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This afternoon in first year Civil Procedure class, my law professor mentioned that she had once deposed a gentleman who it appeared was less inclined to cooperate in providing the information she necessarily sought.  My professor mentioned that she smiled, batted her eyes, spoke softly, … and the guy spilled his guts.  This professor, a proponent for advancing women’s interests in the workplace, mentioned that, while using one’s gender in this manner might not be appropriate, after “they had used it against [her] so often in the past, it was nice to have it work to [her] advantage for a change.”
Putting aside my thoughts that this part of the lecture seemed a bit out of place in a Civil Procedure class, particularly from somone purportedly trying to change society’s view of women, I wondered who might “they” be.  I have heard the reference to “they” used by different people with vastly different affiliations and, one might argue, vastly different motivations.  Nonetheless, this reference is almost always used in roughly the same sense – some external force operating in opposition to the position or goals of the person or group invoking the reference.  But, who could “they” be?  What do “they” look like? Why are “they” never identified by name?
Perhaps “they” are simply unknown.  This would clearly explain why their membership remains so anonymous.  But is unknown unknowable or merely unidentified? For certainly, it is far easier to rant against some nebulous force than to actually trace the source of one’s own misery and misfortune.  Of course, this also conveniently avoids the ever so remote risk that one will discover the true source of such misery to be one’s self.

Or, perhaps “they” are quite fearsome, to remain so constantly unnamed.  Perhaps naming names would awaken “they” from their deep slumber, bringing forth their full wrath.  For surely, if the invokers of “they” actually identified who “they” are, “they” could respond – perhaps even confronting the invoker of “they” and (cover your eyes) defend themselves against the charges laid against them.  But such engagement might bring about real progress in our society, a slightly different goal than that apparently pursued by those who rely so heavily on “they”.

Even if we knew who “they” are, what can we do about them?  Surely, “they” must be evil incarnate to be so consistently in the wrong.  I would have hoped that our society, so full of law as it is, could have … nay, would have … found some way to mitigate the negative influence of “they”.  But perhaps “they” are powerful – so powerful in fact that a society democratically governed cannot abate the influence exercised by “they”.  If this is true, there surely can be no hope.
Yet, I do hope … and pray … that some day – likely long after I leave – my children’s children will know that there is no “they” and, in fact, there is only “we”.   Nevertheless, it is my greatest fear that “they” are eternal – that there will always be a “they” – despite the fact that we may continually find ourselves in the very place previously occupied by “they”.

