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Introduction
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Cancel culture is the new McCarthyism of the “woke” generation. As with the old McCarthyism, it ends careers, destroys legacies, breaks up families, and even causes suicides—with no semblance of due process or opportunity to disprove the often-false or exaggerated accusations. As with McCarthyism, even when the accusations are true, or partially true, they are generally about acts done, statements made, or positions taken many years earlier, when different values and attitudes prevailed. And, as with McCarthyism, the impact goes beyond the cancelled individual and affects other members of society, from audiences denied the right to hear cancelled performers, to students denied the right to learn from cancelled teachers, to citizens denied the right to vote for cancelled politicians.

I remember the original McCarthyism and the devastating impact it had on my generation of young people. We were warned by our parents never to speak out, sign petitions, join organizations, or attend concerts that were in any way associated with left-wingers, “pinkos,” or fellow travelers, lest we be labeled “subversive” and our future prospects cancelled. My parents, especially my mother, were terrified about “lists” and “records.” This was, after all, the age of “blacklists,” “Red Channels,” and other colored compilations that kept anyone on them from getting a job. “They will put you on a list,” my mother would warn. Or, “It will go on your permanent record.” When I was fourteen, I actually did something that may have gotten me on a list.

It was during the height of the McCarthy period, shortly after Julius and Ethel Rosenberg had been sentenced to death for allegedly spying for the Soviet Union. A Rosenberg relative was asking people to sign a petition to save the Rosenbergs’ lives. I read the petition and it made sense to me, so I signed it. A neighbor observed the transaction and duly reported it to my mother. She was convinced that my life was over, my career ruined, and my willingness to sign a Communist-inspired petition part of my permanent record. My mother decided that I had to be taught a lesson. She told my father the story. I could see that my father was proud of what I had done, but my mother told him to slap me. Ever obedient, he did, causing him, I suspect, more pain than me.

During the height of McCarthyism, we couldn’t see movies, go to shows, or watch TV programs made by or acted in by blacklisted artists,1 because there were none. We couldn’t be taught by blacklisted teachers, because they were fired. We couldn’t be patients, clients, or voters for blacklisted doctors, lawyers, or politicians, because they were denied the ability to practice their professions.

Even more fundamentally, the old McCarthyism endangered our constitutional rights of free speech and due process, which are the core protectors of liberty and barriers against tyranny. The new McCarthyism—cancel culture—threatens these rights as well.

One dictionary recently selected “cancel culture” as “the word of the year” because “it has become, for better or worse, a powerful force.”2 The most famous United States dictionary, Merriam-Webster, has posted a lengthy description in its section “Words We’re Watching,” which are “words we are increasingly seeing in use but that have not yet met our criteria for entry.” According to Merriam-Webster, “Cancel is getting a new use.” Whereas in previous usages, cancelling referred to cancelling an object, such an event or a subscription, now “canceling and cancel culture has to do with the removing of support for public figures in response to their objectionable behavior or opinions. This can include boycotts or refusal to promote their work. [I]n the latest use of the word, you can cancel people—in particular, celebrities, politicians, or anyone who takes up space in the public consciousness. To cancel someone (usually a celebrity or other well-known figure) means to stop giving support to that person. The act of canceling could entail boycotting an actor’s movies or no longer reading or promoting a writer’s words. The reason for a cancellation can vary, but it usually is due to the person in question having expressed an objectionable opinion, or having conducted themselves in a way that is unacceptable, so that continuing to patronize that person’s work leaves a bitter taste.” Merriam-Webster then goes on to explain the origin of the term:


“The idea of canceling—and as some have labeled it, cancel culture—has taken hold in recent years due to conversations prompted by #MeToo and other movements that demands greater accountability from public figures. The term has been credited to Black users of Twitter, where it has been used as a hashtag. As troubling information came to light regarding celebrities who were once popular such as Bill Cosby, Michael Jackson, Roseanne Barr, and Louis C.K.—so come calls to cancel such figures. The cancellation is akin to a cancelled contract, a severing of the relationship that once linked a performer to their fans.3”



There are some who still argue, in the face of overwhelming evidence to the contrary, that the entire phenomenon of cancel culture is an exaggeration concocted by the right to discredit the left.4 I leave it to the readers, after reviewing the evidence in this book, to decide for themselves.

A. The Illegitimate Ancestors of Cancel Culture

 Cancel culture, though a child of the current woke generation, is an illegitimate descendant of both hard-right McCarthyism and hard-left Stalinism.

The difference, of course, is that both McCarthyism and Stalinism employed the power of government, whereas cancel culture employs the power of public opinion, social media, threats of economic boycotts, and other constitutionally protected forms of private action. This power is magnified by the pervasiveness and speed of the internet and social media, which are the weapons of choice deployed by cancel culture. Winston Churchill reportedly quipped that “A lie travels around the globe while the truth is putting on its shoes.” That was before the internet. Today, the truth can’t even find its shoes.

McCarthyism’s most potent weapon was not the subpoena or the contempt power of Congress—though they were indeed powerful weapons of oppression. Its most powerful and pervasive impact was on private individuals, corporations, educational institutions, and the media of the day. Once a person was labelled as a Communist, fellow traveler, red, pinko, or any other term associated with Communism, that person was cancelled. He or she could no longer participate in public life in America. They were cancelled.

There is a story, perhaps apocryphal, that represents the pervasiveness and promiscuousness of this guilt by association. City College, in Manhattan, was a hotbed of radicalism and political activism. One day there was a Communist demonstration, and the police came in to break it up. A policeman hit one demonstrator on the head. The demonstrator shouted out, “Don’t hit me. I am an anti-communist.” The policeman said, “I don’t care what kind of a communist you are,” and continued to beat him. Any association with the word communist was enough to cancel, erase, destroy, defame, and marginalize the person associated with that term.

The same is true with today’s cancel culture. A mere accusation of racism, sexism, homophobia, anti-Muslim bias, or failure to support Black Lives Matter or the #MeToo movement is enough to get an innocent person cancelled, especially if he is not within the new privileged groups in the “identity politics” of the woke generation.

Some of the ammunition for cancel culture is provided by the #MeToo movement, which does much good in exposing real predators, but often fails to distinguish the guilty from the innocent, or to calibrate degrees of guilt, because it provides no process for disproving false or overstated accusations.

In the vast majority of cancellations, the accusation is a matter of degree, and the question is whether cancellation is proportionate to sins committed. The cancelled person is accused of sexual misbehavior and admits that he had a relationship with his accuser, but claims it was consensual. Or, he admits that he went over the line, but argues that it was a three, rather than an eight, on a scale of ten. In some cases, the cancelled person admits everything, but argues that the good he previously did should be taken into account and that total cancellation is too severe a remedy.

In a few cases—the false accusation against me being the prime example—there are no matters of degree. The alleged offense either occurred or didn’t occur. Somebody deserves to be cancelled, but the question is, should it be the accused or the accuser?

In my case, there is no gray area. My accuser has sworn that she had sex with me on six or seven occasions in locations where my travel records prove I could not possibly have been. Her own lawyer has admitted, in a recorded conversation, that after reviewing my travel records, he was convinced that it would have been impossible for me to have been in those locations during the relevant time period and that she was “wrong . . . simply wrong” to accuse me. I have sworn under oath, subject to pains of perjury, that I never met my accuser, never had sex with an underage person, never had sex with anyone related to Jeffrey Epstein, and had sexual contact with only one woman during the relevant time period, namely, my wife of thirty-four years. Notwithstanding this overwhelming evidence of my total innocence, I have been cancelled by some venues and media because, once accused, there is no presumption of innocence. Even worse, there is an irrebuttable presumption of guilt that cannot be rebutted by mere factual evidence, regardless of how convincing and conclusive it may be. The accusation is the conviction. Hence, the title of my recent book: Guild by Accusation: The Challenge of Proving Innocence in the Age of #MeToo. In the brave new world of cancel culture, there is no room for due process, or any process.

What makes cancel culture even more dangerous in some ways than McCarthyism and Stalinism is that when the government cancels, the victim at least knows who is doing the cancelling. In America, there may be recourse to the courts, and indeed, some courts did do justice to false victims of McCarthyism. But in the current cancel culture, the cancellers are often invisible, anonymous, not accountable. The social media is judge and jury. Accusations over the internet take on a life of their own through Twitter, Facebook, and other largely unregulated platforms on which false accusers have the freedom to defame, destroy, and cancel. Nobody knows their agenda, their biases, their corruptibility. Cancel culture is Kafkaesque in the sense that Joseph K had no idea who his tormentor was, why he was being tormented, or what he had done to warrant his uncertain fate.

Stalinism was, of course, different, in that the power of the state was unlimited and pervasive. Stalin had the power not only to cancel, but to kill.

In 1974, I traveled to the Soviet Union to represent political dissidents and Jewish refuseniks. While there, I encountered Soviet-style cancel culture with my own eyes. I traveled with former General and Professor Telford Taylor, who had been America’s chief prosecutor at the Nuremberg trials. We went to a museum of those pathbreaking trials because Professor Taylor wanted to see how they were portrayed nearly thirty years later. He was shocked to look at photographs in which several of the Soviet participants had simply been erased.5

We made inquiries and discovered that Stalin always ordered the erasure from photographs of people whom he had cancelled from Soviet history. Some of these people had been arrested, tried, and executed for anti-Soviet activities. Others had simply been erased for expressing “politically incorrect” views. Recall that the very term political correctness was coined during the Stalin regime to impose limits on free speech, free thought, and other liberties. Anyone who deviated from the communist party’s line of political correctness risked his or her freedom, legacy, and life.

Those responsible for doctoring the photographs of the Nuremberg trials had done a good job covering up the cancellations. They had photo-shopped the pictures in a seamless manner so that nobody who was not familiar with the original could tell the difference. General Taylor was in several of the pictures, so he could easily see who had been cancelled. He pointed to spaces and said that’s where so-and-so stood in the picture. It was Stalin’s way of demonstrating who was in charge of making history and what happened to people who tried to exercise basic freedoms, including free-speech, dissent, and other democratic rights.

There are many similarities between the zealots of the current woke generation and the Stalinists of the 1930s and McCarthyites of the 1950s. None of these ideologies brook dissent. They know what’s right and what’s wrong. They can distinguish the Truth from the Big Lie without the need for debate. They are purists and they sit in judgment over the impure. As Andrew Sullivan has put it in the context of the Black Lives Matter movement after the killing of George Floyd:


The new orthodoxy . . . seems to be rooted in what journalist Wesley Lowery calls “moral clarity.” [J]ournalism needs to be rebuilt around the moral clarity, which means ending its attempt to see all sides of a story when there is only one, and dropping even an attempt at objectivity (however unattainable that ideal might be). And what is the foundational belief of such moral clarity? That America is systemically racist, and a white-supremacist project from the start, that, as Lowery put it . . . “the justice system—in fact, the entire American experiment—was from its inception designed to perpetuate racial inequality.”



The concept of “moral clarity” is similar to what I have called in my book The Case for Liberalism in an Age of Extremism “The Truth”— the idea that there is only one correct way to see things, and that anyone who disagrees with these views is racist, morally inferior, or politically incorrect.

The cancel culture eschews the need for due process, or any process for reaching the truth through evidence and justice. Its advocates are impatient. They want what they want and they want it now! Free speech and due process be damned as unnecessary barriers to their utopia. But the denial of free speech and due process is the sure throughway to dystopia and the tyranny of the right or left.

B. The Impact of Cancel Culture on Free Speech and Due Process

 Two of the most important hallmarks of liberty and democracy are contained in the American Bill of Rights: “the freedom of speech” and the “due process of law.” These fundamental rights are also the processes of choice through which free societies conduct the never-ending search for the truths on which policies should be based.

These safeguards serve as roadblocks against tyranny. No government in history has achieved liberty for its citizens while denying them the twin rights of free speech and due process. These fundamental rights are twins in the sense that both reflect skepticism that governments (or other powerful institutions) have a monopoly over truth. They also represent a trust in the people to evaluate competing truths through processes such as the open marketplace of ideas and the presentation of evidence.

Neither freedom of speech nor due process of law are guarantors of liberty, democracy, or truth, since they both rely on the intelligence and goodwill of fallible human beings. As the great Judge Learned Hand wisely observed:


“Liberty lies in the hearts of men and women; when it dies there, no constitution, no law, no court can save it; no constitution, no law, no court can even do much to help it. The spirit of liberty is the spirit which is not too sure that it is right; the spirit of liberty is the spirit which seeks to understand the minds of other men and women; the spirit of liberty is the spirit which weighs their interests alongside its own without bias.”



The best example of Hand’s caveat about liberty living and dying in the hearts of men and women was the election of Hitler in the Weimar Germany of 1932—a nation that before the advent of Nazism boasted of a high level of legal protection for freedom of speech and due process. German voters—at least a plurality of them—were prepared to support the prospect of tyranny in exchange for the promise of economic and other benefits. When liberty died in their hearts, the law could not resurrect or rescue it.

There are few, if any, examples of the opposite phenomenon: liberty without freedom of speech and due process. This is partly tautological, since liberty includes freedom of speech and due process. But liberty also transcends these two basic rights. It includes freedom of action, freedom to own and use property, freedom to practice one’s religion, freedom to educate one’s children, freedom to have an abortion, freedom to engage in homosexual conduct and to make other physical and emotional choices—and, for some, freedom to own guns. It also includes, in the words of Justice Brandeis, “the right to be left alone” by the state, unless there are compelling reasons for intrusion.6 Without the right to advocate these and other freedoms and to demand due process before they are taken way, our liberty would be in grave danger.

So, in the end, freedom of speech and due process are necessary, even if insufficient, preconditions for and components of liberty, democracy, and truth. They are also generally matters of degree. No society, even the most democratic, has ever allowed total and unrestricted freedom of speech. There are always some limits. Nor has any society, even the least democratic, ever succeeded in totally restricting this freedom. Dissidents almost always manage to communicate by Samizdat7 or other surreptitious means. Most repressive governments also have some process for evaluating evidence, but it is often so result-oriented and peremptory as to be no real process, and certainly not due process. The same is true today of some university “processes” for determining guilt, especially in the context of sexual accusations.8

Justice Felix Frankfurter reminded us that the “the history of liberty has largely been the history of observance of procedural safe-guards”—meaning the due process of law. When due process dies, liberty dies along with it.

Though all rights are inevitably matters of degree, it is not difficult to distinguish among governments that are essentially democratic and those that are essentially repressive. Canada does not extend its freedom of speech to certain types of “hate” advocacy. I personally disagree with that limitation, but I would never suggest that Canada is anything but an open, free democracy whose citizens have basic liberties. China, on the other hand, may have some limited freedom of speech and some due process, but few would deny that it is essentially repressive. In the middle, there are countries such as Singapore, which severely restricts—but doesn’t eliminate— both freedom of speech and due process for dissents, but its average citizens live decent lives with some degree of liberty.

All this is by way of introduction to the main thesis of this short book: namely, that the new cancel culture in the United States (and other Western democracies) poses a great danger to at least two of our most cherished and important rights: freedom of speech and due process. Even more significantly, this danger comes not from evil tyrants, but rather from people who consider themselves “woke,” “do-gooders,” and “progressives.” Many are motivated by good values and a desire to make our world better and fairer. But, as Justice Louis Brandeis warned: “The greatest dangers to liberty lurk in insidious encroachment by men [and women] of zeal, well-meaning but without understanding.”

Many of the current zealots are young students and faculty—men and women alike—who may well become our future leaders. For the first time in my lifetime, academic “justifications” have been offered by hard-left American professors for restrictions on free speech and due process, labeling these fundamental rights as weapons of “privilege,” deployed against the unprivileged. (In Europe, there were Fascist and Communist professors who made these arguments in defense of Hitler and Stalin, but not in America until now.)9 And many radical students are buying into these anti-liberal arguments in the name of cancelling those who they believe are abusing privilege.

So this danger to liberty may reflect a continuing trend rather than merely a temporary phase. If this trend becomes the new reality, it will result in the death, or at least the wounding, of freedom of speech and due process. Hence this requiem for the demise of liberty, which I hope is premature, but which I fear may come about unless we work hard to reverse the current trend—unless we cancel cancel culture.

C. Cancel culture context and creativity

One of the great dangers of cancel culture is that it stifles creativity. Intellectuals are terrified about being cancelled if speculations made years earlier are wrenched out of context and become weaponized in the war against political incorrectness. My friend and teaching colleague, Steven Pinker, is a perfect example of this dangerous phenomenon.

When Steve and I taught together, he was well known for his creativity, ingenuity, and willingness to explore controversial ideas. Indeed, one of the courses we taught together was entitled “Taboo.” It focused on issues that cannot be discussed and debated in today’s universities. I don’t know whether recordings were made of our classes, but I do know that we threw out ideas in order to encourage students to think, challenge, and come to their own conclusions. It would be easy for a current canceller to wrench out of context some statements each of us made in the course of this didactic exercise. The students back then loved the course, especially its focus on taboo ideas. But today’s cancellers might very well assume that every idea that was thrown out for discussion represented our carefully though-through, definitive opinions on controversial subjects. That would be a serious mistake, as the cancellers well know, but ignore in the interest of deploying their weapon against those of whom they disapprove.

Pinker and I were both tenured professors who did not fear university reprisals for expressing controversial views. Indeed, one of the people we invited to the class was the president of Harvard, whom we both criticized openly. In retrospect, it seems that the treatment accorded President Lawrence Summers was one of the opening salvos in the cancellation campaign. He was forced to resign—an early form of cancellation—for speculating out loud about some of the reasons why women have not achieved the same level of success in STEM as men. Whether he was right or wrong about what he said should make no difference in a university setting. If he was wrong, his ideas should be refuted in the open marketplace. Instead, he was cancelled as president of Harvard. A cartoon in a local paper illustrated the double standard applied to cancellation even back then. It portrayed Summers pleading for his job and saying: “I didn’t mean that women are intellectually inferior. I meant that Israel is an apartheid country. Now can I have my job back?”

The Boston Globe quoted me as comparing the tribulation of Summers to the “Trial of Galileo”:


In my 41 years at Harvard, I have never experienced a president more open to debate, disagreement, and dialogue than Larry Summers,” wrote Dershowitz, adding that “professors who are afraid to challenge him are guilty of cowardice.”

Dershowitz noted that he disagreed with Summers’s comments last month that innate differences might help explain why more men than women are top achievers in science and math, but he defended the university president’s right to raise the proposition.

“This is truly a time of crisis for Harvard,” he wrote. “The crisis is over whether a politically correct straightjacket will be placed over the thinking of everybody in this institution by one segment of the faculty.”10



Among Summers’s other defenders was Professor Pinker, who argued that the empirical issue raised by Summers should be “determined by research, not Fatua.”

The firing of Summers was an early manifestation of what has become cancel culture, but the situation has gotten worse over the past fifteen years.

Young professors and students trying to survive today’s cancel culture will be deterred and disincentivized from saying anything that might come back to haunt or cancel them in years to come. Cancel culture has no statute of limitations. It goes back to the earliest days of a person’s career.

There are those who are now trying to cancel Professor Pinker for views he has expressed over his long and distinguished career. I tend to agree with many of his views, but even if I did not, I would defend his right to be controversial and to ask difficult questions whose truthful answers may be politically incorrect.

The attempt to cancel or at least deplatform him reflects another disturbing consequence of the cancel culture: its negative effect on centrist liberals is greater than on right-wing conservatives. This disparity results from the reality that right-wing conservatives have their own large constituency, which will continue to invite them to present their views, regardless of cancel culture. These include conservative universities, such as Liberty University, as well as conservative think tanks, talk radio, podcasts, and TV stations. But there are few, if any, comparable outlets for centrist liberals who have been cancelled, especially since cancel culture has its greatest impact on campuses and liberal venues.

Even leftists are sometimes cancelled by those to the left of them, as illustrated by a recent story in The New York Times. Professor Adolph Reed, who is a Black Marxist scholar at the University of Pennsylvania, was invited to speak to the Democratic Socialists of America’s New York City chapter. Professor Reed planned on arguing that the left’s focus on the disproportionate impact of COVID-19 on Blacks undermined multiracial organizing. Throughout his distinguished career, Professor Reed has argued that race is an overstated concept and that the focus should rather be on class in a deeply unjust society. This position was offensive for some. They argued that Professor Reed’s downplaying of racism was “cowardly and cedes power to the racial capitalists.” So the Democratic Socialists of America cancelled his talk.11

A crowning irony of cancel culture was when 150 public intellectuals, professors, and writers wrote a letter protesting cancel culture12 and did not include me among the signatories, despite my long history of defending freedom of speech, my extensive publications, and my fifty years as a professor. The only reason I was not asked to sign—while others far-less accomplished and well-known were asked—is that I have been cancelled even by those who organized the letter opposing cancel culture. Nevertheless, the substance of the letter reflects my views, and I am including it as an appendix.

D. Cancellation in Politics

Cancel culture has infected politics as well. Viable candidates have been cancelled and precluded from running for higher office because they did not act politically correctly when they were prosecutors or defense attorneys. Among the leading candidates to be nominated by Joe Biden for Vice President was Senator Amy Klobuchar. But then it was alleged that, as a prosecutor, she failed to prosecute policemen who allegedly violated the rights of African-American citizens. This doomed her candidacy and led her to withdraw from consideration. Even Kamala Harris, who was eventually selected, was opposed by many in cancel culture because as a prosecutor she did not go after policemen with sufficient aggressiveness.

These and other similar cancellations and near-cancellations will have a deleterious impact on the criminal justice system. It will incentivize prosecutors always to indict for the highest possible crimes and not use their judgment and discretion in an appropriate manner. Former United States Attorney Alex Acosta was forced to resign as Secretary of Labor because he made a deal with Jeffrey Epstein, whom I represented, that was criticized by members of the public. The impact on prosecutorial discretion from these cancellations is impossible to gauge, but clearly, it will incentivize prosecutors always to overcharge. What has come to be known as the “Acosta effect” will lead prosecutors who don’t want to experience what Acosta experienced to err on the side of overcharging. This will have a devastatingly negative impact on the fairness of our judicial system.

Cancel culture also has an impact on electoral politics. Senator Al Franken was forced to resign as the result of accusations that did not rise to the level of criminal or even civil wrongs. Joe Biden was threatened with cancellation on the basis of highly questionable allegations. But President Trump survived even more serious accusations because his base is far less supportive of cancel culture and #MeToo than Democrats and liberals. Supreme Court Justices Brett Kavanaugh and Clarence Thomas survived cancellation because they, too, had the support of conservatives.

E. Cancel Culture’s Impact on Business and the Economy

Among the subjects of cancel culture are business leaders from all aspects of the economy. Those fired or forced to resign have included the CEO of McDonald’s, the chairman of Amazon Studios, the Senior Vice President of News at NPR, the head of Fox News, the Chief Executive of Barnes and Noble, the CEO of CBS, and two executives at the Humane Society. These were just a few among many whose business careers were cancelled, some for just cause, others for questionable allegations.

Private businesses, of course, are entitled to dismiss any employees—from the CEO to workers—based on allegations of misconduct. The problem is that under cancel culture, businesses may be forced by public opinion and economic pressure to cancel people who may very well be innocent of the charges. Often, they are cancelled as soon as the charges are made, without any opportunity to rebut them or provide contrary evidence. Sometimes the accusations are true. Sometimes they are false. Often, they are matters of degree, and it is difficult to determine whether the degree of culpability warrants total cancellation.

F. Cancel Culture and the Media

An example of how a false and defamatory media report can result in the cancellation of a good person who has done excellent work over a lifetime is what happened to Linda Fairstein, a former prosecutor and best-selling author. Fairstein was the chief prosecutor in the Central Park Five case, which may well have resulted in an injustice and erroneous convictions. Reasonable people could disagree about whether she was in any way responsible for the miscarriage of justice, but Netflix simply made up a “series of facts” which were totally untrue. They portrayed her as having led the initial investigation at the scene of the crime and making decisions that impacted the rest of the case. The truth is that Fairstein had not even been assigned to the case at that time. But, because it was shown on Netflix, it was believed to be true by large numbers of people, and Fairstein was cancelled.13 She was forced to resign as a trustee of Vassar College, and book contracts, appearances, and awards were rescinded. She became a pariah among the woke and progressive cancellers. She is now suing Netflix for defamation, as am I.

I am suing because Netflix broke its promise to me that if I gave them all the documentation proving that I never met my false accuser, they would present this evidence on the air. I was interviewed by Netflix and I laid out the evidence in detail. I also provided them with tapes, emails, and other indisputable documentation, all of which they deep-sixed and never put on the air. Instead, they presented my false accuser as a credible woman with no evidence of lack of credibility. It was this mendacious Netflix series, called Filthy Rich, that resulting in my cancellation or deplatforming among many in cancel culture.

Another example is the cancellation of Woody Allen. I was one of Mia Farrow’s lawyers in her lawsuit against Allen. I don’t know, of course, whether Allen did anything illegal or improper with Mia’s daughter, Dylan. But the matter was thoroughly investigated back when the accusation of wrongdoing was made. The Yale-New Haven Hospital investigated and found that “It is our expert opinion that Dylan was not sexually abused by Mr. Allen. Further, we believe that Dylan’s statements on videotape and her statements to us during our evaluation do not refer to actual events that occurred to her on August 4th, 1992.”14 The matter receded from public view for many years and Allen continued to make his films. Then came the #MeToo movement and cancel culture. With no new evidence, Allen was cancelled. His book and film contracts were violated. He, too became a pariah, though the evidence suggests he may have done nothing wrong. The accusation became the conviction and cancel culture kicked in.15

G. The Pervasive Power of Cancel Culture

The power of cancel culture to influence history was brought home to me personally and dramatically when I received a phone call from an obituary writer for the Washington Post. He explained that he had been assigned to write my obituary, though he hoped that the story would not appear for many years. He said that my obituary, whenever published, would necessarily include the false accusation of sexual misconduct made against me. I told him that the accusation was entirely made up, that I had never met my accuser, that no charges were ever brought against me and that it would be unfair to include a false and unconfirmed report of so serious a crime. He was sympathetic, but insisted that the accusation, even if proved false, had to be included. I subsequently received a similar call from an obituary writer from The New York Times. Accordingly, my obituary—a summary of my life’s achievements16—will include, perhaps feature, an entirely false and made-up accusation. It will probably not include the overwhelming documentary evidence in my accuser’s own words proving that I never even met her, or the admissions by her own lawyer that she was “wrong . . . simply wrong” in accusing me because I could not possibly have been in the places at the times she said she met me. Nor will it include a reference to the tape recording in which her best friend says that Giuffre admitted to her that she was “pressured”—her word—to falsely accuse me for money.17

My history will be distorted, my accomplishments will be cancelled or at least diminished, by a false accusation for which I was never charged and against which I could not formally defend. Such is the power of cancel culture: easily contrived false accusations and the current #MeToo atmosphere in which an accusation—even if demonstrably false—becomes the new truth.
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