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There is nothing clear about compassion except that it implies a so

cial relation between spectators and sufferers, with the emphasis on 
the spectator’s experience of feeling compassion and its subsequent 
relation to material practice. To open the investigations of compas
sion that follow, I would like to propose a counterintuitive view. You 
will see that these essays cannot help but be histories of the present: 
not just because knowledge always shapes and is shaped by the scene 
of its emergence, but because in the context of the United States 
where these essays are written, the word compassion carries the weight 
of ongoing debates about the ethics of privilege—in particular about 

the state as an economic, military, and moral actor that represents 
and establishes collective norms of obligation, and about individual 
and collective obligations to read a scene of distress not as a judgment 
against the distressed but as a claim on the spectator to become an 
ameliorative actor.

This national dispute about compassion is as old as the United 
States and has been organized mainly by the gap between its demo
cratic promise and its historic class hierarchies, racial and sexual 
penalties, and handling of immigrant populations. The current de
bate takes its particular shape from the popular memory of the wel
fare state, whose avatar is Lyndon Johnsons Great Society, with its 
focus on redressing those legal, civic, and economic inequities that 
acted, effectively, like disenfranchisement. Now the Republican Party 
of the twenty-first century brands itself with the phrase “compas
sionate conservatism” and insists that there is a moral imperative to
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change our image of the kinds of state and personal actions that 
demonstrate compassion for those people whose suffering can be 

deemed to be social.
In particular, its advocates seek to replace the grand gestures of the 

Great Society welfare state with a melodrama of the overtaxed and 
the underemployed, those whose dignity must be restored to them by 
tax cuts and welfare-to-work programs. If  an expanding liberal state 
used laws and programs to animate the technology of amelioration, 
the compassionately conservative state wants to limit these mecha
nisms severely and in particular to shift its economic obligations 
from redressing poverty to protecting income by taking less from and 
giving less back to workers and citizens. Compassion can be said to 
be at the heart of this shrinkage, because the attendant policies relo
cate the template of justice from the collective condition of specific 
populations to that of the individual, whose economic sovereignty 
the state vows to protect.1

Great Society ideology had presumed that the social realities of 
privilege did not require individual intentions and practices to con
tribute directly to inequality. Nor were ones particular experiences 
deemed authentic evidence of whether undemocratic practices were 
organizing life. Instead, the Johnson administration argued that un
just inequalities were objective and enabled by state sanction, such 
that the state must alter its economic, juridical, and bureaucratic rules 
and practices toward equality while also placing demands on smaller 
institutions to make the same changes.

In contrast, currently reigning Republican thought resituates who 
the subject of compassionate action ought to be. No longer is the 
icon of structural damage any member of a historically and struc
turally subordinated population but rather the working citizen—that 
is, the person who works for a living, especially for his family’s living. 
(By “his” I point to the crisis of paternal value that this particular 
state ideology seeks to ameliorate.) But what happens to those who 
do not work, do not work steadily, or do not belong to heterosexual 
nuclear families? The aim of current state policy is to impel these 
people to work harder and to enter nuclear families, at which point 
state entitlements will step in to protect their economic interests.
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The more successful one is at these practices, the more one is pro
tected by the state put forward by this administration.

In other words, compassionate conservatism advocates a sense of 
dignity to be derived from labor itself—of a particular sort. No longer 
casting a living wage, public education, affordable housing, and uni
versal access to economic resources as the foundation of the individ
ual and collective good life in the United States, the current state 
ideology sanctifies the personal labor of reproducing life at work, at 
home, and in communities. That is, income-producing labor is 
deemed valuable chiefly in the context of its part in making smaller- 
scale, face-to-face publics. The Republican view supports the amass
ing of corporate wealth on the theory that such wealth will produce 
investments that make the jobs that workers need to maintain their 
zones of intimacy.

W hat links these zones conceptually is no longer the American 
Dream of social mobility as such but faith, faith in the highly sym
bolized, relatively immobile structures of intimate attachment from 
the family and the nation to God. Faith in such a project of social 
membership is seen to provide the moral tone of a state and a nation; 
at the same time, when compassionate action is necessary to alleviate 
social suffering, it is seen as at best a local response put out by indi
viduals and smaller institutions toward people who live somewhere, 
sharing an everyday life. The problem of social interdependence is no 
longer deemed structural but located in the faith that binds to itself a 
visible, lived-in community.

In this view all occupants of the United States are local: we cultivate 
compassion for those lacking the foundations for belonging where we 
live, and where we live is less the United States of promise and prog
ress or rights and resources than it is a community whose fundamental 
asset is humane recognition. Operating powerfully is a presumption 
that the local is the same thing as the communal, both experientially 
and institutionally.2 This remediation of national life away from the 
federal state does not blank out the nation but sees patriotism as a feel
ing of abstract intimacy practiced from the ground up. In asking indi
viduals and local institutions to take up the obligation to ameliorate 
the suffering that used to be addressed by the state, compassionate
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conservatives see themselves as moral actors: for rather than imposing 
solutions from on high, as it were, compassionate conservatives believe 
that local institutions will best be able to serve the less fortunate per
sons who come forwardfor help. All social membership is voluntary in 
this view. By insisting that society’s poorest members can achieve the 
good life through work, family, community participation, and faith, 
compassionate conservatives rephrase the embodied indignities of 
structural inequality as opportunities for individuals to reach out to 
each other, to build concrete human relations.

In the new good life imagined by the contracting state, the capital
ist requirement that there be a population of poorly remunerated la
borers-in-waiting or those who cobble together temporary work is 
not deemed part of a structural problem but rather a problem of will 
and ingenuity, and if poverty becomes severe enough for action to be 
asked for, the individuals caught in that bind are left to themselves 
and to their community. For more on this topic, see the volume’s first 
three essays: a genealogy of the term “compassion” by Marjorie Gar
ber; an analysis of the current political debate by Kathleen Wood
ward, with an emphasis on the place of suffering in liberal theory and 

its egregious absence in the Right’s Compassionate Conservatism; 
and, through Emerson and Poe, an ethical inquiry into the modern 
American compassionate imaginary by Candace Vogler.

Although any emphasis on communal interdependence as the 
scene of democratic collective life has much positive to be said for it, 
it is worth noting that none of the essays in this volume admire the 
project of compassionate conservatism; rather, they create new ge
nealogies and archives of compassion, seeking to understand the con
cept as an emotion in operation. In operation, compassion is a term 
denoting privilege: the sufferer is over there. You, the compassionate 
one, have a resource that would alleviate someone else s suffering. 
But if the obligation to recognize and alleviate suffering is more than 
a demand on consciousness—more than a demand to feel right, as 
Harriet Beecher Stowe exhorted of her white readers—then it is cru
cial to appreciate the multitude of conventions around the relation of 
feeling to practice where compassion is concerned.3 In a given scene 
of suffering, how do we know what does and what should constitute 
sympathetic agency?4



Introduction 5

Not only is this volume about the present moment, but the present 
moment haunts its investigations of the compassionate emotions, 
their aesthetic conventions, their place in political theories, and their 
centrality to modern subjectivités. This is a peculiarly modern topic, 
because members of mass society witness suffering not just in con
cretely local spaces but in the elsewheres brought home and made in
timate by sensationalist media, where documentary realness about 
the pain of strangers is increasingly at the center of both fictional and 
nonfictional events.5 The Freudian notion of Schadenfreude, the plea
sure one takes in the pain of another, only begins to tell the unfin
ished story of the modern incitement to feel compassionately—even 
while being entertained.

Some readers might feel that to think about compassion as a social 
and aesthetic technology of belonging and not an organic emotion is 
to demean its authenticity and its centrality to social life. No one in 
this volume says that compassion is merely stupid, naïve, or a narcis
sistic mirror in which the privileged can express to themselves their 
worthiness. This worry—that critique seeks to befoul its object—is 
especially acute in response to writing on what we might call the hu
manizing emotions: compassion, sentimentality, empathy, love, and 
so on. But scholarly critique and investigation do not necessarily or 
even usually entail nullifying the value of an affirmative phrase or re
lation of affinity. It is more likely that a project of critique seeks not 
to destroy its object but to explain the dynamics of its optimism and 
exclusions.6 If  we challenge the affirmative forms of culture, it is not 
to call affirmation wrong but to see how it has worked that forms of 
progress also and at the same time support destructive practices of 
social antagonism. Social optimism has costs when its conventional 
images involve enforcing normative projects of orderliness or truth. 
This kind of bargaining demands scrutiny, in that desires for progress 
in some places are so often accompanied by comfort with other social 
wrongs. Such contradictions were as much a part of the Great Soci
ety as of the compassionately conservative one.

Nonetheless, it makes sense that people object when analysis of 
the intimate emotions makes those desires for attachment seem 
equally like instruments of suffering. In the liberal society that sanc
tions individuality as sovereign, we like our positive emotions to feel
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well intentioned and we like our good intentions to constitute the 
meaning of our acts. We do not like to hear that our good intentions 
can sometimes be said to be aggressive, although anyone versed in, 
say, the history of love or imperialism knows volumes about the ways 
in which genuinely good intentions have involved forms of ordinary 
terror (think about missionary education) and control (think of state 
military, carceral, and police practices). We do not like to be held re
sponsible for consequences we did not mean to enact. We can feel 
bad about it; we can feel compassionately toward those who suffer: 
why isn’t it enough to have meant well, or not to have meant badly?

The authors of the essays in this volume look at scenes of compas
sion and ask what kinds of obligation are being entailed when we 
witness the theatrical scene of suffering that makes, minimally, moral 
demands of our bodies—our hearts and tears—as well as, sometimes, 
political and economic demands on the people and institutions that 
house that suffering. For brilliant readings of different aspects of 
compassions aesthetic ethics, see the essays on George Eliot by Neil 
Hertz (on Adam Bede), Carolyn Williams (on Daniel Deronda and 
melodramas theatrical conventions), and M ary Ann O ’Farrell (on 
Eliot, ethics, and style). In this section we see that if compassion is a 
simple emotion ideally, intending a clear program of amelioration or 
justice to follow, in context its power involves myriad anxieties about 
who among the sufferers deserves to be positively or negatively 
judged, and why, and whether there is any adequate solution to the 
problem at hand not only within the work but in the readers sense of 

what is to be done. Indeed, the scale of the response is often what is 
at stake in the experience of what Lee Edelman so accurately calls 
“compassions compulsion”: Does a scene involve one person’s suffer

ing, or a population’s? W hat kinds of exemplification are involved 
when a scene of compassion circulates in order to organize a public 
response, whether aesthetic, economic, or political? W hen we want 
to rescue X, are we thinking of rescuing everyone like X, or is it a sin
gular case that we see? W hen a multitude is symbolized by an indi
vidual case, how can we keep from being overwhelmed by the 
necessary scale that an ethical response would take? The third section 
of this volume contains essays on the difficulty of maintaining com
passion in the scene of judgment framed by the law, politics, and the
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human sciences; see Lee Edelman (on Lacan and Hitchcock), 
Neville Hoad (on Freud, Darwin, and The Island o f Dr. Moreau), and 
Deborah Nelson (on Hannah Arendt).

Each essay takes these questions very seriously as aesthetic, intel
lectual, and ethical problems to be opened up by analysis. Each can 
be read as a case study in suffering and the aesthetics and politics of 
compassionate responses to it. But this very analytical seriousness 
works against the desire for the good to feel simple. W hen people 
read about the positive, world-building social emotions, they want to 
feel part of the world of goodness described therein. No one of these 
authors claims that sentiments of compassion are at root ethically 
false, destructive, or sadistic, just that they derive from social train
ing, emerge at historical moments, are shaped by aesthetic conven
tions, and take place in scenes that are anxious, volatile, surprising, 
and contradictory. We can conclude from reading this volume that 
there is nothing simple about compassion apart from the desire for it 
to be taken as simple, as a true expression of human attachment and 
recognition.

But I have not yet described the counterintuitive perspective on com
passion advertised at this essay s beginning. Instead, I have laid out for 
you the geopolitical scene in which this volume emerges, where another 
counterintuitive position was advanced and gained political and institu
tional purchase. No doubt many readers of this volume will not feel 
comfortable in the faith-based society that is now being offered as the 
ground of the good. But this does not mean that they are somehow su
perior to or untouched by the contemporary culture of true feeling that 
places suffering at the center of being and organizes images of ethical 
or honorable sociality in response.7 W hen the response to sufferings 
scene is compassion—as opposed to, say, pleasure, fascination, hope
lessness, or resentment—compassion measures ones value (or ones 
government s value) in terms of the demonstrated capacity not to turn 
one s head away but to embrace a sense of obligation to remember what 
one has seen and, in response to that haunting, to become involved in a 
story of rescue or amelioration: to take a sad song and make it better.

Needless to say, not all responses to social suffering that might be 
called “compassion” take the same shape or envision the same just
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world. For a salutary—and in its own way, equally polemical—mirror 
to that offered by the shrinking republic of compassionate conser
vatism, see the massive ethnographic theoretical work by Pierre 
Bourdieu and colleagues, The Weight o f the World: Social Suffering in 
Contemporary Society.8 This volume catalogs the local, embodied 
struggles of workers in the contemporary global economy; the weight 
of the volume devastates with an archive of the subjective experience 
of inequality so powerful and intricate that it is hard to know how to 
respond. This is often as true for the subjects interviewed as it will be 
for any close reader. Loi'c J. D. Wacquant writes:

Under such conditions of relentless and all-pervading social and eco
nomic insecurity, where existence becomes reduced to the craft of day- 
to-day survival and where one must continually do one’s best with 
whatever is at hand, that is, precious little, the present becomes so un
certain that it devours the fixture and prohibits thinking about it except 
as fantasy . . .  in its own way, a labor of social mourning that does not say 
its name.9

Homosexuality, the love that dare not speak its name, echoes 
within this phrasing of the labor of social mourning: both phrases are 
about what must remain veiled in order that a scene of social belong
ing may still be experienced as such. Such euphemisms protect the 
vulnerable subjects and the social order that ejects them from appro
priateness. In W aquant’s case, social mourning amidst poverty must 
remain unstated directly, on behalf of not feeling defeated, of re
maining optimistic. Hence, paradoxically, his ethnographic inter
locutor manifests mourning without feeling it in an explicit way as 
hopelessness but is distracted by his own projection of unworkable 
fantasy. Compassion would seem beyond the point—or, more accu
rately, before the point, since no one in the text, the ethnographers or 
their interviewees, asks for compassion. Still, if one blames the peo
ple on the bottom of so many social hierarchies for their residence 
there, one has not made the fundamental connection between the 
structural conditions that buoy some people and relegate others to 
treading water.

The various contributors to The Weight o f the World refuse their 
readers the pleasure of learning of social suffering by not asking for
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fellow feeling or extracting a feeling of uplift at the refusal of their 
subjects to be defeated by the project of living amidst inequality. But 
the kinds of dignity and indignity produced by the project of survival 
under the pressure of national and transnational capitalisms inequal
ities demand of the reader and the interviewers both analytic and af
fective presence. Susan Sontag argues that compassion is what you 
feel when you feel impotent, overwhelmed by the enormity of painful 
spectacle; but one could also say the opposite: that when suffering 
is presented to you in a way that invites the gift of your compassion, 
compassion can feel like the apex of affective agency among 
strangers.10 In the case of The Weight o f the World,, neither affective 
position seems appropriate; to feel compassion for people who strug
gle or fail is at best to take the first step toward forging a personal re
lation to a politics of the practice of equality.

All of this is to say, then, that the aesthetics of compassion—the 
cultivation of the senses toward a more nuanced and capacious en
gagement with scenes of human activity—opens a hornet’s nest of 
problems about what responses should be desired and when private 
responses are not only insufficient but a part of the practice of injus
tice. Compassion turns out not to be so effective or a good in itself. It 
turns out merely to describe a particular kind of social relation, as I 
suggested in this essay’s first sentence. Indeed, it would be possible to 
make an argument about the image of the human the compassion ar
chive provides for us that could bring down on our heads the whole 
project of feeling committed to compassion.

As I have worked through this volume, I have been struck by an 
undertone accompanying the performance of compassion: that 
scenes of vulnerability produce a desire to withhold compassionate 
attachment, to be irritated by the scene of suffering in some way. Re
peatedly, we witness someone’s desire to not connect, sympathize, or 
recognize an obligation to the sufferer; to refuse engagement with 
the scene or to minimize its effects; to misread it conveniently; to 
snuff or drown it out with pedantically shaped phrases or carefully 
designed apartheids; not to rescue or help; to go on blithely without 
conscience; to feel bad for the sufferers, but only so that they will go 
away quickly. In this book’s archive, the aesthetic and political spec
tacle of suffering vulnerability seems to bring out something terrible,
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a drive not to feel compassion or sympathy, an aversion to a moral 
claim on the spectator to engage, when all the spectator wants to do 
is to turn away quickly and harshly.

I thought about calling this volume Coldness and Cruelty, but that 
title has been taken and it might confuse the issue by making compas
sion seem like a bad thing.11 Yet the relation of compassion to sadism 
seen generally cannot be overlooked. There was no way to call this 
volume Withholding, either: there is no elastic enough affective term 
for the variety of refusals archived here. Let me list some of the forms 
that withholding compassion takes in the following pages: Neil Hertz’s 
crisp representation of George Eliot’s refusal to feel compassion for her 
characters’ stupidity; Neville Hoad’s representation of the aversion to 
compassion for the animals and the captive humans on the Island of 
Dr. Moreau; Deborah Nelson’s review of Hannah Arendt s theoreti
cally consequential distaste for moral softness.

Some theorists, such as Veena Das, use the publicness of politi
cally silenced subjects and the alternative modes of spectatorship 
those subjects make through bodily performance as a way of talking 
about not the transparency of pain nor the need for compassion but 
the fundamental break in the “human” that manifests itself in scenes 
of structural violence. In this book too, again and again, as we track 
the training in compassionate action that each essay conveys and 
queries, we must also track the training in aversion we receive, which 
must take place simultaneously. W hen we are taught, from the time 
we are taught anything, to measure the scale of pain and attachment, 

to feel appropriately compassionate, we are being trained in stingi
ness, in not caring, in not knowing what we know about the claim on 
us to act, as Nietzsche would say scathingly, all too human.

W hat about that? W hat is the relation between becoming capa
ciously compassionate and becoming distant from responsibility for 
what one experiences directly and indirectly about the populations 
relegated to social negativity? W hat if  it turns out that compassion 
and coldness are not opposite at all but are two sides of a bargain that 
the subjects of modernity have struck with structural inequality? 
Normatively, the bargain would go like this: the experience of pain is 
pre-ideological, the universal sign of membership in humanity, and 
so we are obligated to be responsible to it; but since some pain is
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more compelling than some other pain, we must make judgments 
about which cases deserve attention. Justice is objective; it seeks out 
the cold, hard facts against the incoherent mess of feeling. But we 
must be compelled to feel right, to overcome our aversions to others’ 
suffering by training ourselves in compassionate practice. This disci
pline is a discipline of our judgment, phrased as the cultivation of our 
visceral sense of right. This logic only seems circular. Actually, the 
moral elevation of compassion is reversed when we raise questions 
about the scale of suffering, the measures of justice, or the fault of the 
sufferers. The modern social logic of compassion can as easily pro
vide an alibi for an ethical or political betrayal as it can initiate a cir
cuit of practical relief.

This, then, is a book not just about the optimism of fellow feeling 
nor the privileged pedagogies of social coldness. It is about an emo
tional complex that has powerfully material and personal conse
quences. As George Eliot demonstrates in Middlemarch:

Some discouragement, some faintness of heart at the new real future 
which replaces the imaginary, is not unusual, and we do not expect people 
to be deeply moved by what is not unusual. The element of tragedy which 
lies in the very fact of frequency, has not yet wrought itself into the coarse 
emotion of mankind; and perhaps our frames could hardly bear much of 
it. If we had a keen vision and feeling of all ordinary human life, it would 
be like hearing the grass grow and the squirrel’s heart beat, and we should 
die of that roar which lies on the other side of silence. As it is, the quick
est of us walk about well wadded with stupidity.12

Notes

1. The emergence of a culturally dominant discourse requires less a beautiful 
mission statement and more coundess commentaries on the production 
of this as a fully intelligible discourse within what passes as “common 
sense.” What follows is a list of works that participated strongly in the 
normalization of compassionate conservatism as a social referent posited 
against the traditional association of compassion with personal and state 
practices of recognition and redistribution. For performances of tradi
tional liberal affectivity, see John Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Oxford: Ox
ford University Press, 1971) and Political Liberalism (New York 
Columbia University Press, 1993); Martha Nussbaum, “Compassion: The 
Basic Social Emotion,” Social Philosophy and Policy 13 (1996), 27-38; and,



more recently, the Compassionate Listening Project, available at 
http://www.compassionatelistening.com. On behalf of Compassionate 
Conservatism, see the White House archive at
http://www.whitehouse.gov/news/releases/2002/04/20020430.html; the 
Heritage Foundation archive beginning with
http://www.heritage.org/Research/PoliticalPhilosophy/hl676.cfm; the 
Hoover Institute input at http://www-hoover.stanford.edu/publica- 
tions/digest/004/goldsmith.html; the Cato Institute at 
http://www.cato.org/events/010220apf.html; and a general middlebrow 
bibliography at http://www.compassionateconservativism.org/. For cri
tiques of the Republican view see, for a start, Dana Milbank, “President’s 
Compassionate Agenda Lags,” at http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp- 
dyn/articles/A37908-2002Dec25.html; Bob Herbert, “TheTrue Be
liever,” at http://www.nytimes.com/2000/ll/30/opinion/30HERB.html; 
John J. Dilulio, Jr., “The Future of Compassion,” at 
http://www.philly.com/mld/philly/4636962.htm; and Robert Kuttner, 
“The Compassionate Conservative s Bait-and-Switch Budget,” at 
http ://www.businessweek.com/ magazine/content/03_10/b3823036_mz0
07.htm. In contrast to the substantial bibliography of antiliberal, procom- 
passionate conservative books and despite much liberal and progressive 
ranting against it, there is as yet no really full anticonservative book- 
length study of compassionate conservatism as theory and practice.

2. On the antidemocratic nature of the idea of a community of consensus, 
see Jacques Rancière, Disagreement, trans. Julie Rose (Minneapolis: Uni
versity of Minnesota Press, 1998). Rancière argues that democracy, the 
practice of equality, requires public antagonism and a destabilization of 
the identity forms derived from citizenship; in his view, the translation 
of everything into pseudotransparent and pseudoconsensual normative 
categories is postdemocratic, dressing up as good fellow feeling a disci
plinary regime.

3. Harriet Beecher Stowe, Uncle Toms Cabin: Or; Life Among the Lowly, ed. 
Ann Douglass (New York: Penguin USA, 1986), p. 624.

4. Page Du Bois has recently argued that compassion initially described any 
adverse event that befell one, and only with the advent of Jesus did the 
concept turn to the scene of one mind reaching out to another, suffering 
one, and alleviating that suffering through recognition. See “A Passion 
for the Dead: Ancient Objects and Everyday Life,” in Representing the 
Passions: Histories, Bodies, Visions, ed. Richard Meyer (Los Angeles:
Getty Research Institute, 2003), p. 270.

5. The contemporary trauma bibliography is huge; this particular selection 
is shaped by discussions of the public sphere. See Mark Seltzer, Serial 
Killers: Death and Life in America's Wound Culture (New York: Routledge, 
1998); Hal Foster, “Death in America” October 75 (Winter 1996): 37-60; 
Avital Ronell, “Trauma TV,” in Finitude’s Score: Essaysfor the End of the 
Millennium (Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press, 1999), and Stu
pidity (Urbana, IL: University of Illinois Press, 2003); Veena Das, “Lan
guage and Body: Transactions in the Construction of Pain,” in Social 
Suffering, ed. Arthur Kleinman, Veena Das, and Margaret Lock (Berke
ley, CA: University of California Press, 1997), pp. 67-91; Veena Das,
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Arthur Kleinman, Mamphela Ramphele, Pamela Reynolds, eds., Vio
lence and Subjectivity (Berkeley, CA: University of California Press,
1998), and Remaking a World: Violence, Social Suffering, and Recovery 
(Berkeley: University of California Press, 2001); Susan Sontag, Regard
ing the Pain of Others (New York: Farrar, Straus and Giroux, 2002).

6. I have just described, in slightly different terms, what Gayatri Spivak 
calls “affirmative deconstruction”; see her “Subaltern Studies: Decon
structing Historiography/’ Selected Subaltern Studies, ed. Ranajit Guha 
and Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 
1988), p. 16.

7. Lauren Berlant, The Queen of America Goes to Washington City: Essays on 
Sex and Citizenship (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1997), and 
“The Subject of True Feeling: Pain, Privacy, and Politics” in Cultural 
Studies and Political Theory, ed. Jodi Dean (Ithaca, NY: Cornell Univer
sity Press, 200), pp. 42-62.

8. Pierre Bourdieu, et al., The Weight of the World: Social Suffering in Con
temporary Society, trans. Priscilla Parkhurst Ferguson, et al., (Stanford, 
CA: Stanford University Press, 1999).

9. Loic J. D. Wacquant, “Inside ‘The Zone’: The Social Art of the Hustler 
in the American Ghetto,” in Bourdieu, et al., p. 156.

10. Sontag, Regarding the Pain of Others.
11. Gilles Deleuze and Leopold von Sacher-Masoch, Masochism: Coldness 

and Cruelty, trans. Jean McNeil (New York: Zone Books, 1991).
12. George Eliot, Middlemarch, ed. David Caroll (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 

1986 [1871]), p. 226.
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