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Date: October 17, 2000 04:58 PM 
Author: Michael Goeller 
Subject: October 18 activity 

I know that since all of you were writing Essay #3 for today, you probably did not have much time to read Lila Abu-Lughod's "Honor and Shame" in our book. I hope, though, that you at least read far enough to get a sense of how her essay might be talked about using terms and ideas from Scott. 

Today what I want you to do is the following: 

Choose an incident from Abu-Lughod's essay that you think would make a good connection with James Scott's essay. Tell us about the example you have chosen, and then begin discussing it using terms and ideas from Scott. Describe the example you are discussing, and discuss at least two quotations at some length using ideas from Scott to help explain these passages. 

I would like you to use your own, original example from the essay, but if you feel you have not read the essay well enough to choose a good incident, consider one of the following: 

A) Kamla wrote an essay titled "An Essay on the Young Bedouin Woman of Egypt and the Changes in Her Life over 40 Years" (quoted beginning on page 24) in which, according to Abu-Lughod, "You can trace, in the stilted words of her essay and the candid comments (in parentheses) she made as she read it aloud to me, the outlines of the new world she hoped to gain by marrying the likes of Engineer Ibrahim Saleem" (24). How might Scott interpret the passages of Kamla reading her essay aloud to the author? How would he discuss specific passages and parenthetical remarks? 

B) Reread the story about Kamla's cousin Salih drinking liquor (pages 30-33). How might Scott interpret this story? What specific passages help us to read the way power and resistance get played out in this incident? 
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Date: October 18, 2000 01:18 PM 
Author: Austin 
Subject: Ah the public transcript! How convenient! 

Before I do what I'm supposed to and address the actual text, I just want to mention that Ms. Abu-Lughod seems to be applying a synthetic version of Scott's approach to quotations as she describes Kamla reading her essay out loud. Although Lughod might technically be quoting herself (I say "might" because I don't know that her essay doesn't follow her real life precisely), she makes herself more convincing by framing the scene / quote, presenting the scene / quote, and then looking deeper into the scene / quote. . . the way Scott does. 

Take, for instance / example (okay, I'll stop that now), where Lughod has Kamla speak of the education of girls. She sets the reader up for the quote by letting us know what was going through Kamla's head as she wrote her essay, stating after a little background info that "school was still much on [Kamla's] mind" (25). She presents the quote, with the straight-forward transition of "Her essay continued" (25). Then she explains how Kamla's "hypothetical example was, of course, from her own experience" (26). 

Creepy, ain't it? Alright, now back to work. By writing an essay that expresses her annoyance at "the kind of life her family lived" and that presents her perspective in such a tone as to force the self-respecting reader to believe that things should quite naturally be better for Bedouin women now than they were over 40 years ago, should be more like "the new world she hoped to gain by marrying the likes of Engineer Ibrahim Saleem" (24), Kamla illustrates one of the arts of resistence Scott describes: using the "kinds of claims [her audiences, those dominant over her] make to legitimacy" (536) against them to secure her own well-being. 

Since it is Lughod (or perhaps the main character) and not Kamla who is in the States, we can assume that when Kamla's teacher had sent off the essay for publication rather than burned it, it was an indication that Kamla had been prudent enough to not cross the line with any form of open defiance with regard to the mores of her culture (that is, of course, unless the teacher happens to be a powerful and successful woman who's all for supporting the underdog). Instead, Kamla put her audience in the same position as the villagers had put Orwell in Scott's essay. 



Date: October 18, 2000 01:31 PM 
Author: Amy 
Subject: Scott & Abu-Lughod 

A quote that I chose from Abu-Lughod's reading is: " 'Education for the Bedouin girl used not to exist. It was impossible for her to study' " (25). Abu-Lughod is showing women's positions in the educational aspect of society. She explains later on how society looks down on women who gain further educatioin. Instead of getting further education, she is supposed to be "responsible for the cooking and cleaning one day out of three" (24), and she was expected to do other household chores. For example, she would have to clean up after her younger siblings and do the laundry. Her uncle gave her a hard time about attending school. He would go to her father and lie about what she was doing in hopes that her father would pull her out of school. I think that in this case, her family and the society she lived in held much of the power because girls normally did not do anything that their community or family did not agree with. This dominance of family can best be seen when Kamla's essay explains marriage. Kamla explains that "even if she didn't want him, she had to agree to it against her will. Even if he was older than she was, for example, or very different from her, she had to agree to what the family wanted" (27). At this point, Kamla is telling Lila how a woman was not allowed to have an opinion or a voice about what she wanted in life. When something, in this case a husband, was given to her she had to take it with no questions asked. The family dominates their daughters' lives. Kamla got a way with a lot because of her family's support and approval. For example, she was able to go to school. Since her family was so dominant over what she did, she became more powerful from within. She gained more determination, which led her to go to school and pursue the education she wanted. Scott approached the issue of domination in a different manner. He explained domination by using the theater as an example. He felt that "the dominant never control the stage absolutely, but their wishes normally prevail. In the short run, it is in the interest of the subordinate to produce a more or less credible performance" (529-530). Scott is trying to say that the dominant are in control and hold the power up to a certain extent. The dominant group, when dealing with the theater, can be the director, choreographer, etc., but they can't do anything once the actors get on stage. The actors, the subordinate group, hold the real power during the performance. Only the actors can control whether or not the performance goes well or not. I think that this is similar to what Abu-Lughod is saying because the girl's family can shape her into being a typical woman. However, they can only guide her in that direction for so long before she takes control of her life and stands up for herself a little. That's when the girl is in charge of her own show and her parents, in the theater sense, the directors & choreographers, can't control the direction of the show to a certain extent. Scott also connects to Kamla's description of marriage when he talks about a man shooting an elephant. Orwell wrote, " 'Here was I, the white man with his gun, standing in front of the unarmed native crowd - seemingly the leading actor of the piece; but in reality I was only an absurd puppet pushed to and fro" (535). The man realized that he had to shoot the elephant whether he wanted to or not because he felt the pressure from the people around him. The pressure that he recieved from the people made him feel as though he had to shoot the elephant, and the man really didn't have a say about the situation. Similarly, Kamla explains how the pressures from her family to marry a certain person over-power her becuase she can't go against their wishes and she cannot have an opinion about the situation. 

In Abu-Lughod's reading, she approaches the concept of men dominating their families. If there werr rumors about their children doing anything that they weren't supposed to do (drink, be with the opposite sex, etc.), their father or uncle would always check out the situation. Kamla thought that the boys were being treated too strictly, which would cause them to to be more stubburn than good men. The domination of the father in the household is best seen when Salih was said to have drunk beer. Salih's father was so angry that he beat Salih, and Salih ran away from home. Even if Salih did drink once, I would think that it would harsh for his father to beat him because of it. Because Salih wasn't supposed to drink, he probably felt even more curious. Once again, this relates to Scott and the theater. The father can guide his son for so long before his son wants to run his own life. The father isn't going to be there for the rest of his son's life to tell him what to do. In that sense, Salih couldn't deal with his father's anger and accusations, and he decided to run away. Salih also probably ran away because he was being treated like a child. The father directed him in one way and it was Salih's opportunity to run his own life and make his own decision. Before he had no say in what his activities were because his father told him what to do and how to do it. However, now that Salih is free, he can do as he pleases and not worry about what his father or uncles had to say about it. Like the actors, it was Salih's time to run his life and finish the production of his life in the way he wanted it to be. 
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Date: October 18, 2000 01:46 PM 
Author: Jessie
Subject: october 18 activity 

Last night i was really busy and didn't have a chance to do the reading. i chose the quoteB suggested in the forum. This quote has to deal with Salih drinking licquer. sopposevely Salih went to a wedding and drank a beer. He kept denying it but his father kept insisting that he drank. For that he beat the son violently numerous times, encouraging him to run away. The young man was treated as a girl would be treated in that society. he was alloud to do verry little. this is what scott warns about the culture promotes asymetrical power in the family. The father has all the power and the wife has none. supprisingly, this issue wasn't focused on. the major issue focused on was the impropper treatment of young boys. the father was at the top of the heirarchial power and the children forced to live as subbordanants. The children must use the arts of resistance in order to combat the strictness of the fathers. "My warnings are to the old men, who imprisson the freedom of the young, whohas forgotten a thing called love, affection, desire, burning flames..." What this quote is saying is that the old men have forgotten what it is like to head a loving and caring family. by imprisoning the freedom of the young the are in fact making them their subbordanants. there is a two tiered power level. rather than working with the kids, they order the kids what to do. there is no communication in the sense of barber's online forums. sure there is verbal communication, but the pacticipants aren't all on the same wavelength. in the general case there is no art of resistance because itn is family. the children are bred to fear the fathers. if you instill something into an infant they will think that way for life. it is instilled into their superego. later on in life they may be able to make a decision on the contrary, but for the time being the children dont have a developed enough ego to make the qualified decisions. "although Salih was wrong to run away, the other women in the community were angrier with his father." the father beat him showing how the society is hirearchal. this quote shows that Salih ran away. this can be viewed as an art of resistance. inn the society the kid could do nothing to the father so the only way to resist was to run away. Scott would see this as an art of resistance it also purtains to scott because this was written in an earlier time. this type of scenario would never have occured in today's culture. that is because today there is more room for communication between two parties of equals. there is also legal constraints used to prevent the parents from going this far. it was agreed that it was wrong for him to run away but his only corse of action. in a sense it isn't really an art of resistance but more like a revolt. the child didn't hide the the fact that the father was overbearing and hope for another day or enven just agree with him. today the parents sit the children down and talk to them. the unconditional "tough love" has prety much dissappeared. once again the possibility of two way equal wavelength conversation makes this all possible. had the father sat Salih down and talked to him, he may have realized that maybe he didn't drink the beer, or if he did maybe he had a good reason to, maybe the beer was even pushed onto him by an elder. the family is almost a micro cosm of many societies. the father is the "sahib" and the children and women are almost subbordinants. 
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