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 I don’t like the word “unbelievable”. A stock broker would say, “Buy this stock, it has 

an unbelievable yield of 50%!.” He’s right. That yield is unbelievable, I don’t believe him, and I 

won’t buy the stock. When a salesman says “unbelievable,” that you can believe.  

 I don’t like the word “dramatic”. People who use that word to intensify their case are 

themselves being overly dramatic, like a silent movie actor. “The flavor was dramatic.” It was? It 

may have been delicious, or intense, or wonderful. But dramatic? I’m sorry, but that’s just silly. 

 I’m not fond of the words “himself” or “herself” or “themselves” even though I just 

used that last word in the previous paragraph. There are proper uses for those pronouns, for 

instance when we need to restate the subject (as I just did in the previous paragraph) or we need 

to eliminate other possible subjects. For example: “The contract was signed by Elvis Presley 

himself,” implies that it might have been signed by his agent but wasn’t, it was actually signed 

by the actual Elvis himself.  

The problem is that those words are overused and often add no meaning, as for example, 

“The letter was signed by my mother herself.” Well, who else could have signed my mother’s 

letter? If no one, then “herself” adds nothing and should be dropped. 

 Also, those words often add an unwarranted importance, such as: “The letter was signed 

by Joe Blow himself.” Yeah? And who is Joe Blow that he deserves the “himself”? The 

“himself” implies that Joe is important and can be confused with someone else, like his agent. If 

there are no possible alternatives, like for instance an agent, then “himself” is just pompous.  

 The word “himself” should only be used when there is a reason to use it.  

 “Indescribable” is an odd word because it is immediately self-contradictory. There used 

to be a candy commercial that advertized Almond Joy as “indescribably delicious.” The problem 

is that the word “indescribably” describes the candy. So how can it be indescribable? How can 

you describe something as indescribable? Well, you can, but it makes no sense. 

 How do we define the word “define”? To define a word, we have to first know what the 

verb “define” means. But to understand the meaning of define, we have to first define it. Which 

we can’t ― until we first define it, which we can’t. And yet we need this indefinable word.  

Of course we define “define” because, well, we just have to. But it feels weird. It’s like 

going back in time and shooting your father before you were conceived. If you were never born, 

how could you … well, you get the idea. 

 I have a high mistrust of the word “just” and also the clause “all you have to do is…” 

“‘It’s just around the corner, you can’t miss it,’ I recall him saying two hours later as I was still 

driving in circles.” And when instructions being with “all you have to do is…”, I know that not 

only am I not going to be able to assemble the thing, but I’m also being accused of being stupid. 

 And finally, there is the word “like” which is abused horribly when we attempt to 

generalize, as in this clause: “people like George Washington…” or “companies like IBM.” 

The problem is, what people like George Washington? There is no one like George 

Washington except George Washington.  There is no company like IBM except IBM. There are 

no states like Texas, there are no countries like America, and so it goes. Before you use the word 

“like” to create a generalization, make sure there really are some people, places, or things that 

really are like your subject, so that the generalization you are making even makes sense. 


