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Foreword
One of the distinguishing features of human culture is its ability to produce 
and use language for communication. Although other forms of non-verbal 
communication are used for communication, verbal communication is a 
powerful tool in the evolutionary process of human culture. Language is 
uniquely powerful, as it expresses about what is happening at the time and 
place of talking, but also about other situations, such as past and present, real 
and unreal. Broadly speaking, the science of linguistics is all about the 
scientific study of language including its form, meaning and context. When 
language is studied contextually, it becomes a part of the social and cultural 
phenomenon (Trudgill 1974), for which the language use varies from context 
to context and person to person. This branch of linguistics is named as 
sociolinguistics, which is essentially about the study of language in relation to 
society and human beings as social actors (Hudson 1996).Coulmas (1997) 
asserts how social structure influences the way people talk and how the use 
of the language is directly related to many social attributes, such as class, sex, 
age, etc. Strictly speaking, this kind of study is under the domain of micro-
sociolinguistics.
The Utkal University of Culture had the good fortune of having the doyen of 
present day linguists and a micro-sociolinguist, Professor B.N.Patnaik, on 27 
April 2019 to deliver a talk, Understanding Language and Power, to the faculty 
and students of the University. This Special Lecture was arranged by the 
Department of Linguistics under the Faculty of Languages of the University. 
The talk attracted many scholars in linguistics from various institutions of 
Bhubaneswar. To my surprise, at the end of the talk, there was a strong 
request from the audience to publish it as an “Occasional Paper” for wider 
circulation among the scholars. In deference to their wishes, the University 
decided to prepare a web-edition as well as a print-edition of his talk. That is 
how the present booklet is born. In this paper, Professor Patnaik highlights 
how “… power is expressed in language in many forms.” He cites many 
examples of insensitive and impolite languages, irony or sarcasms, political 
doublespeak, content of expressive language, etc. in different contexts to 
assert the power of the speaker. This kind of conversational language is 
naturally reflected in the literary creations as well, fictional and non-fictional. 
Professor Patnaik's paper is full of examples from various literary sources to 
prove this point, which is highly scholastic and pedagogic. His examples range 
from Sirajud-Daula to Caligula to sheriff to Des Kelly, etc. as the holders of 
power in various social contexts. This paper is an excellent narrative of how 



language expresses power or manifestation of power in linguistic discourse.
On behalf of the Utkal University of Culture, I express my gratitude to 
Professor Patnaik for accepting our invitation, coming over here, and 
delivering this Special Lecture, which is published under its Occasional Paper 
Series. I sincerely hope, this small booklet would be highly beneficial for the 
students and scholars of linguistics. 

Bhubaneswar          Kamal Kant Misra
28 June 2019                                                                         Vice-Chancellor



THE WAY  TALKS
This paper uses insights broadly from conversational analysis (in particular, 
ancient Indian theories of meaning and of H.P. Grice's work (1975)) and 
critical discourse analysis (mainly, Normal Fairclough (1984)) to study the way 
language is used by power. Here the term “discourse” refers to linguistic 
material – both spoken and written - above the sentence level; it is needless to 
add that this characterization does not exclude the concept of a single-
sentence discourse. In addition, here “discourse” refers to contextualized 
“utterances” or sentences, depending on whether it is spoken or written. The 
paper does not distinguish between linguistic expressions from the point of 
their content and designate some as discourse and the rest as non-discourse. 
Thus, weather forecast or the recipe for sambar and President Trump's 
observation that the vicious world should be held responsible for the 
journalist Khashoggi's death are all instances of discourse. The reason is that 
the same resources (lexical, grammatical, world-knowledge, etc.) and 
computations are used to interpret linguistic material irrespective of its 
content. Now the word “power” (and the basic concept it lexicalizes), is 
understood here in the sense in which it is used in day-to-day language and 
the present study of it has benefited from ideas from the relevant works of 
Noam Chomsky, Michael Foucault, George Orwell and Robin Lakoff. Power is 
viewed here as not merely a matter of ensuring that something one wants to 
happen, happens or making someone do something against his will and the 
like. It is also manifest when one resists authority, which could be an 
individual or an institution, and speaks truth to them and to people as well. 
Power has many sources, ranging from traditional values and specialized 
knowledge to military might. All (or should we say “almost all”!) relations are 
power-relations and the power-equation shows up in interactions, both 
verbal and non-verbal, in explicit or suggestive forms. In order to explicate 
how power is manifest in language use, extracts from written texts, both 
fictional and non-fictional are analysed. The paper is in two parts; the first 
makes some general observations about how power is expressed in language 
and the second analyses some interactions in Sarala's Mahabharata, his 
magnum opus, in the light of the understanding gained in the first section. 
Incidentally, this happen to be the first attempt to study this text to 
understand how power is expressed in language. 
    Power is expressed in language in many forms. In ordinary day-to-day 
interactions, it is often expressed in offending tones and insensitive language: 
crude, coarse and vulgar expressions and humiliating terms of address and 
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reference. Another form of insensitive language constitutes expressions 
more polite than appropriate in the given context of interaction. Indirect 
speaking, that makes use of Irony or sarcasm can be more offensive and 
hurtful than straightforward crudeness and vulgarity. Political doublespeak is 
a cynical device that is not infrequently used by power. Sometimes the 
expression would be free or relatively free of all of the above and similar 
modes but the content would be the carrier of the voice of power. We assume 
that the same observations, broadly speaking, hold for natural-sounding 
conversations in literary works, fictional or non-fictional. 
   Consider the following presentation of an extract from the famous Odia 
writer, Phakir Mohan (more often spelt as Fakir Mohan; the writer himself 
used “Ph” instead of “F”) Senapati. This deals with Siraj ud-Daula's treatment 
of Kuli Khan, his childhood teacher, after he became the nawab. Khan was 
known in the town as a good teacher of Persian, who had been the family 
teacher of the children in the nawab household. But, at the time under 
reference, he was old and was was living a life of penury. The news that he had 
been summoned by the nawab spread among the neighbourhood 
immediately and his neighbours congratulated him, knowing that the 
nawab's consideration would greatly improve his condition.  His wife was 
very happy with much expectation. Khan entered the court and in accordance 
with the convention, paid his respects to the nawab, seated on his throne.
   The nawab was grave and after a while, glaring at him, he spoke to him. His 
tone was harsh. “Hey, once when I did not remember my lessons, you hit me 
with a cane twice. Remember? You didn't know that I would become the 
nawab!” He then turned to the executioner and ordered him to cut off his 
head. Probably baffled, the executioner did not move. “Cut off his head at 
once”, thundered the nawab,” “or else I will come down myself and cut off his 
head and yours as well!” What happened then needs no telling. (Phakir 
Mohan Granthabali, Volume 2, p.380)
   In utter disregard of the tradition and culture, in addressing, and later 
referring, to his childhood teacher, as he was ordering the executioner, the 
nawab used the non-honorific pronoun “tu” and the non-honorific verb form 
that goes with it. His word of address “hey” was very humiliating and entirely 
unacceptable as a term of address for one's teacher. His utterance, “You 
didn't know that I would become the nawab” was sarcastic and threatening, 
and his tone, highly insulting. In contrast, consider Emperor Caligula's 
language in the following exchange, which is from Albert Camus's famous 
play, Caligula:
    Caligula: Every Partician, everyone in the Empire who has any capital – small 
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or large, it's all the same thing – is ordered to disinherit his children and make 
a new will leaving his money to the State.
Intendant: But, Caesar…
Caligula: I haven't yet given you leave to speak. As the need arises, we shall 
have these people die; a list will be drawn up by us fixing the order of their 
deaths. When the fancy takes us, we may modify that order… (p.19)
  Caligula's and Siraj ud-Daula's language can be said to constitute the 
quintessential language of power. It may be noted that these are different in 
certain respects: although Caligula's sick cynicism defines the limits of 
humiliating the other, there is no abusive or crude word in his language.  He 
communicates his power by what he says and by the brevity and the dry tone 
of his speaking as well. He controls the exchange and reduces it to a harangue. 
He makes it clear that he is the decider of things he has control over, such as 
the state treasury and his subjects. He knows that he cannot be questioned 
because his word is law. His addressee could speak only if he permits him to 
do so. If he responds at will, he would curtly cut him short, thereby showing 
him his place.  
   Granted, the above are instances of the language of ruthless dictators, but if 
we set aside the content and consider the discourse strategy, we would find 
that almost the same strategy is used in interactional situations in which the 
interactants are in an unequal power relationship, such as, say, a job 
interview.  It is the interviewer who initiates the interaction and it is he who 
changes the topic of discussion, if he wishes to, and terminate the interview 
when he chooses to do so. He can interrupt the interviewee during, say, the 
latter's response to his question, but the latter cannot interrupt the 
interviewer or change the topic of their exchange. There are many rude 
interviewers but hardly rude interviewees. 
   For another instance of the expression of power in language, consider the 
sheriff's language in the following extract from Mario Vargas Lllosa's The 
Dream of the Celt, slightly modified (inconsequential for our present 
purposes). The sheriff is in position of power with respect to Roser Casement, 
who has been condemned to death.  At the same time, he considers himself 
to have been grievously harmed by Casement. His son was fighting in a war in 
which Casement belonged to the enemy side. He had got killed in the war and 
the sheriff genuinely considered him personally responsible with regard to his 
son's death. Thus his relation with Casement is complex: he is powerful with 
respect to him, who is now the prisoner and at the same time, he considers 
himself to be his victim.  
   Incidentally, not all would share the sheriff's perspective that just because 
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Casement fought for Germany, the enemy country, he was directly 
responsible for his son's death, who died in a bombing attack and consider his 
victimhood reasonable or maybe even intelligible. In the context of a 
conversation, this is what one might call the third-person's or the onlooker's 
perspective. This paper does not bring it into the ambit of the discussion, 
following the general practice in conversational analysis studies.  
“You hate me and can't hide it,” Roser Casement said. The sheriff, after a 
moment's surprise, agreed.
     “I have no reason to hide it”, he murmured. 'But you are wrong. I don't feel 
hatred for you. I feel contempt. That's all traitors deserve”. 
'You had everything,” the sheriff grumbled. “Diplomatic posts. Decorations. 
The king knighted you. And you went and sold yourself to the Germans. How 
vile. How ungrateful.”
    He fell silent and Roger thought the sheriff was sighing.
“Whenever I think about my poor son killed over there in the trenches, I tell 
myself you're one of his killers, Mr. Casement.”
“I'm very sorry you lost a son,” Roger replied. “I know you won't believe me, 
but I haven't killed anyone yet.”
“You won't have time left to do that now”, was the sheriff's judgement. 
“Thank God.”
   This is an exchange, unlike the earlier ones. Here the participants talk on 
equal terms, despite the present difference in their status. The sheriff's words 
are strong and rude, characteristic of the language of power. Casement, once 
a much-decorated pubic figure, who now stands as a criminal for political 
reasons, responds to the sheriff's condemnation of him with poise, restraint 
and dignity, not because he is the man who has been condemned to die and as 
such, is too powerless to protest, but because he genuinely empathises with 
the sheriff. He almost pleads with him to understand his innocence in the 
matter of his son's death but receives a sharp rebuff. 
   The above invites comparison with the Siraj ud-Daula interaction mentioned 
earlier. In each case, there is a condemned man, who is considered by the one 
in power to have grievously harmed him in the past. The interaction in each 
case is an instance of revenge talk by the powerful, characterized by the use of 
abusive expressions and angry and offending tone. 
   We now turn to another instance of the expression of power in language.  In 
contrast to the instances above, here the expression is subtle and 
sophisticated.  The rudeness in the exchange is not expressed in explicit 
terms. As far as the power relationship is concerned, it is different from the 
same in each of the instances discussed so far. The ruler is always powerful 
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with respect to his subjects and a sheriff, to the one condemned to die. But 
here there are two well-known persons, successful in their respective fields; 
however, in this particular situation, namely an interview, one of them 
considers himself to be at an advantageous position vis-à-vis the other in 
terms of power. But the other, the interviewee, frustrates him, which shows 
his power.   

         Des Kelly: Jose, a 3-1 defeat. After a fabulous start the game just got away 
from you.
              Mourinho: I have nothing to say.
              DK: Nothing to say about the game at all?
              JM: Nothing. I have nothing to say.
              DK: Nothing to say about the Lucas decision that left him on the pitch?
              JM: Nothing to say. I have nothing to say.
              DK: The Costa clash?
              JM: I have nothing to say. I'm so sorry I have nothing to say.
           DK: Do you think it is not time to have a chat to the fans to give them    

some message, to give them some indication of your thinking.
              JM: They are not stupid.
              DK: We heard them chanting your name.
              JM: The fans are not stupid.
            DK: You said before the game you weren't worried. Are you a little bit 

more worried now?
              JM: No. Worried about what?
              DK: Your future, your position at the club, the backing of the board.
              JM: No.
              DK: Nothing about the game at all?
              JM: No.
              DK: No individual performance you would like to pick out?
              JM: No.
              DK: Nothing about the performance going ahead
              JM: Nothing.
              DK: Nothing about the way you could fix it?
              JM: I cannot say.
              DK: Thank you for your time Jose.
             (The Times of India, Bengaluru, November 2, 2015)
     Des Kelly is an influential football journalist of England and Jose  Mourinho, 
the chief coach and manager of the London-based football team, Chelsea. 
Mourinho had been a very successful manager and had won many laurels 
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including the FIFA Best Manager Award five years ago. Chelsea was the 
reigning champions of English Premier League but was, at the time of the 
interview, languishing at the fifteenth place in the league table. The sacking of 
Mourinho was already being talked about. For him to avoid sacking, it was 
necessary for his team to win that match against Liverpool, but it lost 2-3. 
Some referee decisions had gone against his team. Now, Mourinho was 
known to be a bad loser. When his team lost, he could blame the referee, the 
manager of his opponents, sometimes even his players, etc. for the defeat. A 
fine communicator, no manager in modern football can weave a better 
conspiracy story than him. 
   Now he was being interviewed by the well-known journalist. In such a 
situation, the balance of power is always titled in favour of the interviewer. 
Public interview of a very successful person in certain fields such as sports and 
films, is often an act of bashing and not many things could be more 
newsworthy and entertaining to the readers and viewers than the downfall of 
a famous person. Kelly was trying to embarrass Mourinho in a weak moment 
of his life and perhaps excite him to make comments against the referee, 
particular players, club officials, etc. that would belittle him further in the 
public eye. In a way, he was in a demolition act of a kind. This is an act of 
rudeness that power often indulges in. He asks probing, embarrassing 
troubling questions and every question is carefully framed from his 
perspective. He persists in his “interrogation” until he realizes that he had 
failed. 
   Mourinho responds to his rudeness by his style of aggressive non-
cooperation, which is uncharacteristic of him. He does not opt out of 
conversation and continues to provide answers but none of these that Kelly 
would oblige. On the surface, their conversation is polite, which conceals 
much rudeness. This shows that explicit linguistic features such as the use of 
crude words, curses, non-use of euphemistic expressions, offensive words 
and other forms of impolite language, do not always characterize insensitive 
and hurtful language. One must consider the underlying meaning by 
resolving the implicatures as well, in terms of Grice's theory of conversational 
meaning or the vyanjana (suggestive) meaning, in terms of the ancient Indian 
theorists of non-literal interpretation of utterances. 
   it may be worthwhile for us to note that power does not always deliver 
threats, insults and humiliations; he can deliver solace and reassurance as 
well. The best example, to my mind, is Krishna's words to Arjuna: 
sarvadharman parityajya mamekam saranam vraja / aham tvam 
sarvapapebhyo moksayisyami ma sucah (The Bhagavadgita, Chapter XIII, 
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Sloka 66), which S. Radhakrishnan translates as follows: “Abandoning all 
duties, come to Me alone as shelter. Be not grieved, for I shall release thee 
from all evils (1993: 448).” In Krishna's language, there is the most explicit and 
emphatic declaration of his absolute authority. It contains assurance of his 
protection. But there is no compulsion for Arjuna to take that path; Krishna 
does not take away option from Arjuna, to my mind. He does not say, nor can 
one say with confidence, that he suggests, if not says, that Arjuna must come 
to him, “or else…”, where “or else” must be interpreted as an indicator of 
threat. If Arjuna does not choose to come to him, then he will undergo the 
consequence of his action, as is the case with all doers of action, in other 
words, as is the norm! 
   In sum, we note that power talks in many ways, explicit and subtle, in direct 
and indirect, ironical modes, in terms of impolite words and abrasive 
language and of humiliating suggestions and hurtful content.  And positive 
content as well! In the following section, using this understanding of the 
language of power, we discuss three episodes in Sarala Mahabharata in 
order to explicate how power manifests in language. 
    Sarala Mahabharata is a truly wonderful retelling of Vyasa's Mahabharata. 
It was composed in Odia, in the fifteenth century, by Sarala Das, who is 
celebrated as the aadi kavi (the first poet) of Odia literature.  He was not 
indeed the first, but the first major poet of Odia literature. At one level, 
Mahabharata, in all of its versions, be it Vyasa's, Sarala's, Kumara Vyasa's or 
someone else's, is a supreme narrative of power and as such, is an 
appropriate text to study to understand the way language expresses power. 
   Consider the episode of the killing of Dussasana in Karna Parva in Sarala's 
narration, brought out by “Sarala Sahitya Sansada” (2007). In about twenty 
couplets, he tells us how Bhima, as he was hammering blows on the hapless 
Dussasana, the gods in heaven, the Snake gods in the nether world and the 
Kauravas and the Pandavas on earth to save Dussasana from his clutches: 
“abara candra surjya brahma rudra adikari / samare milantu ke asi karena 
shastra dhari (And Chandra, Surya, Brahma, Rudra and others / Come with 
your weapons to the battle (to protect Dussasana – explanation, mine)”, 
thundered Bhima (p.2389). When no one moved, he challenged Krishna 
himself: “tuhi parile raksa kara ho janardana (save him, if you can, O 
Janardana)”(ibid). 
   Bhima's challenge, which is in bad spirit and expressed in bad language, is 
crude. It is the language of power and arrogance, and is reminiscent of 
Caligula's attitude and Siraj's language. That it could be interpreted as merely 
a kind of war cry in the battlefield hardly redeems it. In the context of Sarala 
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Mahabharata, it goes beyond the routine exhortations during an engagement 
in which it is not uncommon to find such challenge to the humans and the 
divines as well. But these are expressed in rather general terms. Bhima takes 
the names, one after another, of the greatest and the most venerable among 
the gods and similar others in other worlds and challenges each of them 
individually in a language and tone that belittles and humiliates each. Arjuna's 
response represents this perspective. He picks up his divine bow and tells 
Krishna that he will cut off Bhima's head for his rabid insolence. “Let 
Dussasana escape”, he tells Krishna. Arjuna's protest, in the form of his 
condemnation of Bhima, couched in angry and offensive language, is his 
assertion of his power. Krishna pacifies him but all that is of no interest to the 
present discussion. 
     Sometimes, not just a words or constructions, but an entire episode can be 
viewed as an instance of rude and humiliating language, the language that 
power uses. This again shows that one must go beyond linguistic signals and 
analyse the content so as to understand the rudeness in the expression. In 
Sarala Mahabharata, the Babarapuri episode in Udyoga Parva constitutes a 
good example of this (pp. 1976-77). 
   Krishna tells Duryodhana that his kingdom is like Babarapuri. Bhishma 
requests him to tell the court about it because none in the court knows about 
it. Krishna says that it was a kingdom where values were in topsy-turvy. The 
wise were punished and the ignorant, honoured. The honest were persecuted 
and the dishonest, rewarded. People followed no sexual morals and one could 
take any woman anywhere, anytime and then discard her and go for another.  
Men and women moved around in public with only their heads covered. The 
list is long, covering various aspects of life including the economic and the 
political, details of which are out of place for the present discussion. The 
kingdom was prosperous and there was no fear of attack from outside. Yet it 
perished one day, as its own citizens killed one another, even unaware as to 
why they were doing so. Krishna tells Bhishma that Duryodhana's kingdom 
has become like Babarapuri: sehimati prayeka ehi asthana hoiachi (p.1977). 
His purport was clear: his kingdom will perish the way Babarapuri did. A livid 
Duryodhana asks Krishna the purpose of his visit.
   Krishna knows he has devotees in Duryodhana's court and in a manner, the 
explication of which we skip here for reasons of focus in the present 
discussion, Duryodhana himself was a kind of devotee of his. This apart, 
Krishna knows that he is the avatara and as such, the very embodiment of 
supreme power and those in the court know him as such too. He knows no one 
would dare attack him and get away with that. With his narrative he wishes to 
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humiliate Duryodhana. His suggesting that Duryodhana's court is a mirror 
image of Babarapuri is grossly incorrect since there are many in the Kaurava 
court who live virtuous lives. His reference to Babarapuri is inappropriate in 
that he is in Duryodhana's court as Yudhisthira's emissary to work for peace.  
But the subtext is that unknown to Yudhisthira, Krishna wants war, so by being 
patently unfair and extremely humiliating, he is pursuing his own cosmic goal. 
Now, it may be noted that abusiveness or even rudeness cannot be located in 
Krishna's description of Duryodhana's dispensation through the invocation of 
the Babarapuri narrative in any one or any sets of words or any specific 
utterance or utterances. The tone of the narrative is not exceptional. The last 
sentence may be considered to be explicitly insulting but for its full meaning, it 
must refer to the preceding episode, which is an extended metaphor for 
arrogance and indulgence and the self-destruction that comes from these. 
The rude condemnation is in the content of what he says. Duryodhana's 
response to Krishna's words is terse but polite. That he does not react to the 
same with a measure of rudeness shows their unequal power relationship. 
   We now turn to the episode in Nari Parva in which Gandhari curses Krishna 
to draw attention to a different form of the language of power. The power 
equation between Krishna and Gandhari is complex in this episode. As a 
human, Gandhari is powerless with respect to Krishna, the complete avatara 
of Narayana Himself. But at the time she utters the curse, being a grieving 
mother, she is in a position of power with respect to him, who she believes is 
the real cause of the war and the death of all her sons, on which account she 
considers herself to be his victim. “It is all your doing”, she told him, “in one 
family you caused rift and enmity. Because of you, my family was destroyed. 
Likewise, may your family be destroyed” (anara charita ye nuhai deba hari / 
ekai banshe tu karailu je bairi // tohara jnane nasha galati mora bansha / bho 
krushna yehimati heu tohara bansha nasha p. 2518)”. Curse is an utterance; 
an articulation of one's wish that some grave harm come to the target of one's 
displeasure. In the puranic texts, it is unfailing, and its efficacy comes from the 
spiritual energy that the one who administers it possesses. To a human, this 
energy comes from living a virtuous life or performing tapas, for example. 
However, the one who is unfairly and grievously harmed by someone acquires 
that status vis-à-vis the one who has caused him or her harm. Cursing is the 
language of power. 
   In Sabha Parva II, in the episode narrating the quarrel between Draupadi and 
Bhima's asuri (demon) wife, Hidimbaki (Hidimbi, in other versions), the latter, 
as the victim, utters a retaliatory curse on the former (p.1192).  Draupadi had 
cursed her son, Ghatotkacha, that he would die an ignoble death in the 
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battlefield without a fight. For a warrior, such a death is a terrible disgrace. 
When, obeying his mother's advice, he did not pay respects to Draupadi, she 
uttered this curse. Hidimbaki rushes to Draupadi and tells her that being the 
wife to five persons, she is just a fallen woman and does not deserve her son's 
respect, who had been duly crowned as the king of his territory in the forest. 
These apart, she, being his step mother, should not have cursed Ghatotkacha - 
that relationship simply does not permit it. It is this treatment of her son that 
makes her the victim and entitles her to curse Draupadi, who, being her elder 
brother-in-law's spouse, is, her superior.
   Returning to Gandhari and Krishna, the latter's response to the curse is 
elation – “ye bachana suni swami utasalya kaye / uttama shapa mote dilusi go 
maye (hearing her words, the Lord was elated / O Mother, you gave me an 
excellent curse) p.2518)”. He declares himself to her as the Eternal Being and 
the Causer of the end of all in the creation, which is an affirmation of his 
omnipotence. The omnipotent One, Krishna, does not counter-curse, does 
not punish the one who had been unfair to him. Shortly after he tells her how 
her loss is the fruit of her doing, her karma. He accepts her curse. Gandhari is 
embarrassed, realizing that her curse is in vain, since Krishna himself wants 
what she wanted to happen to his bansha, his family. for him. has the same in 
mind. Krishna's accepting the curse could be interpreted at another level. He 
knows she had been unfair to him in thinking of him as the cause of her 
profound loss, but he respects her feeling of deep anguish – an attitude 
embodied in Jagannath Das's very well-known and memorable couplet in his 
Bhagabata: dandiba shakti jara thai / se puni ksama acharai (The one who 
has the power to punish / (he)forgives)”. This is one face of power and 
Krishna's words of solace to the grieving Gandhari, one manifestation of the 
language of power.
   To summarize, the paper has tried to show how language expresses power, 
using different kinds of texts and has tried to explicate, in some detail, each 
instance of the manifestation of power in linguistic discourse. It has also 
analysed a few episodes in Sarala Mahabharata to show how it has dealt with 
the theme of power and language. 
Note: This paper is based on my talk entitled “Understanding Language and 
Power” at Utkal University of Culture on 27 April 18. I am grateful to Professor 
Kamal K. Mishra, the Vice-Chancellor, for giving me an opportunity to interact 
with the students and faculty of the University through the talk and making 
valuable comments on my presentation. I am very much thankful to the 
faculty and students who participated in the discussion and obliged me with 
their input. 
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