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CAAs genuinely committed to citizen participation were either swiftly defunded
or never got out of the planning stages. Participation of poor people never took
place; only the appearance of it occurred. o

The mirage of participation had value, though. The impact of the civil rights,
women’s, and welfare rights movements was felt strongly through the 1970s, so that
it was politically uncouth for advantaged parties to act in the absence of input from
the disadvantaged. By manipulating the input, the social welfare establishment
could appear to address poverty with the imprimatur of poor peopl§ (most com-
monly, women on welfare). The resulting aura of equality made it easier to get and
maintain government and private foundation grants. The pretense of poor p.eople”S
participation thus legitimized the social welfare institutions. The Great Society did
offer a guaranteed income —to the social welfare establishment. By the 1980s, gen-
uflecting to “participation” was dispensed with altogether.

Meanwhile, various other legislative events also displaced income needs in fa-
vor of “service.” The 1962 and 1967 Amendments to Social Security Law set the
stage. First, the federal government moved to increase the states’ revenue share for
family services from 50 to 75 percent. Second, states were allowed to contract these
services out to nongovernmental agencies (previously, local welfare departments
were the sole service providers using federal dollars).

Those states that previously and systematically had denied welfare bene.fits to
millions of needy families (especially black families) were now eager to qualify for
the windfall revenue sharing. But first they had to find people categorically eligible
for welfare. Furthermore, in order to capture services dollars from the feds, states
would actually have to pay the families welfare benefits (which were also federally
subsidized, but not so liberally). Not to worry. Cash assistance levels were set by the
states, so it was (1) possible to find families eligible for welfare (to get the federal
funding for services) and (2) set AFDC levels so low that families would stay poor.

The welfare rolls climbed so fast the phenomenon was characterized as an

“explosion.” This legislated windfall to states (combined with the War on Poverty

strategy of delivering megabucks to state and local governments for “services” to the
poor) set off a spending sprec —that was peaking just when purchasing power of
cash assistance began to decline.

The decrease was coupled with an increase in rhetoric about “dependency” and
the necessity for women to “work.” Never mind that the jobs didn’t (and still don’t)
exist that would pay enough to lift them out of poverty. Never mind that single
parenting under any circumstances is “work,” and even harder work in poverty.

The Birth of an Industry

What became the professionalization of being human took off, bloating under gov-

ernment contracts. For every poverty problem, a self-perpetuating profession pro-
posed to ameliorate the situation without altering the poverty. In The Politics of
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a Guaranteed Income, published in 1973, Daniel Patrick Moynihan noted the
“astonishing consistency” with which middle-class professionals “improved” the
condition of lower-class groups by devising schemes that would first improve their
own condition. It doesn’t take a genius to figure out that paying the administra-
tors of a homeless shelter two or three thousand dollars a month for each family in-
stead of providing a permanent apartment is ludicrous. Yet the most massive growth
in AFDC spending in the 1980s has been for just that purpose. Furthermore, to
keep the “service” engine stoked, every manner of failure has been ascribed to the
families themselves. Laziness. Cheating. Dependency. The families lack resources
to defend themselves, though the “helping” institutions always have government
and/or foundation funds to lobby (ostensibly on the families’ behalf) for more
funding.

What has happened over the last quarter century has been an income redistri-
bution scheme, the most disturbing one this country has ever seen: a redistribution
from poor women and children to middle-class professionals—with men at the top
calling the shots.

This has been done not only with government tax dollars but also with private
charitable (and tax deductible) dollars. The United Way. The American Red Cross.
The Children’s Aid Society. The independent federations of Protestant, Jewish, and
Catholic charities. Hands Across America. . . . Each year, the New York Times begs
its readers daily, from Thanksgiving to February, for its “Neediest Cases Fund.” For
nearly a century the Times has reported that all the money goes to the poor through
eight social service agencies who distribute it, with no funds spent on “administra-
tion or fundraising.” This is a wild exaggeration from the venerable newspaper;
most of the money pays workers’ salaries in the agencies, and has for years. Not to
mention that the male directors of several of these already obese agencies are paid
salaries in excess of $100,000 annually. Not bad for social work.

The “Workfare” Myth

In the great welfare reform debates of the late 1980s, social welfare professionals fell
all over each other running after more funding (for themselves) through the jobs,
training, and child care provisions of the so-called welfare reform bill, ironically
presided over by Moynihan. Forgotten were the words of the President’s Commis-
sion on Income Maintenance two decades earlier: “Services cannot be a substitute
for adequate incomes; they cannot pay rent or buy food for a poor family.” (The few
surviving organizations of poor women put guaranteed income at the top of their
lists, but they are rarely listened to. After all, they have no money.)

- What stalled the “reform” debates for months was the issue of how much money
would be allocated for those running the “reform” programs, and a turf war over
whether the programs would be run by welfare departments or contracted out to
private charities. (Everybody knew getting the women to “work” didn’t mean get-
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Self-Fulfilling Stereotypes

Mark Snyder

Gordon Allport, the Harvard psychologist who wrote a classic work on the nature
of prejudice, told a story about a child who had come to believe that people who
lived in Minneapolis were called monopolists. From his father, moreover, he had
learned that monopolists were evil folk. It wasn’t until many years later, when he
discovered his confusion, that his dislike of residents of Minneapolis vanished.

Allport knew, of course, that it was not so easy to wipe out prejudice and errone-
ous stereotypes. Real prejudice, psychologists like Allport argued, was buried deep in
human character, and only a restructuring of education could begin to root it out. Yet
many people whom I meet while lecturing seem to believe that stereotypes are simply
beliefs or attitudes that change easily with experience. Why do some people express
the view that Italians are passionate, blacks are lazy, Jews materialistic, and lesbians
mannish in their demeanor? In the popular view, it is because they have not learned
enough about the diversity among these groups and have not had enough contact
with members of the groups for their stereotypes to be challenged by reality. With more
experience, it is prestimed, most people of good will are likely to revise their stereotypes.

My research over the past decade convinces me that there is little justification
for such optimism —and not only for the reasons given by Allport. While it is true
that deep prejudice is often based on the needs of pathological character structure,
stereotypes are obviously quite common even among fairly normal individuals.
When people first meet others, they cannot help noticing certain highly visible and
distinctive characteristics: sex, race, physical appearance, and the like. Despite peo-
ple’s best intentions, their initial impressions of others are shaped by their assump-
tions about such characteristics.

What is critical, however, is that these assumptions are not merely beliefs or
attitudes that exist in a vacuum,; they are reinforced by the behavior of both preju-
diced people and the targets of their prejudice. In recent years, psychologists have
collected considerable laboratory evidence about the processes that strengthen ste-
reotypes and put them beyond the reach of reason and good will.

My own studies initially focused on first encounters between strangers. It did not
take long to discover, for example, that people have very different ways of treating
those whom they regard as physically attractive and those whom they consider phys-
ically unattractive, and that these differences tend to bring out precisely those kinds
of behavior that fit with stereotypes about attractiveness.

370
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In an experiment that I conducted with my colleagues Elizabeth Decker Tanke
and Ellen Berscheid, pairs of college-age men and women met and became ac-
quainted in telephone conversations. Before the conversations began, each man
received a Polaroid snapshot, presumably taken just moments before, of the woman
he would soon meet. The photograph, which had actually been prepared before the
experiment began, showed either a physically attractive woman or a physically unat-
tractive one. By randomly choosing which picture to use for each conversation, we
insured that there was no consistent relationship between the attractiveness of the
woman in the picture and the attractiveness of the woman in the conversation.

By questioning the men, we learned that even before the conversations began,
stereotypes about physical attractiveness came into play. Men who looked forward
to talking with physically attractive women said that they expected to meet decid-
edly sociable, poised, humorous, and socially adept people, while men who thought
that they were about to get acquainted with unattractive women fashioned images
of rather unsociable, awkward, serious, and socially inept creatures. Moreover, the
men proved to have very different styles of getting acquainted with women whom
they thought to be attractive and those whom they believed to be unattractive. Shown
a photograph of an attractive woman, they behaved with warmth, friendliness, hu-
mor, and animation. However, when the woman in the picture was unattractive,
the men were cold, uninteresting, and reserved.

These differences in the men’s behavior elicited behavior in the women that
was consistent with the men’s stereotyped assumptions. Women who were believed
(unbeknown to them) to be physically attractive behaved in a friendly, likeable, and
sociable manner. In sharp contrast, women who were perceived as physically unat-
tractive adopted a cool, aloof, and distant manner. So striking were the differences
in the women’s behavior that they could be discerned simply by listening to tape
recordings of the woman’s side of the conversations. Clearly, by acting upon their
stereotyped beliefs about the women whom they would be meeting, the men had
initiated a chain of events that produced behavioral confirmation for their beliefs.

Similarly, Susan Anderson and Sandra Bem have shown in an experiment at
Stanford University that when the tables are turned—when it is women who have
pictures of men they are to meet on the telephone—many women treat the men
according to their presumed physical attractiveness, and by so doing encourage the
men to confirm their stereotypes. Little wonder, then, that so many people remain
convinced that good looks and appealing personalities go hand in hand.

Sex and Race

It is experiments such as these that point to a frequently unnoticed power of stere-
otypes: the power to influence social relationships in ways that create the illusion
of reality. In one study, Berna Skrypnek and I arranged for pairs of previously un-
acquainted students to interact in a situation that permitted us to control the infor-
mation that each one received about the apparent sex of the other. The two people
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were seated in separate rooms so that they could neither see nor hear each other.
Using a system of signal lights that they operated with switches, they negotiated a
division of labor, deciding which member of the pair would perform each of several
tasks that differed in sex-role connotations. The tasks varied along the dimensions
of masculinity and femininity: sharpen a hunting knife (masculine), polish a pair of
shoes (neutral), iron a shirt (feminine).

One member of the team was led to believe that the other was, in one condi-
tion of the experiment, male; in the other, female. As we had predicted, the first
member’s belief about the sex of the partner influenced the outcome of the pair’s
negotiations. Women whose partners believed them to be men generally chose ste-
reotypically masculine tasks; in contrast, women whose partners believed that they
were women usually chose stercotypically feminine tasks. The experiment thus sug-
gests that much sex-role behavior may be the product of other people’s stereotyped
and often erroneous beliefs.

In a related study at the University of Waterloo, Carl von Baeyer, Debbie Sherk,
and Mark Zanna have shown how stereotypes about sex roles operate in job inter-
views. The rescarchers arranged to have men conduct simulated job interviews with
women supposedly seeking positions as research assistants. The investigators in-
formed half of the women that the men who would interview them held traditional
views about the ideal woman, believing her to be very emotional, deferential to her
husband, home-oriented, and passive. The rest of the women were told that their
interviewer saw the ideal woman as independent, competitive, ambitious, and dom-
inant. When the women arrived for their interviews, the researchers noticed that
most of them had dressed to meet the stereotyped expectations of their prospective
interviewers. Women who expected to sec a traditional interviewer had chosen very
feminine-looking makeup, clothes, and accessories. During the interviews (video-
taped through a one-way mirror) these women behaved in traditionally feminine
ways and gave traditionally feminine answers to questions such as “Do you have
plans to include children and marriage with your career plans?”

Once more, then, we see the self-fulfilling nature of stereotypes. Many sex dif-
ferences, it appears, may result from the images that people create in their attempts
to act out accepted sex roles. The implication is that if stereotyped expectations
about sex roles shift, behavior may change, too. In fact, statements by people who
have undergone sex-change operations have highlighted the power of such expecta-
tions in easing adjustment to a new life. As the writer Jan Morris said in recounting
the story of her transition from James to Jan: “The more [ was treated as a woman,
the more woman I became.”

The power of stereotypes to cause people to confirm stereotyped expectations
can also be seen in interracial relationships. In the first of two investigations done
at Princeton University by Carl Word, Mark Zanna, and Joel Cooper, white under-
graduates interviewed both white and black job applicants. The applicants were
actually confederates of the experimenters, trained to behave consistently from in-
terview to interview, no matter how the interviewers acted toward them.
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To find out whether or not the white interviewers would behave differently
toward white and black job applicants, the researchers secretly videotaped each
interview and then studied the tapes. From these, it was apparent that there were
substantial differences in the treatment accorded blacks and whites. For one thing,
the interviewers’” speech deteriorated when they talked to blacks, displaying more
errors in grammar and pronunciation. For another, the interviewers spent less time
with blacks than with whites and showed less “immediacy,” as the researchers called
it, in their manner. That is, they were less friendly, less outgoing, and more reserved
with blacks.

In the second investigation, white confederates were trained to approximate the
immediate or the nonimmediate interview styles that had been observed in the first
investigation as they interviewed white job applicants. A panel of judges who eval-
uated the tapes agreed that applicants subjected to the nonimmediate styles per-
formed less adequately and were more nervous than job applicants treated in the
immediate style. Apparently, then, the blacks in the first study did not have a chance
to display their qualifications to the best advantage. Considered together, the two
investigations suggest that in interracial encounters, racial stereotypes may con-
strain behavior in ways to cause both blacks and whites to behave in accordance
with those stereotypes.

Rewriting Biography

Having adopted stereotyped ways of thinking about another person, people tend to
notice and remember the ways in which that person seems to fit the stereotype,
while resisting evidence that contradicts the stereotype. In one investigation that I
conducted with Seymour Uranowitz, student subjects read a biography of a ficti-
tious woman named Betty K. We constructed the story of her life so that it would
fit the stereotyped images of both lesbians and heterosexuals. Betty, we wrote, never
had a steady boyfriend in high school, but did go out on dates. And although we
gave her a steady boyfriend in college, we specified that he was more of a close
friend than anything else. A week after we had distributed this biography, we gave
our subjects some new information about Betty. We told some students that she was
now living with another woman in a lesbian relationship; we told others that she
was living with her husband.

To see what impact stereotypes about sexuality would have on how people re-
membered the facts of Betty's life, we asked each student to answer a series of ques-
tions about her life history. When we examined their answers, we found that the
students had reconstructed the events of Betty’s past in ways that supported their
own stereotyped beliefs about her sexual orientation. Those who believed that Betty
was a lesbian remembered that Betty had never had a steady boyfriend in high
school, but tended to neglect the fact that she had gone out on many dates in
college. Those who believed that Betty was now a heterosexual tended to remember
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that she had formed a steady relationship with a man in college, but tended to ig-
nore the fact that this relationship was more of a friendship than a romance.

The students showed not only selective memories but also a striking facility for
interpreting what they remembered in ways that added fresh support for their
stereotypes. One student who accurately remembered that a supposedly lesbian
Betty never had a steady boyfriend in high school confidently pointed to the fact as
an early sign of her lack of romantic or sexual interest in men. A student who cor-
rectly remembered that a purportedly lesbian Betty often went out on dates in
college was sure that these dates were signs of Betty’s early attempts to mask her les-
bian interests.

Clearly, the students had allowed their preconceptions about lesbians and hetero-
sexuals to dictate the way in which they interpreted and reinterpreted the facts of
Betty’s life. As long as stereotypes make it easy to bring to mind evidence that sup-
ports them and difficult to bring to mind evidence that undermines them, people
will cling to erroneous beliefs.

Stereotypes in the Classroom and Work Place

The power of one person’s beliefs to make other people conform to them has been
well demonstrated in real life. Back in the 1960s, as most people well remember,
Harvard psychologist Robert Rosenthal and his colleague Lenore Jacobson entered
elementary-school classrooms and identified one out of every five pupils in each
room as a child who could be expected to show dramatic improvement in intel-
lectual achievement during the school year. What the teachers did not know was
that the children had been chosen on a random basis. Nevertheless, something
happened in the relationships between teachers and their supposedly gifted pupils
that led the children to make clear gains in test performance.

It can also do so on the job. Albert King, now a professor of management at
Northern Illinois University, told a welding instructor in a vocational training cen-
ter that five men in his training program had unusually high aptitude. Although these
five had been chosen at random and knew nothing of their designation as high-
aptitude workers, they showed substantial changes in performance. They were absent
less often than were other workers, learned the basics of the welder’s trade in about
half the usual time, and scored a full 10 points higher than other trainees on a weld-
ing test. Their gains were noticed not only by the researcher and by the welding instruc-
“tor, but also by other trainees, who singled out the five as their preferred coworkers.

Might not other expectations influence the relationships between supervisors
and workers? For example, supervisors who believe that men are better suited to
some jobs and women to others may treat their workers (wittingly or unwittingly)
in ways that encourage them to perform their jobs in accordance with stereotypes
about differences between men and women. These same stereotypes may deter-
mine who gets which job in the first place. Perhaps some personnel managers allow
stereotypes to influence, subtly or not so subtly, the way in which they interview job
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candidates, making it likely that candidates who fit the stereotypes show up better
than job-seekers who do not fit them.

Unfortunately, problems of this kind are compounded by the fact that members
of stigmatized groups often subscribe to stereotypes about themselves. That is what
Amerigo Farina and his colleagues at the University of Connecticut found when
they measured the impact upon mental patients of believing that others knew their
psychiatric history. In Farina’s study, each mental patient cooperated with another
person in a game requiring teamwork. Half of the patients believed that their
partners knew they were patients, the other half believed that their partners thought
they were nonpatients. In reality, the nonpatients never knew a thing about any-
one’s psychiatric history. Nevertheless, simply believing that others were aware of
their history led the patients to feel less appreciated, to find the task more difficult,
and to perform poorly. In addition, objective observers saw them as more tense,
more anxious, and more poorly adjusted than patients who believed that their status
was not known. Seemingly, the belief that others perceived them as stigmatized
caused them to play the role of stigmatized patients.

Consequences for Society

Apparently, good will and education are not sufficient to subvert the power of
stereotypes. If people treat others in such a way as to bring out behavior that sup-
ports stereotypes, they may never have an opportunity to discover which of their
stereotypes are wrong,.

I suspect that even if people were to develop doubts about the accuracy of their
stereotypes, chances are they would proceed to test them by gathering precisely the
evidence that would appear to confirm them.

The experiments [ have described help to explain the persistence of stereotypes.
But, as is so often the case, solving one puzzle only creates another. If by acting as
if false stereotypes were true, people lead others, too, to act as if they were true, why
do the stereotypes not come to be true? Why, for example, have researchers found
so little evidence that attractive people are generally friendly, sociable, and outgoing
and that unattractive people are generally shy and aloof?

[ think that the explanation goes something like this: Very few among us have
the kind of looks that virtually everyone considers either very attractive or very un-
attractive. Our looks make us rather attractive to some people but somewhat less
attractive to other people. When we spend time with those who find us attractive,
they will tend to bring out our more sociable sides, but when we are with those who
find us less attractive, they will bring out our less sociable sides. Although our actual

physical appearance does not change, we present ourselves quite differently to our

admirers and to our detractors. For our admirers we become attractive people, and
for our detractors we become unattractive. This mixed pattern of behavior will pre-
vent the development of any consistent relationship between physical attractiveness
and personality.
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Now that T understand some of the powerful forces that work to perpetuate
social stereotypes, I can see a new mission for my research. I hope, on the one hand,
to find out how to help people see the flaws in their stereotypes. On the other hand,

I would like to help the victims of false stereotypes find ways of libera'ting them-
selves from the constraints imposed on them by other members of society.

Racism in the
English Language

Robert B. Moore

Language and Culture

An integral part of any culture is its language. Language not only dgvelgps in
conjunction with a society’s historical, economic and political evolutlop; it also
reflects that society’s attitudes and thinking. Language not only expresses 1d§as and
concepts but actually shapes thought." If one accepts that our dominant wh1f(e cul-
ture is racist, then one would expect our language —an indispensable transmitter of
culture —to be racist as well. Whites, as the dominant group, are not subjected to
the same abusive characterization by our language that people of color receive. As-
pects of racism in the English language that will be discussed in this essay include
terminology, symbolism, politics, ethnocentrism, and context. '

Before beginning our analysis of racism in language we would like to quote par%
of a TV film review which shows the connection between language and culture.

Depending on one’s culture, one interacts with time ip a very distinct fashior}. On'e
example which gives some cross-cultural insights into .the concept o“f tlmf is
language. In Spanish, a watch is said to “walk” In English, the watch “runs. ~ln
German, the watch “functions.” And in French, the watch “marches.” In the Indian
culture of the Southwest, people do not refer to time in this way. r.l“he' value of t'he
watch is displaced with the value of “what time it's getti.ng to be.” y:ew1ng these five
cultural perspectives of time, one can see some definite emphasm and vglues that
each culture places on time. For example, a cultural per§pectxve may p¥ov1de a clue
to why the negative stereotype of the slow and lazy Mexican who lives in the “Land
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of Manana” exists in the Anglo value systern, where time “flies,” the watch “runs”
and “time is money.”

A Short Play on “Black” and “White” Words

Some may blackly (angrily) accuse me of trying to blacken (defame) the English
language, to give it a black eye (a mark of shame) by writing such black words
(hostile). They may denigrate (to cast aspersions; to darken) me by accusing me of
being blackhearted (malevolent), of having a black outlook (pessimistic, dismal) on
life, of being a blackguard (scoundrel) —which would certainly be a black mark
(detrimental fact) against me. Some may black-brow (scowl at) me and hope that
a black cat crosses in front of me because of this black deed. I may become a black
sheep (one who causes shame or embarrassment because of deviation from the
accepted standards), who will be blackballed (ostracized) by being placed on a
blacklist (list of undesirables) in an attempt to blackmail (to force or coerce into a
particular action) me to retract my words. But attempts to blackjack (to compel by
threat) me will have a Chinaman’s chance of success, for I am not a yellow-bellied
Indian-giver of words, who will whitewash (cover up or gloss over vices or crimes)
a black lie (harmful, inexcusable). I challenge the purity and innocence (white) of
the English language. I don’t see things in black and white (entirely bad or entirely
good) terms, for I am a white man (marked by upright firmness) if there ever was
one. However, it would be a black day when I would not “call a spade a spade,”
even though some will suggest a white man calling the English language racist
is like the pot calling the kettle black. While many may be niggardly (grudging,
scanty) in their support, others will be honest and decent—and to them I say, that’s
very white of you (honest, decent).

The preceding is of course a white lie (not intended to cause harm), meant
only to illustrate some examples of racist terminology in the English language.

Obvious Bigotry

Perhaps the most obvious aspect of racism in language would be terms like “nigger,”
“spook,” “chink,” “spic,” etc. While these may be facing increasing social disdain,
they certainly are not dead. Large numbers of white Americans continue to utilize
these terms. “Chink,” “gook,” and “slant-eyes” were in common usage among U.S.
troops in Vietnam. An NBC nightly news broadcast, in February 1972, reported
that the basketball team in Pekin, Ilinois, was called the “Pekin Chinks” and noted
that even though this had been protested by Chinese Americans, the term continued
to be used because it was easy, and meant no harm. Spiro Agnew’s widely reported
“fat Jap” remark and the “little Jap” comment of lawyer John Wilson during the
Watergate hearings, are surface indicators of a deep-rooted Archie Bunkerism.
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Many white people continue to refer to Black people as “colored,” as for in-
stance in a July 30, 1975 Boston Globe article on a racist attack by whites on a group
of Black people using a public beach in Boston. One white person was quoted as
follows:

We've always welcomed good colored people in South Boston but we will not tol-
erate radical blacks or Communists. . . . Good colored people are welcome in South
Boston, black militants are not.

Many white people may still be unaware of the disdain many African Americans
have for the term “colored” but it often appears that whether used intentionally or
unintentionally, “colored” people are “good” and “know their place,” while “Black”
people are perceived as “uppity” and “threatening” to many whites. Similarly, the
term “boy” to refer to African American men Is now acknowledged to be a demean-
ing term, though still in common use. Other terms such as “the pot calling the
kettle black” and “calling a spade a spade” have negative racial connotations but are
still frequently used, as for example when President Ford was quoted in February
1976 saying that even though Daniel Moynihan had left the UN., the U.S. would
continue “calling a spade a spade.”

Color Symbolism

The symbolism of white as positive and black as negative is pervasive in our culture,
with the black/white words used in the beginning of this essay only one of many
aspects. “Good guys” wear white hats and ride white horses, “bad guys” wear black
hats and ride black horses. Angels are white, and devils are black. The definition of
black includes “without any moral light or goodness, evil, wicked, indicating dis-
grace, sinful,” while that of white includes “morally pure, spotless, innocent, free
from evil intent.”

A children’s TV cartoon program, Captain Scarlet, is about an organization
called Spectrum, whose purpose is to save the world from an evil extraterrestrial
force called the Mysterons. Everyone in Spectrum has a color name —Captain
Scarlet, Captain Blue, etc. The one Spectrum agent who has been mysteriously
taken over by the Mysterons and works to advance their evil aims is Captain Black.
The person who heads Spectrum, the good organization out to defend the world,
is Colonel White. ‘

Three of the dictionary definitions of white are “fairness of complexion, purity,
innocence.” These definitions affect the standards of beauty in our culture, in
which whiteness represents the norm. “Blondes have more fun” and “Wouldn’t you
really rather be a blonde” are sexist in their attitudes toward women generally, but
are racist white standards when applied to third world women. A 1971 Mademoi-
selle advertisement pictured a curly-headed, ivory-skinned woman over the caption,
“When you go blonde go all the way,” and asked: “Isn’t this how, in the back of your
mind, you always wanted to look? All wide-eyed and silky blonde down to there,
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and innocent?” Whatever the advertising people meant by this particular woman’s
innocence, one must remember that “innocent” is one of the definitions of the
word white. This standard of beauty when preached to all women is racist. The
statement “Isn’t this how, in the back of your mind, you always wanted to look?”
cither ignores third world women or assumes they long to be white.

Time magazine in its coverage of the Wimbledon tennis competition between
the black Australian Evonne Goolagong and the white American Chris Evert de-
scribed Ms. Goolagong as “the dusky daughter of an Australian sheepshearer,”
while Ms. Evert was “a fair young gitl from the middle-class groves of Florida.”
Dusky is a synonym of “black” and is defined as “having dark skin; of a dark color;
gloomy; dark; swarthy.” Its antonyms are “fair” and “blonde.” Fair is defined in part
as “free from blemish, imperfection, or anything that impairs the appearance, qual-
ity, or character; pleasing in appearance, attractive; clean; pretty; comely.” By de-
fining Evonne Goolagong as “dusky,” Time technically defined her as the opposite
of “pleasing in appearance; attractive; clean; pretty; comely.”

The studies of Kenneth B. Clark, Mary Ellen Goodman, Judith Porter and others
indicate that this persuasive “rightness of whiteness” in U.S. culture affects children
before the age of four, providing white youngsters with a false sense of superiority
and encouraging self-hatred among third world youngsters.

Ethnocentrism or from a White Perspective

Some words and phrases that are commonly used represent particular perspectives
and frames of reference, and those often distort the understanding of the reader or
listener. David R. Burgest® has written about the effect of using the terms “slave” or
“master.” He argues that the psychological impact of the statement referring to “the
master raped his slave” is different from the impact of the same statement substi-
tuting the words: “the white captor raped an African woman held in captivity.”

Implicit in the English usage of the “master-slave” concept is ownership of the
“slave” by the “master,” therefore, the “master” is merely abusing his property (slave).
In reality, the captives (slave) were African individuals with human worth, right and
dignity and the term “slave” denounces that human quality thereby making the mass
rape of African women by white captors more acceptable in the minds of people and
setting a mental frame of reference for legitimizing the atrocities perpetuated against
African people.

The term slave connotes a less than human quality and turns the captive person
into a thing. For example, two McGraw-Hill Far Eastern Publishers textbooks (1970)
stated, “At first it was the slaves who worked the cane and they got only food for it.
Now men work cane and get money.” Next time you write about slavery or read about
it, try transposing all “slaves” into “African people held in captivity,” “Black people
forced to work for no pay” or “African people stolen from their families and soci-
eties.” While it is more cumbersome, such phrasing conveys a different meaning.
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Passive Tense

Another means by which language shapes our perspective has been noted by
Thomas Greenfield,* who writes that the achievements of Black people—and
Black people themselves—have been hidden in

the linguistic ghetto of the passive voice, the subordinate clause, and the “under-
stood” subject. The seemingly innocuous distinction (between active/passive voice)
holds enormous implications for writers and speakers. When it is effectively applied,
the rhetorical impact of the passive voice —the art of making the creator or instigator
of action totally disappear from a reader’s perception—can be devastating.

For instance, some history texts will discuss how European immigrants came to
the United States secking a better life and expanded opportunities, but will note
that “slaves were brought to America.” Not only does this omit the destruction of
African societies and families, but it ignores the role of northern merchants and
southern slaveholders in the profitable trade in human beings. Other books will state
that “the continental railroad was built,” conveniently omitting information about
the Chinese laborers who built much of it or the oppression they suffered.

Another example. While touring Monticello, Greenfield noted that the tour
guide

made all the black people at Monticello disappear through her use of the passive
voice. While speaking of the architectural achievements of Jefferson in the active
voice, she unfailingly shifted to passive when speaking of the work performed by
Negro slaves and skilled servants.

Noting a type of door that after 166 years continued to operate without need for
repair, Greenfield remarks that the design aspect of the door was much simpler
than the actual skill and work involved in building and installing it. Yet his guide
stated: “Mr. Jefferson designed these doors .. .” while “the doors were installed in
1809.” The workers who installed these doors were African people whom Jefferson
held in bondage. The guide’s use of the passive tense enabled her to dismiss the
reality of Jefferson’s slaveholding. It also meant that she did not have to make any

mention of the skills of those people held in bondage.

Politics and Terminology

“Culturally deprived,” “economically disadvantaged” and “underdeveloped” are
other terms which mislead and distort our awareness of reality. The application of
the term “culturally deprived” and third world children in this society reflects a
value judgment. It assumes that the dominant whites are cultured and all others
without culture. In fact, third world children generally are bicultural, and many are
bilingual, having grown up in their own culture as well as absorbing the dominant
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culture. In many ways, they are equipped with skills and experiences which white
youth have been deprived of, since most white youth develop in a monocultural,
monolingual environment. Burgest® suggests that the term “culturally deprived” be
replaced by “culturally dispossessed,” and that the term “economically disadvan-
taged” be replaced by “economically exploited.” Both these terms present a per-
spective and implication that provide an entirely different frame of reference as to
the reality of the third world experience in U.S. society.

Similarly, many nations of the third world are described as “underdeveloped.”
These less wealthy nations are generally those that suffered under colonialism and
neo-colonialism. The “developed” nations are those that exploited their resources
and wealth. Therefore, rather than referring to these countries as “underdeveloped,”
a more appropriate and meaningful designation might be “over exploited.” Again,
transpose this term next time you read about “underdeveloped nations™ and note
the different meaning that results.

Terms such as “culturally deprived,” “economically disadvantaged” and “under-
developed” place the responsibility for their own conditions on those being so de-
scribed. This is known as “Blaming the Victim.”® It places responsibility for poverty
on the victims of poverty. It removes the blame from those in power who benefit
from, and continue to permit, poverty.

Still another example involves the use of “non-white,” “minority” or “third world.”
While people of color are a minority in the U.S., they are part of the vast majority
of the world’s population, in which white people are a distinct minority. Thus, by
utilizing the term minority to describe people of color in the U.S., we can lose sight
of the global majority/minority reality—a fact of some importance in the increasing
and interconnected struggles of people of color inside and outside the U.S.

To describe people of color as “non-white” is to use whiteness as the standard
and norm against which to measure all others. Use of the term “third world” to de-
scribe all people of color overcomes the inherent bias of “minority” and “non-
white.” Moreover, it connects the struggles of third world people in the U.S. with
the freedom struggles around the globe.

The term third world gained increasing usage after the 1955 Bandung Con-
ference of “non-aligned” nations, which represented a third force outside of the two
world superpowers. The “first world” represents the United States, Western Europe
and their sphere of influence. The “second world” represents the Soviet Union and
its sphere. The “third world” represents, for the most part, nations that were, or are,
controlled by the “first world” or West. For the most part, these are nations of Africa,
Asia and Latin America.

“‘Loaded” Words and Native Americans

Many words lead to a demeaning characterization of groups of people. For in-
stance, Columbus, it is said, “discovered” America. The word discover is defined as
“to gain sight or knowledge of something previously unseen or unknown; to dis-
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cover may be to find some existent thing that was previously unknown.” Thus, a
continent inhabited by millions of human beings cannot be “discovered.” For
history books to continue this usage represents a Eurocentric (white European)
perspective on world history and ignores the existence of, and the perspective of,
Native Americans. “Discovery,” as used in the Euro-American context, implies the
right to take what one finds, ignoring the rights of those who already inhabit or own
the “discovered” thing.

Eurocentrism is also apparent in the usage of “victory” and “massacre” to
describe the battles between Native Americans and whites. Victory is defined in the
dictionary as “a success or triumph over an encmy in battle or war; the decisive
defeat of an opponent.” Conquest denotes the “taking over of control by the victor,
and the obedience of the conquered.” Massacre is defined as “the unnecessary, in-
discriminate killing of a number of human beings, as in barbarous warfare or per-
secution, or for revenge or plunder.” Defend is described as “to ward off attack from;
guard against assault or injury; to strive to keep safe by resisting attack.”

Eurocentrism turns these definitions around to serve the purpose of distorting
history and justifying Euro-American conquest of the Native American homelands.
Furo-Americans are not described in history books as invading Native American
lands, but rather as defending their homes against “Indian” attacks. Since European
communities were constantly encroaching on land already occupied, then a more
honest interpretation would state that it was the Native Americans who were “ward-
ing off,” “guarding” and “defending” their homelands.

Native American victories are invariably defined as “massacres,” while the indis-
criminate killing, extermination and plunder of Native American nations by Euro-
Americans is defined as “victory.” Distortion of history by the choice of “loaded”
words used to describe historical events is a common racist practice. Rather than
portraying Native Americans as human beings in highly defined and complex so-
cieties, cultures and civilizations, history books use such adjectives as “savages,”
“beasts,” “primitive,” and “backward.” Native people are referred to as “squaw,”
“brave,” or “papoose” instead of “woman,” “man,” or “baby.”

Another term that has questionable connotations is tribe. The Oxford English
Dictionary defines this noun as “a race of people; now applied especially to a pri-
mary aggregate of people in a primitive or barbarous condition, under a headman
or chief.” Morton Fried,” discussing “The Myth of Tribe,” states that the word “did
not become a general term of reference to American Indian society until the nine-
teenth century. Previously, the words commonly used for Indian populations were
‘nation’ and ‘people.’” Since “tribe” has assumed a connotation of primitiveness or
backwardness, it is suggested that the use of “nation” or “people” replace the term
whenever possible in referring to Native American peoples.

The term tribe invokes even more negative implications when used in reference
to American peoples. As Evelyn Jones Rich® has noted, the term is “almost always
used to refer to third world people and it implies a stage of development which is,
in short, a put-down.”
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“Loaded” Words and Africans

Conflicts among diverse peoples within African nations are often referred to as
“tribal warfare,” while conflicts among the diverse peoples within European coun-
tries are never described in such terms. If the rivalries between the Ibo and the
Hausa and Yoruba in Nigeria are described as “tribal,” why not the rivalries between
Serbs and Slavs in Yugoslavia, or Scots and English in Great Britain, Protestants
and Catholics in Ireland, or the Basques and the Southern Spaniards in Spain?
Conflicts among African peoples in a particular nation have religious, cultural, eco-
nomic and/or political roots. If we can analyze the roots of conflicts among Euro-
pean peoples in terms other than “tribal warfare,” certainly we can do the same with
African peoples, including correct reference to the ethnic groups or nations in-
volved. For example, the terms “Kaffirs,” “Hottentot” or “Bushmen” are names
imposed by white Europeans. The correct names are always those by which a
people refer to themselves. (In these instances Xhosa, Khoi-Khoin and San are
correct.”)

The generalized application of “tribal” in reference to Africans—as well as the
failure to acknowledge the religious, cultural and social diversity of African peoples—
is a decidedly racist dynamic. It is part of the process whereby Euro-Americans
justify, or avoid confronting, their oppression of third world peoples. Africa has been
particularly insulted by this dynamic, as witness the pervasive “darkest Africa” image.
This image, widespread in Western culture, evokes an Africa covered by jungles
and inhabited by “uncivilized,” “cannibalistic,” “pagan,” “savage” peoples. This
“darkest Africa” image avoids the geographical reality. Less than 20 per cent of the
African continent is wooded savanna, for example. The image also ignores the his-
tory of African cultures and civilizations. Ample evidence suggests this distortion of
reality was developed as a convenient rationale for the European and American slave
trade. The Western powers, rather than exploiting, were civilizing and christianiz-
ing “uncivilized” and “pagan savages” (so the rationalization went). This dynamic
also served to justify Western colonialism. From Tarzan movies to racist children’s
books like Doctor Dolittle and Charlie and the Chocolate Factory, the image of
“savage” Africa and the myth of “the white man’s burden” has been perpetuated in
Western culture. «

A 1972 Time magazine editorial lamenting the demise of Life magazine, stated
that the “lavishness” of Life’s enterprises included “organizing safaris into darkest
Africa.” The same year, the New York Times’ C. L. Sulzberger wrote that “Africa has
a history as dark as the skins of many of its people.” Terms such as “darkest Africa,”
“primitive,” “tribe” (“tribal”) or “jungle,” in reference to Africa, perpetuate myths
and are especially inexcusable in such large circulation publications.

Ethnocentrism is similarly reflected in the term “pagan” to describe traditional
religions. A February 1973 Time magazine article on Uganda stated, “Moslems ac-
count for only 500,000 of Uganda’s 10 million people. Of the remainder, 5,000,000
are Christians and the rest pagan.” Pagan is defined as “Heathen, a follower of a
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polytheistic religion; one that has little or no religion and that is marked by a frank
delight in and uninhibited seeking after sensual pleasures and material goods.”
Heathen is defined as “Unenlightened; an unconverted member of a people or
nation that does not acknowledge the God of the Bible. A person whose culture
or enlightenment is of an inferior grade, especially an irreligious person.” Now,
the people of Uganda, like almost all Africans, have serious religious beliefs and
practices. As used by Westerners, “pagan” connotes something wild, primitive and
inferior—another term to watch out for. V

The variety of traditional structures that African people live in are their “houses,”
not “huts” A hut is “an often small and temporary dwelling of simple construc-
tion.” And to describe Africans as “natives” (noun) is derogatory terminology —as in,
“the natives are restless.” The dictionary definition of native includes: “one of a
people inhabiting a territorial area at the time of its discovery or becoming familiar
to a foreigner; one belonging to a people having a less complex civilization.” There-
fore, use of “native,” like use of “pagan” often implies a value judgment of white
superiority.

Qualifying Adjectives

Words that would normally have positive connotations can have entirely different
meanings when used in a racial context. For example, C. L. Sulzberger, the colum-
nist of the New York Times, wrote in January 1975, about conversations he had with
two people in Namibia. One was the white South African administrator of the
country and the other a member of SWAPO, the Namibian liberation movement.
The first is described as “Dirk Mudge, who as senior elected member of the admin-
istration is a kind of acting Prime Minister. ...” But the second person is intro-
duced as “Daniel Tijongarero, an intelligent Herero tribesman who is a member of
SWAPO. . . ” What need was there for Sulzberger to state that Daniel Tijongarero
is “intelligent”? Why not also state that Dirk Mudge was “intelligent” —or do we
assume he wasn’t?

A similar example from a 1968 New York Times article reporting on an address
by Lyndon Johnson stated, “The President spoke to the well-dressed Negro offi-
cials and their wives.” In what similar circumstances can one imagine a reporter
finding it necessary to note that an audience of white government officials was
“well-dressed?”

Still another word often used in a racist context is “qualified.” In the 1960’s
white Americans often questioned whether Black people were “qualified” to hold
public office, a question that was never raised (until too late) about white officials
like Wallace, Maddox, Nixon, Agnew, Mitchell, et al. The question of qualifica-
tions has been raised even more frequently in recent years as white people question
whether Black people are “qualified” to be hired for positions in industry and edu-
cational institutions. “We’re looking for a qualified Black” has been heard again and
again as institutions are confronted with affirmative action goals. Why stipulate that
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Blacks must be “qualified,” when for others it is taken for granted that applicants
must be “qualified.”

Speaking English

Finally, the depiction in movies and children’s books of third world people speak-
ing English is often itself racist. Children’s books about Puerto Ricans or Chicanos
often connect poverty with a failure to speak English or to speak it well, thus blam-
ing the victim and ignoring the racism which affects third world people regardless
of their proficiency in English. Asian characters speak a stilted English (“Honorable
so and s0” or “Confucius say”) or have a speech impediment (“roots or ruck,” “very
solly,” “flied lice”). Native American characters speak another variation of stilted
English (“Boy not hide. Indian take boy.”), repeat certain Hollywood-Indian phrases
(“Heap big” and “Many moons”) or simply grunt out “Ugh” or “How.” The re-
peated use of these language characterizations functions to make third world people
seem less intelligent and less capable than the English-speaking white characters.

Wrap-Up

A Saturday Review editorial'” on “The Environment of Language” stated that
language

... has as much to do with the philosophical and political conditioning of a society
as geography or climate. . . . people in Western cultures do not realize the extent to
which their racial attitudes have been conditioned sinee early childhood by the
power of words to ennoble or condemn, augment or detract, glorify or demean.
Negative language infects the subconscious of most Western people from the time
they first learn to speak. Prejudice is not merely imparted or superimposed. It is
metabolized in the bloodstream of society. What is needed is not so much a change
in language as an awareness of the power of words to condition attitudes. If we can
at least recognize the underpinnings of prejudice, we may be in a position to deal
with the effects.

To recognize the racism in language is an important first step. Consciousness of
the influence of language on our perceptions can help to negate much of that
influence. But it is not enough to simply become aware of the affects of racism in
conditioning attitudes. While we may not be able to change the language, we can
definitely change our usage of the language. We can avoid using words that degrade
people. We can make a conscious effort to use terminology that reflects a progres-
sive perspective, as opposed to a distorting perspective. It is important for educators
to provide students with opportunities to explore racism in language and to increase
their awareness of it, as well as learning terminology that is positive and does not
perpetuate negative human values.
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The Language of Sexism

Haig Bosmajian

While the language of racial and ethnic oppression is often blatant and relatively
casy to identify, the language of sexism is more subtle and pervasive. Our everyday
speech reflects the “superiority” of the male and the “inferiority” of the female, re-
sulting in a master-subject relationship. The language of sexism relegates the woman
to the status of children, servants, and idiots, to being the “second sex” and to virtual
invisibility. The progress implied in the advertising slogan “You've come a long way,
baby” notwithstanding, the language of sexism remains with us and exerts an in-
fluence on the male’s attitudes towards and control over women and the women’s
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attitudes toward themselves. More accurate than the above slogan is the feminist’s
response: “If I've come such a long way, how come you still call me baby?”

The need to eradicate the language of sexism to bring about equality of the
sexes has been recognized by a variety of writers. Deborah Rosenfelt and Florence
Howe have pointed out that “a number of reputable linguists believe that linguistic
systems are partially determined by underlying metaphysical assumptions about the
structure of reality. Linguists argue about the precise nature of the interaction be-
tween language, thought, and culture, but it seems clear that language as a form of
social behavior does both reflect and help to perpetuate deeply held cultural
attitudes. Among these attitudes—and this is an area that traditional linguists have
hardly touched upon—are those concerning the relationships between men and
women.”! “By calling attention to sexist usage,” continue Rosenfelt and Howe,
“feminists hope to change not only the language—the surface behavior—but the
underlying attitudes that determine and, in a constant interaction, are determined
by the behavior”2. . .

Our sexist language, according to Aileen Hernandez, past president of the
National Organization for Women, makes it abundantly clear that “in all areas that
really count, we discount women.” Sexist language manifests itself in various ways:

““Mankind’ is the generic term for all people or all males, but there is no simi-
lar dual meaning for ‘womankind.” The masculine pronoun is used to refer to both
men and women in general discussions.

“The Constitution of the United States is replete with sexist language —Sena-
tors and Representatives are ‘he’; the President is obviously ‘he” and even the fugi-
tive from justice is ‘he’ in our Constitution. . . .

“But just in case we as women manage to escape the brainwashing that assigns
us to ‘our place’ in the order of things, the language continues to get the message
across.

“There is a ‘housewife’ but no ‘househusband’; there’s a ‘housemother’ but no
‘housefather’; there’s a ‘kitchenmaid’ but no ‘kitchenman’; unmarried women cross
the threshold from ‘bachelor girl” to ‘spinster” to ‘old maid, but unmarried men are
‘bachelors’ forever.”’

Writing in Women: A Journal of Liberation, Emily Toth has observed that “gen-
erally, women lack their own words for professional positions: a woman must be a
‘female judge, ‘female representative, ‘madam chairman,’ or—a ghastly pun—a
‘fernale mailman’.”* She notes that “one textbook defines Standard English as that
language spoken by ‘educated professional people and their wives’ 7> She might
have added the Webster's New World Dictionary of the American Language defini-
tion of “honorarium”: “a payment to a professional man for services on which no
fee is set or legally obtainable.”

Alma Graham tells us in an article titled “The Making of a Nonsexist Dic-
tionary” that “at every level of achievement and activity —from primitive man to the
man of the hour—woman is not taken into account. Consider the congressman. He
is a man of the people. To prove that he’s the best man for the job, he takes his case
to the man in the street. He is a champion of the workingman. He speaks for the
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little man. He has not forgotten the forgotten man. And he firmly believes: one man,
one vote. Consider the policeman or fireman, the postman or milkman, the clergy-
man or businessman.”® So ingrained is the language of sexism that it is with great
effort and some resistance that people will refer to a “jurywoman,” “chairwoman,”
“churchwoman,” or “journeywoman.” Instead, the females all end up “country-
men,” “middlemen,” “selectmen,” “jurymen” when these groups are referred to
generally.

Not only does the woman end up a “man,” she also finds herself labeled “he”
or “him” or “his” when the pronoun is used as a neuter to designate anyone, female
or male.

Lynne T. White, former president of Mills College, has commented on this
problem of women coming out male through the use of masculine pronouns: “The
grammar of English dictates that when a referent is either of indeterminant sex or
both sexes, it shall be considered masculine. The penetration of this habit of lan-
guage into the minds of little girls as they grow up to be women is more profound
than most people, including most women, have recognized: it implies that person-
ality is really a male attribute, and that women are human subspecies. . . . It would
be a miracle if a girl-baby, learning to use the symbols of our tongue, could escape
some wound to her self-respect; whereas a boy-baby’s ego is bolstered by the pattern
of our language.””’

In her study dealing with the response of individuals to the pronoun “he” Vir-
ginia Kidd found that “the use of the male pronoun as the generic is not generally
interpreted as representative of a neutral antecedent; that in fact the antecedent is
considered male; that this interpretation of the antecedent as male is stronger in
cases where the socictal stereotypes of the male role coincides with the pronoun is
often strong enough to be indicated in cases where other traits of the antecedent
are admittedly unknown.”® Kidd concludes that the results of her study “seem
eminently clear: use of the masculine pronoun as the generic simply does not ac-
complish the purpose for which it is intended. The masculine pronoun does not
suffice as a verbal indicator in situations where persons of either sex could be the
antecedent.”?

Rosenfelt and Howe report that “at a summer workshop a Feminist Press staff
member used a simple device to illustrate the feelings of invisibility that the
‘universal’ he can arouse in women. She substituted the feminine pronoun: ‘the
teacher . . . she.” Finally a principal (male) could take it no longer. ‘Why are you
doing that, Marj?’ he asked plaintively; ‘why do you keep saying she?” With all eyes
on her, Marj responded pleasantly, without embarrassment, ‘why, I'm using the
word generically” Then there was laughter, an explosive release of tension. But the
point had been made, and as the workshop went on, the participants were careful
to use either he/she or the plural. Perhaps he was not so generic after all?”1°. ..

There are many occasions when “women and men” would be more appropriate
than “men and women.” In fact, one might argue that since women are a majority
in this nation we should henceforth always speak of “the women and men of this
nation” instead of “the men and women of this nation.” The firstness of the male
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has always appeared evident when male and female names are put side by side: Jack
and Jill, Hansel and Gretel, Romeo and Juliet, Antony and Cleopatra, Dick and
Jane, John and Marsha. As for the firstness of the female, there isn’t much more
than Snow White and the Seven Dwars.

In the church we have the “clergyman,” the “altar boy,” the Father, Son, and the
Holy Ghost. Males dominate in Christianity not only in language, but also in terms
of the decision-making powers, a domination which can partly be attributed to the
language of sexism. This male domination exists despite the fact that “every survey
that measures sex differences in religiosity shows that females attend church more
frequently than males, pray more often, hold firmer beliefs, cooperate more in
church programs. This is true at all age levels from childhood to senior-citizen, and
of both single and married women, of women gainfully employed and homemak-
ers.”!! But what is a woman to do when in Scriptures she is told: “Wives, submit
yourselves unto your own husbands, as unto the Lord”? This, in the same book,
Ephesians, which tells children to obey their parents and tells servants to be obe-
dient to their masters. Somehow, women, along with children and servants, end up
subjects in the master-subject relationship.

The idea that women are to play a subservient role and not to be taken seriously
has been perpetuated through the use of the word “lady.” One might, at first glance,
think that referring to a woman as a “lady” is something complimentary and desir-
able. Upon closer examination, however, “lady” turns out to be a verbal label con-
noting the non-seriousness of women. \

Robin Lakoff has argued convincingly that “lady” is a euphemism. Of the
euphemism generally she declares:

“When a word acquires a bad connotation by association with something peo-
ple find unpleasant or embarrassing to think of, people will reach for substitutes for
that word that do not have this uncomfortable effect— that is, euphemisms. What
then happens is that, since feelings about the things or people referred to them-
selves are not altered by a change of name, the new name itself takes on the same
old connotations, and a new euphemism must be found. It is no doubt possible to
pick out those areas in which a society is feeling particular psychological strain or
discomfort—areas where problems exist in a culture—by pinpointing those lexical
items around which a great many euphemisms are clustered.”'* One has only to
think of the numerous euphemisms we have for death, toilet, and certain dreaded
diseases. Lakoff’s point is that “unless we start feeling more respect for women, and
at the same time less uncomfortable about them and their roles in society in rela-
tion to men, we cannot avoid ladies any more than we can avoid broads.” 13

In her discussion of the use of “lady” in job terminology, Lakoff writes: “For at
least some speakers, the more demeaning the job, the more the person holding it
(if female, of course) is likely to be described as a lady. Thus cleaning lady is at least
as common as cleaning woman, saleslady or saleswoman. But one says, normally
woman doctor. To say lady doctor is to be very condescending; it constitutes an
insult. For men, there is no such dichotomy. Garbage man or salesman is the only
possibility, never garbage gentleman.”"*





