experience in the social milieu of the school. This was not a simple revelation with a seamless transition from a different approach to IE. It involved a preoccupation with concepts and theory and a concern, as a neophyte institutional ethnographer, to understand the sociological basis of IE. I eventually came to understand how academic ‘boss’ texts (Griffith & Smith, 2014) govern the everyday social world of the researcher just as regulatory ‘boss’ texts govern the everyday of the teacher. However, in being reflexive about concepts and theory I thought about reflexivity, it’s means and purposes, and was troubled by IE’s critical relation with the sociology of Pierre Bourdieu, specifically his concept of habitus (Bourdieu, 1990). The chapter explores some of the disjunctures and theoretical common ground between IE and Bourdieu and is a reminder that there is not one standpoint but multiple standpoints in everyday social contexts and that IE must also be attentive to its own relations of ruling (Walby, 2007). This has consequences for how we understand and utilize ontology.
Since the focus here is on concepts and theory it is a partial account of my reflexive work. However I do not separate concepts and theory from how I actually did reflexivity and the latter is discussed in Chapter 2 in this volume. In writing one I am conscious of the other and, indeed, I am undertaking a dialogue with myself that is reflexive and aware of how I organize, take up and activate concepts and theories.  Consequently, this chapter is an iterative and dialectic act that works to return me to my embodied self and my standpoint.

Setting the Scene
Theory is important to my work as a researcher and university teacher, it underpins everything I do and therefore is a conscious and unconscious act. Since the core ontology of IE insists in staying firmly grounded in the material world, the social world of people’s activities (Smith, 2005), I must seek to understand how I take up theory and put it to work in claiming knowledge of the social. As such, concepts, theory and discourse are ‘folded’ into the actuality of my experience (Smith, 1997). Yet this was not an understanding I possessed at the outset of my research.
Early in my doctoral studies I organised a focus group with some teachers in a primary school on their work with fathers. This interest arose because of my previous experience as a social worker with children and families and an interest in the contact between teachers and fathers or male carers. When the focus group ended the teacher’s talk turned to other concerns in their work, in particular their thoughts and feelings on having recently been judged by the schools regulator Ofsted (the Office for Standards in Education, Children’s Services and Skills) as requiring improvement. They talked of ‘stress’, ‘action plans’, ‘school improvement partners’ and needing to change their working practices so that they could shed the ‘damaging’ and ‘critical’ judgement of ‘notice to improve’, and be recognised for the ‘good school that we are’. They were vocal about their feelings; they were ‘frustrated’, ‘unhappy’ and ‘angry’ at the inspection judgement, their treatment during the inspection process, and what they viewed as an ‘unfair’ outcome. There was a disjuncture between their understanding and experience of teaching from their standpoint and that of the inspectors.  
I became aware of the textual mediation of their work and how these texts were activated by the teachers individually, collectively and by visiting inspectors and consultants. The inspection report, published in the public domain, positioned the school and the teachers within it as less than ‘good’ and far from ‘outstanding’ (the required categories demonstrating regulatory approval and professional esteem),  was activated by the teachers in ‘need(ing) to do what is necessary to get out of this’ (notice to improve). This interested me since social work in England is also regulated by Ofsted and I had been an object of inspection during my social work career. 
A focus on performativity and policy enactment seemed appropriate for further study for a number of reasons; it suited my material conditions at the time and I could utilise the findings in my work as a university teacher with students going into teaching or other work with children and young people. This led to negotiation to work in the school as a volunteer one day per week, over an academic year, to undertake research in the school focussed on the teachers’ experience of inspection, and I explored the possibility of a critical ethnography (Carspecken, 1996). However, on entering the school one of the very first things said to me was, ‘we are a very caring school’, a statement repeated several times and often accompanied with ‘we are a caring team’. This comment was made to ensure, whatever the inspection report said, my understanding of a disjuncture between the inspector’s findings and the teachers’ understanding of the purposes and outcomes of their work.  
In addition, in my early observation notes I wrote that one of the teachers, Julie:

Appears wary and stands off, constantly looking to see what I am doing. She is very aware of my presence in her classroom. There is a dynamic in observing and writing in this space. 

Consequently, I asked Julie about her experience of me observing in her classroom, to which she asked; ‘are you a spy from Ofsted?’ This was both a question of the power in the relation between researcher and subject, of respective values involving the realm of emotion and feelings, and an acknowledgement of objectification through the inspection process. The shock of this question led me to reflect and think about researcher power and standpoint and to consider the question, ‘what is my relation with the development of knowledge?’ It seemed to me that my abstract knowledge as a researcher would be privileged should I continue to utilze Carspecken’s approach. In particular I was being troubled by standpoint; I was simultaneously conscious of my position as a researcher that was seeking to subordinate my actual embodied and sensuous experience. I was unwilling to create the teachers as other, as objects in the research. 
Carspecken argues that standpoint does not determine the outcomes of research or the finding of ‘facts’:

[researcher] orientation does not determine the ‘facts’ we find in the field. Here, in the realm of ‘fact’ the realm of validity claims made at the end of the study, [researcher] values and facts are not fused. And the sorts of values involved in research findings need not be the same as the values defining our orientation (Carspecken, 1996, p.6).

If I followed this logic I would privilege the masculine-dominated world of university research and deny another aspect of my subjective self that seeks collaboration, empowerment and equality through social justice. This bifurcation of consciousness (Smith, 1987) is powerful, compelling and confusing. To be governed by my researcher self, and to take up the texts that this entails, does not silence my subjectivities, rather, ‘it establishes two modes of knowing, experiencing, and acting—one located in the body and in the space that it occupies and moves into, the other passing beyond it (Smith, 1987, p.82). Carspecken’s approach therefore falls short in encapsulating subjective knowing and I consequently came to the sociology of Dorothy Smith.
This transformation, however, was not formed by an individual moment of clarity but involved a process of coming to understand standpoint and Smith’s sociology. There was no osmosis of the concepts and theory of IE. Rather, my discomfort with the objectification of the teachers in utilizing Carspecken was recognised as a point d’appui for explicating the disjuncture revealed by my bifurcated consciousness; a ‘point of entry for investigation’ (Smith, 2005, p.10) requiring that I was reflexive of my standpoint and problematized it (Appelrouth & Edles, 2011). This is an important consideration when the researcher is the main research instrument. While acting as a volunteer limited my choice as to when and where I was able to collect data, having my work as a volunteer directed by the teachers was important in revealing the texts and discourses that mediated the teachers’ work. I was able to spend time with each teacher, in each year group, and observe and take part in whole school activities. I was also able to interview each teacher individually and had access to any teacher at the beginning of the day, at break times and at the end of the day. I therefore had privileged access to the work knowledges of all the teachers, authoritative accounts of the actuality of their everyday experiences (and mine). Each of these accounts contributed a piece of the social organisation and coordination of people’s doings and each piece had equal weight in analysis.
Significantly, my emergence towards a different ontology for understanding standpoint and revealing people’s lives also presented a point d’appui in my understanding and experience of ontology itself. If Carspecken’s approach was politically,  theoretically and methodolgically weak could IE be the antithesis and be consistently politically, theoretically and methodologically stong? Smith herself (2006) acknowledges that IE is constantly developing and is therefore not fixed.  Indeed the contributions in this volume demonstrate how IE can be interpreted and re-interpreted developing multiple accounts from a particular ontology (Mol, 2002) and therefore that ontology too is situated (Haraway, 1988). Such ‘ontological richness… construes [relations] as sociologically interested and interesting’ (Oswell, 2016) and therefore something to be explored.

Concepts, Theories and (In)Congruence
As highlighted, for Dorothy Smith standpoint begins in the everyday and everynight actualities of people’s doings in their local contexts of bodily being (Smith, 1987). It is not rooted in ‘a common feminist theoretical position, [nor is it] a foundationalist theory justifying feminist theory as knowledge’ (Smith, 1997, p.392). The sociological understanding underpinning IE posits that people ‘possess’ standpoint and that achieving understanding of standpoint is iterative, dialectic and social. Consequently, reflexivity in IE rests on an understanding that standpoint is not embedded in a pre-existing ‘reality’ of any kind (Smith, 1997). Instead, standpoint takes the researcher to the actuality of experience, the particularities of our everyday embodied and material lives where discourse happens and reality is constituted.  
While the actuality of my experience in the school and recognition of the power of ‘boss’ texts being activated opened my reflexivity of standpoint, Bourdieu’s (1990) concept of habitus was helpful in the doing of reflexivity. I utilized reflexivity (Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992) in moving from Carspecken to IE and worked with the concept of habitus as an aspect of an iterative and dialogic process involving thoughts and action of my social, material conditions. The concepts of habitus and field are fundamental to understanding Bourdieu’s approach to reflexivity, as is his concept of a game, often used to explore their meaning and relation and the forces that shape them (see for example; Adkins, 2004; Colley, 2012; 2014; Maton, 2008 ). For Bourdieu the socialized subjectivity of the researcher’s habitus is therefore interdependent with the concept of field:

… both of [Bourdieu’s] key concepts of habitus and field designate bundles of relations. A field consists of a set of objective historical relations between positions anchored in certain forms of power (or capital), while habitus consists of a set of historical relations ‘deposited’ within individual bodies in the form of mental and corporeal schemata of perception, appreciation and action.  (Wacquant, 2002, original emphasis)

Accordingly, in utilizing Bourdieu, it was necessary for me to focus on a number of things: firstly, habitus; my dispositions and mental space of consciousness at the interface of my experience and the network of ruling relations. This involves my embodied self in relation. Secondly, on my work in the field of education research; my position and internalized practices, including those that are habitual and unconscious; and finally, in a move away from the individual me, to a concern for ‘intellectualist bias’ where ‘the aim is to uncover my individual researcher’s bias but also the collective scientific unconscious embedded in intellectual practices by the field’s objectifying relations’ (Maton, 2003, pp.57-58). 
This is troubling to IE since Smith is critical of Bourdieu and Bourdieu critical of phenomenology – the understanding of which was particularly important to Smith in developing her sociology. Specifically, drawing on her understanding of Schutz’s phenomenology (1970), Smith argues that Bourdieu’s concepts of habitus, field and their relation are not grounded in the actual everyday doings of people and therefore ‘doxa’, or the rules of the field, cannot govern. Habitus, in particular, is individualizing (Smith, 2005, p.59). and field, deterministic. Instead, experience is an aspect of people’s material conditions in their dialogic struggle to articulate their objective realism and subjective idealism in the actuality of their doing (Allman, 1999; 2007).  Smith (2005, pp.184-185) is particularly critical of what she argues is Bourdieu’s masculinist and confrontational metaphors, evocation of symbolic power, and determinism in his concepts of field and habitus. She views Bourdieu’s concepts as a ‘blobontology’ (Smith, 2005, p.56), that creates the idea that there is something concrete in the world that corresponds to it. 
Yet in the space and actuality of the research in the school, utilizing Bourdieu did not appear to me to meet Smith’s concern of an individuated subject through which people and their activities disappear (Smith, 2005: p.56). Smith’s argument that habitus ‘installs the reproduction of the social in the learning and experience of individuals’ (2005, p.59) sets habitus as a theory involving an inner dialogue that doesn’t fully explore the activation and work of reflexivity. Indeed, while I was wary that I might simply be having a conversation with myself, I understood that reflexivity involves more than an exercise of narcissistic sociological reflexivity that considered my social position, academic practices and history (Maton, 2003). To reduce reflexivity only to a matter of cognition in coming to understand the material conditions of experience risked reinforcing my position of privilege and missed the point that reflexivity is achieved through critical consciousness, political struggle and experience (of doing reflexivity) that generates ideas, not the other way around (Allman, 1999; 2007). I was conscious of doing reflexivity in a social milieu that included me, the teachers, my standpoint and theirs, and that the outcome of this reflexive work was the explication of concepts, interpretation and broader theoretical work. Indeed, this convinced me to utilize IE and to recognise methodological flexibility in it’s relational ontology.
I understood habitus to be an aspect of an iterative, dialectic and social process (Dillabough, 2004; Warde, 2004). Furthermore, Maton (2003) reminds us that Bourdieu’s concept of habitus is inextricably linked to his concept of practice. Practice is synonymous with the actualities of experience and since habitus of its own does not have the power to create classifiable practices of experience; this requires habitus to be put to work, for example, in taking up institutional, mediating texts.  This is confirmed by Reay (2004a) who argues that Bourdieu also understood habitus to be a method, albeit in the broadest sense of the word. For Bourdieu (1985) habitus should not be considered simply as a concept but as an approach to thinking and enquiry. This involves both the questions asked and the ‘manner’ in which they are asked. If Bourdieu’s ‘method is a manner of asking questions rather than just ideas’ (Bourdieu, 1985; cited in Reay, 2004a, p.439) and IE is both a theory and method in explicating the actuality of people’s experience; both are interested in ‘how people talk, the categories they use, the relations implicitly posited among them, and in what is taken for granted in their talk, as well as in what they can talk about’ (Smith, 1997, p.394). 

Furthermore, the basis for the similarities between IE and habitus as a method can be understood in Smith and Bourdieu’s references to Marx and Wittgenstein, and in phenomenology (Throop & Murphy, 2002). Others too, for example, Gerrard and Farrell (2013) have argued for similarities and sharing of ontological claims between IE and Bourdieu’s work. This however does not settle the issue of why use the concept of habitus at all, and in what way this would be different from reflexivity in IE’s own terms?  I return to the idea that IE is not fixed but constantly emerging and that ontology is always situated (Haraway, 1988) – this writing and discussion are an aspect of a reflexive act in coming to experience and understand standpoint in IE. The issue isn’t ontological in the sense that one approach can be asserted over the other. Rather, being reflexive of, and doing, IE by drawing on habitus as a method acknowledges the richness of IE and develops a relation through which it can be explored and accounted for. Remember that I did not come to directly to IE in my research but through experience with the teacher’s in the actuality of their experience and a process of reflexivity. Habitus was the tool I used to come to understand the appropriateness and efficacy of IE. For me therefore, habitus provided the analytic approach to understanding consciousness of myself in my everyday work as researcher and the material conditions that framed and made this experience possible (Bourdieu, 1988; Reay, 2004a).
The similarities, and indeed the tensions, between the sociology of Smith and the sociology of Bourdieu offer an opportunity to explore my accounting for the everyday experience of the teachers while also accounting with the teachers from my standpoint. What Bourdieu does through reflexivity is to create me, the researcher subject, as an object of interest in understanding the everyday experiences of the teacher’s objective and subjective selves in the actuality of the research.Bourdieu’s approach uses the tools of IE and turns them, through reflexivity, onto itself. While my approach to reflexivity, detailed in Chapter 2, could have been undertaken without reference to Bourdieu, it is the latter that provided me with a critical lens on IE’s own relations of ruling (Walby, 2007). It can be argued therefore that habitus as method enables understanding of the text beyond, in which the text, me (the reader), its reading and concepts ‘are’ (Smith, 1997, original emphasis). In the contextual actuality of the research, habitus as method brings into view texts, concepts, their reading, and reader, and how texts are taken up and work mediated. 
The key point is that IE cannot be seen as a fixed, regulating structure but that it stands in relation between me and the teachers in a research context that is particular and plural, situated and dynamic. Consequently, reflexivity can be utilised to reveal standpoint and the positions that this gives me as the researcher and the teachers as teachers. Bourdieu’s approach to habitus and reflexivity focus on the interconnectedness of networks of relations and reveal where I position myself as a researcher and where research and ontology stand in a network of relations. Drawing on habitus in being reflexive was also a deliberate act: firstly; as a tool in reflexivity enabling my research focus to move beyond relationships with the teachers to wider relations of ruling, and secondly; in recognition of theoretical differences and similarities, consideration of which would reveal something of the ontological relation in coming to and utilizing IE.  

Shared Theoretical Roots
The work of both Dorothy Smith and Pierre Bourdieu draw on and diverge from the work of Karl Marx. Developing from the Marxist idea of historical materialism, institutional ethnographers seek to understand and reveal how people’s everyday experiences are governed through ruling relations, specifically how work is socially organized through text based institutional technologies (DeVault & McCoy, 2002). Karl Marx (1964) posited that workers come to develop a deeper understanding of how society works since they are subject to, and experience, the powerful forces of subordination that the privileged do not. This understanding may not be explicit but implicit through a sense of alienation and oppression. Nonetheless this involves actual people understanding the material conditions of their experience including of epistemic privilege and standpoint. They have access to a double consciousness in the experience of both the work of the privileged and their own oppression. This is an epistemological point rather than a suggestion of osmosis from material experience to consciousness. For Marx the development and evolution of the material world is distinctly concrete and a result of human experience and action. There is no separation of consciousness and reality, consequently, Marx’s dialectical conceptualization involves a consistent and entwined relationship between everyday experience and thought where each is shaped by and shapes the other (Allman, 2007; 2010).
The development of concepts is a key feature of human organization and can be thought of in two ways. Firstly, the concepts of reflexivity and standpoint may be understood to be externally related insofar as they are aspects of the researcher’s work that interact with one another. The focus is on the concepts and their interaction, which doesn’t necessarily change the concepts themselves, yet develops a new object in their interaction. Reflexivity and standpoint continue to exist outside the new object and vice versa. IE does not proceed on this basis and while Bourdieu (1990) is cognisant of external structures his argument is that these exist in relation to habitus, thus the internalized consciousness of the researcher is produced in relation with standpoint, and through a reflexive process which reproduces the other. The second approach therefore is to think of concepts in internal relation. This requires focus not just on reflexivity and standpoint but also on their relation and the continuing development of the new object in light of the attributes of its founding concepts, from which it cannot be separated. The conceptual object arising from the interaction between reflexivity and standpoint in its internal relations is therefore historically contingent; it is persistently moulded and defined within the relation (Allman, 2007). Historical materialism therefore posits that people do not exist apart from predominant ideas, philosophies, laws, moral codes, et cetera, but that both subject and object are embedded in the actual doings of actual people.
Dorothy Smith recognises two aspects of experience; the social and conceptual relations of ruling and awareness by people of the work that they do. However, there is no linear, discursive move from conceptual relations of ruling through consciousness to reality, rather, both conceptual relations and consciousness are in the actualities of people’s lives, and IE’s interest is in understanding how they are activated in organizing social relations (Smith, 1987; 1997; 2005). She argues that experience is where people come together in time and space, where people speak as a group, where they constitute the group uniquely and politically, and discover aspects of their lives that have no prior discursive formulation. Consequently, experience involves a dialogical struggle for what has not yet been spoken to find expression, in the moment of its utterance, through a language embedded in relations of ruling.  Experience and utterances are a rich source of data. Bourdieu also recognises that the relation between habitus, field and doxa is dialectical – the relation between the objective and subjective involves a consistent dialectical re-formation of concepts. In particular doxa involves a process through which ideas and concepts come into being in explaining experience of the social world and where those concepts and ideas are accepted as indisputable and ‘natural’ (Bourdieu, 1977, p.84).  This is similar to Smith’s argument that concepts come into being, are fixed and natural in the social discourse, through methods of abstraction to organize people’s lives in conceptual terms (Smith, 2005). 
While Marx’s (1964) understanding of historical materialism and consciousness and Bakhtin’s (1981) dialogic process have been important to Smith (1999; 2005) in positing discourse as social organisation (see Talbot’s chapter in this volume), it is Wittgenstein who reminds her to return words to the actuality of their use. Similarly, Bourdieu (1990, p.9) acknowledges that:

Wittgenstein is probably the philosopher who has helped me most in moments of difficulty. He is a kind of saviour for time of great intellectual distress – as when you have to question such evident things as obeying a rule.

It seems to me that Wittgenstein reminds both Smith and Bourdieu of the ‘body as a picture’ (Wittgenstein, 1953) in everyday and everynight experience, therefore moving away from concepts as concrete entities to an acknowledgement of experience being lived through language, texts and wider social relations. Indeed, Bourdieu reveals a disjuncture as he struggles to articulate his experience both in his taking up of the ‘rule’ as a text and in reflecting, through habitus as a method, on how this manifests in his body as a map of social relations, posited by Bourdieu (1977) as ‘body hexis’. In this context the body is a text of our social and material being: a site of the social relation between our intimate selves, others, our environment, in the actuality of the everyday work that occurs there. 
Consequently, as a method crucial to reflexive work, habitus operates at the level of consciousness and reveals different ways of knowing (Reay, 2004b) – it explicates the disjuncture at the line of fault between my experience in the research and beyond, and my objectified knowledge of the institutional practices of ruling. This is not a subliminal, purely unconscious or individuated achievement although it requires work involving ‘dialogues with oneself’ (Crossley, 2000, p.138) in relation. The actuality of my experience is therefore a ‘point of entry’ into understanding the social relations of ruling through reflexivity involving my embodied self but focused on how this is mediated by other people, places and things. 
Smith (1987) also draws on the work of Alfred Schutz (1970) in exploring different modes of relation and consciousness. In arguing that Bourdieu’s sociology is a masculinist ‘blobontology’ (Smith, 2005) Smith is highlighting what she views as the relegation of ‘umwelt’ relations (focused on people as actors) and the foregrounding of ‘mitwelt’ relations (focused on social structures). Consequently, for Smith, Bourdieu conceals the actual concrete forms of work on which knowledge of the social depend. Conversely, Bourdieu was vociferous in his criticism of phenomenology arguing that it overly emphasises agency (Wacquant, 1992) and is preoccupied with what is in consciousness and acting on consciousness. For Bourdieu ‘structures of consciousness must themselves be understood as the product of a dialectical “internalization” of objective structures’ (Throop & Murphy, 2002, p.192). However, in critiquing the relationship between phenomenology and Bourdieu, Throop and Murphy argue that each misreads and misrepresents the other and, while there are gaps in the respective concepts of Bourdieu and Schutz, there are also similarities. Specifically, Schutz (1967) acknowledges the structure of the embodied social world and as Throop and Murphy (2002, p.196) highlight:

Individuals all carry with them unique biographies, or knowledge gained prior to some particular interpretive event, part of which was gained through personal experience, and ‘the greater part [of which] is socially derived, handed down to me by my friends, my parents, my teachers and the teachers of my teachers’ (Schutz, 1962: 13). These biographies influence the ways in which individuals will interpret the world they experience by providing appropriate ‘ “knowledge at hand” [to] function as a scheme of reference’ (1962, p.7). 

While not the same as habitus it is a close approximation of it. Where Bourdieu posits habitus as a structured and structuring concept, Schutz does not, although his approach is to offer a process through which the experience of an individual is understood in relation to wider structuring contexts.   
It is important to acknowledge the problem of ‘institutional capture’ (Smith, 2005) to which both habitus and Schutz’s social phenomenological framework speak. Through the concept of institutional capture Dorothy Smith acknowledges that ‘people bring to any moment of activity the deposits of their idiosyncratic biographies’ (Smith, 1995, p.205). Consequently, in the research with the teachers I brought with me my own understanding, history and experiences. This included my previous experience as a social worker and social work manager who had been subject to an Ofsted inspection process. Nonetheless I was aware of the power and potential of Ofsted to disrupt everyday experience and to mediate work. There was a consequent danger, particularly when participants are also familiar with the institutional discourse of regulation, that both the researcher and participants are ‘captured’ by the institutional discourse which displaces descriptions arising in the actuality of everyday experience.  One outcome of such a focus would be to avoid questions of power and representation by seeding experience in particular human bodies. A further concern is the potential of ontological capture in undertaking an approach that is not reflexive of the theory and ontology of IE. The alternative, achieved through reflexivity and drawing on habitus as a way of questionning and speaking, is to understand the possession of standpoint as constituent of a network of relations rather than as individually ingrained and owned.

The Reseacher’s Position in Relation to the ‘Other’
The discussion on theoretical similarities and differences helps to account for the ontology of IE and how this is utilised in accounting for the everyday actuality of people’s expereices. This chapter focuses on standpoint and doing reflexivity and highlights a number of theoretical and ontological concerns, specifically the utilization of habitus as a method in reflexivity. I acknowledge how Marx gives rise to historical material relations in both IE and Bourdieu’s work, and that Wittgenstein is important in understanding the social in its utterance. In developing IE Smith drew on a wide range of theorists and philosophers including Schutz and I further acknowledge similarities between Schutz and Bourdieu. Nonetheless, there are differences and departures from the founding principles and both Smith and Wittgenstein are critical of Bourdieu’s focus on the individual as an ontological point of departure. 
At the most basic level habitus speaks to individual ‘agency’, and field to ‘structure’ but this should not be a surprise or a point of criticism since Bourdieu’s development of these concepts was to critique the agency-structure binary predominating sociological theory. While habitus is linked to individuals and their histories Bourdieu also argues that ‘the subject is not the instantaneous ego of the sort of a singular cogito, but the individual trace of an entire collective history’ (Bourdieu, 1990, p.91). Consequently, habitus is in relation with the individual, the social and their material histories; habitus is not fixed and develops as people go about their everyday lives in relation. Habitus is not a theory but a method for understanding people’s lives. 
The historical similarities between IE and Bourdieu are often under acknowledged and Bourdieu’s work is framed as a ‘blobontology’ (Smith, 2005). My argument is not that they are the same but, significantly, there is a textual relation between IE and Bourdieu’s sociology. To reiterate Reay’s (2004a, p.439) point, ‘habitus provides a method for simultaneously analysisng “the experience of social agents… the objective structures that make this experience possible” (Bourdieu, 1998, p.782).’ It also reminds me that ontology is not fixed but flexible. Understanding how IE frames the ‘other’ adds to the debates and development of IE. It is also important in my understanding my standpoint and is an aspect of learning through my reflexive work that includes questioning of my own epistemic privilege and IE’s own ruling relations. I recognise that this does not completely resolve questions of my research relations with literature and data, and my research relations with research participants. For example, commitment and effort are required on the part of the researcher in utilizing interpersonal and communication skills appropriate to the aims of the research, yet working with habitus helps to explore this. Importantly, considering the knowledge I claim, how I put it to work theoretically and representationally works to avoid ‘culturally normative prejudices’ (Meyers, 1994, p.52). Crucially, ontological richness opens a space for methodological innovation and underpins my use of ‘I’ poems (Chapter 2) and data generation methods more generally in my research. For me to not acknowledge habitus as a method, a practice in understanding social relations, risks accepting IE’s own textual power uncritically.
Bourdieu’s questioning of existing sociologies of reflexivity and proposal of a reflexivity of sociology are consistent with IE in a number of ways. Reflexivity is not simply a cognitive activity through which I reflect on the potential for, and consequences of, the objectifying relation between my-self and the participant. It includes a concern for objectification but also moves beyond understanding the instinctive, unconscious, internalized practices of an educational researcher to a concern for my social relation with knowledge; and, the epistemic relation between my knowledge claim and its object(s) (Maton, 2003). Bourdieu’s approach to reflexivity requires consideration of the extent to which the development of knowledge and understanding in the research accounts for the structuring effects of, my position and relations with the academic field. This is more than an invocation of structuralism (Reay, 2004a) because Bourdieu views reflexivity as moving beyond individualising relations between me and the participant, an approach that situates the participant as object for study. It involves a deeper understanding of social relations that transcends my partial and positioned viewpoint (Maton, 2003) by utilising habitus as a method to achieve understanding of standpoint. 
This requires critical understanding of the social relations between my position; where, how and with whom I am positioned, and my habitus and the disjunctures between these. Habitus as method consequently involves explication of standpoint and therefore ‘knowledge’ of the local practices of my everyday experience. This is a dialogic practice and experience is understood as a method of talk through which my objective realism and subjective idealism are understood as more than the sum of my sensuous experience. My consciousness is a social consciousness, my consciousness of the object arises out of my subjective experience. My consciousness therefore involves the object and subject in internal relation. In my work alongside others my consciousness develops a social and material relation.  That is, the actuality of experience generates ideas through the materiality of everyday and every night work and in my struggle to articulate my experience through language. Yet my consciousness is not wholly internal, my objectivity and subjectivities are not just within myself but there is knowledge of ruling relations, including the ontological. Habitus as method works to enable the generation of knowledge through the dialogic practices of language which includes the moment of utterance.
In this regard, my consciousness and my body, how I possess standpoint and embody my epistemic privilege are not simply objects of concern but a form of ‘picture of the human soul’ (Wittgenstein, 1958, p.178). This is not an ethereal or metaphysical concern but an acknowledgement that understanding of my objective-self arises out of subjective experience. The body is both a text and does work in taking up other texts. This work, through reflexivity, involves praxis, learning to describe my own and other’s material conditions and subjective states and their relation with knowledge. Whatever their differences, for both Smith and Bourdieu, understanding networks of relations are immanently social, embodied and involves doing.
The key question remains, how does the researcher stand in relation to the ‘other’ and knowledge generation?’ The consideration of conceptual and theoretical differences and similarities was important in my research within the school in coming to understand standpoint and the move from Carspecken to IE. The comment, ‘we (the teachers) need to do what is necessary to get out of this’ (notice to improve) resonates if the researcher does what is necessary through any ‘naturalised’ understanding IE. That is, through an abstract relation with IE the researcher organizes their work in conceptual terms. Just as the teachers possess a different consciousness of their experience and understanding of their work and wider social being than the school inspectors, so should the researcher. However, to foreground uncritically and unreflectively any ontology works to unfold its social relation and create it as an object. This risks misreading and misrepresentation in any subsequent text, just as the teachers experience misrepresentation by the inspectors in their inspection report.
While the focus of the discussion here has been me and my theoretical discussion in the social context of a primary school the institutional ethnographer’s gaze is not on the individual but on the institutional processes and relations of ruling that shapes their experience. Because of this McCoy (2006) reminds us that a particular concern for the institutional ethnographer is not what and how data are generated but also how data are read. However, my argument is that the institutional ethnographer does also need to be concerned with representational practices which include the foundational research texts which are taken up and instill ‘culturally normative prejudices’ (Meyers, 1994, p.52). Doing IE is moral work and requires a deep understanding of IE’s ontology and its own relations of ruling. For me this involved a critical approach to the theoretical underpinning of IE. While in IE poeople are understood to possess standpoint there is a need to avoid a purely individualistic focus as a particular, essentialist or parochial notion of embodied being. Habitus can be used flexibly within IE to reveal the complex of relations between subjective selves that includes consideration of conceptual and theoretical positioning.
 
Conclusion
The theoretical discussion undertaken in this chapter is not a narcissistic exercise of reflection on concepts and theories of only academic interest. It is an aspect of reflexivity on standpoint in which my conceptual and theoretical relation with IE in the social milieu of the school is dialectically revealed and the potential of institutional capture understood. Significantly it enabled me to understand the experience of the teachers and their taking up of the texts of inspection, in which the text, the reader, its reading and concepts ‘are’ (Smith, 1997, p.393).
In this chapter the social world involved me undertaking research within a primary school in the north of England. This context is important in locating myself inside the research and to understanding my standpoint including my representational practices. Indeed, a significant theoretical concern in IE is that standpoint is a material feature of my location within institutional relations. It is an aspect of my location in the world that is subject to particular coordinative functions of social and ruling relations both as a researcher and in my everyday and everynight life. I occupy a different position with social and ruling relations, although many of the social and ruling relations are similar, they ‘work’ differently from the standpoint of participants than they do from my standpoint. There is the potential to ‘other’ and develop morally questionable representations of people that diminishes the actuality of their subjective experience. It is not sufficient for me to seek to counter my power and authority as a researcher through a claim to reflection in practice, what is necessary is a critical considering of my ‘doing’ reflection, the epistemic position of privilege in which I am embedded and the means through which I develop knowledge. 
The job of the institutional ethnographer is to get behind the data being presented so, while it is important to understand institutional processes, it is also important to explicate how these are enacted and embodied, and how embodiment is relationally ruled. IE requires that the researcher undertake reflexive work in revealing the subjectivities of experience in the field, and how standpoint is claimed in describing and constituting the experience of the participants (Smith, 1990). The ontology of IE also requires ‘that the differences in perspectives and experience of participants be recognized and taken advantage of in mapping given processes or organization’ (Smith, 2005, p.158). Reliability and validity in the research therefore rests on the explication of experience of a number of participants, including the researcher. My work knowledges are situated differently to the teachers’ in the institutional division of work. Consequently, I assemble mine and their germane sequences of action together to explicate relations of ruling (Smith, 2005) in and beyond the local site. In this regard, IE acknowledges positionality and standpoint is of primary concern.
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