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Cancel Culture: What is it good for?
	 Cancel culture can be used in several different venues, but all include the idea that a mass boycott or loss of employment is the solution for bad conduct or speech.  In “Ethics Explainer: Cancel Culture,” they discuss when cancel cultured is utilized and where it may be used appropriately or inappropriately. In Jasimine Iacullu video “Cancel Culture: The Decline and Disconnect Within Society” she discusses steps which should be taken prior to utilizing cancel culture. Paul Schrodt article “Cancel Culture Has Been Reduced to Time-Out for Adults” discusses even when cancellation of someone is appropriate it is not always permanent.  In looking at the articles, it seems that steps should be taken prior to weaponizing the cancel culture.  Before canceling one should decide whether it is conduct which deserves a response, like criminal activity, or is it protected free speech which should not have a “cancel” response.
 Cancel culture is “when someone is pushed out of social, or professional circles in a modern type of ostracism” (Iacullo). Looking at the definition, the use of cancel culture can be used in negative ways in inappropriate situations.  For example, to affect someone’s employment or status based on their opinion or speech leads to what can be considered a violation of free speech, leading to stifling of ideas. The Cancel Culture “are calls from groups of people online for various public figures to be stripped of support, their work boycotted, or their positions removed following perceived moral transgressions.”  (The Ethics Centre).  There is a strong invisible power in society to ambush what they perceive as being wrong (Iacullo).  The Ethics Centre in its article “Ethics Explainer: Cancel Culture” gives two examples of when cancel cultured was utilized.  First was when Louis C.K., a comedian, was accused of sexual misconduct which he admitted to. His conduct led to cancellation of his movies and shows.  The second example given is that of a lecturer who was put on leave for a tweet he made prior to his employment.  The lecturer argued that the university failed in its mission of free expression. He eventually kept his employment after a four-month investigation. These two examples show both how the use of the cancel culture can be beneficial, and when the cancel culture can be abused.  In the sexual assault example, the cancel culture is appropriate as a deterrence to others to commit similar conduct.  If you engage in this kind of conduct, then there will be repercussions, and you will lose opportunities based on that conduct.  In the example of the university utilizing cancel culture to stifle free expression of a lecturer can be seen as an abuse of the use of the cancel culture.  
Although it seems that the author of Ethics Explainer may not agree with it, they state that “the prevailing opposition to cancel culture is framed as a free speech and censorship issues, viewed by detractors as an affront to liberty, constructive debate, social and even scientific progress.” Although free speech does have limits, such as threats of violence, having an unpopular view and expressing that view should not lead to being cancelled.  The Constitutional right of free speech was created to protect the minority from the majority with differing views.  The lecturer tweet seems to be just that, expressing an unpopular opinion, which leads to outrage and wish to cancel him.  It could have been successful, thankfully it was not, but his right to free speech should be respected.  If you disagree with his opinion, debate it with him, put forward your dissent. What should not happen is someone losing opportunities and employment based on speech alone.  The cancel culture is harassing those people to the point of bullying them for their beliefs and not having a dialogue or debate with the underlying issues involved.
Regardless, even when the cancel culture believes it is successful, the results may be temporary.  Paul Schrodt in his article “Cancel Culture Has Been Reduced to Time-Out for Adults.”  submits that people who were cancelled years ago are being given a second chance. (Schrodt).  Those who were canceled, and even faced legal challenges from their conduct, are returning either “triumphantly” or “quietly.”.  His focus in the article is celebrity males who are being given the second chance, if they are not incarcerated are being brought back like nothing happened. The issue with his article is that he focuses on celebrities, not the average joe such as a professor or truck driver.  The Ethics Centre agrees with Schrodt’s analysis, stating “[w]hen mass outrage is weaponized and encouraged, it can become more of a threat to the powerless than to those it’s intended to hold to account.” Of course, those with power or who make money for others will not be tossed aside.  Celebrities are in the business of entertainment, and if public perception has changed or it is forgotten, businesses will utilize them to make a profit.  They will be forgiven, so long as they make money and it does not cost the business money.  Schtodt’s article focusses on acts of the offender, not dealing with the speech of someone.  In other words, the focus is on specific acts “major transgressions-potential felonies, inappropriate sexting.”  These types of cases are the type where being canceled should be considered.  I agree with the author that those with money or those who are celebrities will have an easier time to recover from a canceling event when compared to someone without that status.  Although there are examples of someone canceled with that status that does not recover, but those cases usually end with the individual being incarcerated or dead like Jeffery Epstein.  The issue is when is it appropriate to officially cancel someone, even though it may be only temporary.  For example, Will Smith smacking Chris Rock, this may require a response but it should only be temporary.  Therefore, one’s conduct should be looked at before to a response being made.  Furthermore, a determination of the length of response should be considered.
In Jasime Iacullo’s video, “Cancel Culture: The Decline and Disconnect with Society,” she puts forth a solution to utilize before canceling.  She calls it CBC, which stands for Contemplate Before Correcting.  She asserts that the cancel culture has gone too far online, cancelling not only hate speech, but cancelling other things that someone may not like.  She suggests contemplating and taking time to decide whether it is worth it to go out and try to correct the behavior, or should you just move on from it. She gave the example of hate speech online, it may be appropriate to respond, but if you see a dance you do not like just keep scrolling it doesn’t need a response. Her suggestion is appropriate; the type of conduct should be considered.  I would first look at the conduct.  Is it a sexual assault like R. Kelley or Havey Weinstein, or is it someone’s opinion whom with you disagree with?  If it is a physical act which is inappropriate in modern society such as a sex crime, utilize CBC and decide what action is necessary to respond to that conduct.  It could be a boycott, pressing for someone’s termination, or other appropriate response.
If the act is that of an opinion you disagree with, even hate speech so long as it is not a threat, cancel culture is not appropriate.  Freedom of speech permits that conduct.  You may debate the individual and express your opinion regarding the topic.  What should not happen is that someone loses their employment because of a tweet, a Facebook posting, or other social media posting just because you disagree with the statement.  Society has become too soft to the feelings of others based on speech.  In the real world you will not agree with everyone all the time.  It is not appropriate to attempt to ruin someone’s life over a difference in opinion.  Take transgenders playing in woman sports. There are strong feelings on both sides of the issue on whether they should be permitted to play.  But whatever side of the issue you are on, cancelling is not the appropriate response.  Debating and attempting to come to a consensus should be the goal, you do not have to agree with everyone just learn to respect each other’s opinions, not cancelling other people’s opinion and placing your opinion above everyone else’s.
In conclusion, cancelling someone and ostracizing them from society for physical wrongdoing may be appropriate in situations that are so appalling to society as to make it necessary.  But it should not be used as a weapon against individuals whose speech or opinion you disagree with.  Freedom of speech protects the minority from the majority, and society has to be able to debate issues without ruining the other person’s life, employment, or status in society.
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