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Joseph　Essertier

　　　　The｛bllowing　Paper　examines　the　question　of　what　role

language　plays　in七he　cen七ral　argunlents　about　power　in丘）ur　books：

0η紘θθθ刀θθノbガoτ吻ぼ庇アby　Friedrich　Nietzsche（1844・1900）；

ぴ8qヵ品θ没刀∂」％刀1泌．’乃θ丑血疏of～必θ乃ゴ80刀by　Michel　Foucault；

31θ欲ぷ毎鶏既ぴθぬ8卍●by　Frantz　Fanon，　alld　Dom加鋤α2θ刀ゴ

功θ血缶of疏皿加刀6θby　James　C．　Scot七．　Iexplo主e　how　language

relates　to　theories　of　domination　ranging伽m　Nietsche’s　critique　of

Judeo・Ch］性stian　ethical　thought，　to　Foucault’s　analysis　of

垣carcerating　modernitぷto　the“power　of　naming，”to　Fanon　on　the

double・edged　sword　of　the　colonizer’s　language　fb℃七he　colonized

who　needs　to　communicate，　and五naU蕩to　the　subversion　of　the

“pub五c　transc晦も”by　dominated　group8量1uminated　by　Scott．

1．Nietz8che

In］Keith　AnseU－Pearson’s　exceUen七introduction　to　O刀μ～θ6』刀θa」bgアoτ

励a庇アby　Friedrich　Nie七zsche，　he　provides　the＆）110wing　quote£rom

another　work　by　Nietzsche，乃θ閲1血）」％wθ望・：‘My　philosophy　aims　at　an

ordering　of　rank，　no七an　in（五vidualistic　morahtジ’1　An8eU・Pearson　says

that　there　has　been　some　cのfusion　about　Nietzsche’s　political　thinking

because　many　t］垣ngs　he　said　conf五ct　d丘ec七1y　wi七h　Uberalism．　Many　of　the

statements　in　O～2功θα12θa／bgアoτ」輪没」互ξダare　absolutely　racist，　in　fact．

How　could　one　construe　Nietzsche　to　be　in　line　with　libeτal　values　when　one

reads　anti・semitic　sta七ements　such　as：
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The　greatest　haters　in　world　histo取and　the　lnost　hltelhg頭t，

have　always　been　p亘ests．．．　Nothing　which　has　been　done　on

earth　against‘‘もhe　noble，，，‘‘the　mighty，，‘‘the　masters，”and‘‘七he

rulers，”is　worth　mentionmg　compared　with　what　the　Jews

have　done　against　them：七he　Jews，　that　priestly　people，　which

in　the　last　resort　was　able　to　gain　satis丘ction丘om　its題emies

and　conquerors　ohly　through　aτadica1主evaluation　of　the垣〔

values，　that　is，　through　an　act　of　the　most　de1銀）era七e　revenge．

Σtwas　the　Jews　who，　rejecting　the　aristocratic　value　equation

（good＝noble＝powerfu1＝beautifU1＝happy＝blessed）

ven敏red，＿saying“Only　those　who　suf飴r　are　good，　only　the

poo葛the　powerless，　the　lowly　are　good＿”　We　know　who

became　he並to　this　Jewish　reva1囎tion＿hecall　wha七Isaid　on

another　occasion　（Beyoエ1d　Good　and　Evi玉）－namely　that　the

slaves　revolt　in　morality　begins　wi七h　the　Jews：aピevolt　which

has　two　thousand　years　of　history　behind　it．2

Nietzsche　blames　2，000　years　of　Christian　morality　on　Jewish　people．　He

argues　that　such　morality　is　wlhealthy　and　he　con七rasts　it　with　his　image　of

healthy　barbaric，　　hed◎nistic　aristocrats．　　One　cannot　nece8sarily　lay

responsibUity丑）r　this　tendency　on　Friedrich　Nie秘sche　himself　s垣ce　there　is

evidence　that　his　si8te鳴　Ehsabeth　Fδrste℃・Nietzsche，　a　propon飽t　of

anti・Semitism　whose　husband　was　a　prominent　anti－Semi七e，　distorted　the

o亘ginal　intent　of　her　brotheτ’s　w亘七ings　when　she　orga】証zed紐d　edited

them　af毛er　his　death．3　（His乃θ閲～加Zわwθヱ’may　have　been　tampered

with，　e．9．）　Nevertheless，　he　died　long　ago　without　having　had　the

oppor七unity七〇cla1元8　what　he　meant．　For　the　purposes　of七his　pape葛Iwil

base　my　analysis　on　the　text　I　have，　a　standard　edition　by　Camb亘dge

University　Press．41n　this　paper　the　name“Nietzsche”w沮re企r　to　the

author　or　authors　of　Oη功θ6ヒ刀θθ必9アoZ『励泌～窮whoeve℃they　may　be．

　　　　　Nietzsche　be錘ns　his“genealogy”of　m◎rality　at　a　point　in　histoτy　two

thousand　years　ag（トthe　b加h　of　Christ－一℃1aiming　that　Ch亘sもianity　was　a
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religion　that　ha（玉enslaved　Europe　and　was　an口1ventim　of　the　Jews，　a　way

to　get　some　kind　of　revenge　on　theh｝noble　maste℃s，　the　Germans：

At　the　center　of　all　these　noble　races　we　cannot　faa　to　see　the

b1⑩d　beast　of　prey　the　magni五cent　blond　beast　avidly

prowhng鷲ound丘）r　spoil　and　vic七〇ry；this　hidden　c頭tre　needs

release丘om七ime　to　time，　the　beast　must　ou七again，　must

retum七〇the　wild＿5

It・is　no　wonde℃that　Hitler　was　fbnd　of　Nietzsche’s　writings．

　　　　Why　the　popularity　of　Nietzsche？　For　those丘om　an　upbrini吾ng　in

Judeo・Christian　moralit猛there　is　a　certain　liberation　in　reading　Nietzsche．

It　is　true　that　the　B量）1e　says，‘‘The　meek　shall　mherit　the　earth，”and　makes

many　othe主similar　statelnents　that　place　se田essness，　hum∬i臨c頭trol　of

desire，　and　even　weakness　in　the　category　“good，”and　se］五shness，

boastfulness，　the　fulf莚1ment　of　des並e，　and　even　strength　in　the　category

‘‘?魔奄k”Sex　and　other　pleasurable　natural　f已nctions　of　the　body（indeed，　even

the　body　i七sel∂a℃e　associated　with　evil　and　fath．　Hence　only　a　virgin　could

give　birth　to　Chris七．　In　Nietzsche’sク五θ8丘功oτ2】習8θφアthe　ideal　creature

from　Greek　mythology　is　the　sa七y蔦half　man，　ha任goat，　tha七romps　playfully

through　the丑）rest　procreating　and且ghting　all　day　long．　Nietzsche　senses

a丘eer　morality　and　ontolo鎮cal　condition　m　the　w蹴ings丘om　ancient

Greece七han　in　the　modern　Wes七〇f　his　d脳　　His　argunlen七that　Christian

morality　teaches　people　to　repress　and　be　ashamed　of　their　instinc七s　can　be

qui七e　convincing．「rhe負）110wmg　passage＆om　Nietzsche　brings　to　mind　the

pathetic　celibate　minister　in　Nathaniel　Hawthorne’s　7五θ5已㎡εLe従θr　who

li七e℃aUy　does　violence　to　his　own　body　to　atone　fbr七he　sin　of　desiring　a

beaut迅【I　unmar1ゴed　woma11：

Y）uwi且already　have即essed融θεhas　really　gone　on　with　all

this　and　behind　all　this：that　will　to　torm頭t　onese1£that

suppressed　cmelty　of　animal　man　who　ha8　been｛壬ightened
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back　into　himself　and　given　an　inner　1迂b，　incarcerated　in七he

“sta七e”to　be　tamed，　and　ha8　discovered　bad　conscience　so　that

he　can　hurt　himse1£a丘er　theωo眉θ刀a　Zω習10utlet　of七his　wish

to　hurt　had　been　blocked－this　lnan　of　bad　conscience　has

seized　on　rehgious　precept　i江order　to　provide　hi8　se陪tor七ure

with　its　most　ho牡迅c　ha主dness　and　sharpne8s．　Guit　towards

θbo「：this　thought　becol且es　an　instrument　of七〇rture．　In

‘‘

fod”he　seizes　upon　the　ultima七e　antithesis　to　his　real　atld

i惚edeemable　animal　instincts．．．he　pitches　himself　mto　the

contradiction　of　God　and　DeviL．．We　have　here　a　s◎rt　of

madness　of　the　w皿showing　iもself　in　mental　cruelty　which　is

absoluteW　unparalleled：man’s醐to五nd　himself　guilty↓．．Alas

fbr　this　craz況pa七hetic　beast　man！＿He蛤e　is磁加θ顕without　a

doubt，　the　most　terrible　sickness　ever　to　rage　in　man：＿The

world　has　been　a　madhouse五）r　too　lol19！

Nietzsche　brings◎ut　the　unhealthy　se1壬to就u亘ng　of　Ch亘stian　morality

We　mu8t　remember七hat　in　his　time　the　deg℃ee　of　su£飽ring　under　the

ty主anny　of　the　Chuτch，　pa℃alyzed　and　conta㎞ed　through　guilt（what

Nietz8che　calls“bad　conscience”）and｛ba蔦was侮r　greater　than　today　It　is

P主ecise妙there，　in七hat　a枕ack　on　tyranny　七hat　we　can　locate　his

con七】ヨbut輌on　to　the　goals　of艮berali8m．

　　　　Howeveちto　accept　Nie七zsche’sピeasoning　is　to　immediately　become

七rapped　in　the　dialectic　of　good　versus　ev丑．　If　Ch亘st・1止e　virtues　such　as

selflessness　and　humility　are　assoc輌ated　with　the‘‘good，”and　egotism　is

associated　with　the“evi1，”then　Nietzsche’s　method　of　rebenion　is　simply　to

completely　inveアt“good”and“eviL”　（Even　the　f己mous　proponent　of

capitali8m，　Adam　Smith，　would　not　have　associated　masters　with　nobili敏

In乃θ％81泌αρ∧稜励oηs　he　wrote，“AU　fbr　our8elves　and　nothing圭br　other

people，　seems，　in　every　age　of　the　world，　to　have　been　the　v丑e　maxim　of　the

masters　of　mankmd．，’）6　1n　Nietzsche’s“F江st　Essay：‘Good，　and‘玉｝vi1，’‘Good’

and‘Bad∵’he　argues，　based　on　etymological　evidence丘om　Latm，　Greek，
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and　Ge主man，七ha七the　opposition　good／evil　was　the　invention　of　the‘‘pleibes”

o翌“man　ofτθθθθ頭mθ砿”？‘‘Goo（Uevi1”was　c蛤eated　in　orde☆〇七hwart　the

noble　aristocrats．　］日［e　explains　七hat　originaUy　［in　pre・Ch］dstian　days］

“good”re企rred　to　things　that　aristocra七s　associated　with七hemselves（noble，

powerfu1，　beautifu1）and㌔ad”to　what　they　associated　with　the　slaves（10W

powerless，　poo葛ugly）．　Hence　the　phonetic　similarity　of“schlecht”（bad）

and“schlicht”（plain，　simple）mGerman．　In　this　whole　chapteちhowever，

his　etymologies　and　logic　are　highty　questionable．　　晒at　does　the

etym・1・gy・f“aWa”（‘‘the・ich，”“th・脚pertied”［A班n］）have　t・d・with

“gut”（“good”in　German，　which　he　claims　meant“Godlike　maガ）？　How

c・uld“belhm”（9・・d）bec・me“due且um”（war）？8　Thi8　entロe　chapter　is

based　on　etymolo駆but　the　claims　that　he　makes　based　on七hese

etymOIOgieS　a℃e　nOt　Very　COnVinCing．

　　　　　But　his　emphasis　on　the　importance　of七he　powe℃of　naming　is

convlnclng・

The　pathos　of　nobi五ty　and　distance，　as　I　said，　the　continuing

and　predominant　fヒelmg　of　complete　and　fUndalnental

superiority　of　a　higher　ruling　kind　in　relation　to　a　lower　kind）

to　those‘㌦）elow”－that　is　the　origin　of七he　antithesis“good”and

‘笛ad．”（The　Seigne磁al　pWUege　Of　giV垣g　nameS　eVen　anOWS

us　to　conceive　of七he　origm　of　language　itself　as　a

mani飴sねtion　of七he　power　of七he　rulers：　they　say“this　is　so

and　so，，，　they　set　thehごseal　on　everything　and　every　occurrence

with　a　sound　and　thereby　take　possession　of　it，　as　it　were）．9

【Italics　mine］

This　idea七hat　the　power　of　naming　was（and　perhaps　stiU　is）the

prerogative　of七he　ruling　class（the　8θz’鍵θατof　French，　the／z～刀勿of　Chinese）

is　an　important　one　to　keep　in　mind　in　iτ1terpretiylg　discourses　of　master

and　slave，　domination　and　resistance，　etc．　The　recti£ication　of　names　in

pre・modem　China（功θ刀gm加8）was　considered　one　of七he　important　skills
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of　s垣tecra丘．　There　was　the　understanding　that　the　changing　of　names，◎r

the　incorrect　usage　of　language，　would　lead　to　social　or　poli七ical　instaba輌ty

There数）re，　oW　a　selec七group　of　highly七rained　and　ed促ated　members　of

the　ruling　class　were　entrusted　with　the　responsibility　of　writing　dytlastic

and　bio9℃aphical　histories．　In　such　a　society　a　change　in　w1元ting　style

could　be　regarded　not　only　a8　bad　taste　but　as　insubordination　or　a8

subversive　poli七ical　ac七ion．　Nietzsche　implies　that　the　slave　has　usurped

七he　position　of　the　maste℃by　writing七heh↓own　story　of　morality：“→t　is，　to

use　my　language，泌θ加㎡加θ在ロoψwhich，　wiもh　that，　finally　gets　its　word　m

（and　makes班o照鋤．”10　（We　wil　disuss　this　l飯rther　below　in　F主antz　Fanon’8

斑没磁品ち　砺1缶膓漉～ぷ血｝．　The　slave　has　s憂yly　stolen　the　loudspeaker

away　from　the　master．

　　　　　Rey　Chow　quotes　Confucius：

If　names　are　no七cor∫ect，　then　language　usage　becomes

1］丑Pピopeτ・

If　language　usage　is垣propeちthen七hings　canno七be　achieved．

This　is　why　the　nobleman元s　dev碗ed　to　naming　app℃op垣ately

and　　ca町ing　　out　lallguage　　usage　　apProP主iately　　　　「The

nobleman’81anguage　usage　is　n6t　haphazard　but　complete．11

［My七ranslatio㎡

One◎f　the　most　ancient　myths　about　language　in　many　societies　has　been

that　by　captu主ing　a　word　one　could　control　reali旬　The　signfier　and　the

signified　have　been　one　and　the　same　in　the　minds　of　Iロa刀y　people．　Thus　a

change　in　the　world　of　signi丘ers　would　lead七〇achange　in　the　world　of

objects．　The　quote　from　Confucius　above　may　be　more　sop垣sticated　than

this，　containing　a皿ore　abs七ract　knowledge　based　on　experience　tha七change

or　disorder　in　language　often　occurs　concurrently　with　changes　in　80cie匁

Neveτtheless，　this　notion　that　the　powerful　aτe　in　contτ010f　language　has　a
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thneless　truth　abou七it；even　today　many　people　would　make　the　connec七ion

“control　of　language＝control　of　ideology＝con七rol　of　people・”Who　can　deny

e．g．，　that　the　language　of　the　U．S．　Constitution　possesses　a　certain　powerfUl

and　soothing　hlre？　“We，　the　people　of　the　United　Sぬtes，　in　order　to丑）rm　a

more　per允ct　u面on，　estab五sh　just元ce，垣sure　domestic　tranquinity　pτovi（1e

Ibr　the　common　de｛≧se＿”This　passage　carries　such　an　air　of　autho℃ity

and七he　subject　is七he鉦st　person　pluτa←we，　you　and　I，　establish　justice・

The　words　become　writt飽on　our　souls，　compelling　us　to　preserve　oロτ

count培the　one七hat㈱es七ablished．　The＆amework品r　mderstanding

七he　Constitution　is　se七up　by　the　words　selec七ed　in　its　w亘tirlg。

　　　　　If　Nie紘sche　rejects　morality　wholesale（i．e．，　morality　as　he　knew　it），

then　what　is　his　prescription丘）r　creating　healthy　aristoc℃ats，　or　the

“overman”as　he　called　it　inク乃θ丑㎞功α巧』8θめ・？　If　society　is七he　site　of

overt　dolnina七ion　of　the　strong　over　the　weak，　then　what　is　there　le丘to

ennoble　us？What　is　there　left　to　live　fbr？Hi8　allswer　is　aes七hetics，　the

quest長）r　the　crea七ion　and　apPreciation　of　the　beautifuL　　He　Inakes　it　ve理

clear　that　a　subjugation　of七he　nlajority　of　people　is　necessary　負）r　the

production　of　cu1七ure．　The塩ult　of　the　pτiest　is　that“he　has　ruined　taste垣

θ2・励αθθ紘五6～冶蛤”　（ill　arts　and　letters）．12　］Beauty　ixl　art　alld　lette℃8五）r

Nietzsche　is　not　rec皿cilable　with　what　he　calls　morali匁　　Again，　he

returns七〇七he　B輌ble：

Ido　not　like　theハ后w　7わ8左～1ηθ12ちyou　have　worked　that　out　by

now；it　almost　disturbs　me　to　be　so　ve℃y　isolated　in　my　tasもe

regarding　this　most　valued，　over・valued　work（七he　taste　of　two

millenia　is　8幽垣5云me）：but　it　is　no　use！“Here　I　stand，　I　can

do　no　other”，13－I　have　the　courage　of　my　bad　taste．　Theα∂

距廓ヨ1ηθ12か一Wel，　that　iS　SOmet］垣ng　qUite　d迅ierent：eVery

respect　fbr　theα∂先8ね加θ刀鏡Hヨnd血it　i汀㈱t　men，　he℃oic

landscape　and　something　of　that　which　is　mosもrare　on　ear七h，

the　incomparable　na董vety　of　the　8血ヵ刀g力θaヱ才∫even　more　I　find

apeople＿ln　conも℃ast，　in七he　Wwπs彪加θ刀61丘nd　nothing　but
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pet敏　sec七arian　groupings，　nothing　bu七　rococo　of　the　sou1，

nothing　but　arabesques，　crannies　and　oddities＿Humih七y　and

pomposity　right　next　to　each　other；agarrulousne8s　of飽elmg

which　almost　stupefies；ostensibly　passionate　but　lacking

passion；　embarrassing　gesticulation；　obviou8妙　breeding　is

lacking　here＿　　The　ascetic　ideal　not　only　spoit　health　and

彪86θ．1七spoilt　a　th鉋d，食）uτth，　f品h，　sixth　thing　as　we11－I

shall　re食ain＆om　saying　what　they　all　were（I　would　never

reach　the　end！）14［My　itahcs］

His　problem　with　the　1Wwπ5彪m磁彦and　its　mora且ty　i8　that　it　is　ugly　fbr

him．　The‘suga亘ness”and　d輌shonesty　of　it　is　all　too　disagreeable．恥the

extent　that　theαげ距8頗mθ刀Zwas　less　mora五stic　it　was　more　aesthetica且y

pleasing　致）r　him．　The　ascetic　ideal　destroys　the　ae8thetic　idea1　長）r

Nietzsche．　Ultimate1況howeveちwhaむhe　does　when　con£ro鋤ed　with　the

confUct　between　the　incongruity　of　Ch亘stian　moτality　and　hi8　idea1◎f

aristoc¢atic　taste　is　to　completeb　toss　Christian　Inorality　overboard．

2．］Foucault

What　Foucault　does　with　the　huma垣sm　and　“progres8”since　the

Enlightenme跳is　not　so　di］改br斑t丘om　what　Nie紘sche　did　with

Judeo析Christian　moralit鵬as　I　described　above．　Inヱ万3（鋤’刀θθ12〈タPロ121助”

Z力θ」駈功of鋤舳oηF◎ucau1七conv輌nci垣y　demonstra七es　through　a

histo］ワof　the　prison　since　the　Enlightenment　that　much　of　ouピsuppo8edly

benign　huma玉ゴsm　and　IH）eralism　is　also　a　means　of　containment，　that　in

the　midst　of　the　monarchical　tyranny　befbre　the　Enligh七enm頭ちthere　was　a

留eater　pote産ial　fbr∫ebe駈on　and　illegali匁　Many　of　the允atu主es　of　the

prison　were　inco主porated　into　other　modem　instituti頭s　8uch　as　the　school

and　the　we臨re　bureaucrac況which　were　fbロned　alongside　the　p亘son．　As

the　power　to　pu垣sh　was　made　more　d避use，　being　tak頭｛｝om　the　King　and

超neb　distributed　out　t◎the　bourgeo輌sie　in　the致）rm　of　new　profbssions　of

containment　such　as　pri80n　administrators，　pyschologists，‘‘educationalists，”
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and　legalists，　that　power　became　more　and　more　disguised．　Since　the　open

possession　and　exercise　of　power丘）r　manipulating　o七hers　to　one，s　own

advantage　was　anathema　to　the　ideologies　of丘eedom，　individuahsm，　and

democracy　power　had七〇be　masked．　The　body　was　no　longer　the　si七e　of

discipline，　but　the　sou1；the‘‘carcera1”（institutions　of　containmeylt　such　as

the　prison，　the　schoo1，0r　the血ctoτy）replaced　physical　punishm頭t　as　the

pre企rτed　method丑）翌dealing　with　crime，　illegality　and　aberrant　behavior．

Both　Metzsche　and　Foucault　highlight　the　potenもial　of　liberalist　thought

systems　to　become　an‘‘in七e℃iorized　fbrm　of　social　con七主01．　15

　　　　　Foucault　writes

Perhaps，　too，　we　should　abandon　a　whole　tradition　that　allows

us　to　imagine　that　knowledge　can　exist　only　where七he　power

relations　aオe　suspended　and　that　knowledge　can　develop　only

outside　its　injunctions，　its　demands　and　its　interests．

Perhaps　we　should　abandon　the　belief　that　power　makes　mad

and七hat，　by七he　same　token，　the℃頭unciation　of　power　is　one

of　the　conditions　of　knowledge．　We　should　rather　admit　that

power　produces　knowledge．．．that　power　and　knowledge

directly　imply　one　anotheL．．16

Because“all　knowledge　presupposes　power℃elations，”he　unites　power　and

knowledge　into　the　single　concept“power－knowledge．”17　Between　the

エロid・18th　centuW　and　the　present　Foucau1もdelineates　a汐adual　process　of

transfbrmation　in　punishment£rom　physical　torture　and　execution　towards

bodily　containment　and　re・training．　In主ough　outhne　the　s七eps　go＆om

prison　to　the　penitentia驚y　to　the　re＆）rmato野to　the　carcera1－a　gradual

tτend　towards　increasingly　gentler＆）rms　of　punishnlent．　At　the　same　time

that　this　trend　towards　genむ1位es8　was　underwa況there　was　a　consistent

expansion　of　the　production　of　knowledge．　C亘minals，　derelicts，　and　indeed

ally　persons　who　did　not飽within　the　normative　categories　or　averages

came　under　scrutiny　Rather七han　jus七cut　o£f　the　hands　of　a　thie£s伍e　was
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detained　and　lbrced　mto　a　new　regimen　meant　to　corτect　her伍m．　S／he

would　be　se就thτough　a　standardized　assembly　line，　studied　and　instUled

with　new　habits－in　one　end　and　out　the　othe℃andτe・injected　int◎society

The　design，　production，　and　xnaintenance　of　these　refbrming　factories

requ江ed　the　training　and　reproduction　of　a　huge　body　of　workers　possessing

power・knowledge　of　law　psychology　medicirle，　engineering，　etc．　He　w主ites

VVithin　a　short　space　of　time，　de七ention　became　the　esselltia1

鮫）rm　of　punishmen七．．．　The　sca斑Dld，　where　the　body　of　the

tortured　criminal　had　been　exposed　to　the　ritually　m斑浪sted

長）rce　of　the　sovereign，　the　punitive　theatre　in　which　the

rep宝esentati◎n　of　punishment　was　pemlan頭tly　available　to

the　social　body　was　replaced　by　a　great　enclosed　complex，　and

hieでarchized　structure　that　was　integrate（hnto　the　veヱy　body

of　the　state　apparat囎．18

Abus濫strict，　and　constant　schedule，　panopticism（the　technique　of

constant　surve丑1ance　of　prisoners），　a　careful　recoオding　and　ana妙sis　of　every

move　of　the　p亘soner　each　da況and　an　extreme　attention　to　minor　of飽nses

and　slightly　abe宜ant　behav輌or　were　some　of　the　newもechniques　of　this

re致）τm　system．19　0ur　modem　carceral　system　was　in　place　by　1840　with

the　opening　of　a　prison　in　Mettray　France；here　all　these　techniques　were

aPPlied．20

　　　　　Foucault　states　that‘‘this　great　carceral　network　l‘colonies　fbr　the　poo葛

abandoned　vag主ant　chi1《i仕en，，‘almshouses，丘）r‘poor　innoc頭t　g姪18　whose

mothers’immorality　has　exposed　to　precocious　pewersi培’in　other　words

othe主P］性80n・1止e　mstitutions】reaches　a且the　disciplinary　mechanisms　that

function　thr◎ughout　socie㎏”　This　then　became　whaもhe　cans‘‘the　carceral

archipelago．”21　C亘minality　was　transfbrnled　mto　8ickness，　the　judge　mto

adocto主　Every皿e　is　now　a　judge：“the　society　of　the　teacher・judge，　the

doctor・judge，　the　educator・judge，　the‘80cial　worker’・judge；it　i80n　th駆n　that

the　unive∫s泣reign　of　the　no主mative　is　based．”22　All　modem　mstitutions　of
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education　and　co賀ection，　he　argues，　borrowed　the　normativity・七raining

techniques　of　the　prison．　The　power・knowledge　of　these　techniques　has

been　so　widely　dispersed　th℃oughout　society　that　we　apply　thoseもechniques

to　contain　each　otheピand　thereby　ourselves　without　even　bemg　conscious　of

it．　Foucault　prevents　us＆om　remaining　unconscious　of　it．

　　　　　Both　Z万鋤品θ没刀∂Pα刀1泌and　Oη功θGθ刀θaわ甑oτ娠泌砂conta垣

valuable　critiques　of　our　modem’day　om血present　liberalist　ideology

Foucault　and　Nie七zsche’s　writings　have　the　potential　to　expose　some　of　the

hidden　hypocrisies　of　humanism　and　liberalism．　Howeveちalthough　they

point　outμoblems　wi七h　the8e　thought　systems，　neither　o登b主s　any　palpable

alternatives．　互θ〈垣」勉θz～z1ゴρα刀1訪especially　lacks　a　li企‘af6τming　visiol1．

Each　is　a“histo宝y　of　the　present”with　a　strong　sense　of　nostalgia｛br　the

pasも，　be数）re　the　bourgeoisie　took　away　the　King’s　power．　At　least　Nietzsche

leaves　us　with　the　aesthetics（however　impractical　it　is）and　the　visiのo£

七he　ancient　Greek　way　of　li允七hat　positively　a鑑med，　instead　ofτepressing

“natural　powers　and　energies．”23　But　both　of　them　seem　trapPed　and

unable　to　escape　the並dialectics．　Foucault　says　in　an　inte押iew　with　Gilles

Deleuze，“This　is　a　struggle　against　poweちastmggle　aimed　at　revealing

and　undermi垣ng　power　where　it　is　most　mvisible　and　insidious．”24　Even

as　he　attacks　liberalism　heロomotes　liberalism．　He　is　wagmg　a　war

“against　poweち”attempting　to　help　the　downtrodden岨dermine七yrannica1

τegimes，　and　himself　producing　power・knowledge．　He　is　wag垣g　a　war

against　libera五sm　wi七h　liberalist　principles．25　Howeveちhe　succeeds垣

ma］king　us　aware　of　the　connection　between　our　humanistic　knowledge　and

our　power　to　co加ain　each　othe葛and　causing　us　to　question　the　prevalent

assumption　that　we　are　freer　today　than　we　were　in　the　dark　days　of

tyranny　be長）re　the　Enlightenment．

3．Fano鳳

As　with　Foucault，　Frantz　Fanon　likewise　acknowledges七he　link　between

knowledge　and　power　in』㌶a改級坑％ぴθ2磁～雄葛clearly　stating　this　f蚕ct

eariy　in　the　book：‘MasteW　of　language　a］望brds　remarkable　poweゴ’26　He
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discusses　thi8　power・knowledge（to　transplant　F◎ucault’s　term）in　his飯st

chapter」‘‘IThe　NegTo　and　Language．　　In　broad　terms，｝Us　book　represents

an　a枕empt　to　do　a　psychoanalytic　investigation◎f　the　colonized　black　man，

with　the　goal　being　the‘‘disalienation　of七he　black　maバand　all　o七her

co1◎nized　people．27　He　does　not　investigate　the　psycho1◎gical　aliena磁on　of

the　black　woman，　as　if　the　menta18tate◎f　colonized　women　i81ess

impor七ant　or　unrelated　to　that　of　men．　This　remains　the　most　problematic

允ature　of七his　seminal　work．　Here　I　will　consider　mai㎡y　the　ideaS　in　the

丘rst　chapteちwhich　have　to　do　with　the℃01e　of　language　in　colonization．

　　　　Fanon　explains　that　in　a　colonial　situation　colonized　people　are　judged

both　by飴110w　colmized　people　and　by　co1皿izers　based　upon　how　we丑伍ey

speak　the　co1◎nizer’s　language．　Providing　a　usef已1　example　of　the　power　of

language，　he　says　thaもthe　colonized　man　who　speaks　well　is企ared：‘‘Keep

an　eye　on　that　one，　he　is　almost　white．”28　Mere玉y　l）y　acqui亘ng　knowledge

of　the　colonize℃’s　language，　he　becomes　an　oblect　of　fbar　and　suspicion丘）r

the　people　of　his　native　culture．　People　can　intui七ive妙sense　another，s

8uperior　power　through　the　word88伍e　speaks．　On　the　other　hand，　white

men“七alk　down”七〇colonized　blacks，　treating　them　1至ke　children，　since　they

expect，　and　perhaps　wa鋤七hem，　to　be　unable　to　speak　like　adults：“A　white

man　addre8sing　a　Negro　behaves　exacdy　1止e　a迫adult　with　a　child　and

starts　smirking，　whispe壬mg，　patro垣zing，　coz頭輌ng．　It　i8　not　one　white

man　I　have　watched，　but　hund主eds．”29　He　says　that　white　men　will　also

8peak　down　to　blacks　by　speaking　in　aぬke　pidgin：‘内bu－A伍ca？　Dak餌

Ru五sque，　whorehouse，　dames，　ca飴，　mangoes，　bananas＿”30　The　level　of

language　abihty　is　tied　to　perceived　maturity　level　and　mental　capaci敏

One　can　only　asp丘e　to　becoming　a　real　human　being　by　mastering　the

language　of　the　colonize鳴and　even　then　they　mus七1isten　to　statemeRts　like，

“Here　is　a　black　man　who　handles　the　French　language　as　no　white　man

today　can．，，31　No　matter　how　pro丘ci頭t　they　become，　they　are　still

separated　out　withτace　and　treated　like　an　anomaly　or　a　we11・trained

monkey　Social　power　accrues　as　language　ski且rises，　but　social　power

accrues　only　to　a　point　lower　than　whites．
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　　　　　1｛equotes　Damourette　and　Pichon：“Every　dialect　is　a　way　of

thinking．”32　1t　is　also　true　that　every　language　is　a　way　of　thinking．

Wh題one　speaks　a　language　one　takes　on　the　world　and　the　culture　that　go

with　it．33　English　is　a　language　that　is　very　concerned　with　having　and

ge嶺ng，　sex，　and　numbe胞　We　ask，“Do　y皿have　the　time？”to　mean“Do

you　know　the七ime？”　We　always　speci＆whether　objects　and　people　are

singular　or　plural　and　whether　animals　and　people　are　male　or允male，　with

words　like“he／she”and“he曲ooster．”Many　of七he　world’s　languages　do

no七compel　one七〇make　such　distinctions，　but　make　other　distinctions．

Japanese，　fbr　examPle，　is　a　language　that　causes　the　speaker　to　constantly

express　her！his　social　status　relative　to　the　listene℃or　o七her　persons

re企rred七〇when　speaking．　F頗on　s七ates，“＿to　speak　is　to　exist　absolutely

fbr　the　othe鷲”34　Hegel　said　that　the　one　who　exists　absolutely最）r　the　other

is七he　bondsman．　The　lord　exists数）℃himse猛　　冊th　this　clever　twist　of

Hege1’s　statement　Fanon　is　making　a　profbund　statement．　Tb　speak　is　to

obeyもhe主ules　of七he　culture　behind　a　language．　We　speak　in　order丘）r　the

othe宝t◎understand，　so　fbrもhe　colonized，　speaking　in　the　language　of　the

colonizer　immediately　pu七s　him　in　bondage．　Howeveちthis　means　that　to

speak　is　to　be　in　bondage，　ibr　anyone．　h　this（and　other　examples　below）

Fanon　succeeds　in　going　beyond七he　dialectic　of　mas七er　and　slave．

　　　　　For　Fanon　language　is　a　matter　of　social　distinction　just　hke　what　the

color　of　a　man’s　w浪’s　skin　is．　Jean　V垣euse，　a　black　character　in　a　French

autobiographical　novel　writ七en　by　a　black　au七ho1㌧says　to　himse圧“I　as　a

public　employee　am　going　to　show　the　g頭uine　negτoes　the　dif飴rences　tha七

separa七e　me　from　them．”35　He　desires　to　marry　a　white　woman，　and　show

her　o茸in　fro批of　white　men．　Interesting㎏the　same　cha主acter　a180　says，

‘‘

hthink　in　French，　France　is　my　religion．”　His　identity　and　social　status

（in　his　own　mind　as　well　as　in七he　society　that　evaluates　him）a主e　completely

dependent　on七he　color　of　his　wi企’s　skm　and　the　language　he　speaks．7b　a

certain　ex七ent，　woman　and　language　are　means　to　the　acquisition　of

whiteness，　and迂not　displacing　the　whi七e　man，　at　least　loining　his　ranks

and　sharing　in　his　powe鷲　If　we　combine　this　with　wha七Fanon　says　about
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the“abandonment－neurosis”of　a　person　like　Veneuse，36　then　language　and

woman　become　things　to　be　acqu亘ed　in　order　overcome　this　neurosis・

Here　］日【egers　in丑uence　is　as　apparent　as　F主eud’s．　Of　course，　Freud’s

Oed註）us　Complex　comes　to　mind鉦st，　bu七also　Hege1’s　lord　and　bondsman

who　seek七he　death　of七he　othe把　In　Hegelhan　terms，　contτ010f　the

colonizer’s　woman　and　language　would　be　a　way　to　achieve　a

Se1仁con8ciousne8S　that　exists五）r　itse1£　Fanon　seems　to　agree　wi七h　Hegel

rega℃ding　the　psyche　of　the　opPressed，　but数）r　Fanon　everyone　is　neither

completely　opPressor　nor　opPressed　but　a　certain　portion　of　both・

　　　　In　spite　of　Fanon’s　use　of　Hegel　and　Freud，　there　is　a　powe血I　critique

here　of　t｝1e　human　sciences　and　philosophy　of　the　West．　Fanon　uses］ilegel

and　Freud　to斑tique　Hegel　and　Freud．　He　is　saying　tha七〇ne　of　the

留ea七e8t　ideological　weapons　of　Westem　thought，　that　is　deeply　embedded

in　the　human　sciences，　is　the　distinction　be㎞een　human　and　aτ1imaL　His

point　leads　one　to　think　that　withou七that　distincti皿we　canno七justi｛y　ouτ

exploitation　of　animals　or　fbreign　people－the　two　are　closer　fbr　us　than　we

would　1ヨζe　to　admit．“＿All　these　inqui主ies　lead　only　in⑩e　direction：to

make　man　admit　that　he　is　nothing，　absolutely　nothin9－and　that　he　must

put　an　end　to　the　narcissism　on　which　he　rehes　in　o℃der　to　imagine　tha七he

is　dif飴re泣｛壬om　the　other“animals．”　“Having　re且ected　on　that，　I　grasp　my

漁arcissism　with　both　hands　and　I　turn　my　back　onもhe　degradation　of　those

who　would　make　man　a　tnere　nlecha垣sm．”37　This　is　why　the　mas岳ry　of

language　i8　so　crucial　as　a　nla止of　cMhzatim　Many　people　saポ‘OW

human　bemgs　have　language；tha七’s　what　separates　us£rom　the　an輌mals．”

There負）re，　this　means　that，“lf　y◎u　do　not加yθ1anguage［i．e．　my　language］，

then　y・u　are　n・もhumn【i．e．　what　l　kn・w　t・be　human】．”On　the　c・nt・a巧

七hough，　other　animals　do　have　language，　and　even　a　mechanism　such　as　the

computer　has　language．38　“What　are　called　by　common　con8飽t　the　human

sciences　have　their　own　drama．　Should　one　po8tulate　a　type負）r　human

reality　and　describe　its　psychic　modalities　only　through　deviation8＆oln　it

［what　Freud　did］，　or　should皿e　n・t　rather　s垣ve　un宝emittingly］br　a

conc℃ete　and　ever　new　understanding　of　man？”　He　says　that　if　we　cannot
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talk　about　philosophy　i．e．　our　basic　needs，　th凹we　w迅work　within　the

psychoanaly七ical　f壬amework　and　study七he“f㌦且ures，”1ike　engine　failures．

Fanon　seeks　cures　fbr　the　narcissism　of　both　the　colonizer　and　the

COIOIlized．39

　　　　　Who　in　psychoanalysis　and　phaosophy　could　be　more　narcissistic　than

Hegel　and　Freud？How　many　times　in　the　space　of　ten　pages　in　Hegers

chapter　entiもled“Lordship　and　Bondage”in乃θ刀omθ刀翻b甑㎡励励does

he　use　the　word“self，？　One　hundred？　Hegel　writes

Se】［f℃onsciousness　is　f巨ced　by　another　se1仁consciousness；it

has　oomθo磁oτ∬βθ茄　This　has　a　two｛bld　sign遁cance：鉦st，　it

ha810st　itse1£lbr　it五nds　itseH　as　an　o功印・being；secondly　in

doing　80　it　has　superseded　the　other」fbr　it　does　not　see　the

other　as　an　ess鋤tial　being，　but　in　the　other　sees　its　own　8elf：40

According　to　Hegel，　in　the　other　we　see　ourselves，　and　yet，　we　also“8eek　the

other’s　deaもh．”41　Therefbre，　by　k韮1ing　the　othe葛we　k且10urselves．　He

writes，“Death　is七he刀θεα毘～1　negation　of　consciousness．”　Through　this

鵬gation　of　the　otheちone　attains　se1£consciousness　which“exists｛br　itse1£”

i．e．，　the　masteじThe　bondsman，　on　the　other　hand，1ives｛br　the　othe濫He

is　held　in　bondage　because　he　has　no七attained　a　se1壬consciousness　that

exists丘）r　itse1£

　　　　　Fanon’s　psychoanalysis　of　the　black　colonized　man　posits　a　view　of　him

a8　a　split　consciousnes8．　V口th　the　acquisition　of　the　coloylizer’s　language

comes　a“change　in　personalitゴFanon，　a　black　man　fごom　Antilles，

identi五es　his　own　consciousness　as　divided．　There　is　a“solidarity　with　and

ahenation　£rom　the　colonized　populatioロ．，，42　This　is　a　theory　of　the

colonization　of　the　soul　which，　I　th垣k，　does　succeed桓beginning　to　step　out

of　the　Hegelhan　dialectic　of　master　and　slave．
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4．Sco枕

VUhat　are　the　arts　of　resistance　at　the　disposal　of　subordinated　groups◎f

people？　This　is　the　main　question　that　James　C．　Scott’s　Z）αmX刀aぴαコa刀∂

孟ゐθ∠4τおor」衙8z⑳頗刀oθaddresses　i七self　to．43　His　book　sites　an　extrelne㎏

eclectic　conection　of　songs，　poems，　anth℃opological　studies，　anecdotes，

rituals，　parades，　etc．　to　demのstrate　the　ways　in　which　suboτdinated　people

fbign　de允℃ence　in仕ont　of　powerholdeτs　whaeτesisting　them　behind　their

backs　or　through五nguistic　or　behavioral　pe㎡brmances　that　are　encm）ted

or　coded　in　a　way　that　powerholders　do　not　detect　the並deception．　He

introduces　the　terms‘‘pub五c　transc］性p七”to　desc℃ibe　the　pubUc　perfbrmance

of　de飴r斑ce　mea加to　be　read　by　the　dominant　and“hidden七ranscripも”致）r

the　“of←stage，，　or　coded　per丑）rmance　meant　to　be　read　by　企110w

subordinates．　He　says　thεしt　the　public　transcipt　con8tτains　the　possibilities

of　pe］蹟）rmance　fbr　peoPle　of　dominant　g壬oups　just　as　it　does致）r　peoPle　of

subordinate　groups．　He　recalls　a　sto野£rom　Geoτge　O］㎝el1’s　Z泣8㎡θ　功θ

協8必a刀∂0功θτ』克3華葛in　which　he，　the　colonist　in　India　was｛brced　to

shoot　an　elephant　after　there　wa8　no　longer　any　need　to，　m　order　t◎

maintam　the　pub五c　transc］dpt　in］5℃nt　of　the　colonized　Indians　there　that

the　Engli8h　weτe　always　powerfUI　and　in　control．製　The｛bUowing　passage

＆◎man　anciロHndian　Buddhist　text　is　one　of　his　many　examples　of　how

8ubordinated　groups　fbigll　defbrence　ill　the　public　traxlscript　and　resist　in

the　hidden　transcript：

OBhante，　our　slaves＿do　another　thing　with　their　bodies，　say

ano七her　with　their　speech，　and　have　a　third　in　the詮mind．

On　seeing　the　maste墓they　rise　up，　take　things丘om　his　hand8，

di8card輌ng　this　and　ta1㎞g七hat；others　show　a　seat，蝕n　him

with　a　hand　fぬ，　wash　his長）e七，　thus　doing　all　that　needs七〇be

done．　But　in　his　absence，　they　do　not　even　look　i£oil　is　bemg

spilled，　they　do　not　tum　to　look　even　if　there　were　a　loss　of

hundreds　or　thousand8　to　the　master」，，45
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Thus　from　ancient　times　subordinated　groups　have　con食）rmed　to　the　pub五c

tτanscript　while　creating　a　hidden　transcript．

　　　　Howeveちas　Scott’s　example　shows　above，　people　of　dominanもgroups

have　always　known　about　this　deception．　If　we　already　know　this，　then

why　does　he　cite　so　many　exaまnples？　He　says　that　although　dominant

groups　may　know　of　the　existence　of　a　hidden七ranscript，　they　o庇en　have　no

access　to　it，　either　because　they　hve　in　separate（1uar七ers，七he　transcript　is

played　when　they　are　not　presen七，　or　they　do　not　possess　the　cultura互or

linguistic　knowledge　necessayy　to　understand　it．　He　sees　the　hidden

t℃anscripもas　a　greaもsouτce　of　power　that　has　not　been　recognized　in

writings皿power　and　resistance．“逸veryday　fbrms　of　resistance”have　the

potential　to　culminate　in　actual　rebe1互ion　or　gTadual　gains　in　collec七ive

power．　Scott’s　portrait　of　subo℃dinate　groups丘om　around　the　world　and　at

various　times　inもhe　past　presents　the　subordinated　as　more　active　and

℃esourcef巨1　in　resisting　than　they　a℃e　often　presented．

　　　　　The　view　of　subordj迫ated　groups　that　comes　out　in　this　book　has　the

advantage　of　o自もring　a　Inore　hopeful　vision　of　colonized　or　subjected　people

than　we　have　seen　in　Nietz8che，　Foucau托，　and　Fanon’s　works　above，　and　of

giving　actua1，　positive　evidence　of　many　d巡erent長）rms　of　resistance　that

subordinated　groups　have　invented．　With　this　valuable　contτibution　in

mmd，　l　would　suggest　two　theore七ical　weaknesses：He　pu七s　too　much食ith

in　the　power　of　ambiguity　or　deception　it1五nguistic　or　behavioral　utterances，

discounting　the　power　of　the　dominant　group’s　linguistic　and　cultural

capita1．　And　he　retums　to　an　overly　simplistic　model　of　domination，

similar　to　the　mas七er／slave　dialectic　of　HegeL　I｛e　misses　Fanon’s　poi跳

that　in　sites　of　colonization　the　colonized　often　ha8　a　split　consciousness，

identi£ying　herse1掘m8elf　wi七h　both七he　colonizer　and　the　colonized．　Slhe

must　absorb　the　culture　of　the　colo垣zer　and，　by　so　doing，　inequalities　in

Ievels　of　absorpもion　develop　and　a　hierarchy　within七he　colonized　group

results．　In　the　American　South，　house　81aves　had　advantages　over　the

五eld　slaves，　aτ1d　those　who　could　produce　the　utterances　most　appealing　to

the　masters　would　gain　power　over　the　others．　This　is　an　essentia1
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elemen七in　the　operation　of　colo】〔且zati皿，　w］垣ch　Scott　does　not　treat．

　　　　　For　c五もique　nu孤ber　one　above　l　tum　again　to　language・Scott　mkes

the　point　that　subordinated　groups　will　en｛brce　c◎n60rmity　to　a　s七igmatized

dialect　in　order　to　increase　s。hdarity　among　members　of　the雛oup，　and　by

domg　so，　they　can　even　create　a　cu1もure　that　is　opaque　to　lnembers　of　the

dominant　group，46　He　r論℃s　to　a　study　that　demonstrated　that　male

speakers◎f　a　stigmatized　dialect　in　England　spoke　English　that　was　closer

to　the　prestige　dialec七than　they　thought．　For　the　women　the　oPPosite　was

true．　They　thought　that　they　spoke　the　prestige　dialect　l）etter　than　they

actually　did．「rhe　conclusion　drawn　was七hat　the　men　would　gain　in　status

by　speaking　the姪native　dialect，　and　that七heir　group　maintains　sohda亘ty

and　unity　by　en丑）rcmg　co品）rmity　toもheir　own　linguistic　standard，

discouraging　and　punishing五nguist輌c　defbction　toward　the　prestige　dialect．

For］磁m，七his　is　a　way　of“defbn（1ing　the　hidden　transcript”（title　of七his

section）．　From　this　and　other　similar　examples，　he　concludes　that　Pierre

Bourdieu　misses　the　fac七that　linguis七ic　distinct輌on　can　work　both

ways－not⑩1y　in血vor　of　the　dominan七group　but　also　in　f已vor　of　the

subordinate…戸oup：

As　an　integral　part　of　their　claim　t◎superiority）ru1垣g　caste8

are　a七pains　to　elaborate　styles　of　speech，　d面ess，　col｝sumption，

gesture，　c雄iage，　and　etiquette七hat　distinguish　them　as

sharp］y　as　possible＆om　the　lower。主ders．　In　racia1，　colonia1，

or　status白based　social　orders，　this　cu批ural　segregation　also

discourages　unof鼠cial

con七amination．　Thi8

apartheid　creates，　as

CUlture　　that　is　an

θZZπど12ぴ0η妙8μゐ01「ζ五刀没磁．

same　process　that　created　an　ehte　culture　nearly　impenetrable

丘om　below　a180　encourages　the　elaboration　of　a　subordina七e

culture　that　is・paque　t・th・se　above　it．47【Ital輌cs　mine］

contact　between　orders　丑）r　企ar　of

combina七ion　of　distmctiv頭ess　and

Bouτdieu　has　emphasized，　an　elite

i皿egible　　“hieroglypI1，”　ぬLζテτ刀9　　θ8蔓ア

　　　　　V鵯hat　he　f在ils　to　note　is　that　the
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Bourdieu’s　point　seems　to　be　that　by　preventing文nembeτs　of　the　suboピdinate

group　f壬om　acqui亘ng　the　hnguistic　capital　that　would飽able　them　to

produce　utte主ances　like　those　of　the　dominant　group，　the　dominant　group

can　monopolize　positions　of　powe払　If　a　member　of　the　subordinate　group

can　produce　all　her／his　utterances　in　the　prestige　dialect，　then　s／he　could

gain七he　prestige　and　authority　tha七comes　with　such　ability　Is　not　the

abi五ty　to　exclude　a　f巨r　more　powerful　tool　than　opaqueness？　This　is　hardly

a　crucial　oversight．　　Scott　implies　もhat　subordinated　groups　seek　to

maintain　their　dif壬brences　from　the　dominant　group　in　order　to　mai琉ain

thehごopacity　and　keep　the　hidden　transcrip七going．　V防at　Scott　misses　is

七hat　the　ability　of　one　group　to　monopo五ze　positions　of　au七hority　is　f査r　more

stτategically　essential　than　the　ability　of　one　gオoup　to　make　thehご

utterances　opaque　to　the　othe払　　（The　dominant　group　has　at　least　equal

Potentia1七〇make　their　utterances　opaque　as　the　subordillated　group）．　If

aU　theエnenlbeτs　of　the　subordinated　group　seek　to　keep　the　distinction

between　themselves　and　the　donli聰就group　by　not　learning　the　prestige

磁alecもof　thehご1anguage，　wi且not　this　result　in　all　of　them　bei並g　dominated？

Onもhe　whole，　cultural　and　linguistic　distinction　favors　the　dommant　group．

Why　would　the　tactic　of　mailltaining　such　distincもions　be　such　an　ef免ctive

method　of　resistance？　There　are　other　methods　of　fbstering　so五darity

　　　　　Tb　retum　to　my　second　c℃itique，　Scott七ends七〇treat　subordinated

官oups　as　one　un燈ed　pa甑So　if　a　slave　shows　de企rence　to　his　lnaster

and　by　doing　so　serves　his　se］壬interest，　then　Scott　would　say七hat　the　slave

gained　in　powe蔦　On　an　mdividual　level　this　may　be七τue，　but　Scott　does

not　allow　that　his　defbreme　may　damage　the　power　of　the　group　as　a　whole．

Scott　does　no七make　a　clear　distinction　be七ween　the　mte℃ests　of　the　larger

subordinate（玉group　and　the　interests　of　smaUer　subgroups　o℃individuals

within　the　larger　g懇oup．　Bourdieu　is　right　that　verbal　or　symbolic

c岨cessions　do　constitute　real　concessions　of　power　or“symbolic　taxes．’，48

Symbolic　capi七al　is　easily　conve仕ed　into　material　capita1．　In　a　capitalist

economy　linguis七ic　subordination　is　an　exp℃ession　of　dt毘erences　in　economic

capitaL　　Scott　ignores　the　intimate　connection　between　linguistic
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domination　and　economic　domination．　As　Fanon　said，“intelligence　never

saved　anyone．”　　Tb　say　that　a　ぽoup　of　slaves　made　a　very　cleve「

Ploy－saying　one　thing　while　mealling　another　to　gain　power　丘）r

themselves－accomplishes　nothing　except　to　say　that　slaves　are　smrter

than　they　act．

5．Conclu8ion

』my　discussion　above　of　these　texts　conceming　Power　and　re8istance，　I

fbcused　on　the　question　of　how　these　thinkers　view　language　as鋤

instrument　of　supPression　or　resistance．　Nietzsche’s　notion　that　the　power

ohaming　was　once　the　exclusiveμerogative　of　the　aristocrats　shows

recognition　of　the　possib出ty　of　creating　language　that　supPorts　particular

ideologies．　He　teaches　that　the　terms“good／ev丑”con垣bute　to　a“飯1se

consciousness”（which，　of　course，　is　another　word　fbr　ideology）．　　In

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Bu七his　way　to　escape

enslavement輌s　to　promote　character　and　ac七ion　tha垣s　associated　with　the

term“ev日．”　Nietzsche　hhnself　was　enslaved　to　the　dialectic　of　good　and

evil　and　was　not　able　to　transcend　it．　Such　is　the五mitation　and　d鋤ger　of

Nietzsche．　What　we　could　leam＆om　Nietzsche　about　the　power　of

language輌s　that　one　method　of　resistance　might　be　to　create　language　that

supp◎rts　some　ideologies　and　counters　othe℃8，　m　Rey　Chow’s七erms，

1anguage　that　would　serve“tactics　of　i抽erventio鳳．”

　　　　　In疏8（元ρ品θ2刀ゴAz刀滅～・’乃θ」蹴力oτ功θ乃ゴ80z2　Foucault　sounds　a

war垣ng　about　the　danger　of　assulningもhat七he　liberalism　and　human輌sエn　of

the　past　two　hundred　years　has　been　ma］已ng　steady　pオogress　toward

gTeater　liberty　fbr　humanity　　］臼［e　does　no七speci丘calb　address　the　question

of　the　role　of　language，　but　he　does　say　that　all　knowledge　imphes　poweエ

垣asmuch　as　language　is　a　fbrm　of　knowledge，1anguage　would　a180　imply

Judeo・Christianity　‘‘hvinピ’（i．e．，

never血r査αn　evi1．　Nietsche

Judeo・Christian　morahty　leads

manipulated　by　those　in　powe鷲

were　the　clergy）．

enjoying　li企，　doing　what　is　na加ral）1s

shows　that　behef　in　the　ideas　behind

tO　a　false　consciousness　もhat　is　easiy

（Many　of　tho8e　in　power　in　Nie七sche’s　day

　　　　　　　　　　　this　language　framework　of
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POWer　in　F皿CaUlt’S　thOUght．」脇吻品θa刀∂盈ω訪W飯1d　enCOUrage囎七〇

investigate　the　Iiy止s　be七we飽　1anguage　and　power．　Foucault　and

Nietzsche　suggest　to　me　that　studies　should　be　conducted　in　which　one

problematizes　speci丘c　wo℃ds　or　language　from　hberalisnl　and　humanism，

explormg　how　the　concepts　behind　them　serve　interests　of　dominati皿or

reslstance．

　　　　　For　Fanon　in斑没磁品毎脇τZθ2瞼sム1anguage　is　a　key　weapon　in

coloniz垣g　the　mind　and　sou1．　Language　holds　out　the　prospect　of　powe主to

both　the　colonized　and　the　colonizeL　　Only　by　mastering　the　Ianguage　of

the　colonizer　can　the　colonized　aspire　to　apProach　recognition　as　a　human

being　f士om　the　colonize蛤　For　the　colonizer　language　is　a　way　of

dis七inguishing　themselves　from　the　colonized　and　a　way　of　creating　a

hierarchy　of　power　within　the　colonized　group．　Fano卯oints斑t　tha七〇ne

colonized　person’s　supeτior　maste】cy　of　the　language　can　provide　them　with

an　edge　over　the　others，　a　position　of　superior　power　over　other　people　of

infb滋or　linguistic　maste取　This　is　only　one　example　of　how　in　Fanon’s

approach　colonized　people　both　colonize　and　are　colonized．　His　view　of

colonizat輌on　as　a　system　that　leads　to　mental　sickness　and　the　strategy　of

heahng　this　sickness　in　the　souls　of　the　victims　of　colonization　points　to　a

way　ou七〇f　the　dialectics　such　as　we　saw　above　in　Hegel　and　Nie七zsche．

　　　　　II1　、Z）㎏ヱ刀力2a毎oη　a刀（ゾ　功θ　ノ4τ飴　αf飽ぷ岳拍刀cθ　Scott　introduce8　the

concepts‘‘pub五c　transcript”and“hidden　transc℃ipt．’，　These　concep七s　are

based　on　the　metapho℃that　says　that　actions　can　be　read　as　texts．　Scott　is

not　o℃i亘nal　in　this　me七apho℃but　he　is磁ginal　in五nding　many食）rms　of

resistance　around　the　world　that　subordinated　groups　have　used．　One

should　ask　whether　the　s七rategy　of　siting　numerous　examples　of　resistance

is　in叙ct　one　to　be｛bllowed．　We　already　know　that　subordinated　groups

deceive　powerholde主s．　Powerholdeτs　also　deceive　subordinated　groups．

Perhaps　it　is　insp並ing　or　a　good　reminder　to　say　that　subord垣ated　groups

can　exploit　the　linguistic　or　cultural　gap　be七ween　themselves　and　dominant

groups，　and　maybe　there　is　too　much費）cus　on　the　negativiW　of　domination，

as　Scott　hints．　Zλ）z22カ2a1ぴo刀θ12ゴ孟力θ∠4τ缶of1た8泡義身刀oθis　pでovocative，　and
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perhaps　inspi鷲ing，　in　tha七it　poin七s　us　ill　a　di℃ection　to　look五）r　subversive

‘‘℃ﾖsof　resistance，，，　but　i七has　the　danger　of　reproducing　naivet6　about　the

dangero囎ideological　power　of　language　in　the　service　of七he　dominant．
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