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***Links***

Link – He/him/his/mankind/man

Imposing discursive norms such as “mankind” or “he”, the other team perpetuates the world into a masculine norm where women become invisible. 

Goueffic 96 (Goueffic, Louise. Author, BA graduate studies in France. Breaking the patriarchal code.   Pg. 13-14 : 1996. MR.)

From the I 960s until today, such-questioning has involved a shift  from looking at gender bias in language as an abstract system, to looking at bias in  language use and at potentially sexist discourses, which may be obvious, or subtle, or  even unarticulated. We will deal with the latter in Chapter 3, and in the rest of this  book. There are a number of areas that have been highlighted regarding the former,  i.e. gender bias in language as an abstract system. One of them is the problematic use  of pronouns, particularly the (arguably) generic use of 'he', 'him', 'his' to refer to  both men and women. Feminists such as Spender (1990) believe that language is man-  made, with male forms being seen as the norm and female ones seen as deviant. Some  have claimed that the use of generics 'he'/,him'/,his', as well as 'man'/'mankind' and  expressions like 'the man in the street', to refer to both men and women, reinforces  this binary understanding of norm and deviance, promotes male imagery, and makes  women invisible. These claims exemplify the 'dominance approach' (see Chapter 2),  in that the use of generic expressions is seen to be preventing women from expressing  and raising consciousness about their own experience, and perpetuating men's domi-  nance and exploitative behaviour.  In addition to the male being treated as the norm or unmarked term and to women  being hidden behind such terminology, feminists have objected to the use of generic  expressions such as 'man', saying that they are not true generics (Graddol and Swann,  1989). Spender illustrated this with an example that is acceptable in English: 'Man is  the only primate that commits rape'; and an example that is not: 'man being a mam-  mal that breastfeeds his young'. Another example where it becomes obvious that 'man'  is not a true generic is the sentence 'Man has difficulty in childbirth' (Hekman, j 990).  In addition to criticisms regarding the restriction and exclusion of women, the use of  generics can be misleading and confusing. For a detailed discussion and a number of  examples in this area, which has been the subject of much controversy, see Graddol  and Swann (1989). For a thorough investigation into gender-variable pronouns and  gender marking in languages other than English, see Hellinger and Hadumod (2001).  Other areas of bias in the English language as an abstract system include the fol-  lowing: sex specification in the language (e.g. the now outdated 'authoress', or the use of  'she' to refer to countries, boats, motor cars); gratuitous modifiers (Miller and Swift, 1981) that diminish a person's prestige, drawing attention to their sex (e.g. 'woman doctor' /'lady doctor') - and while historically the focus for those opposing sexism has been on discrimination against women rather than men, another example of a modifier would be the phrase 'male nurse'; lexical gaps or under-lexicalization, for example having many more terms for  promiscuous women than for men (Stanley, 1977) and no female equivalents of  terms such as 'henpeck', 'virility', 'penetration'; semantic derogation (Schulz, 1975), where a term describing a woman initially  has neutral connotations, but gradually acquires negative connotations, and  becomes abusive or ends up as a sexual slur (e.g. 'lady', 'madam', 'mistress',  'queen '); relatedly, there are many more negative terms for women than for men,  particularly pertaining to sexual behaviour and denoting women as sexual prey  (Cowie and Lees, 1987; Cameron, 1992); asymmetrically gendered language items, i.e. single words used to describe  women, for which there is no equivalent for men, and vice versa. For example,  the use of 'fireman'/'policeman'/'chairman' (prior to linguistic intervention,  see next section); the use of 'Mrs ' to label only women, thus arguably  reinforcing a patriarchal order; and the difference in status between lexical items  such as 'master', 'bachelor', 'governor', 'god', 'wizard', and their female  equivalents; connotations of language items, such as 'girl' (which may sometimes indicate  immaturity, dependence, triviality, e.g. compare 'weatherman' to 'weathergirl');  'lady' and 'woman', both of which are often used euphemistically for decorum  or to obscure 'negative' associations with sexuality and reproduction; and  the nurturing connotations of 'mothering', compared to those of the term  'fathering' .  As will become evident later, bias in the language does not necessarily entail bias in  language use, and as we will also see in Chapter 3, sexist discourses mayor may not  draw on sexist language items. Words have more than one meaning, and language  users' intentions are obscure and unpredictable. 

Link—‘Man’

Man is not gender neutral—interchanging it with people perpetuates gender inequality.

Writing Center 2010 (The Writing Center, University of North Carolina. “Gender-Sensitive Language.” February 11, 2010. http://www.unc.edu/depts/wcweb/handouts/gender.html. MR.) 

English speakers and writers have traditionally been taught to use masculine nouns and pronouns in situations where the gender of their subject(s) is unclear or variable, or when a group to which they are referring contains members of both sexes. For example, the US Declaration of Independence states that " . . . all men are created equal . . ." and most of us were taught in elementary school to understand the word "men" in that context includes both male and female Americans. In recent decades, however, as women have become increasingly involved in the public sphere of American life, writers have reconsidered the way they express gender identities and relationships. Because most English language readers no longer understand the word "man" to be synonymous with "people," writers today must think more carefully about the ways they express gender in order to convey their ideas clearly and accurately to their readers.  Moreover, these issues are important for people concerned about issues of social inequality. There is a relationship between our language use and our social reality. If we "erase" women from language, that makes it easier to maintain gender inequality. As Professor Sherryl Kleinman (2000:6) has argued,  [M]ale-based generics are another indicator—and, more importantly, a reinforcer—of a system in which "man" in the abstract and men in the flesh are privileged over women. Words matter, and our language choices have consequences. If we believe that women and men deserve social equality, then we should think seriously about how to reflect that belief in our language use.  If you're reading this handout, you're probably already aware that tackling gender sensitivity in your writing is no small task, especially since there isn't yet (and there may never be) a set of concrete guidelines on which to base your decisions. Fortunately, there are a number of different strategies the gender-savvy writer can use to express gender relationships with precision. This handout will provide you with an overview of some of those strategies so that you can "mix and match" as necessary when you write. 

Link—“he”

“He” is not gender neutral —using both pronouns establishes equality.

Writing Center 2010 (The Writing Center, University of North Carolina. “Gender-Sensitive Language.” February 11, 2010. http://www.unc.edu/depts/wcweb/handouts/gender.html. MR.) 

A pronoun is a word that substitutes for a noun. The English language provides pronoun options for references to masculine nouns (for example, "he" can substitute for "Tom"), feminine nouns ("she" can replace "Lucy"), and neutral/non-human nouns ("it" stands in for "a tree"), but no choice for sex-neutral third-person singular nouns ("the writer," "a student," or "someone"). Although most of us learned in elementary school that masculine pronouns (he, his, him) should be used as the "default" in situations where the referent (that is, the person or thing to which you're referring) could be either male or female, that usage is generally considered unacceptable now. So what should you do when you're faced with one of those gender-neutral or gender-ambiguous situations? Well, you've got a few options . . . 1. Use "they"  This option is currently much debated by grammar experts, but most agree that it works well in at least several kinds of situations. In order to use "they" to express accurately gender relationships, you'll need to understand that "they" is traditionally used only to refer to a plural noun. For example,  Sojourner Truth and Elizabeth Cady Stanton were famous "first-wave" American feminists. They were also both involved in the Abolitionist movement.  In speech, though, we early twenty-first century Americans commonly use "they" to refer to a singular referent. According to many grammar experts, that usage is incorrect, but here's an example of how it sounds in our everyday speech:  If a student wants to learn more about gender inequality, they should take Intro to Women's Studies. Note that in this example, "a student" is singular, but it is replaced in the second sentence by "they," a plural pronoun. In speech, we often don't notice such substitutions of the plural for the singular, but in writing, some will find such substitutions awkward or incorrect. Some people argue that "they" should become the default gender-neutral pronoun for English writing, but since that usage can still sound awkward to many readers, its best to use "they" only in plural situations. Thus, one other option the gender-savvy writer may choose to employ is to make her/his sentence plural. Here's one way that can work:  A student's beliefs about feminism may be based on what he has heard in the popular media.  can become Students' beliefs about feminism may be based on what they have heard in the popular media.  2. Use she or he or she/he.  Another, simpler option the gender-savvy writer can use to deal with situations in which the gender of the referent is unknown or variable is to write out both pronoun options as "she or he" or "she/he". For example,  Each student who majors in Women's Studies major must take a course in Feminist Theory. She or he may also get course credit for completing an internship at a local organization that benefits women.  OR  Each student who majors in Women's Studies major must take a course in Feminist Theory. She/he may also get course credit for completing an internship at a local organization that benefits women.  3. Alternate genders and pronouns  You may also choose to alternate gendered pronouns. This option will work only in certain situations, though—usually hypothetical situations in which the referent is equally likely to be a male or a female. For example, both male and female students use the Writing Center's services, so the author of our staff manual chose to alternate between masculine and feminine pronouns when writing the following tutoring guidelines: Respond as a reader, explaining what and how you were/are thinking as you read her texts so that she can discover where a reader might struggle with her writing.  Ask him to outline the draft to reveal the organization of the paper.  Ask her to describe her purpose and audience and show how she has taken them into account in her writing. Explain a recurring pattern and let him locate repeated instances of it.  Of course, this author could also have included both pronouns in each sentence by writing "her/his" or "her/him," but in this case, alternating "he" and "she" conveys the same sense of gender variability and is likely a little easier on the reader, who won't have to pause to process several different options every time a gendered pronoun is needed in the sentence. This example also provides a useful demonstration of how gender-savvy writers can take advantage of the many different options available by choosing the one that best suits the unique requirements of each piece of writing they produce.  4. Eliminate the pronoun altogether  Finally, you can also simply eliminate the pronoun. For example, Allan Johnson is a contemporary feminist theorist. This writer and professor gave a speech at UNC in the fall of 2007. Note how the sentence used "this writer and professor" rather than "he." Many people accept the negative stereotype that if a person is a feminist, she must hate men. could become Many people accept the negative stereotype that feminist beliefs are based on hatred of men. Note how the second version of the sentence talks about the beliefs. By avoiding using the pronoun "she," it leaves open the possibility that men may be feminists.

Link—You guys/man

The phrase “you guys” and nouns ending in “man” subsume women under a masculine discourse.

The Writing Center 2010 ( The Writing Center, University of North Carolina. “Gender-Sensitive Language.” February 11, 2010. http://www.unc.edu/depts/wcweb/handouts/gender.html. MR. )

Like gendered pronouns, gendered nouns can also provide a stumbling block for the gender-savvy writer. The best way to avoid implications these words can carry is simply to be aware of how we tend to use them in speech and writing. Because gendered nouns are so commonly used and accepted by English writers and speakers, we often don't notice them or the implications they bring with them. Once you've recognized that a gender distinction is being made by such a word, though, conversion of the gendered noun into a gender-savvy one is usually very simple. "Man" and words ending in "-man" are the most commonly used gendered nouns, so avoiding the confusion they bring can be as simple as watching out for these words and replacing them with words that convey your meaning more effectively. For example, if the founders of America had been gender-savvy writers, they might have written " . . . all people are created equal" instead of " . . . all men are created equal . . .." Another common gendered expression, particularly in informal speech and writing, is "you guys." This expression is used to refer to groups of men, groups of women, and groups that include both men and women. Although most people mean to be inclusive when they use "you guys," this phrase wouldn't make sense if it didn't subsume women under the category "guys." To see why "you guys" is gendered male, consider that "a guy" (singular) is definitely a man, not a woman, and that most men would not feel included in the expression "you gals" or "you girls." Another example of gendered language is the way the words "Mr.," "Miss," and "Mrs." are used. "Mr." can refer to any man, regardless of whether he is single or married—but women are defined by their relationship to men (by whether they are married or not). A way around this is to use "Ms." (which doesn't indicate marital status) to refer to women. Sometimes we modify nouns that refer to jobs or positions to denote the sex of the person holding that position. This often done if the sex of the person holding the position goes against conventional expectations. To get a sense of these expectations, think about what sex you would instinctively assume the subject of each of these sentences to be:  The doctor walked into the room. The nurse walked into the room. Many people assume that doctors are men and that nurses are women. Because of such assumptions, someone might write sentences like "The female doctor walked into the room" or "The male nurse walked into the room." Using "female" and "male" in this way reinforces the assumption that most or all doctors are male and most or all nurses are female. Unless the sex of the nurse or doctor is important to the meaning of the sentence, it can be omitted.  As you work on becoming a gender-savvy writer, you may find it helpful to watch out for the following gendered nouns and replace them with one of the alternatives listed below. Check a thesaurus for alternatives to gendered nouns not included in this list.  

Link—you guys

Changing language is a pre-requisite to shaping gender equality—phrases like “you guys” reinforce patriarchal system.

Kleinman 07 (Sherryl Kleinman, Professor in Department of Sociology at the University of North Carolina, “Why Sexist Language Matters.” March 12, 2007. http://www.alternet.org/story/48856/. MR.)

Gendered words and phrases like "you guys" may seem small compared to issues like violence against women, but changing our language is an easy way to begin overcoming gender inequality. For years I've been up inches of space in the newsletter of a rape crisis center? Because male-based generics are another indicator -- and more importantly, a reinforcer -- of a system in which "man" in the abstract and men in the flesh are privileged over women. Some say that language merely reflects reality and so we should ignore our words and work on changing the unequal gender arrangements that are reflected in our language. Well, yes, in part. Link—noun, pronoun

Masculine pronouns and nouns perpetuate male dominance in the workplace.

RSCC 10 The RSCC, online Writing Lab. “Avoiding Sexist Language.” The January 28, 2010. http://www.roanestate.edu/owl&writingcenter/owl/Sexism.html. MR.

When people use sexist language they are actually showing a bias, even if they are unaware of the bias or if it is unintentional. Your usage is sexist if you refer in general to doctors, managers, lawyers, company presidents, engineers, and other professionals as "he" or "him" while referring to nurses, secretaries, and homemakers as "she" or "her." Our goal as communicators is to identify with our audience, not to inadvertently insult them. Follow these guidelines to eliminate sexist expressions from your communications:  1. Use neutral expressions:  Use "chair," or "chairperson," rather than "chairman" Use "businessperson" rather than "businessman" Use "supervisor" rather than "foreman" Use "police officer" rather than "policeman" Use "letter carrier" rather than "postman" Use "homemaker" rather than "housewife" 2. Use plural forms. Instead of using "The manager . . . he," use "The managers . . . they."  3. When possible (as in direct address), use "you." For example, "You can begin to eliminate sexual bias by becoming aware of the problem." But be careful to avoid using "you." If used too often, it can sound as if you're ordering your reader around.  4. Drop endings such as -ess and -ette used to denote females (e.g., poetess, authoress, bachelorette, majorette).  5. Avoid overuse of pairings (him or her, she or he, his or hers, he/she). Too many such pairings are awkward.  6. Avoid sexist salutations such as "Dear Sir", or "Gentlemen." It is always preferable to use the person's name. If you do not know whether a woman is married or not, use Ms. If you are unable to find out the gender of the person, use the position title on an attention line (Attention: Quality Assurance Supervisor) instead of a salutation.   

Link—Pronoun, Sex

Gender pronouns makes sex an issue—creates a dichotomy between man and women justifies masculine dominance

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 10 (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. “Feminist Philosophy of Language” http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/feminism-language/. MR.) 

Sex-marking  English, like most — but not all — languages, requires a great deal of what Marilyn Frye calls ‘sex marking’ (Frye 1983). For example, one cannot use pronouns to refer to a particular individual without knowing their sex. Frye notes the absurdity of this. If I am writing a book review, the use of personal pronouns to refer to the author creates the need to know whether that person's reproductive cells are the sort which produce ova or the sort which produce sperm. (Frye 1983: 22)  Singular personal pronoun usage is impossible without knowing the sex of the person one is discussing, and in many cases sex would otherwise be utterly irrelevant. Frye takes this to be an instance of a general tendency to make sex relevant where it need not be, which she takes to be a key feature of sexism. In addition, she suggests, the constant need to know and indicate sex helps to perpetuate the conviction that sex is a tremendously important matter in all areas. For Frye, this is a key factor in perpetuating male dominance: male dominance requires the belief that men and women are importantly different from each other, so anything that contributes to the impression that sex differences are important is therefore a contributor to male dominance. 

Link--biology

Biological explanations of social differences perpetuates the masculine male identity.  

Goueffic 96 (Goueffic, Louise. Author, BA graduate studies in France. Breaking the patriarchal code. Pg. 10 : 1996. MR.)
The terms sex and gender are sometimes used interchangeably as synonyms.  Language and gender theorists have generally made a distinction between sex as  physiological, and gender as a cultural or social construct. According to this distinc-  tion, sex refers to biological maleness and femaleness, or the physiological, functional, anatomical differences that distinguish men and women, whereas gender refers  to the traits assigned to a sex - what maleness and femaleness stand for - within dif-  ferent societies and cultures.  Gender can then be seen as a broader, a more encompassing and complex term.  Graddol and Swann (1989) state, the many different life experiences of women ~  men cannot be simply explained by' biological differences between the sex.  Biological differences cannot account for the fact that a person may be more or less 'feminine' and more or less 'masculine'. Further, the many variations of maleness (  femaleness over time/from one generation to the next, across cultures, and across c  texts, show that the traits assigned to a sex by a culture are socially determined;  learned, and therefore alterable (Wodak, 1997; Talbot, 1998). Current theories of g  der recognize not only that behaving as men or women within a society will vary f  one situation to the next, from one social grouping or community to another,  according to different goals, aims, and interests, but also that people are active age .. _.  involved in their own 'gendering' or 'doing gender' (see Chapter 3).  The distinction between sex and gender is important and political. Biological explanations of socially constructed differences between men and women are often used to  justify male privileges or reassert traditional family and gender roles, for example,  women's so-called 'natural' role as mothers and nurturers (see Talbot, 1998, for other  examples). Unsurprisingly, feminists have strongly criticized biological explanations  of 'natural' differences between the sexes for perpetuating gender myths, stereotypes,  and imbalances that are ultimately damaging for both women and men.  
Link--Maleness

We must remove all sexist language from our vocabulary to solve.

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 10 (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. “Feminist Philosophy of Language” http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/feminism-language/. MR.) 

1.6 Reform efforts: successes and limitations  Problems like those we have seen so far are relatively easy to discern. Moreover, it may seem that they would be relatively easy to correct — new terms can be invented, or alternative words can be used. Much feminist effort has been devoted to this endeavour, and a huge variety of reforms have been proposed. (See, for example, Miller and Swift 1976, 1980, and the papers in part two of Cameron 1998a.)  One especially successful reform effort has been the increasingly accepted singular use of the third-person gender-neutral pronoun ‘they’, (in place of ‘he’) as in the sentence below: Somebody left their sweater behind.  A key reason for the success of this reform is perhaps the history of the singular ‘they’. As Ann Bodine has noted (1998), the singular use of ‘they’ has a long history. It did not begin to be criticized until the 19th century, and despite all the efforts of prescriptive grammarians it has remained very popular in speech. Due to feminist work on the effects of ‘gender-neutral’ use of ‘he’, even prescriptive grammarians are now becoming more accepting of ‘they’.  Other reform efforts have met with greater difficulties. Some suggestions (such as the creation of new third-person singular pronouns) have simply not caught on, while others that have caught on seem to have backfired. Susan Erlich and Ruth King (1998), for example, discuss the case of ‘chairperson’, intended to serve as a gender-neutral replacement for ‘chairman’. Instead, it is often used to indicate women who fill the post of chair, while men are referred to as ‘chairman’. They take this to show that reforms cannot succeed unless attitudes change as well.  Moreover, feminist work on language has also indicated that there may be problems which are simply not amenable to piecemeal linguistic reforms. Some difficulties that have been raised go well beyond a handful of problematic terms or gaps. Deborah Cameron offers striking examples of writing that takes males as the norm without using any particular terms to which one might object, such as the following, from The Sunday Times: The lack of vitality is aggravated by the fact that there are so few able-bodied young adults about. They have all gone off to work or look for work, leaving behind the old, the disabled, the women and the children. (Cameron 1985: 85)  Clearly, in the above example, ‘able-bodied young adult’ is being used in such a way as to exclude women. Moreover, examples like this (and others Cameron provides) pass unnoticed by newspaper editors and many readers. There is clearly a problem, but it is not a problem that can be pinpointed by picking out some particular term as objectionable and in need of reform. Eliminating language use that takes males as the norm, then, must involve more than changing a few terms or usage rules. 

Link--Man

Whenever we use the word man we come to view them as the superior sex and only promotes the dichotomy between the two sexes. 

Spender 1980 (Dale Spender, Australian feminist scholar, teacher, writer and consultant “Man Made Language” pg.155 ) RL

By promoting the use of the symbol man at the expense of woman it is clear that the visibility and primacy of males is supported. We learn to see the male as the worthier, more comprehensive and superior sex and we divide and organize the world along these lines. And, according w Linda Harrison and Wendy Martyna — who went slightly further in their research than other investigators who were exploring the links between male symbols and images — females understand that they are not represented in he/man usage; both Harrison and Martyna found that males used man more often than females and Martyna attempted to discover the basis for this choice. When Wendy Martyna asked people in her sample what they thought of when they used the symbol man, the males stated that they thought of themselves. This was not the case for females. The females said they did not think of themselves, they did not use the term in relation to themselves, hence they used he/man less frequently than males. There is irony in the acknowledgment of females that they only used the terms he/man at all because they had been taught that it was grammatically correct ! From this, Martyna concludes that 'Males may be generating a sex specific use of he, one based on male imagery, while females are generating a truly generic he, one based on grammatical standards of correctness' (Martyna, 1978). How convenient if this is the case! The findings of Harrison and Martyna also raise another interesting possibility. When women use he/man, they do so because they perceive it - erroneously — as being grammatically correct. But they use these symbols much less frequently than males. Perhaps when they choose not to use it, women are the 'offenders' who are using they `incorrectly'; perhaps it has been women who have resisted in part the prescriptive grammarians' injunctions and have kept they alive and well, precisely because they can use it without conjuring up male images and so do not feel excluded by the term.

Link--metaphors
The language we use affects the way we see the world especially through metaphors. When we use exclusive or offensive language, it marginalizes women and is focused on male supremacy.

Gibbon 1999 (Margaret, Professor at the School of Applied Language and Intercultural Studies, Dublin City University, “Feminist Perspectives on Language, Pg. 25-26, LV)
Feminists have been acutely aware of connotation, arguing that many terms denoting women come, over time, to take on negative connotations, especially sexual. What is involved in such change is an overlayering of hostile social attitudes towards women on to the words or expressions. This 'semantic derogation' of women (Schultz [1975] 1990) involves the degeneration of positive or neutral terms into terms of abuse or ridicule. These dysphemistic (opposite of euphemistic) terms are often metaphorical in nature. Slang and abusive words for women refer to us as animals, vessels, meat, body parts and items of clothing (bitch, bag, piece of ass, grade A meat, skirt). Feminists who link feminist analysis to eco​logical thought point out parallels between the derogation of women and the appropriation of nature (Shiva 1988, Griffin 1978). Linguistically this occurs through metaphor, the human ability to see connections, similarity and analogy between apparently unrelated phenomena. As we have seen, words are used to represent things. Apart from representation, language also serves to categorize. Linguistic relativity (see Chapter 3) argues that different cultures divide up reality in different ways and that this is reflected in language. Each child, as she/he learns to speak, acquires the 'way of seeing' of the community through language. Women have been at the forefront of research on categoriza​tion. It has been claimed that women have been interested in typ​icality and prototype research because they inhabit the margins of the category 'Man' (Chapter 3). This research argues that one of our cognitive and linguistic habits is to put things into categories. Work on colour terms exploits the notion that some reds are more red than others, for example (Berlin and Kay 1969). Pillarbox red (to use an ethnocentric example - Irish pillar boxes being green!) is considered by most people to be the basic red, a more repres​entative red than, say, crimson or cherry. It is said to be the proto​type or 'best example' (Rosch 1977). Turquoise is a poor example of blue because it is on the fuzzy boundary between blue and green. Feminists have used prototypicality to show how men and men's experience have been coded linguistically to be central, leading to the exclusion, invisibility or marginality of women. Language reflects a male-as-norm or MAN bias. So pervasive is this norm in language and in thought that language reform may be doomed to failure. If when we see neutral terms like people, human being, adult, person, citizen, voter, resident we still conjure up a male, then attacks on words with man in them seem pointless. 
Link—pronoun, man

The attempt use words like “man” or pronouns like “he” when not directed to the actual male species, it conjures up androcentrism as it excludes women.

Gibbon 1999 (Margaret, Professor at the School of Applied Language and Intercultural Studies, Dublin City University, “Feminist Perspectives on Language, Pg. 43, LV)
Numerous empirical studies have been undertaken, mostly by social psychologists, to test the hypothesis that man does not func​tion generically but causes male bias in thought. Study after study has shown that when faced with sentences containing generic masculine forms and/or generic he, subjects conjure up predomin-andy male images. One interesting example is Martyna's (1980) account of a range of experiments designed to elicit interpreta​tion of generic masculine and epicene agentives by matching images to words, and by sentence completion exercises to test for pronoun usage associated with such words. Martyna faults the generic masculine on three counts: its inequity, its ambiguity and its exclusiveness (1980: 69-70). It is this last feature which is of most concern. If generic terms in their use or understanding actu​ally exclude women, then they are not generic. Martyna noted male bias, as expected, but interestingly, she also observed that women and men in her study did not use or understand generics in the same way. When he was chosen for neutral or epicene ante​cedents, male informants did so 'probably because I'm male' while women did so because they argued it was correct or that they had learned to. 
Link—swear words

Swear words can easily be considered patriarchal due to their connection to words that tend to marginalize women. Also the masculine dominance in the use of swear words continues the oppression against the female.

Gibbon 1999 (Margaret, Professor at the School of Applied Language and Intercultural Studies, Dublin City University, “Feminist Perspectives on Language, Pg. 74-75, LV)
Thus the fate of feminist coinage and the semantic derogation of women reflect the same cultural bias: a sexual double standard. Men are valued for sexual prowess and women denigrated for it. But to return to the idea that vocabulary reflects a culture's needs, we can ask why there are quite so many nasty words for women (up to 2,000 in English alone). We can also ask what cultural values are reflected in the fact that our most insulting term is a slang word for female genitals and our most insulting expression invites the hearer to go away and partake in sexual intercourse, a deed many people seem to find a pleasurable rather than dreaded prospect. Work on taboo words (Andersson and Trudgill 1992) has tended to classify swear words in three categories: blasphemy (Jesus Christ! God Almighty! Bloody Hell!) animal metaphor (You cow! Pig! Bitch!) 'dirty words' (Shit! Fuck! Cunt! Bollocks!) Such a categorization, I believe, needs to be amended and 'nuanced' from a feminist perspective. Firstly, we should note that societal opprobrium has weakened in the case of blasphemous words. Few observe the commandment: 'Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord, thy God, in vain.' Jesus! Christ! Oh my God! are rarely nowadays reason for children to be censured by adults, and their milder, derivative forms (Jeepers! Gripes! Oh my goodness!) are hardly used. Thus, blasphemous expressions are barely even con​sidered as swear words by many. There are no doubt a number of reasons, such as widespread secularization in Western society and the relativization of Christianity in our increasingly multicultural societies (but see Hughes 1992 for a counter position). Animal metaphor, as a category, is amenable to feminist ana​lysis. Most obviously, we should note that the range of available terms for insulting people is limited: we do not insult people by calling them polar bears, salmon or fruit flies. The animal terms we use refer predominantly to domesticated creatures: cow, pig, bitch, dog. Moreover, the most potent and commonly used are terms referring to female animals, usually mammals, and are used to refer to women (cow, bitch, heifer). Even dog, one of a pair (with bitch) and therefore most likely to refer to men as counterpart to bitch, now refers to a woman, especially in American English. Pussy also refers metonymically to woman, as well as to her genitals. (See Whaley and Antonelli 1983 for a discussion from a non-feminist standpoint). As for the category of 'dirty' words, we should divide this into separate classifications. One sub-category are the terms related to excretion and excretory functions (piss off, asshole, shithead etc.) Another is the group of terms related to heterosexual intercourse, arguably the most productive, insofar as fuck and its derived forms can be used to express surprise (well, fuck me!), exhaustion (I was fucked), annoyance (this fucking screwdriver), amazement, dis​appointment, anger and many other emotional states (Andersson and Trudgill 1992: 60). A further sub-set includes those which are related to women, women's bodies and specifically genitals (cunt, twat, motherfucker). Although taboo terms related to male genitals also exist, they do not carry the same expletive force, nor do they function in parallel. Men can be called by terms referring to female genitalia, as can women, but I have yet to hear a woman called a prick. Even in insult, women cannot, it seems, be honoured by epithets referring to the ultimate signifier! The most satisfying theory to explain such use of language emerges from an attempt to see the picture whole. How do all these categories and sub-categories relate to each other? It can be argued that swear-words can be read as a code by which to decipher the very basis of patriarchy:  
Link—Sir/Madam/Mistress

Although words used to describe males still preserve the same integrity that it always has words used to describe females have been used as terms in order to degrade a person.

Spender 1980 (Dale Spender, Australian feminist scholar, teacher, writer and consultant “Man Made Language” pg. 17) RL 
Although Lord still preserves its initial meaning, Lady has undergone a process of 'democratic levelling' and is no longer reserved for women of high rank. (Robin Lakoff (1975) makes a case for lady having become a term of insult but her argument appears to be relevant only for American usage.) Baronet also functions in its original sense whereas its equivalent, Dame, has come to be used derogatively (again, Particularly in American usage). There has been some pejoration of governor — in cockney usage for example — but it still serves in original meaning whereas governess has come to be used almost exclusively in the context of young children and not in the context that Queen Elizabeth I used it to denote her own power and sovereignty. Little stigma seems to have become attached to courtier, while it ' almost surprising to find that courtesan was once an equivalent term, , extensive are the sexual connotations it has acquired. Sir is still used a title — and as a form of respect — and, unlike Madam, does not refer t, someone who keeps a brothel. Master, too, hailost little of its for whereas Mistress has acquired almost exclusively sexual connotations and is no longer associated with the person who accepted responsibility and exercised control over the varied and essential tasks of a household. In drawing attention to the loss of parity between these terms, Ro, Lakoff (1975) has pointed out that there is considerable discrepancy meaning between an old master and an old mistress.
***Impacts***

Impact--Patriarchy

We must realize that we shouldn’t rely on the pattern of which a word has been used so we can then be able to identify and transform they way in which we bring patriarchy into play and order.

Spender 1980
 (Dale Spender, Australian feminist scholar, teacher, writer and consultant “Man Made Language” page 6 and 7.) RL
This is a perfectly understandable reaction, for when a society has developed a particular pattern for meaning, those who do not abide by it are being unreasonable — in its terms. But unless that pattern for meaning is infallible (and there is considerable evidence that it is not, given that meaning changes not just from one society to anotker, but ithin e society_aver,..time) hen the flawmay  be in the  pattern itself,  ..)__nd not in those whosro....sAt If patriarchal order can be shown to be unreasonable, then those who are attempting to 'dismanilb it are behaving in an eminently reasonable fashion. Being branded as unreasonable, however, is probably the least of our problems, even though it does serve to illustrate the way in which dissenters can be conveniently discounted. The crux of our difficulties lies in being able, to identify and transform the rules which govern our behaviour and which bring patriarchal order _into existence. Yet the tools we have fOr doing this are part of that patriarchal order. While we can modify, we must none the less use the only language, the only ; classification scheme which is at our disposal. We  must uses_ kin a way that is acceptable and _meaningful. But that very language and the conditions for its use in turn structure a patriarchal order.
We must take steps to unravel the  language of our everyday life in order to begin to deconstruct patriarchy.

Spender 1980 (Dale Spender, Australian feminist scholar, teacher, writer and consultant “Man Made Language” pg. 5) RL.
Being branded as unreasonable, however, is probably the least of our problems, even though it does serve to illustrate the way in which dissenters can be conveniently discounted. The crux of our difficulties lies in being able, to identify and transform the rules which govern our behaviour and which bring patriarchal order into existence. Yet the tools we have for doing this are part of that patriarchal order. While we can modify, we must none the less use the only language, the only classification scheme which is at our disposal. We  must uses_ kin a way that is acceptable and _meaningful. But that very language and the conditions for its use in turn structure a patriarchal order. Because of this it is imperative that we begin to unravel the many linguistic means by which patriarchy has been created. Not only do we have to tackle and transform the fundamental classification scheme, we also have to tackle its myriad manifestations of the language from its structure to the conditions of its use must be scrutinized if we are to detect both the blatant and the subtle means by Which the edifice of male supremacy has been assembled. If we are to begin  take it apart we must be able to recognize its form.  Deconstructing patriarchal order is not tantamount to eliminating male power. There is a current feminist criticism which justly maintains that consciousness-raising does not remove males from the influential positions in society nor does it provide women with equitable wages. But there is a consensus which must accompany power and at the moment too many people are content to see male power and dominance as reasonable, and natural. Too many people make a contribution towards the realization of this power. By making it increasingly difficult with so much of the knowledge we have inherited, women appear as deficient — or deviant — in studies of language and sex. And, as with so many other research areas in the social sciences, when the assumptions on which this knowledge has been constructed are examined, it becomes increasingly clear that this female deficiency often has its origins in the research premises and procedures themselves. By beginning with the initial assumption that there is something wrong with women's language, research procedures have frequently been biased in favour of men. The presentation of skewed findings has helped to establish the deficiency of women's language and in conveniently circular logic has thereby helped to confirm the validity of the initial premise that women's language is inferior.
Impact—silence women

Women’s agency is lost when gender language is used.

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 10 (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. “Feminist Philosophy of Language” http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/feminism-language/. MR.) 

Much of feminist philosophy of language so far can be described as critical—critical either of language itself or of philosophy of language, and calling for change on the basis of these criticisms. Those making these criticisms suggest that the changes are needed for the sake of feminist goals — either to better allow for feminist work to be done or, more frequently, to bring an end to certain key ways that women are disadvantaged. In this entry, I examine these criticisms. I also examine work by feminists that seems to suggest some of the criticisms are misplaced: that, for example, philosophy of language is better able to help in feminist projects than critics suppose. My focus in this entry will generally be on the analytic tradition. There has been a great deal of feminist concern over the supposedly gender-neutral use of terms like ‘he’ and ‘man’. It is commonly said that these terms have both gender-specific meanings, as in sentences (1) and (2), and gender-neutral ones, as in sentences (3) and (4). He drank the wine. A man went into a bar. When a student comes into the room, he should pick up a handout. Man is a primate.  Feminists, however, have pointed out that even the supposed gender-neutral meanings of these terms are not really gender-neutral. Janice Moulton (1981a) and Adele Mercier (1995) provide examples in which there is no doubt that a gender-neutral meaning is intended, but this meaning seems unavailable. As a result, the sentences seem ill-formed: Man has two sexes; some men are female. Man breastfeeds his young. Ask the candidate about his husband or wife.  We are, then, making a classificatory error if we claim that ‘man’ and ‘he’ are gender-neutral terms. In order to avoid such a classificatory error, we need to do more careful work on what the meanings of these terms actually are. Perhaps the meaning of ‘he’ that has been called ‘gender-neutral’ is not really gender-neutral, but something much more complex. Mercier suggests, for example, that we should understand the ‘gender-neutral’ use of ‘man’ as referring to either (a) a person or persons of unknown sex; or (b) males or a combination of males and females. This explains why ‘men’ in (5) and ‘man’ in (6) are anomalous: these terms are being used to refer exclusively to persons known to be female.  The supposed ‘gender-neutral’ meaning of these terms, then, is not truly gender neutral. But, on its own, this does not show that there is a problem with those uses that have traditionally been classified as gender-neutral, as in sentences (3) and (4). (Discovering that we have misclassified an adjective as an adverb would not show anything wrong with actual uses of the term in question.) Further reasons are needed in order to object to the use that is made of these terms. 1.2 Invisibility of women  Feminist concerns, however, go beyond mere classificatory ones. Feminists have also argued that terms like ‘he’ and ‘man’ contribute to making women invisible — that is, to obscuring women's importance, and distracting attention from their existence. Fighting the invisibility of women is an important feminist project in many areas,[1] and language that makes one less likely to think of women clearly contributes to this invisibility. There is good psycholinguistic evidence that those who encounter sentences (like (3) and (4)) using the terms ‘he’ and ‘man’ think more readily of males than of females.[2] If this is right, then the use of these words can be seen as contributing to the invisibility of women. This gives feminists a good reason to object to the ‘gender-neutral’ use of these terms. 1.3 Maleness as norm  If one's only worry concerned the obscuring of women's presence, however, it would be difficult to object to certain other terms to which feminists do commonly object: gender-specific occupational terms like ‘manageress’ (still common in the UK, though not in the US) or ‘lady doctor’. These terms certainly do not contribute to the invisibility of women. Instead, they call attention to the presence of women. Moreover, they call attention to women's presence in positions of authority — doctor and manager. Nonetheless, most feminists who think about language find these terms objectionable.  The clearest reason for objecting to ‘manageress’ and ‘lady doctor’ is that the use of these terms seems premised on the idea that maleness is the norm, and that women filling these jobs are somehow deviant versions of doctors and managers. This is also a key objection to the use of ‘he’ and ‘man’. Moulton (1981a) understands these terms on the model of brand names, like ‘Hoover’ or ‘Scotch tape’ that become generic terms for a product type. The message of such terms, she suggests, is that the brand in question is the best, or at least the norm. According to Moulton, terms like ‘he’ and ‘man’ work in the same manner: they are gender-specific terms for men whose use has been extended to cover both men and women. This, Moulton argues, carries the message that maleness is the norm. As a result, the use of these terms as if they were gender neutral constitutes a sort of symbolic insult to women. 

Impact--Inequality

Sexist language is the root cause of patriarchy—leads to male supremacy and loss of women’s agency.

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 10 (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. “Feminist Philosophy of Language” http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/feminism-language/. MR.)

1Sme feminists (e.g. Penelope 1990; Spender 1985) argue that English is, in some quite general sense, male. (Corresponding arguments are also put forward about other languages.) One thing that is meant by this is that English can be said to be male in a manner similar to that in which particular terms can be said to be male — by encoding a male worldview, by helping to subordinate women or to render them invisible, or by taking males as the norm. One sort of argument for this begins from the examination of large quantities of specific terms, and the identification of patterns of male bias, and proceeds from this to the conclusion that the male bias of English is so widespread that it is a mistake to locate the problem in a collection of words, rather than in the language as a whole. The first stage of this sort of argument is, obviously, a lengthy and complex one. The sorts of claims (in addition to those we have already seen) cited include (a) that there are more words for males than for females in English, and that more of these words are positive (Spender 1985: 15, citing Stanley 1977); (b) that a “word for women assume[s] negative connotations even where it designated the same state or condition as it did for men” (Spender 1985: 17), as with ‘spinster’ and ‘bachelor’; (c) that words for women are far more frequently sexualized than words for men, and that this holds true even for neutral words, when they are applied to women. Dale Spender, citing Lakoff (1975), discusses the example of ‘professional’, comparing ‘he's a professional’ and ‘she's a professional’, and noting that the latter is far more likely than the former to be taken to mean that the person in question is a prostitute. The sexualisation of words for women is considered especially significant by the many feminists who take sexual objectification to be a crucial element, if not the root, of inequalities between women and men. (For more on such examples, see also Baker 1992.)  This widespread encoding of male bias in language is, according to theorists like Spender, just what we should expect. Males (though not, as she notes, all of them) have had far more power in society, and this, she claims has included the power to enforce, through language, their view of the world. Moreover, she argues, this has served to enhance their power. There is sexism in language, it does enhance the position of males, and males have had control over the production of cultural forms. (Spender 1985: 144)  This, Spender claims, provides circumstantial evidence that ‘males have encoded sexism into language to consolidate their claims of male supremacy’ (Spender 1985: 144). Spender takes the evidence for this claim to be far more than circumstantial, however, and to support it she discusses the efforts of prescriptive grammarians. These include, for example, the claim that males should be listed before females because ‘the male gender was the worthier gender’ (Spender 1985: 147, emphasis hers), and the efforts (noted earlier) to establish ‘he’ as the gender-neutral third-person English pronoun.  According to theorists like Spender, men's ability to control language gives them great power indeed. We have already seen ways in which what one might call the maleness of language contributes to the invisibility of women (with respect to words like ‘he’ and ‘man’). If one takes the maleness of language to go beyond a few specific terms, one will take language's power to make women invisible to be even stronger. We have also seen ways that what might be called maleness can make it more difficult for women to express themselves. Where we lack words for important female experiences, like sexual harassment, women will find it more difficult to describe key elements of their existence. Similarly, where the words we have — like ‘foreplay’ — systematically distort women's experiences, women will have a difficult time accurately conveying the realities of their lives. If one takes such problems to go beyond selected particular terms, and to infect language as a whole, it is natural to suppose that women are to a large degree silenced — unable to accurately articulate key elements of their lives, and unable to communicate important aspects of their thoughts

Impact--spillover 

Sexist language shapes reality—creates a patriarchal society.  

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 10 (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. “Feminist Philosophy of Language” http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/feminism-language/. MR.) 
Spender and others also suggest that the maleness of language constrains thought, imposing a male worldview on all of us, and making alternative visions of reality impossible, or at least very difficult to articulate. These arguments often draw upon the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis (Sapir 1949; Whorf 1976). This is generally described as roughly the hypothesis that “our worldview is determined by the structures of the particular language that we happen to speak” (Cameron 1998b: 150).  Some suggest that male power over language allows men to shape not just thought, but also reality. For example, Spender claims that men “created language, thought, and reality” (1985: 143). This is a very strong version of what Sally Haslanger has called discursive constructivism.[3] She defines this view as follows: Something is discursively constructed just in case it is the way it is, to some substantial extent, because of what is attributed (and/or self-attributed) to it. (Haslanger 1995: 99)  Feminists like Spender and Catherine MacKinnon (1989) argue that male power over language has allowed them to create reality. This is partly due to the fact that our categorizations of reality inevitably depend on our social perspective: “there is no ungendered reality or ungendered perspective”. (MacKinnon 1989: 114. Haslanger discusses this argument in detail in her 1995.) 

***Alternative***

Alternative

Any word that depicts women as sex objects or social norms not applicable to men leads to the exclusion of women. We must challenge our discourse in this round and change the meaning of words to solve patriarchy and chauvinism. 

Goueffic 96 (Goueffic, Louise. Author, BA graduate studies in France. Breaking the patriarchal code. Pg. 13-14 : 1996. MR.)

Couched within words are presuppositions about gender, that is many taken-for-granted assumptions about women/men,  girls/boys, gender relations, roles and expectations. The identification of sexist wordings is a good start towards raising awareness about how differences in the meanings  of words 'reflect differences in the traditional roles accorded to women and men in our  society' (Graddol and Swann, 1989: 113). Newspapers, for example, are full of examples of wordings which are used to portray women in negative or limiting ways, i.e.  wordings which: depict women as sex objects and on the basis of their appearance rather than their  intellect or capabilities (e.g. 'a blonde'); define women in terms of home, family, and domestic roles (e.g. 'mother of  three'), in ways that are seldom used for men;  trivialize women (e.g. using 'girl' for a much wider age range than 'boy' would  be used; also 'weathergirl'); judge women (e.g. 'Iadette", 'career woman').  Consider the following examples from the sports section of the British broadsheet  newspaper The Sunday Times. The extracts are from two pieces about tennis, which  are written by the same writer, and appear on the same page of the paper. Examples include the use of the words 'persons', 'people', 'Ms", 'they' and 'them' (e.g. 'Each speaker will have one hour for their presentation'), and opting for 'chair' rather that 'chairman', 'flight attendant' rather than 'airhostess', 'doctor' rather than 'woman doctor', etc. (See also Pauwels, 1998, for attempts to change gender-inflected languages.) Second, intervention has aimed to increase women's visibility, for example by avoiding the generic pronouns 'he' 'his' 'him', adding the female pronoun ('he or she', 's/he'), opting for reversal ('she or he', 'women and men'), or using the generic 'she'. And, third, change has also focused on establishing, reclaiming or changing the meaning of particular words, such as 'partner', 'queer', 'patriarchy', and 'chauvinism'. These forms of linguistic intervention however, both face and pose a number of problems. One difficulty has been that attempts at intervention are often faced with ridicule (e.g. the mocking of terms such as 'herstory'); marginalization, as a result of claims that language is a trivial concern (Blaubergs, 1980); or appropriation and denial, for example, claims that change is too difficult or impractical, or that it interferes with our freedom of speech. 

Only by recognizing our sexist and offensive language can we change our perception on the way we use words. Language determines reality, which means the alternative is one step to deconstructing patriarchy.

Gibbon 1999 (Margaret, Professor at the School of Applied Language and Intercultural Studies, Dublin City University, “Feminist Perspectives on Language, Pg. 37-38, LV)

Linguistic relativity has been of great interest to feminist linguists. If language can be shown to influence or determine thought, then sexist language will influence speakers in the direction of sexist thought. Changing sexist language will change sexist attitudes; challenging sexist language will raise awareness about sexist assump​tions. Dale Spender is a prominent feminist writer who based her book Man-made language upon the notion that language is not just a reflection of ideas and thoughts, is not neutral, but is a trap which limits our capacity to think in non-sexist ways: [I] t has been the dominant group - in this case, males - who have created the world, invented the categories, constructed sexism and its justification and developed a language map which is in their interest. (1985: 142) Spender argues in favour of the Sapir-Whorf hypothesis, quite explicitly, writing 'it is language which determines the limits of our world, which constructs our reality' (1985: 139). She develops it, not by cross-cultural comparison which is the obvious testing ground for the hypothesis, but by a close examination of lexical and grammatical categorization in English. Her aim is to show how sexist meanings are encoded in the language, leading to the marginalization of women's experience, the invisibility of women or else their derogation. A number of other feminists have also researched this question, as have mainstream linguists, focusing, as did Sapir and Whorf, on the lexicon and upon grammar. We go on to focus on these two areas, relating lexis to categorization and perception and grammatical structure to representation of women and men in language, thought and perception. 
Alt Extension

The changing in spelling of “woman”, and other words that have male root words, can deconstruct the male bias in our language.

Gibbon 1999 (Margaret, Professor at the School of Applied Language and Intercultural Studies, Dublin City University, “Feminist Perspectives on Language, Pg. 39-40, LV)

During the 1970s and early 1980s, feminists began voluntarily to alter language to reflect and to draw attention to the masculist inflections of our vocabulary. One suggested change was the re-spelling of'woman' and 'women' (womyn/womin/wimyn/wimmin). These re-spellings reflected the urge not to derive the female form from the male form man. Other feminists felt the same way about the pairs male/female, arguing against this 'marking' of the femin​ine form. Markedness is a linguistic term referring to the addition of a morpheme (of gender, number, diminutive, etc.) to a core term viewed as unmarked or neutral. More recendy Goueffic (1996) has argued for a far more systematic recovery of authentic forms for women (fem/fems/femhood) and a deletion of all man-derived roots from our vocabulary both for the species and for woman-hood/femhood. Etymologically, woman does not derive from man in the way femin​ists have often thought, and the word man has not always referred to both the species and the male of the species. The generic mean​ing of the word man, that is the term to describe the species Homo Sapiens, preceded the sex-specific meaning. Its origin is contested but a number of roots in Proto- Indo-European have been suggested, deriving man from the root man for hand, relating it to manufacture, manipulate. Some derive it from men for mind, mental or from mon, an early form for human being. Most cautious etymologists trace it only back as far as its old Germanic forms. In modern German there are two words: Mensch (human being) and Mann (man, husband) while in English we have one, ambiguously referring to the adult male or to the species. However, this was not always the case. In its earlier forms, man referred to the species and two separate markers w?/and waep were added to specify female and male. Thus wifmann and waepmann, apparently meaning weaver person and weapon-carrying person, were how women and men were named in old English. 'Wermann' (for males) is also attested, the prefix 'wer' (Latin vir) remaining in the word werewolf (a man-wolf). 
Other words can replace the use of the word “man” to reduce the male bias within our language. 

Gibbon 1999 (Margaret, Professor at the School of Applied Language and Intercultural Studies, Dublin City University, “Feminist Perspectives on Language, Pg. 40-41, LV)
To return to our focus on man and the relationship between lexis and perception or thought, we will now examine man and other so-called generic-masculine words in context. Emphasis will be placed here not on dictionary meanings (denotation) but on mental imagery or the thoughts which spring up in our minds upon reading or hearing such words, and when we ourselves speak or write them. Given the scope of this introductory text, only a brief summary of research can be given. As a preliminary exercise, try writing down all the words you can think of to refer to people and ask yourself whether they can be used to refer to women, individu​ally or as a group; to men, individually or as a group; to children; to mixed groups of adults; to mixed groups of adults and children. The range of words is actually much greater than our species word Man might suggest. Humankind, humanity, humans, the human race, people, individuals, citizens, Homo Sapiens, guys, y 'all, us and we are some of the terms we might come up with. Some of these {man, guys) are more likely than others to conjure up male imagery. Many terms which are at root masculine are intended nonetheless to include women: the clergy's use of brethren traditionally referred to the entire congregation (most often female-dominated); to man a stand at a school bazaar is often the privilege of mothers; and the words fraternize (from Latin, frater, a brother) and patronize (from pater, father) are used of women as well as men. In the nineteenth century, but also in 1997, women graduating from university have objected to being awarded Bachelor's and Master's degrees, and, as we see in Chapter 4, the professions have had to be renamed to remove masculine bias in agentives.  
The use of sexist language will continue to create sexism in reality because we become more comfortable with it in our language. We must break down the male bias in our language in order to remove the masculinity we represent.

Gibbon 1999  (Margaret, Professor at the School of Applied Language and Intercultural Studies, Dublin City University, “Feminist Perspectives on Language, Pg. 56-57, LV)
Ehrlich and King focus on news reporting in the press and outline strategies used by a sexist press to limit and distort femin​ist meaning. These strategies involve re-definition, expansion ad absurdum of the content or denotation of the term in order to trivialize it, suggestions that the phenomenon named does not actually exist by using quotation marks or other metalinguistic markers (such as 'so-called date-rape'), and other, similar tactics. An analogy is drawn with new terms intended to challenge racist language and ethnic slurs. The general conclusion of this useful paper is that definition is a site of ideological struggle. Sexist language does not only reflect sexist realities, it also helps to reproduce them. One valuable re​sult of feminist, anti-racist and anti-homophobic linguistic innova​tion is that the pejorative words they seek to replace are no longer unmarked or neutral. While constant use of he or she and her or his mark people off as at least nominally aware of, and sympathetic to, feminist ideals, the continued use of prescriptive he and generic masculine terms now marks the user's language as unreformed. In a counter-argument to Spender's call for encoding women into language, Black and Coward (1990) make the point that generic masculine language actually fails to encode men, that is as men, as specific, historically situated people and not the norm:
Alternative Solvency

A radical change through the way we use our language may change the way we view society. This change in our language is a step to equality and human rights.

Gibbon 1999 (Margaret, Professor at the School of Applied Language and Intercultural Studies, Dublin City University, “Feminist Perspectives on Language, Pg. 154-155, LV)
During the course of writing, I have been struck by the relative triviality of much of the subject matter I have read. Work in the difference or dual cultures approach in particular seems to evacuate from its analyses any reference to power or violence in women's relationships with men. Dominance perspectives can tend to por​tray us as victims in their focus on men's power over women. In postmodernist writing resistance seems to focus on ludic gender-bending or gender-blending strategies. For feminists to study language may appear a luxury given the many life-threatening practices which women face world-wide: sexual slavery, profound fundamentalist misogyny, battery, rape, genital mutilation and womanslaughter. We need to relate patterning in language to patterning in the wider society. We need to change that society in radical ways; re​forming language is a useful but woefully inadequate way to do it. However, given the centrality of language to all areas of human endeavour, and its tendency to reflect social arrangements quite precisely, then a study of language can contribute to an inter​disciplinary research effort focused on identifying mechanisms of power and violence - physical and symbolic - and structures of inequality. A research focus on resistance rather than victimization may help to shift feminist linguistics away from its current preoccu​pations and allow the discipline to make a greater, more telling contribution to women's global struggle for human rights. 
***A2 answers***

A2: ‘Man’ Bad

The word “man” is gender neutral. 

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 10 (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. “Feminist Philosophy of Language” http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/feminism-language/. MR.) 

Horn and Kleinedler (2000) have disputed the details of this, noting that ‘man’ did not begin its life as gender-specific and then get extended to cover both women and men. Rather, ‘man’ actually began its life as ‘mann’, a gender-neutral term, which only later acquired a gender-specific meaning. The temporal sequence, then, cannot support the claim that a gender-specific term has been extended to cover both genders. Nonetheless, Horn and Kleinedler agree that the use of terms like ‘he’ and ‘man’ as if they were gender-neutral perpetuates the objectionable idea that men are the norm for humanity.

A2: Biology/Sex

Biological justifications for male privelege entrench patriarchy.

Goueffic 96

(Goueffic, Louise. Author, BA graduate studies in France. Breaking the patriarchal code.   Pg.  : 1996. MR.)

Gender can then be seen as a broader; a more encompassing and complex term. As Graddol and Swann (1989) state, the many different life experiences of women and  men cannot be simply explained by biological differences between the sexes.  Biological differences cannot account for the fact that a person may be more or less  'feminine' and more or less 'masculine'. Further, the many variations of maleness and  femaleness over time/from one generation to the next, across cultures, and across con-  texts, show that the traits assigned to a sex by a culture are socially determined and  learned, and therefore alterable (Wodak, 1997; Talbot, 1998). Current theories of gen-  der recognize not only that behaving as men or women within a society will vary from  one situation to the next, from one social grouping or community to another, and  according to different goals, aims, and interests, but also that people are active agents  involved in their own 'gendering' or 'doing gender' (see Chapter 3).  The distinction between sex and gender is important and political. Biological expla-  nations of socially constructed differences between men and women are often used to  justify male privileges or reassert traditional family and gender roles, for example,  women's so-called 'natural' role as mothers and nurturers (see Talbot, 1998, for other  examples). Unsurprisingly, feminists have strongly criticized biological explanations  of 'natural' differences between the sexes for perpetuating gender myths, stereotypes,  and imbalances that are ultimately damaging for both women and men.   

A2: Gender Neutrality

Words need to be taken in context of speaker’s situation—gender neutral terms do not combat sexism.

Goueffic 96 (Goueffic, Louise. Author, BA graduate studies in France. Breaking the patriarchal code. Pg. 13-14 : 1996. MR.)

The introduction of the term 'Ms', as an alternative to 'Miss' and 'Mrs' - which label only women, and arguably reinforce a patriarchal order where women's marital status becomes important - has not necessarily been effective in combating sexism. This is because, for some people, 'Ms' refers to 'older unmarried women, divorcees and strident feminists - in other words to "abnormal" and "unfeminine" women' (Cameron, 1992: 122; Dion, 1987). These reactions have a lot to do with the fact that, in the 1970s and the 1980s, linguistic intervention was advocated strictly as a small part of the wider project of feminist intervention - and both have been resisted and marginalized. Linguistic intervention is also problematic, when confronted with the non-tenability of language that is neutral: non-sexist, non-racist, and so on. As Coates puts it, 'there is no neutral discourse: whenever we speak we have to choose between different systems of meaning, different sets of values' (1998: 302). In addition to language itself changing, our use of language is constantly changing, in order to accommodate and convey a range of meanings, concepts and values. Different people may ascribe different meanings to a particular word (GraddoJ and Swann, 1989). As meaning is situated in context, the question becomes one of intentionality and interpretation: how do speakers and writers use language (including 'sexist language') from one time to another, from one context to the next? And how do people interpret others' language differently within different contexts (times, places, events, social/cultural/value systems)? It is clear that a so-called sexist word may be used in non-sexist ways. It may be used in an ironic way, or in a different way within a particular community, as in the case of the reclamation of 'queer' or 'dyke' as positive terms within gay speech communities. The opposite can also happen. As Sunderland and Litosseliti (2002: 5) illustrate, a gender-neutral word such as 'people' can be used in a sexist, or at least non-gender-inclusive, way. 

A2: Gender Neutrality

Meanings of words constantly change—impossible to regulate and control. They need to be taken in context.

Ross 2006 (Kelley L. Ross, Ph.D., retired from the Department of Philosophy. “Against the Theory of "Sexist Language." May 26, 2006. http://www.friesian.com/language.htm. MR.)

The word "sex" -- clearly evocative of an unequivocal demarcation between men and women -- has been replaced by the pale and neutral "gender," and the words "man" and "he" -- now avoided as if they were worse than obscenities -- have been replaced by the neuter "person" and by grammatically confusing, cumbersome, or offensive variants of "he/she" or "she" alone as the pronoun of general reference.  Since it was never even remotely in doubt that when used as a general referent, the male pronoun included females, this change was never designed to prevent confusion. The change has, on the contrary, often created confusion. Its purpose is solely ideological.  I, for one, want to be free to refer to "the brotherhood of man" without being corrected by the language police. I want to decide for myself whether I should be called a chairman, a chairwoman, or a chairperson (I am not a chair). I want to see My Fair Lady and laugh when Professor Higgins sings, "Why can't a woman be more like a man?" As a writer, I want to know that I am free to use the words and images of my choosing.  It is common today in public discussion, whether the context is academic, political, or even legal, to take it for granted that using the word "man," in isolation or as a suffix, to refer to all of humanity, or using the pronoun "he" where any person, male or female, may be referred to, is to engage in "sexist language," i.e. language that embodies, affirms, or reinforces discrimination against women or the patriarchal subordination of women to men. Thus the American Philosophical Association offers "Guidelines for Non-Sexist Use of Language," which it says is, "A pamphlet outlining ways to modify language in order to eliminate gender-specific references" -- as though that is an unproblematic, rather than an Orwellian, goal. Not everyone agrees with this view, and "he" and "man" often seem to creep inappropriately into the speech of even those who consider themselves above such transgressions; but the ideology that there is "sexist language" in ordinary words and in the ordinary use of English gender rarely comes under sustained criticism, even in the intellectual arenas where all things are supposed to be open to free inquiry. Instead, the inquiry is usually strongly inhibited by quick charges of "sexism" and by the other intimidating tactics of political correctness.  Such defensiveness accompanies the widely held conviction that the theory of "sexist language" and the program to institute "gender neutral" language are absolutely fundamental to the social and political project of feminism. The theory of "sexist language," however, is no credit to feminism, for it is deeply flawed both in its understanding of the nature of language and in its understanding of how languages change over time. Since the ideology that there is "sexist language" seeks, indeed, to change linguistic usage as part of the attempt to change society and forms of thought, the latter is particularly significant.  First of all, the theory of "sexist language" seems to say that words cannot have more than one meaning: if "man" and "he" in some usage mean males, then they cannot mean both males and females in other usage (i.e. nouns and pronouns can have both masculine and common gender). This view is absurd enough that there is usually a more subtle take on it:  that the use of "man" or "he" to refer to males and to both males and females means that maleness is more fundamental than femaleness, "subordinating" femaleness to maleness, just as in the Book of Genesis the first woman, Eve, is created from Adam's rib for the purpose of being his companion. Now, the implication of the Biblical story may well be precisely that Adam is more fundamental than Eve, but the Bible did not create the language, Hebrew, in which it is written. If we are going to talk about the linguistic structure of Hebrew as distinct from the social ideology of the Bible, it is one thing to argue that the system of grammatical gender allowed the interpretation of gender embodied in the story of Adam and Eve and something very much different to argue that such an interpretive meaning necessarily underlies the original grammar of Hebrew -- or Akkadian, Arabic, Greek, French, Spanish, English, Swahili, etc. -- or that such a system of grammatical gender requires such an interpretation.  What a language with its gender system means is what people use it to mean. It is an evil principle to think that we can tell other people what they mean by what they say, because of some theory we have that makes it mean something in particular to us, even when they obviously mean something else. Nevertheless, there is now a common principle, in feminism and elsewhere (especially flourishing in literary criticism), that meaning is only in the response of the interpreter, not in the mind of the speaker, even if the speaker is to be sued or charged with a crime for the interpreter having the response that they do. There is also on top of this the Marxist theory of "false consciousness," which holds that "true" meaning follows from the underlying economic structure, today usually just called the "power" relationships. Most people are unaware of the power relationships which produce the concepts and language that they use, and so what people think they mean by their own statements and language is an illusion.  The implications of these principles are dehumanizing and totalitarian:  what individual people think and want is irrelevant and to be disregarded, even by laws and political authorities forcing them to behave, and speak, in certain ways. But they are principles that make it possible to dismiss the common sense view that few people speaking English who said "man" in statements like "man is a rational animal" were referring exclusively to males, even though this usage was clear to all, from the context, for centuries before feminism decided that people didn't "really" mean that. But even if some speakers really did mean that, it is actually irrelevant to the freedom of individuals to mean whatever they intend to mean through language in the conventionally available forms that they choose. 

A2: Discourse, State solves

Discourse is irrelevant—only institutional change can solve patriarchy.

Goueffic 96 (Goueffic, Louise. Author, BA graduate studies in France. Breaking the patriarchal code. Pg. : 1996. MR.)

Saudi Arabia, where sex segregation in public places is obligatory, one finds signs on  restaurant doors marked 'singles' (exclusively for men) and 'families'; yet the former  term is not neutral, and the latter not only is not inclusive of all women, it also defines  women exclusively in relation to their husbands, children, and relatives. Also, to  quote an anecdotal example, the fact that I use the gender-neutral title 'Dr' in front of  my name does not stop people (contacting me by phone or email) from asking to  speak to 'him'.  Similarly, the removal of many racist terms from our language does not entail the  elimination of racist sentiment and behaviour. In fact, efforts to eliminate such senti-  ment are not necessarily free of racism or sexism themselves, as illustrated in the lan-  guage used by Malcolm X (seen in Spike Lee's 1992 film) in speeches: 'The Earth  belongs to us the black man'; and in written form: 'We must protect our most valu-  able property our women'. (For an account of different 'frames' or perspectives  when talking about race, see Rattansi, 1995, and for a good example of recent work on  discourses of racism, see van Dijk, 2005.)  In short, meaning cannot be inferred by words alone, but by inferential work that  involves many situational and contextual parameters. What we therefore need to chal-  lenge is the 'particular "discursive practices" in which sexist assumptions are embod-  ied by linguistic choices, rather than to keep on asserting that "language" is globally  and generally sexist in itself' (Cameron, 1990: 18). We will be looking at discursive  practices in Chapter 3, but the key point to make here is that changing sexist language  will not by itself eliminate sexism in our society. Effective change has to come from  both personal and institutional levels. In addition, a focus on language has to be part  of a focus on gender inequality in general, and viewed in the context of wider social  and institutional change. For example, a change in the language used in rape reporting  and in court examination of rape victims (for analyses of such language, see Lees,  1996; Wood and Rennie, 1994; Ehrlich 2004) needs to materialize within the context  of legal and social changes. Such changes would involve, most notably, a more real-  istic co-relation between crime and convictions; at the time of writing, only 5 per cent  of defendants whose rape cases come to court are convicted, and the conviction rate  has been falling rapidly in the UK in the past 20 years (from 24 to 5 per cent), accord-  ing to The Observer (31 July 2005). Changes would also involve the provision of  better support for victims, and the inclusion on the agenda of male rape. Our lan-  guage regarding how rapists and their victims are perceived and treated can then  reflect as well as help consolidate the legal, institutional and social developments in  this area.  Undoubtedly, there have been profound changes in recent decades in terms of  raised awareness about gender issues, as well as gender and language. Yet, the com-  plexity of our language choices, the pressures of a climate of political correctness, and  the success of feminist campaigns over language, may mean that we are now faced  with different, more insidious, forms of sexism than in the past, when instances of  sexist language were relatively easily identified. Mills (2002) claims that sexist 32 I Gender and Language  Having said all this, Lakoff's methods are consistent with her disciplinary commu-  nity at the time, in terms of the centrality of native speaker intuition, and in terms of  omissions in researching 'other' groups (Hall and Bucholtz, 1995). Despite presenting  a deficit view of women's language, Language and Woman's Place is an important  work written from a feminist perspective; it explains the 'inadequacies' of women's  language in political and cultural terms, rather than seeing them as 'natural' sex dif-  ferences (Cameron, 1990). It also marks the beginning of studying actual speech  behaviour in context, and of asking more critical, social questions about language.
A2: Masculine Discourse 

Language is not masculine—no impact. 

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 10 (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. “Feminist Philosophy of Language” http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/feminism-language/. MR.) 

In general, the solution suggested is not to attempt to create a neutral language that can accurately capture reality in itself, a goal they would take to be nonsense. Instead, we must aim to create a new reality more congenial to women. Some feminists have argued that the only way to achieve this is for women to create their own language, either by redefining terms already in use, or by inventing a new language, with new words and new rules. Only in this way, they suggest, will women be able to break free from the constraints of male language and male thought, to articulate a competing vision for the world, and to work toward it (Daly and Caputi 1987, Elgin 1985, MacKinnon 1989, Penelope 1990, Spender 1985). Lynne Tirrell offers an especially sophisticated and complex discussion of this idea in her “Definition and Power: Toward Authority Without Privilege” (1993).  The claims discussed above concerning the ‘maleness’ of English, its causes, and its effects, are far from uncontentious. First, the extent of male bias in language is debatable. Although it is right that there is much to worry feminists about a wide variety of specific terms and usages, it is far from clear that it is appropriate to claim that English is male-biased in some sweeping sense. It is also unclear exactly what the claim being made is. If this claim is taken to be that every term is male-biased, then it is obviously false: surely no sane person would allege a male bias to be present in ‘piano’ or ‘isotope’. If the claim is simply that there is much for feminists to object to, then it is almost certainly right — but it is far from obvious that it is useful to focus on such a general claim rather than on specific problems, their complexities and their possible solutions (Cameron 1998b).  Next, the power that men have undeniably exercised in society by no means translates to a general power over language. Language is a difficult thing to control, as those who have attempted to create languages have learned. The main power men have had has concerned dictionaries, usage guides, and laws. While these are enormously important in shaping reality, and in shaping our thoughts, it is quite a leap to move from this power to the claim that men ‘created language, thought, and reality.’  The claimed effects of the maleness of language are also problematic. We have already seen problems for the idea that men control language. The idea that men also control or create thought and reality faces further problems. The ability of feminists to successfully point out ways in which elements of language have obscured women's experiences counts strongly against the claim that men control thought (Cameron 1998); and, as Sally Haslanger has argued in detail (1995), discursive constructivism about reality is unsustainable. Nonetheless, it does seem right to notice that problems with specific terms can render it more difficult for women to communicate about important elements of their lives, and probably also more difficult to reflect upon these elements (Hornsby 1995). These difficulties could perhaps be described as partial silencing, or partial constraint of thought.  If the criticisms above are right, then women certainly do not need to create their own language. Many welcome this conclusion, worried that a women's language would doom women's thoughts to marginality and impede feminist progress. Moreover, the idea that women could craft a common language that allowed the articulation of all their experiences seems to ignore the fact that women differ enormously from one another (Lugones and Spelman 1983, Spelman 1988; see the section on feminism and the diversity of women in the entry on topics in feminism). If women cannot use the same language as men, why should we suppose that women can successfully share a language? 

A2: Discourse

Language does not shape reality—words mean what we want them to mean.

Ross 2006 (Kelley L. Ross, Ph.D., retired from the Department of Philosophy. “Against the Theory of "Sexist Language." May 26, 2006. http://www.friesian.com/language.htm. MR.)

In fact, the presence of gender in language bears no relation whatsoever to the nature of the corresponding societies. The best historically conspicuous example is Persian.  Old Persian, like Greek, Latin, and Sanskrit, had the original Indo-European genders of masculine, feminine, and neuter. By Middle Persian all gender had disappeared. This was not the result of Persian feminist criticism, nor was it the result of the evolution of an equal opportunity society for women. It just happened -- as most kinds of linguistic change do. Modern Persian is a language completely without gender. There are not even different words for "he" and "she," just the unisex un. (There are not even different titles for married and unmarried women:  Persian khânum can be translated as "Ms.") Nevertheless, after some progress under Western influence, the Revolutionary Iran of the Ayatollah Khomeini retreated from the modern world into a vigorous reëstablishment of mediaevalism, putting everyone, especially women, back into their traditional places. So the advice could be:  If someone wants "non-sexist language," move to Iran. But that probably would not be quite what they have in mind.  Why didn't the "gender free" Persian language create a feminist utopia? This goes to show us that gender in language is completely irrelevant to the sexual openness of society. And one of the greatest ironies for us is that a feminist attempt to produce a gender free "non-sexist language" in English could only be contemplated in the first place because grammatical gender has already all but disappeared from English. Feminist complaints must focus on the meaning of words like "man," even though words can mean anything by convention, because the pronouns "he," "she", and "it" are all that remain grammatically of the three Indo-European genders. Getting gender to disappear in German or French or Spanish (etc.), on the other hand, would be a hopeless project without completely altering the structure of the languages [note]. Occasionally feminists say that they are personally offended by people referring to ships or aircraft as "she"; and manuals of "non-sexist" language usually require that inanimate objects be "it" without exception. 

A2: Discourse

Discourse is irrelevant—gender in language has no effect on social relations.

Ross 2006 (Kelley L. Ross, Ph.D., retired from the Department of Philosophy. “Against the Theory of "Sexist Language." May 26, 2006. http://www.friesian.com/language.htm. MR.)

All the grief gives ideologues something else with which to browbeat people and a completely phony issue through which to claim political authority over how people speak, in all innocence and good will, in natural languages. It can even translate into the introduction of virtual political commissars, often with punitive powers, into schools, workplaces, churches, etc. to monitor incorrect speech. And that is the kind of power that ideologues like. But the conceptual error underlying this kind of thing didn't originate with feminism; it is the heritage of once popular but now discreditable theories about the nature of language -- that how we talk determines how we think (to paraphrase something the semanticist S.I. Hayakawa actually said -- a kind of linguistic behaviorism) and that the structure of language creates the structure of the world (promoted by the philosopher Wittgenstein and his recent followers). If we talk with grammatical gender, so this goes, then this determines not only that we think in exactly the same way but that the grammatical structure is projected into the world. In fact, as the counterexamples indicate, such linguistic structures as gender determine little about thought and nothing about the world. Grammar is usually just grammar, nothing else. It is used to express meaning -- it does not determine meaning. But the most significant assumption and the greatest hybris in the theory of "sexist language" is just that language and linguistic change are controllable, and so can be controlled by us, if we wish to. But language is not anything that can be planned or controlled. Languages grow and change spontaneously. The kind of theory that properly can describe the development of language is one that credits events with the capacity for developing spontaneous natural order. Theorists of such order range from the great naturalist Charles Darwin, to the great economist F.A. Hayek, and to the great philosopher Karl Popper. Those who traditionally have wanted to control linguistic usage for one reason or another, and who believe that it can be controlled, are always ultimately frustrated. 

A2: Man Link

 “Man” and “mankind” do not marginalize women—they include them.

Gibbon 1999 (Margaret, Professor at the School of Applied Language and Intercultural Studies, Dublin City University, “Feminist Perspectives on Language, Pg. 24, LV)

Within linguistics, words and meaning are discussed differently according to the sub-branch of the discipline involved. Etymology looks at the history of words and at word change. Lexicography -the compiling of dictionaries and glossaries - is mainly interested in cataloguing and defining the words in a language at a given moment. Phonology focuses on the sounds and pronunciation of words, and semantics on word meaning. In order to have any degree of shared understanding when we communicate, we have to agree on what a word means. This agree​ment is never total, as we saw in relation to the word abortion. When a word's meaning is in dispute, we often tend to suggest looking it up in a dictionary. Feminists angered by women's exclusion from so-called generic masculine terms like Man, Mankind, have been advised to look them up in a dictionary. If we do, we find that such words 'really do' include women. Word meaning, like the meaning of a sentence or text, cannot be found in dictionaries. Language changes constantly and dictionaries take a long time to be written: when published, they are invariably out of date. Although computer technology has now made it possible to com​pile dictionaries using real examples from speech and print, such corpus dictionaries are still the exception. Most dictionaries give definitions and examples invented by compilers (native speaker intuition) or use contextual fragments from revered authors (who may well be long deceased). Words change meaning over time for many reasons. If enough people begin to use a word to mean some​thing other than its current dictionary meaning, then that word 'means' what those users intend. 'Prevaricate' and 'aggravate' are two words undergoing change. 
***Discourse***

Discourse

The words with which we speak have the power to create real damage. We must monitor our language to stop oppression.

Shepherd, 2010 (Laura, Lecturer in International Relations and International Law, “Women, armed conflict and language – Gender, violence and discourse”, March 2010, http://journals.cambridge.org, RL) 

In our personal lives, we know that language matters, that words are constitutive of reality. There are words that have been excised from our vocabularies, deemed too damaging to use. There are forbidden words that children whisper with guilty glee. There are words we use daily that would be meaningless to our grandparents. Moreover, the cadence and content of our communications vary by context; words that are suitable for the boardroom may not be appropriate for the bedroom or the bar. In our personal lives, we admit that words have power, and in Formal politics we do the same. It is not such a stretch to admit the same in our Professional lives. I am not claiming that all analysis must be discourse-theoretical – must take language seriously – to be policy-relevant, for that would clearly be nonsense. I am, however, claiming that post-structural theories of language have much to offer policy makers and practitioners, and arguing that in order to understand how best to implement policy we first need to understand ‘how’ a policy means, not just what it means. That is, we must understand a policy before we can implement it. This article argues that we need to engage critically with how that understanding is mediated through and facilitated by our ideas about the world we live in. If we are to avoid unconsciously reproducing the different forms of oppression and exclusion that different forms of policy seek to overcome, we need to take seriously Jacques Derrida’s suggestion that ‘il n’y a pas de hors-texte’.5 
Discourse Shapes Reality

Words get their meaning through the way in which they are used in our society.

Shepherd, 2010 ( Laura, Lecturer in International Relations and International Law, “Women, armed conflict and language – Gender, violence and discourse”, March 2010, http://journals.cambridge.org, RL)
This theoretical agenda starts from the premise that no ‘thing’ has a material reality prior to language. There is no universal and unproblematic initional lexicon to which we as scholars or practitioners can refer. All concepts come to have meaning through the context of their articulation. This may seem counter-intuitive. Surely a woman is a woman is a woman, regardless of her ‘context’? This is not in fact the case, for as we can learn through engagement with poststructural gender theory,11 we can never ‘fix’ the identity of ‘woman’ independent of context. It may be strategically useful to speak of women, or directly necessary to speak with women. In some cases it might even be politically justifiable to speak for women, but we can never assume that we know who we are including and excluding in the category of ‘women’. Further, we cannot assume that those to whom we speak have the same understanding of women as we do, that their boundaries of inclusion and exclusion map on to our own. Finally, even if we were to agree with all concerned that we know what the category of ‘women’ is – that it includes, for example, post-operative male-to-female transsexuals and self-identified butches and bois12 but excludes, for example, drag queens, female-to-male transsexuals and self-identified sissies13 – we could not, as the examples given demonstrate, say with any certainty that we know what ‘woman’ means.
Discourse Shapes Social Positions

The way in which we speak and the words we use create and structure the way in which we live and only goes so far as to oppress women by putting them into subordination positions.

Spender 1980 (Dale Spender, Australian feminist scholar, teacher, writer and consultant “Man Made Language” pg. 19) RL
Words help to structure the world we live in, and the words we have help to structure a sexist world in -which women are--assigned a subordinate position (Chapter Five). As Schulz has stated: words which are highly charged with emotion, taboo, or distaste, (as so many words for women are) not only reflect the culture which uses them. They teach and perpetuate the aftitudes Which created them' (1975a: 73). Obviously the meaning of these words must be changed. We cannot trust to luck that women will be able to formulate positive definitions of themselves (an objective in the women's movement) while they are confined to the present semantic sources. But just as previously initially- positive usages enjoyed only a short life-span and became devalue because the object to which they referred was devalued, so will present positive coinages be pejorated (the women's libber?) unless women-Tie valued. Society must change if positive meanings which are being caned are to be sustained. The process is a dialectical one. As more meanings are changed so will society change and the sexist semantic rule be weakened; as society and the areThinriciule changes so will more meanings change -even without deliberate intervention. To concentrate on either word meanings or social organizations - to the exclusion of the—C1e° r is to invite failure. Sadly, researchers into sexism in language have not always come to appreciate the dimensions of this issue and too freq-ue-ntly,wfiere it is felt 'proper' to make suggestions for possible strategies, the propo&als are in terms of Whither there should/should not be intervention in the language or whether the focus should/should_ not be. on changing society. Ettorihas been expended on the futile debate on which comes first, the chicken or the egg.The absence of an analysis of the patriarchal order is glaringly obvious in this research area. Language is a cultural  artifact which has been invented by human beings; because males have primarily been  responsible for the production of Cultural forms and images then language would be no exception. But this line of inquiry - this thesis of English as a man's language - has not been pursued. Few researchers have asked who 
Discourse Shapes Policy

Discursive practices and policy documents are key, whenever we understand the logic behind how gendered logics we can start to produce the equality and order through social life.

Shepherd, 2010 ( Laura, Lecturer in International Relations and International Law, “Women, armed conflict and language – Gender, violence and discourse”, March 2010, http://journals.cambridge.org, RL)
Policy documents are, among other things, discursive practices, and can be read in this way, with a view to asking what is in some ways the most directly political – and policy-relevant – question: how is it that the reality we take for granted, which includes disparities of power and multiple forms of (sometimes violent) oppression, come to be accepted as such? This special issue of the Review draws attention to many ways in which gendered logics produce (in)equality and order social life; through the analysis of policy governing women and war, the present essay seeks to contribute a discourse-theoretical perspective in keeping with this theme. Crucially, the distinctively poststructural form of policy analysis I outline here highlights the ambiguities and tensions inherent in any policy document and offers usable strategies for negotiating these, mediating the implementation of policy in a productive and potentially transformative way. The essay is divided into three substantive sections. In the first section, I map out a poststructural approach to discourse that, I argue, facilitates particular kinds of analysis of policy documents and other relevant political materials. The second section then provides an illustrative account of the theory presented, through the analysis of Chapter 5.10 of the United Nations Integrated Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration Standards,8 which is entitled ‘Women, gender and DDR’. In the final section I offer some concluding remarks and suggest some potentially fruitful avenues for future research.

We must not continue to live by the normative language that our society has created, by doing so we marginalize the sexualities of others as well as the economic/development and state-building policy.

Shepherd, 2010 ( Laura, Lecturer in International Relations and International Law, “Women, armed conflict and language – Gender, violence and discourse”, March 2010, http://journals.cambridge.org, RL)
We must take seriously the question of inclusion and exclusion alluded to above. In her work on gender theory and development, Susie Jolly reminds us that ‘norms are all-pervasive, and not only determine the sexual aspect of our lives, but also shape our access to economic resources, and our ability to participate in social and political activities’.17 The marginalization of queer sexualities in security, economic/development and state-building policy, whether by omission or by design, both affects and demonstrates whose participation is considered legitimate, whose interests are represented and, ultimately, whose modes of being in the world are deemed to be of value. Relationships that have conventionally been considered ‘private’ are increasingly being publicly addressed. Even if relationships between individuals are assumed to be heterosexual and are most frequently heterosexual in ‘fact’ (i.e. in the specific case in which the relevant policy is enacted), the beliefs about marriage, monogamy and power that are intrinsic to the model of heterosexuality propagated by influential institutions may still have negative consequences.18 If intimate relationships are not conceptually bounded within a heteronormative model, practitioners need to ensure that due consideration is given to how sexual behaviours are thought of in the specific social and political context. Ultimately, the approach I espouse seeks to challenge the mostly silent norms that pervade policy-making. This challenge is posed in an effort to ensure that the types of social and political spaces that are produced through development practices and built through state-building processes are inclusive rather than exclusive, and that no mode of being in the world is marginalized or devalued because of particularly powerful notions of ‘common sense’. 
Discourse solves

Our reality is shaped from within the context of language, understanding of gender is key to seeing the world out of the patriarchal system. Discourse solves power relations and agency. 

Goueffic 96 (Goueffic, Louise. Author, BA graduate studies in France. Breaking the patriarchal code.   Pg.  : 1996. MR.)
There is no neutral discourse: whenever we speak we have to choose between different systems of  meaning, different sets of values.  (Coates, 1998: 302)  This chapter introduces some key assumptions about language and about gender. It  describes early (feminist and non-feminist) approaches to gender and language, and  moves on to discuss sexist language. This includes examples of sexist usage, lexical  gaps and asymmetries, connotative differences, and the use of generic expressions. It also examines different ways of describing and classifying women, which can result  in their invisibility and stereotyping. This is followed by looking at language change  and linguistic intervention (e.g. using sex-neutral vocabulary, reclaiming words, cre-  ating new terms and guidelines for non-sexist language use). The chapter concludes  with a summary of concerns for feminist linguistics. In the Introduction, a shift in assumptions about language is mentioned, which is also  relevant for our understanding of gender and language: the shift from the view that we  use language in certain ways because of who we are, to the view that who we are is  partly because of the way we use language. This perspective assumes that language  does not simply reflect social reality, but is also constitutive of such reality, in other  words, it shapes how we see ourselves and the world. If language use is constitutive  rather than indexical, then it has the potential to help establish and maintain social and  power relations, values and identities, as well as to challenge routine practice and con-  tribute towards social change.  
Discourse shapes society’s view on gender—key to break down patriarchy.

Goueffic 96 (Goueffic, Louise. Author, BA graduate studies in France. Breaking the patriarchal code. Pg. 10: 1996. MR.)

In what ways can language shape how we see ourselves and the world?  To address this question, one can consider, for example, why one person's 'terrorist'  is another person's 'freedom fighter'; the contexts in which one would use the terms  'liberal', 'collateral damage' or 'axis of evil'; what people mean by 'woman of colour', 'hooded youths', 'male nurse', or 'spinster'; and how much information is  conveyed (or not) by the term 'domestic violence'. In addition, violent, shocking, or  high impact events, for example, war, provide vivid and highly charged contexts  where language is paramount. During the Second World War, the Japanese were constructed as the dehumanized enemy, described as 'specimens' to be 'bagged'. In  Rwanda, during the 1994 genocide, the Tutsis were described as 'cockroaches', the  target of 'bush-clearing' by the Hutus, who were ordered to 'remove tall weeds'  (adults) and 'shoots' (children). The killing of people in wars has typically been re-  conceptualized as 'action', 'severe measures', 'evacuating', or 'rendering harmless'.  In many cases, 'war' has become 'conflict', 'killing fields' have become 'free fire  zones', and 'killing civilians' has become 'collateral damage' (Bourke, 1999,2001).  These re-conceptualizations help constitute particular versions of events, such as a  bombing, and particular social and power relations, such as those between 'us' and the  'other' (whoever the doer(s) and the receiver(s) of an action may be). Similarly, in  terms of gender, the use of phrasing such as 'male nurse' or 'female doctor' or 'lady  doctor' effectively constitutes particular versions of the social world, where it is necessary or important for speakers to index gender in that way.  The view of language not as a fixed or closed system, but as dynamic, complex and  subject to change, assumes that every time we use language, we make meaningful  selections from the linguistic resources available to us (Antaki, 1994). This is hardly  a straightforward process, not least because these selections are embedded in a  local/immediate, as well as broader/institutional and socio-cultural context (Antaki,  1988, 1994; Fairclough, 1992). Consider, for example, a public debate on the topic of  abortion. The language that may be used to write or talk about this topic must be  viewed in the context of the particular social occasion (e.g. at school, in parliament, in  the media); of the medium (e.g. spoken, written); of who argues (e.g. a doctor, a leg-  islator, a campaigner); for what purpose(s) (e.g. to convince, to change a situation)  and from what perspective. The range of perspectives on abortion may vary according  to the participants' age, sex, education, race, class, or religion, but also their expectations, experiences, knowledge, expertise, and involvement. Different perspectives  will also reflect and promote different assumptions (or discourses, as we will see in  Chapter 3) around gender, for example, about women's position in a society, their rel-  ative power in terms of decision-making, the role of parenting, a society's views about  sex, and so on. It then becomes obvious that in order to understand the role that language plays in establishing and maintaining any social relations, including gender  relations, we have to look outside of language itself, at the wider social processes in  which language plays a part (Graddol and Swann, 1989).  
Discourse solvency

Discourse shapes gender relations and power structures—sexist language otherizes women.

Goueffic 96 (Goueffic, Louise. Author, BA graduate studies in France. Breaking the patriarchal code. Pg. 10 : 1996. MR.) 

To address this question, one can consider, for example, why one person’s ‘terrorist’ is another person’s ‘freedom fighter’; the contexts in which one would use the terms ‘liberal’, ‘collateral damage’ or ‘axis of evil’; what people mean by ‘woman by colour', 'hooded youths', 'male nurse', or 'spinster'; and how much information is  conveyed (or not) by the term 'domestic violence'. In addition, violent, shocking, or  high impact events, for example, war, provide vivid and highly charged contexts  where language is paramount. During the Second World War, the Japanese were constructed as the dehumanized enemy, described as 'specimens' to be 'bagged'. In  Rwanda, during the 1994 genocide, the Tutsis were described as 'cockroaches', the  target of 'bush-clearing' by the Hutus, who were ordered to 'remove tall weeds'  (adults) and 'shoots' (children). The killing of people in wars has typically been re-  conceptualized as 'action', 'severe measures', 'evacuating', or 'rendering harmless'.  In many cases, 'war' has become 'conflict', 'killing fields' have become 'free fire  zones', and 'killing civilians' has become 'collateral damage' (Bourke, 1999,2001).  These re-conceptualizations help constitute particular versions of events, such as a  bombing, and particular social and power relations, such as those between 'us' and the  'other' (whoever the doer(s) and the receiver(s) of an action may be). Similarly, in  terms of gender, the use of phrasing such as 'male nurse' or 'female doctor' or 'lady  doctor' effectively constitutes particular versions of the social world, where it is necessary or important for speakers to index gender in that way.  The view of language not as a fixed or closed system, but as dynamic, complex and  subject to change, assumes that every time we use language, we make meaningful  selections from the linguistic resources available to us (Antaki, 1994). This is hardly  a straightforward process, not least because these selections are embedded in a  local/immediate, as well as broader/institutional and socio-cultural context (Antaki,  1988,1994; Fairclough, 1992). Consider, for example, a public debate on the topic of  abortion. The language that may be used to write or talk about this topic must be  viewed in the context of the particular social occasion (e.g. at school, in parliament, in  the media); of the medium (e.g. spoken, written); of who argues (e.g. a doctor, a leg-  islator, a campaigner); for what purpose(s) (e.g. to convince, to change a situation)  and from what perspective. The range of perspectives on abortion may vary according  to the participants' age, sex, education, race, class, or religion, but also their expecta-  tions, experiences, knowledge, expertise, and involvement. Different perspectives  will also reflect and promote different assumptions (or discourses, as we will see in  Chapter 3) around gender, for example, about women's position in a society, their relative power in terms of decision-making, the role of parenting, a society's views about  sex, and so on. It then becomes obvious that in order to understand the role that language plays in establishing and maintaining any social relations, including gender  relations, we have to look outside of language itself, at the wider social processes in  which language plays a part (Graddol and Swann, 1989). 

Discourse first

Fighting patriarchy starts with discourse and language. 

Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy 10 (Stanford Encyclopedia of Philosophy. “Feminist Philosophy of Language” http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/feminism-language/. MR.) 

Encoding of male worldview  The idea that some terms encode a male worldview is initially a puzzling one. One thing that is meant by it is, roughly, that the meanings of certain terms seem to divide the world up in a way that is more natural for men than for women. Good examples of this come from the terms ‘foreplay’ and ‘sex’. ‘Sex’ is generally taken to refer to an act that is defined in terms of male orgasm, while the sexual activities during which many women have their orgasms are relegated to secondary status, referred to by terms like ‘foreplay’. These terms, then, can be seen as based in a male perspective on sex. (It is worth noting that the ‘male perspective’ claim need not rest on the (implausible) idea that this perspective is shared by all men. Rather, it can rest on claims about what is typical for men, or on the claim that the only perspective from which certain understandings make sense is a male one.) As a result, these terms may serve as a barrier to accurate communication or even thought about women's experiences of sex. (Cameron 1985, Moulton 1981b, Spender 1985). Catharine MacKinnon and Sally Haslanger also discuss legal definitions of ‘rape’ as (among other things) involving more than ‘the normal level of force’, an understanding that seems committed to the idea that some level of force is acceptable in sexual relations (Haslanger 1995: 109; MacKinnon 1989: 173).  Languages may also lack words for things that matter a great deal to women. This sort of gap is another way that a language can be seen as encoding a male worldview. The term ‘sexual harassment’, for example, is a recent feminist innovation. Women's discussion of their experiences led them to see a certain common element to many of their problems, and as a result they invented the term ‘sexual harassment’. Once the problem was named, it became much easier to fight sexual harassment, both legally and by educating people about it (Farley 1978; Spender 1985).  Miranda Fricker (2007) calls gaps such as that before the invention of the term ‘sexual harassment’ a form of hermeneutical injustice. Roughly speaking, this is what occurs when “some significant area of one's social experience [is] obscured from collective understanding owing to” (155) a gap in communal linguistic/conceptual resources that is more damaging those from a socially disadvantaged group (to which one belongs). In her Epistemic Injustice, Fricker connects this up with issues in both ethics and epistemology, especially epistemology of testimony. 
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