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Heterotopia: 
Museum at the Night with a Native in the Dark

Abstract

“Museums,” a place for the collections of ancient behaviour and objects, is a heterotopia, according to Foucault, in which objects and cultures in particular could be “suspended, neutralized, or reversed” (1998: 178). Steven C. Dubin points out museums may display power, “ratif[ying] claims of superiority” (3). In the film, Museum at the Night, cultures either in the continent (America) or beyond that are juxtaposed, made fun of and/or reversed as the representation of America, the superpower. In particular, this article would focus on the long-forgotten American Native, Sacajawea who, in Museum at the Night is enclosed in the exhibition window of the museum, “deaf” “unresponsive” (68) and “lifeless” (80). Kathleen S. Fine-Dare puts it that “the physical conquest of the continent needed intellectual taming as well” (20). On the one hand, the recall of Sacajawea tells the world how Hollywood cherishes history, indigenes’ also included. On the other, through further analysis of Sacajawea, we find the twisted manifestation and acclamation of the dominance of the American Whites. 

This article intends to re-define the expression of the indigenous culture in Night at the Museum with the focus on the indigenous heroine—Sacajawea. Particularly, in the light of the presentation, re-presentation, and misrepresentation of this Native American, this paper aims to re-interpret the transmission of the indigenous culture in a film made in the twenty-first century. The first part of this paper introduces Foucault’s heterotopia and how the term is associated with museums. Then, the story of Sacajawea is briefly summarized. The final analysis focuses on her (mis)representation in the film and how Sacajawea prisoned in the museum and Sacajawea in the Native tribe (ex)ist in the heterotopia.  
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Foucault’s Heterotopia and Museum
先討論 utopia 

In “Of Other Spaces,” Foucault coins the term “heterotopias” in comparison with utopias to challenge the deploy between space and power. 
A utopia is a fundamentally unreal and imaginative space while a heterotopia
a kind of effectively enacted utopia in which the real sites, all the other real sites that can be found within the culture, are simultaneously represented, contested, and inverted. Places of this kind are outside of all places, even though it may be possible to indicate their location in reality. Because these places are absolutely different from all the sites that they reflect and speak about, I shall call them, by way of contrast to utopias, heterotopias. (24)
   Foucault furthermore takes an example from the mirror. It is a utopia because it is a “placeless place” to remind the gazer where he/she is not. “I am over there, there where I am not” (24). However, it is also a heterotopia to help 改自the to 知道 know his/her absence from the place where he/she is when he/she sees him/herself over there. In this way, the gazer can reconstitute him/herself there (in the mirror) where he/she is. 

The mirror functions as a heterotopia in this respect: it makes this place that I occupy at the moment when I look at myself in the glass at once absolutely real, connected with all the space that surrounds it, and absolutely unreal, since in order to be perceived it has to pass through this virtual point which is over there. (24) 
考慮去除
   Originally, Foucault classifies five principles in the study of heterotopias, or heterotopology.查 In combination with his two categories of a heterotopia, I will make it as six principles. First of all, there are two categories of a heterotopia: the heterotopia of crisis and that of deviation. The former refers to “priviledged or sacred or forbidden places, reserved for individuals who are, in relation to society and to the human environment in which they live, in a state of crisis: adolescents, menstruating, women, pregnant women, the elderly, etc” (25); the latter, a place for people who shaw 逃離 or avoid (找Ｖ開頭的逃脫) “in relation to the required mean or norm are place” (25). Foucault finds examples from places as psychiatric hospitals and prisons.  

The rest five principles include: (1) functions and meanings of a heterotopia can be modified with the folding of history; (2) the heterotopia can juxtapose in a single real place several spaces; (3) heterotopias are frequently linked to heterochronies, or slices in time to 脫離 the general or traditional time; (4) heterotopic is not freely accessible and is imputed 給予with “disciplinary technologies” (27); (5) functions of a heterotopia unfold查單字 two different poles—either it functions to create “a space of illusion that exposes every real space” or “a space that is other, another real space, as perfect, as meticulous” (27). To conclude, museums are one of the heterotopias Foucault indicates. 

Museums are heterotopias in which things and spaces are juxtaposed: barbarians, civilization, the pre-history beings, the future inventions are all “virtually analyzed” (Foucault 1970: 131
). Consequently, Lefebvre coins it the “space of accumulation” (1991:263
) while Foucault prefers it the “space of representation” (1970: 130確定?). However, that Hooper-Greenhill proclaims “the great collecting phase of museum is over” (2000: 152) defines and 給予offers modern museums new function and existence. Originally, museums were build to give voices to object, and especially to allow the opportunity to educate and enlighten (Hein
 151).    

The function of exhibits is to give “voice” to objects, to allow what has been collected over years to decades, the opportunity to educate, enlighten, disturb, question, entertain, and numerous other possibilities.  Museums present narratives and interpretation, though “education is about not just interpreting objects, but also deciphering interpretations.” [10]
http://www.amst.umd.edu/Research/cultland/annotations/Foucaul1.html
http://www.greylodge.org/occultreview/glor_006/heterotopias.htm
, a real space yet also a counter-site to represent, 抗爭 and revert反轉 the real site (24). 

	Thus the 'museum' as heterotopia in the fifteenth and sixteenth century functioned as a space where meaning could be eternally reread, reinterpreted and rerepresented, where the relationships of the world could be reassembled; the 'museum' of the seventeenth century functioned to fix a final meaning for material things in order to bring words and things into a finite and visible relation. The 'museum' of the nineteenth century functioned as a general archive in which time never stopped building, in which things of all epochs, all styles, all forms could be accumulated and preserved against the ravages of time, in perpetuity. The Museum acted and in many ways still acts (and not least, conceptually) as a microcosm of the world, as a universal sacred space where Man can rediscover and reconstitute his fragmented self.

But how is it that heteretopias actually work? How is the project of accumulating the archive of the world organised and whose world is it that is so organised? How is the myth of universality created and sustained? How is the myth of the universal Man constituted? What are the power/knowledge relations within this particular sacred site? And if the functions of heteretopias are open to change, is this happening in the site of the museum and if so how? In standard 'museum' literature, the identity of 'museums' is taken for granted, accepted as given, as are practices of collecting and of accumulation. A continuous identity is assumed from the 'cabinets of curiosity' to the present day: thus 'the modern museum effectively dates from the Renaissance' [8]; and 'collecting is an instinctive drive for most human beings'. [9] Essentialist notions of ahistoric practices blind us to both the genuinely long-term but changing and often discontinuous persistence of some elements of the musological articulation, and the often abrupt re-evaluation and reclassification of other elements.

One of the problems of starting to analyse a field as diverse as that of the museum is to find a way of dividing the area to be tackled. Foucault uses an analytical scheme based on the spatialisation of the medical discourse in 'The Birth of the Clinic' which is likely to be useful in other fields. Foucault used three levels of spatialisation of discourse. In applying these levels to the field of museums, primary spatialisation will focus on the selection and meaning-making practices that relate to the material things that constitute the collections of museums; secondary spatialisation will pay attention to the museum as a multiplicity of frames for the articulation of material things, subjects, and knowing; and tertiary spatialisation is characterised as the study of the social processes and the broad contextual field within which specific museum-related practices emerge and operate.

> Primary Spatialisation in the Museum

'The museum has a unique role as a repository for three-dimensional objects gathered from both the natural and the man-made environments'. [10] The gathering of objects is generally referred to as collecting. Collecting can be active or passive. An active collecting museum would be buying things on a regular basis and soliciting material from other appropriate sources, gifts, bequests, permanent loans. A museum that collects passively waits until things are offered and then decides whether it is appropriate to accept them. In both cases the decision as to appropriateness should be referred to the collecting policy ... Policies are premised on the idea that a complete table of knowledge is possible. Thus curators are exhorted to fill the gaps in the collection, [11] eliminate the empty spaces in the table of difference, complete the picture. In this respect it is very likely that the work of the museum curator in classifying his/her collection is close to the work of the nosographers classifying disease. Morphological differences define the position of the object within a hierarchical taxonomy. 

In thinking about what to collect and in defining collecting policies it is the material thing that has predominated. Thus museums hold collections of 'costume', 'lepidoptera', 'silver', 'German Expressionist paintings'. The disciplines of the museum are those that tend to be object-based; natural history, geology, art, decorative arts, archaeology, social history. These divisions spring from nineteenth century concerns and from the collections that were accumulated mainly by private collectors at that time. Later these collections found their way into museums and in many instances form the base upon which practices today are articulated. The concentration on the the artefact or specimen as material thing tends to lead to classifications that emphasise the visible features, the technologies or types of thing, the stylistic variations, rather than the social relations or articulatory practices through which the particular artefact emerged. Thus we have different types of iron artefacts, demonstrating different iron-making processes and different uses of iron at the Museum of Iron, Ironbridge. It is the substance, iron, and its different material manifestations that is the concern of the museum.

Museum classification and documentation systems constitute curators as seeing, knowing, and valorising subjects. Where classification systems are consciously in operation, they can reveal both those things which are to be valued and, simultaneously, those things which will not be accorded value. Porter has demonstrated how recent British social history classification systems treat the work of men and women differently, and how this has contributed to the invisibility of women in displays. [12] 'Domestic life' and 'working life' are two separate categories, with things which were used for washing, cleaning or cooking by women being placed into the category of 'domestic life' regardless of whether or not the items might have been used in an industrial situation. She also demonstrates how the concentration on material things to display 'history' presents an entirely distorted picture in respect of those people who barely had a material existence. Curators working only from material things cannot see or know about those many aspects of life that are not revealed through this perspective.

'The primary purpose of collection documentation is to insure the permanent and individual absolute identification of each item in the collection'. [13] Material things on entering the museum are labelled with a number that positions them in both a spatial and a knowledge hierarchy, a place on a shelf and in a card system. The opportunities for exploiting multiple meanings are limited by the amount of cross-indexing that is possible. 'Few museums have the resources to provide more than five manual indexes ... an object name index, object period index, collection place name index, donor index, and storage location index'. [14] Any other known information about an object is placed in a file which may contain related letters, press-cuttings, references to similar items in other collections etc. It is easy to see how the human dimension of artefacts is irretrievably lost in this system, and how dependent museums are on knowing about the history and articulations of the material thing before it entered the museum. The museum itself is a data-processing system, often rather an inefficient one, but one which is absolutely dependent on forces and relations that operate outside its parameters.
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	Foucault在「異質地誌學」（heterotopology）中所提出的「異質空間」概念則進一步釐清並深化了Soya「第三空間」的抗拒意涵，以及創作主體藉由文本再現試圖挑戰觀看位置和權力部署的可能性。Foucault指出日常生活中潛藏著兩種特殊空間具有質疑、消解或顛覆既有社會常規和關係的作用，即所謂的「烏托邦」（Utopia）和「異質空間」（heterotopias）8。烏托邦基本上是一個純想像的／非現實的空間，具有一套與現行社會相應或相左的完美理念型式。而異質空間則是一種作為「抗拒場域」（counter-sites）的現實空間，所有存在於個別社會／文化中的真實場域（real sites）的意義都藉由再現的過程在「抗拒場域」中不斷的進行辯證與翻轉，Foucault認為我們也許可以在現實中指出這些異質空間的真確位址，但事實上它們自外於所有地方（outside of all places）。這些異質空間截然不同於它們所再現的那些社會／文化中真實存有的場域。Foucault試圖以鏡象為喻來解釋「烏托邦」和「異質空間」的辯證機制：一方面我在鏡子／虛無之地（a placeless place）裡看見不存在的我（see myself there where I am absent），同時我又意識到自己在現實中的「不在場」，因為我已看見自己在「那邊」（discover my absence from the place where I am since I see myself over there）。「異質地誌學」藉由「在」／「不在」真實／虛構的辯證，揭露個別社會／文化的「異質空間」中並置的想像性、真實性與異質性。（Foucault, p.24）在本文欲討論的五部《流離島影》紀錄短片中，創作者不僅充分利用了電影媒介特殊的物質性，試圖翻轉了台灣早期由國家意識主導的大歷史敘事，更將大螢幕上的電影時空改裝成映照離島／本島、內／外、虛幻／真實、這邊／那邊、我們／他們交錯的鏡像，觀影時我們所看見的、聽見的、試圖捕捉並理解的離島，其實不只是反射單一向度、單一敘事的地理空間，而是相互映照、滿溢著雜質和疏離美學的「異質空間」，藉此鬆動了觀者對島嶼貧乏、固置的想像界線，並且在不同層次召喚觀著觀看者的主體性，要求思考與回應（甚至實踐），因此具有Foucault式「抗拒場域」－抗拒既有的本質論／認識論－的能動性。接下來分別就《流離島影》中＜噤聲三角＞、＜南之島之男之島＞、＜0304＞、＜馬祖舞影＞、＜基隆嶼的青春紀事＞這五部紀錄短片中如何使用噪音和舞蹈元素為例，展開關於紀錄片「異質空間」／「抗拒場域」的討論。

	或許，在每個文化與每個文明當中都有一些有點像是一些對立基地 (counter-sites) 的真實場所－這些地點確實存在，而且在社會的基礎上所形成；這些場所扮演著烏托(utopia) 的角色，在其中所有在該文化中可以找到的真實基地都被同時地再現、競爭與倒置。這種場所是外在於任何場所的，即使我們有可能指出它們在現實中座落的地點。

Foucault 試圖策略性的運用異質地方的概念來了解生活世界中任何真實與想像基地的空間性(spatiality)，以及其空間性中所包含的各種可能社會意義。因此，異質地方可以根據它們身處文化特定的「同步性」，而隨著時間改變功能及意義。此外，異質地方更能夠在同一個真實場所中並置幾個不同的空間，「幾個不能相容或完全相異的基地」(Foucault, 1986)。換句話說，異質地誌的分析假設在任何意義已知的基地上，總是存在著各種未知的「其他空間」。

Foucault 的異質地誌分析中對古蹟保存政治最有啟發性的部份，是他對時空關係的重新處理。在他對異質地方構成原則的討論中，Foucault (1986) 指出：

異質地方最常和時間的片斷相連－這意思是說它們向一種對稱於異質地方、或許可以稱為異質時間 (heterochronies) 的東西開放。當人們成為一種與傳統時間徹底決裂的地步時，異質地方才始全力運作。

Foucault 用了兩個例子來說明這種異質地方：一是圖書館與博物館，二是節慶地點。「大體說來，像我們這種社會是用相對來說較複雜的方式來組織與安排異質地方與異質時間」(Foucault, 1986)。第

一種是「無限地積累時間」的異質地方，像是博物館與圖書館。在這種地方時間從未停止積累，以便建立一種「一般性的檔案」來「把所有的時間放同個場所之中」(Foucault, 1986)。跟這種異質地方相反的是那些更短暫的時間場所，這種地方包括了節慶地點、遊樂場以及渡假村。然而，最奇特的異質

地方是那些同時結合了這兩種異質地方的地點，比方說那些為遊客提供一段短暫原始生活的原住民村落。

就在最近，有一種新的時間異質地方被發明了，那就是渡假村…由於節慶異質地方與永恆積累時間的異質地方在此一起出現，[渡假村]在某個觀點上來說和圖書館與博物館有著親屬關係 (Foucault, 1986)。

在此 Foucault 以一種有趣的方式來理解當前被主題化了的歷史環境：它們是積累時間的異質地方 (就像博物館所做的那樣)，同時也是消滅時間的異質地方 (就像節慶地點所做的那樣)。或許我們在此可以試著用異質地誌的觀點，重新來審視關於古蹟保存與空間正義的論辯。
但是又連結並被秩序所定義，異質地方提供了一個基進的基地空間，這個基地空間充滿著不可化解張力」(Genoccehio, 1995)。畢竟，當人們與傳統時間徹底決裂時，異質地方才開始全力運作。如果任意拼貼並置時間的擬像歷史場所在現今的社會正逐漸地增加，或許異質地誌的方法可以作為批判分析的有效工具。從異質地誌的觀點，任何記憶場所都包含了未知的多重意義與多重時間性。換句話說，如果我們

Travlou, 2001)。從這個角度來看，「與其說場所是記憶的倉庫，不如說它是記憶的機會。記憶的行動就

在以下的個案研究中
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