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Cartoon #1 Analysis:
Cartoon #1 is comments on the topic of the Washington Redskins mascot Controversy—a hotly debated
topic in recent years. The cartoon makes specific reference to the June 18, 2014, decision by the
Trademark Trial and Appeal Board to cancel the six trademarks held by the team in a two to one decision
that held that the term "redskins" is disparaging to a "substantial composite of Native Americans", and
this is demonstrated "by the near complete drop-off in usage of 'redskins' as a reference to Native
Americans beginning in the 1960s." The cartoon implies that the decision by the TTAB was the “correct
call” as evidenced by the guilty expression on the football player’s face. The Washington Redskins
franchise is currently appealing the TTAB Decision.
While the cartoon’s perspective is shared by a majority of American Indians polled in a 2014 University of
California at San Bernardino survey, many Democrats and members of the “liberal” news media also
support its viewpoint. Liberals may be more predisposed to be sympathetic to “correct” the past
transgressions suffered by native peoples and this may even be a way for Democrats to garner votes
from American Indians. During the 2014 Election Year, 48 U.S. Senators and President Obama, as well
as many major newspapers editorialized against the Washington Redskins name. They argued that it is
a demeaning, outdated and culturally insensitive vestige of a bygone era that is long overdue for
retirement.
While it is true that the vast majority of Americans—including some American Indians—are not offended
by the Redskins name, it also makes sense that many liberals would have objections to the Washington
Redskins name and therefore support the recent decision by the TTAB. Since 1948, the Democratic
Party has prioritized “civil rights” issue to a far greater extent that the Republican Party. Liberals are also
more comfortable with “authoritarian,” top-down decision-making in general, especially when it relates to
the protection of minority rights.

Cartoon #2 Analysis:
Like Cartoon #1 discussed above, Cartoon #2 also uses football imagery to comment on the Redskins
controversy. The perspective, however, is far more conservative in that is portrays the Redskins as
blind-sided and victimized by excessive government overreach. The cartoon implies that the “hit” taken
by the team was excessively hard and unfair—a cheap shot that will result in a “concussion,” according
to the sideline officials.
According to recent surveys the majority of Americans, including 89% of conservatives do not consider
the Redskin name to be a significant concern. What is problematic, according to many Republicans, is
the abuse of federal power symbolized by the TTAB decision. If the so-called Redskins “problem” is to
be addressed at all, many conservatives would argue that it should be done through private sector, free
market solutions, rather than federal bullying. Most conservatives would argue that forcing the team’s
owners to change their public identity involuntarily is costly and downright un-American. A better solution
is to let the team and corporation change their mascot name voluntarily. And, if the franchise wishes to
keep its controversial mascot name and risk of public backlash, so be it. Nothing prevents those
affronted by the mascot issue from shifting their allegiance to another, “less-offensive” team, if they so
choose. The private sector, not the government, should determine how best to resolve this relatively
superficial issue.

Ultimately, many conservatives would argue that the ongoing sports mascots debate is evidence that
political correctness is running amok in this country. A handful of academics and talking heads have
dubbed themselves the “language police” and are now promoting this trivial discussion because they
want to increase viewers, sell newspapers, and generally advance a liberal agenda. They want the
American public to feel guilty about our nation’s past treatment of Indians, even though no one living
today was directly responsible for this past mistreatment. Many conservatives would argue that they
have no right to lecture sports fans.

My Opinion:
Cartoon #1 best represents my opinions regarding the Redskins issue. Native American mascots—and
especially the name Redskins—are inappropriate in today’s society. To argue that a majority of
Americans see no reason to be concerned about Indian mascots is to miss the point. There was a time
in America when the majority of our citizens found no reason to object to slavery, but that didn’t make the
practice right. Because a good many Americans don’t know any Indians personally, their concepts of
native peoples are shaped by ignorant, rude, and demeaning media representations that bear no
resemblance to actual Indians. Historically, the media also defined African Americans, Asians, and other
various ethic groups in a variety of misleading and inappropriate ways. But while these other caricatures
have—for the most part—thankfully been relegated to the dustbin of history, Native Americans remain
fair game for bigotry on game day.
Supporters of Indian mascots argue that the “political correctness” police are overreacting—that Indian
mascots honor Native Americans and no real harm can come from a simple team name or half-time
show. It’s time they realize that this is not a fringe issue promoted by a handful of vocal extremists.
Since the 1960s, roughly 1500 mascots have been altered or dropped, at the local or college level. In
the world of professional sports, however, Native American mascots are still going strong. Fans of the
Atlanta Braves still use the “tomahawk chop,” the Cleveland Indians still retain their cartoon logo, Chief
Wahoo. And the nation’s capital is still home to the Redskins—a name that is particularly offensive
because the term dates from the colonial era, when bounties were offered for killing Native Americans
and bounty hunters presented bloody scalps as evidence of a kill. Can anyone living today really imagine
teams such as the Chicago Chinks or the New York Niggers? No. So why are racially oriented mascots
still being utilized with respect to Native Americans?
Indian mascots and their related songs, dances, gestures, and costumes insult real cultural traditions,
perpetuate hurtful misunderstandings, and contribute to a false sense of racial superiority for whites.
Studies show that mascots can lower the self-esteem of Native American children, encouraging them to
accept racial stereotypes and tolerate racism at an early age. In this manner, Indian mascots may
undermine ongoing efforts by native peoples to overcome historical injustices and promote self-respect
and integrity. Perhaps the reason many Indians claim to not be offended by sports mascots is that
they’ve simply resigned themselves to living in a society that is pervasively ignorant, uncaring, and racist.
Banning ridiculous and hurtful sports mascot names, imagery, and shenanigans will not erase the
historical injustices or resolve the contemporary problems now facing native peoples. But when this
comparatively easy problem is done away with, our nation will be one crucial step closer to living up to its
core principles of equality and justice for all. We, the people of the United States, will take a critical first
step toward finally seeing American Indians as real people who are just as deserving of respect and
compassion as anyone else. Simple human decency demands that we end this derogatory practice.
Maybe then we can get on to tackling some more significant concerns facing native peoples.
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