Proposed Idea: The idea of “political correctness” should be avoided in anthropological studies. 
· In 2018, “political correctness” is a buzzword thrown around throughout most of the Western world to describe the act of avoiding expressions or actions which insult, exclude, or otherwise marginalize already marginalized groups. While this is widely seen as a positive move in society (by the speaker, herself actually) it has had negative connotations, caused in particular by those who have taken it to extremes. 
· Political correctness as a means of creating unbiased discussion, by correcting derogatory phrases and supporting cultural relativism is the positive side of the concept. But the rampant effort to not offend anyone has its issues. 
· Political Correctness is a postmodernist concept and fueled by cultural sensitivity in an age of globalization. It is not inherently bad, but it can be weaponized and corrupted. 
· All observations are made from a position, but anthropologists should strive to look at the world through the lens of cultural relativism. In which, beliefs, values, practices, and customs are based on the subject’s own cultural ideas, rather than judged from the spectator’s viewpoint. 
· As humans we are inherently made up of philosophies and beliefs, born out of our unique life experiences and upbringings, and those ideas – while valuable – should be set aside when undertaking anthropological studies. 
· It is important to remember when researching groups that an individuals’ unique “truths” are believed to be just that. Their truths. It is not the anthropologist’s job to decide who is morally correct and to imbue their research with their own bias on the matter. 

· In the 70s there was a movement within anthropology to view social anthropology as a “colonist” field. This ideology still lingers in the corners of most of academia’s humanities. History, for instance, is often written by the victors – the ‘oppressors’ often have control over the narrative, painting the oppressed in a negative light. Prevalent discourses on indigenous peoples are typically provided by western ‘colonists’ whose opinions are slanted towards their own benefit. 
· In 1990, James Hamill wrote that there is ‘no simple or primitive cultures; all cultures are equally complex and equally modern.’ – which aligns with the movement in the 1990s to reject the notion of a ‘primitive society’ deeming it as a politically incorrect phrase, which was inherently racist. Rooted in the colonizing origins, where the (often) white invaders were “saving” and “modernizing” a “primitive society”.
· This shift within the anthropological field should not have been viewed as a ‘politically incorrect’ concept, rather at this point the field was evolving to better understand how cultures evolve and also the modes under which they evolved as they come in contact with other cultures. 
· Especially those cultures who were possibly more advanced cultures or those who had already had outside contact which had led to their more advanced development. 

· It is important to note that anthropologists by and large hail from the Western world, meaning their understanding of the world has been cultivated under a specific world outlook – ethnocentrism is an easy hole to fall into, but that does not mean that anthropology has to overcorrect to compensate for.
· That being said, anthropology as a whole has grown and learned over the years, since field work first began. Words such as “savage” and “primitive” have been dropped, but their condemnation seems hollow, as the connotations of their use have just been repackaged in less ‘offensive’ phrases. This is a linguistics issue, as a word like “primitive” should indicate an early, less advanced, member of a society – and yet implications have been applied onto the word to indicate unsavory and often racist ideologies when it is used. Now we use phrases such as “indigenous”, “native” and “aboriginal” – but will these words be changed again within the next decade? This continual replacement of words has been coined as an “euphemism treadmill”.  
· This push has not just been felt in anthropology, but across all fields that study and write about other cultures, past and present. The issue with these terms is that they’re continuously changing and what is perceived as “politically correct” has changed over the years. 

· Edmund Leach said in 1982 that “social anthropologists should not see themselves as seekers after objective truth: their purpose is to again insight into other people’s behavior, or, for the matter, their own.” Herein lies the issue with ‘political correctness’ – it is not the anthropologist’s job to discern right from wrong or even to convey their own moral righteousness. 
· Christopher Hallpike wrote in 2011 that “The net result of all this political correctness and moral fervour for equality is that, while sociocultural anthropology still loves to describe itself as a ‘discipline’, it has actually abandoned any semblance of intellectual discipline, with neither a coherent body of theory nor even any area of distinctive factual expertise.” 
· In this quote, he scathingly accessed that “the modern fields of anthropological study (the fashion industry, hair salons, the internet, and globalization) may (or may not) be very interesting, what contribution will they make to the world of learning, what body of coherent knowledge will they produce that is worth being called ‘anthropology’ at all? Probably the only relic of traditional anthropology remaining in this insatiable pursuit of ‘relevance’ and modernity is that such projects tend to involve the use of some fieldwork, and the subject really only survives as an institutional skeleton of university departments, professional associations, and journals.”
· It is Hallpike who seems acutely aware that anthropology’s pursuit to remain politically correct is damaging the base of its study. 
· Has globalization forced anthropology’s hand? Where does the field go with its attempts to remain relevant and ‘modern’?


· The issue with political correctness is that in order to perform the role of a “politically correct” anthropologist, anthropologists would have to serve as advocates, which I will return to shortly, in regards to the 1995 GDAT on Advocacy. 
· Political correctness requires two things of its activists:
· Moral Certainty that something is wrong
· Empirical Confidence that change is necessary to make it right
· How can anthropologists make these decisions, when their purpose is to remain unbiased and impartial? Anthropologists study the cultures of people whose worldviews may be deemed morally unacceptable and yet they are treated with the same respect offered to the more widely accepted worldviews. 

· The political correctness discussion at hand is not dissimilar from the 1995 GDAT debate on the topic on Advocacy in Anthropology. 
· Anthropological advocacy must be based on a moral equality – but who decides which party is inequal and how things must change to create equality? 
· Advocacy is often on the behalf of the oppressed (or the group perceived to be oppressed). 
· This is highly problematic because it is an unclear concept.
· The victim stereotypes are easy to fall into – particularly where political correctness is involved and someone is seeking to gain moral superiority 
· Good vs. Bad/ Right vs. Wrong/ Us vs. Them/ Left vs. Right 
· It was suggested in the debate, that in order to become advocates anthropologists would have to betray their informants, by making judgements on whether their actions were morally sound. In doing so, it would compromise the ethics of anthropology. 
· Isn’t this the same as anthropology deciding to venture down the politically correct’ path? In order to adhere to the politically correct ‘norms’ wouldn’t anthropologists have to deem their informants incorrect? In order for one party to be correct, the other would have to be incorrect. 
· Again, I am arguing that the extreme side of political correctness is at fault. Utilizing appropriate, non-offensive titles and labels for groups is not taboo for anthropologists. It is the extremes, where any potential for offense is avoided and cosseted. 





· In the 1996 GDAT debate Cultural Studies and the Death of Anthropology, it was discussed that the academic field of “cultural studies” carries politically correct ideologies which are hurting the field of anthropology. 
· Cultural Studies aims to take a moral high ground.
· In Peter Wade’s introduction he notes that John Gledhill may chide [the] current cultural studies for its ‘meta-discourse which [finds] colonialism, racism and sexism everywhere’ and for an inadequate view of the global structures of capitalism.
· Perhaps then it is cultural studies that seeks to push political correctness onto anthropology. 
· In one example, the Birmingham Centre for Contemporary Cultural Studies had sought to eradicate the use of the word “ethnicity” as it had deemed it a divisive phrase. Ethnicity had been and still is a strong interest of anthropology. 
· Eventually, it was realized that there are distinctive ethnic groups with voices and that “ethnicity” did in fact exist and was not an inherently divisive or anti-anyone concept. 
· In other words, in a pursuit to be “right” and to gain a moral high ground, they overlooked the reality and forgot the people that they were attempting to “speak for”. 
· In some ways this satisfies the notion that the pursuit for political correctness is in direct response to centuries of colonization and its inequality. But in correcting itself, the truths were lost in translation. 
· During this debate, Nadia Lovell also noted that her students were less inclined to study African countries due to “politically correct reasons” which were never fully discussed through the course of the debate. She also notes that modern field work largely takes place in Western civilizations. 
· Perhaps then, anthropology needs to do better in its pursuits to attract individuals from across the world to research and document their own cultures. If that were the case, there would be less of a chance for offensive or demonizing verbiage to be used, as groups would be able to label themselves and would be able to accurately represent their cultural norms. 







· In recent years both the anthropological field and other cultural academic fields have pushed to change the traditional BC and AD dating system to BCE/CE, in an attempt to remove the religious implications and to create a “politically correct” dating system, in the age of globalization.  
· The World Almanac began using BCE/CE in 2007. 
· However, the usage of BCE/CE has been slow to catch on. It is surprisingly difficult to change a worldwide dating system, which has been in use since the 9th century.
· It makes sense to want to change BC/AD due to its Christocentric origins, in the age of religious tolerance and acceptance, but it does seem that no one was expecting the widespread difficulties associated with changing the system since the widespread acceptance of BC/AD in 15th century Western Europe. 
· How do you change thousands of buildings with the dates etched into them?
· Literature? 
· Gravestones? 
· [bookmark: _GoBack]The rush to change BC/AD, was motivated by an attempt to remain politically correct. A change, which seems incapable of spreading the way that BC/AD did. 

· Political correctness in theory is a positive movement throughout the world. As the internet and other means bring cultures closer together and expose us to new and differing opinions and beliefs, respect and understanding should be given where it’s due. But in its current application, where old norms are thrown out in favor of new ‘trendy’ ideas and where demonizing cultural norms that are outside of the largely accepted worldviews is commonplace, anthropology needs to tread lightly. It is easy to get caught up in changing ideologies, but it is important to remember that anthropology is intended to be unbiased and impartial. Anthropologists cannot bring their personal belief systems and morals into their research, this includes political correctness. While prejudice may exist in their subject’s belief systems, it is not for anthropologists to tell them that they are right or wrong. One man’s right, is another man’s wrong. The inalienable rights of one people, may be the taboos of another. To generalize for a moment; most societies have beliefs that other societies may believe to be inherently racist or sexist. Even within societies, there are members within the societies whose belief system and morals differ. 
