“"You Can't Say That:”": The Effects of Group Affiliation on Moral Condemnation in Cases of Group Self-Deprecation   

“"Now, I ain’'t sayin’' she a gold digger, 
But she ain’'t messin’' with no broke n*****”"
Kanye West, “"Gold Digger”"

Introduction	Comment by Susan: Headings have been formatted as per APA 3.03
In the episode “The Word,” – the second-season premiere of Black-ish, ABC’s successful comedy about an upper-middle-class black family living in Los Angeles, – Jack Johnson (Miles Brown), the family’'s youngest son, performs Kanye West’s “Gold Digger” at school. While performing, he keeps uttering the "N-word" as part of the song’'s uncensored lyrics, thus. By doing so, he sparkings a generational and multicultural debate about the use of the epithet. The episode created a minor- stir, catalyzing a discussion aboutdebate on both the legitimacy of an African American using the N-word as a self-directed racial slur, andusing the N-word in the described circumstances (hence, an African American using a self-directed racial slur), and the legitimacy of members of the Caucasian community preachingto preach about the expression’sits appropriateness. The latter issue arose because – this, as one of the episode’'s main discussions revolved around the question or whether it wasis within the all-white school board committee's prerogative to " preach" to the African- American Jack abouton the legitimacy of hism using the racial slur (Hope, 2015).[footnoteRef:1] [1: ] 

A comparable discussion can be found"The Word" may be a single example. Another one can be found in in a qualitative study conducted among families of disabled people, which found that these families found that they use of humor abouton  the subject of disabilities within the family or in the company of loved ones (Rieger, 2015).[footnoteRef:2] However, the family members stressed the importance of whether the joke teller’s status asjoker is an “outsider” or an “insider” with respect to the disability experience, with. Accordingly, an insider joke tellerr  havinghas a privileged position and the right to tell jokes that, were they to be told by an outsider joker, would be considered offensive and illegitimate were they told by an outsider (Rieger, 2015).[footnoteRef:3] [2: ]  [3: ] 

These examples reflectecho  a common moral intuition about what will be referred towhat we shall refer to  as "group self-deprecation," (GSD) – that is, or cases in which one uses derogatory speech in a ( statement, joke or any other type of utterance) directed at one’sher own affiliation group,  (whether it is a cultural, national, ethnic, gender or any other. affiliation group).  According to this common intuition, the matter of group affiliation of the one uttering the comment (s it seems, in cases of group self-deprecation (hereinafter referred to as 'GSD') a common intuition is that the group affiliation – both the utterer's (hereinafter: – " the condemned") and of anyone criticizing that utterance who criticizes the utterance (hereinafter: – " the critic") – has a direct effect on the moral entitlement to utter the GSD utterance or to speak out against it.   
Drawing on the case presented in “The Word” can help clarify this proposition. To explain and to simplify, let us use the case presented in "The Word". Suppose that a Caucasian American rather than an African American childit wasn't an African American child, but rather a Caucasian child, that were to had sungsing "the N- word" in front of the whole school. Intuitively, the illegitimacy of the utterance would be clear without any deliberation, and the offending childin such a case there would not be deliberation on the illegitimacy of the incident, wouldn't there? Assumingly, the child would be punished, with all agreeing that this was the rightful response to the child’s use ofand all would agree it is a rightful punishment for using  the racial slur. 
NLet us now positassume another scenario in which. In this one, it is still an African American child usesusing "the N- word,", but it is in the presence of an entirelyall African  American crowd.  The child is therefore condemned for saying "the N- word,", but all those condemning the childwho condemns him are from the African American community. The fact that the accusers were members of the same community as the condemned would appear to influence our intuitive response to the GSD.Would that have made a difference? Intuitively, it seems our answer would be – yes.	Comment by Susan: It is unclear what differentiates this second example from the first, as in both cases the utterance evokes criticism. Is the actual punishment the difference?  This needs to be clarified.
As it appears, the case of GSD apparently presentis a unique case in which a speaker’s mere group affiliation effects our moral intuitions regarding an individual’sone's deprecating utterancespeech  or another’s criticism ofone's criticizing that same speech.  In all the examples above, our intuition about the incidents is influenced simply by changing the group identity of the speakerutterer or merely by the group identity of the critic. The basic intuition is that in many cases, GSD shouldis  not to be condemned for, either because of the group affiliation of the condemned, ( who is part of the deprecated group,)  or that of the of the critic or accuser, who is an outsidercondemner (who is an outer group member).     
This paper seeks to explore and analyze the philosophical theories that could help explain the source of these intuitive responses, arguing that the two theoretical fields that best explain the source of intuition regarding GSD utterances are: pragmatics, explaining intuition toward the condemned who has uttered GSD statements; and standing, addressing intuition toward the critic or accuser who objects to GSD statements.Where does these intuitions stem from? In this paper I seek to analyze and to map out the philosophical theories to explain them. My argument is that the source of GSD intuition are two theoretical fields: pragmatics (in the case of GSD intuition toward the condemned) and standing (in the case of GSD intuitions toward the critic). In the case of the condemned, the argument is that moral intuition is influenced by a pragmatic interpretation of a condemned actor’s affiliation to a deprecated group. This circumstance could imply the speaker’s use of black humor or attempt to use the utterance as a reclaiming phrase that could 
In the case of the condemned, I argue that our moral intuition is that the pragmatical interpretation of group deprecating utterances should differ in cases of GSD. That, because the condemner's affiliation to the deprecated group is a circumstance that might imply she is using black humor, or that the utterance is part of an attempted "phrase reclaiming", in a way that may affect the offensive character of the GSD utterance.  
With regard toIn the case of the critic, it can be arguedI argue that the group application to the group of the broadad hominem principles of standing lies behind the offhand rejection of any critique coming from an outsideer group member (hereinafter – "GSD rejection"), regardless of its validity or normative weight. THere, I analyze three aspectspractices of standing that may offer an explanation to the  various situations of GSD rejection are analyzed.
It should be emphasized that this paper seeks onlyI must emphasize that the offered analysis in this paper is intended solely to chart the theoretical philosophical origin of the abovementioned intuitiintuitive responses,ons, and not to determine whether or not such responsesthese intuitions are morally justified. The latter issue remains to be examined separately.discussion is therefore left for another occasion. 
Explaining the First the Moral Intuition #1: The Condemned’'s Group Identity Affects the Deprecating Implicature
According to G.A. Cohen (2006), we can distinguish three ways the ways in which a person may seek to silence, or to blunt the edge of, a critic’s condemnation can be distinguished in three ways. First, the individual being criticizedshe may seek to show that he or she did not, in fact, perform the action being criticizedunder criticism. Second, and without denying that he or she performed that action, the individualshe may claim that the action does not warrant moral condemnation, because there was an adequate justification for it, or at least a legitimate excuse for performing it. Third, while not denying that the action was performed or, and that it is to be condemned (which does not meanis not to say that it actually should: while agreeing that it is to be condemned), he or she can seek to discredit theher critic’s assertion of her standing as a good faith criticondemner of the relevant action (Cohen, 2006).[footnoteRef:4]	Comment by Susan: Does this change accurately reflect the meaning? [4: ] 

It appears that in cases of GSD, the intuitive response to the condemned’s action or utterance is that it doesAs it appears, on the side of the condemned in cases of GSD, the relevant redeeming intuition is that her action does not warrant moral condemnation. Assuming there is no dispute as to the morally flawed nature of that the utterance itself, is morally flawed, and that there are no other redeeming circumstances, the only possible explanation forto the different moral intuitive responseson in cases of GSD (group self-deprecation) andas  those of simpleopposed to mere "group deprecation", stems from the element of self. That is, that the fact that the deprecating utterance was uttered by a member of the deprecated group, can somehow affectinfluence the morality of the utterance. As it can be assumed that, we might assume, the deprecation of an entire group cannot be morally valid, the only possible explanation for this lack of condemnation for a GSDto this intuition can be is that the group identity of the utterer can somehow change the meaning of the utterance, in a way that nullifies any deprecating implicature. The followingIn this sub-sectionchapter I presentsoffer two ways in which the group identity of the utterer may change the utterance’'s implicature in such a manner: bBlack humor and reclaiming.    
A. Black Humor: The Case of Group Self-Deprecating Humor                                                                                                                     

a. Black Humor - The Case of Group Self-Deprecating Humor
 It appearsseems that a problem arises when an individual tells an offensive joke about his or hertheir own affiliation group (hereinafter – "GSD humor"), such as a woman telling a sexist joke or a member of a certain ethnicity telling a racist joke at the expense of the ethnic group to which he or shethey belong. On the surface, since the individual is not the only victim of the joke, she or he tells, as ( it is offensive to the entire group), that individual is asshe or he is equally liable for the offense as would be an external individual from outside the group tellingif they were to tell the same joke. However, as notedargued  above, our moral intuition may tell us that the case of the group member differs from that of the outsiderthis case differs from an outer group member telling that same joke. As I argue, this very intuition can be explained by the comic mechanism of "black humor.".
[bookmark: _Ref3894990]Black humor is the type of humor people employ intentionally in order to copedeal with difficult situations. Its subject matter consists of issuesthings that evoke fear in all of us, in particular disasters and catastrophes such as the Holocaust, earthquakes, tsunamis or death in general. This kind of humor goes by many other names, such as “gallows humor,” “horror humor,” or “grim humor,” all of which are evidence that such humorgo to show that it touches on subjects sharing thewhose common denominator ofs are fear and which evoke the desire to overcome the hardships they represententail.[footnoteRef:5] Often we encounter black humor is encountered in situations that we would be difficult to face withoutfind hard to handle  trying in some wayif we didn’t try  to relieve the anxiety and stress they involve. in some way. Therefore, some view black humor as a way of reducing the anxiety brought about by our awareness of death (DeSpelder & Strickland, 1996);[footnoteRef:6] others see black humor as an almost supernatural or exalted means of overcoming personal difficulties in a way that projects strength and courage to the group with which the person is affiliated (Freud, 2003; Vaillant, 1994).[footnoteRef:7] Hence, black humor is used to assuage the basic dread that comes with being human and to deal with the emotional side of catastrophe (Garrick & Williams, 2014).[footnoteRef:8]	Comment by Susan: This remains as a content footnote as per APA 2.12 and has not been converted to an in-text citation as it provides supplemental information. [5:  For further reading on black humor, see Zolten (1988).]  [6: ]  [7: ]  [8: ] 

This therefore implies that in instances when GSD humor fulfills the function of black humor, it inherently does notn’t express agreementan accord with the offensive positions it contains. Thus, for example, if a woman tells a rape joke, – as awful and sexist as it might be, – to a friend who has been raped, it is clear that the joke tellerfriend who tells the joke is not making light of her friend’s traumatic experience. In this caseinstance, the joke teller is obviously only trying to help her friend deal with the terrible ordeal she has endured. This conclusionclaim  is supportedbacked up by research-based evidence. For example, a qualitative study conducted among families of disabled people found that the use of black humor on the subject of disabilities within the family or in the company of loved ones gives the family members a way to communicate their feelings about disability and thereby, in this manner, deal with the difficulties they experience because of it (Reiger, 2015).[footnoteRef:9] In addition, black humor serves as a kind of “protest” that the family members engage in against the common perceptions of disability held by the general public (Reiger, 2015).[footnoteRef:10] The families even reported using humor in order to change perceptions and stereotypes, and to make fun of other people’s views of disabled people.[footnoteRef:11] This internal humor was also described as a way of raisingto raise self-esteem, improvinge morale and turning tragedy into comedy (Reiger, 2015).[footnoteRef:12] Family members interviewed in the study stressedAnother finding of the same study was that with regard to humor, the family members stressed the importance of whether the joker is an “outsider” or an “insider” to the disability experience with respect to the humor. Accordingly, an insider joke tellerr has a privileged position and the right to tell jokes that, were they to be told by an outsider joker, would be considered offensive and illegitimate (Reiger, 2015).[footnoteRef:13] [9: ]  [10: ]  [11: ]  [12: ]  [13: ] 

It should be emphasizedis important to stress that when GSD humor performs the function of black humor., it does not constitute an agreement with the offensive propositions arising from the humorous performance. Rather, it serves asIt is merely a way of coping with the existence of these offensive propositions in the world. Evidence to that effect can be found in a Carol A. Mitchell’s (1977)  study that showed that women find rape jokes funny when told by a woman, but not when they are told by a man. Mitchell’'s explanation for this finding is that when a woman tells another woman a rape joke, it helps relieve the anxiety and the fear aboutof becoming a rape victim (Mitchell, 1977).[footnoteRef:14] In essenceother words,, rape humor serves as a kind of black humor which alterschanges the interpretation of the humorousist utterance,  in a way that diminishes or even possibly neutralizes any offensiveness.[footnoteRef:15] [14: ]  [15:  Of course, this explanation cannot be generalized to claim that every similar case constitutes black humor. Cases must be examined individually, according to circumstances, in order to establish if the humor indeed performs the function of black humor. ] 

It appears then that the dynamics of black humor can also be explained via Thomas Brommage’s (2016) has also proffered the concept of “entitlement conditions.” to explain the dynamics of black humor. According to Brommage, a joke that is, on the face of it, “offensive” can be told successfully if the speaker is perceived as being “entitled” to tell it (Brommage, 2016).[footnoteRef:16] To demonstrate, he takes the example of a joke told by Sarah Silverman: “I was raped by a doctor. Which is so bittersweet for a Jewish girl.” (Brommage, 2016).[footnoteRef:17] In Brommage’s view, the joke is perceived as appropriate and funny even though it is, on the surface, offensive,, for a few reasons.: First of all, Sarah Silverman is making fun of herself. If she were to make the joke about the rape of another woman, this may have been perceived as rude and offensive, but since she is the subject of the joke, it is perceived as amusing“charming.” Moreover, Brommage argues, when a person tells a joke about their own origins, it is clear to everyoneone and all  that its contents are meant in jest because there is a discrepancy between the speaker’s affiliation to the group at whose expense the joke is made and its derisive content (Brommage, 2016)..[footnoteRef:18]  [16: ]  [17: ]  [18:  Here I disagree with Brommage’s unequivocal analysis. See Brommage (2015), §3.5 "The Case of Self-Deprecating Offensive Humor."] 

Thus, according to Brommage, offensive jokes have more “entitlement conditions” than non-offensive jokes, and not everyone is allowed to repeat them.[footnoteRef:19] Among the various possible entitlement conditions, Brommage provides the examples of ethnic,  and gender affiliation and age. For example, we will be more lenient towardwith our grandmother when she tells a racist joke, understanding out of the understanding that she grew uphad grown up during a period of time when racism was a perfectly acceptable norm, than toward; whereas if  a colleague tellingwere to tell the same joke., we would not have the same reaction. Furthermore, Brommage claims that the entitlement conditions for jokes at the expense of dominant groups are different than those for jokes about disadvantaged groups (Brommage, 2016)..[footnoteRef:20] Therefore, it is possible to claim that while black humor may ostensibly appear offensive on the surface of things, but when the joke teller of the joke meets certain “entitlement conditions,” the joke becomes legitimate and thus is thus accorded – hence it is warranted  a moral justification. [19:  In fact, Brommage claims that all jokes have entitlement conditions; however, in the case of most jokes, those conditions are extremely minimal. Not all jokes require the teller to have a particular status, but all of them require certain conditions to create a comic context. Thus, for example, we won’t usually tell a joke, even a most innocent one, at a funeral Brommage (2015, pp.72–73).]  [20: ] 

Based on the above, it would be reasonable for a moral agent witnessing a person telling a deprecating joke targeting his or her ownher our group affiliation group would be reasonable to assume, in the absence of any evidence to the contrary,providing no evidence contradicting this assumption, that the teller does not suffer from any self-hatred that would drive him or her, causing her  to seek the humiliation of his or her affiliation group and thereby his or her own humiliation– thus, eventually, humiliating herself. [footnoteRef:21] Indeed, in many cases, GSD humor is the paradigmatic example of black humor, although in some cases it can be viewed also as the outcome of self-hatred (Levy, 2006; Lewin, 1941) or as an attempt to fawn and to appease the dominant majority (Allport, 1954). In most cases, a more acceptable interpretation ofexplanation to the GSD humorous speech act is that it acts ascan be the use of black humor, intended not to reflect agreement with the derogatory assumptions expressedhidden in the GSD humorous utterance, but rather, on the contrary, the other way around – to reflect contempt, fear or disagreement with these offensive views altogether. This interpretation may offer an explanation as to what lies behind the frequent moral intuition that "“one is morally entitled to tell GDS jokes about her own affiliation group.”". 	Comment by Susan: If this is a quote, it needs a citation. [21: 
] 


B. Phrase Reclaiming: – The Cases of "Queer" and "Slutt"
Phrase reclaiming is aAnother possible explanation forto the moral intuition that the group identity of the utterer may change the utterance’'s implicature. is in cases of phrase reclamation. 
Derogatory terms, or slurs, are emblematic of broad social practices of oppression, and injustice and subordination (Herbert, 2015).[footnoteRef:22] There is a general agreement within the scholarship that slursWithin scholarship, there is general agreement that they both draw on and re-entrench deeply embedded stereotypes about the targeted group (Herbert, 2015).[footnoteRef:23] Re-appropriating slurs has long been a strategy of groups seeking to fight back against these systems of social injustice. Reclamation projects aimsseek to detach the derogation from the term so that the word may be used as either a directbare description of the targeted group or as a term of approbation (Herbert, 2015).[footnoteRef:24]  [22: ]  [23: ]  [24: ] 

Cassie Herbert (2015) explains the "reclamation" mechanism: 
"Contrary to what the name of the project seems to imply, reclamation projects aren’t an attempt to “‘take back”’ a term the targeted group once had control over; it is rarely the case that the group once had this kind of linguistic control of the term. Instead, reclamation projects are centered on the implicit idea that the targeted group ought to have control over the term that has been used against them. Reclamation projects are a form of social protest, one which is explicitly discursive in nature; whereas other kinds of protest use language as a tool in speeches, songs, or literature to achieve their goal, reclamation projects are focused on changing the linguistic role of a term or phrase. This relies on changing the discursive conventions connected to the term so that a hearer can appropriately take up the speech act in which the term is deployed. Reclamation has frequently been a tool of protest."(p.132) 	Comment by Susan: Does this correctly reflect the original?

In recentthe past years, there have been attempts to reclaim terms targeting ability status, sexual identity, political affiliation, nationality, ethnicity, and race (Herbert, 2015).[footnoteRef:25]  [25: ] 

Perhaps the most well-known example ofto phrase- reclaiming is the largely successful reappropriation of the term ‘queer’ (Brontsema, 2014; Herbert, 2015). [footnoteRef:26] From the late 19th century onwards, the term ‘queer’ was used as a slur to describefor those presumed to have deviated from the norms of heterosexual behavior. Beginning around 1990, US lesbian and gay communities in the United States began an intentional effort to reclaim the term (Herbert, 2015).[footnoteRef:27] Today, ‘the term queer’ is broadly recognized as referring to an individual whose sexual or gender identity does notn’t fit into traditional binary categories, or someone who rejects heteronormative identity categories (Herbert, 2015).[footnoteRef:28] This use of the term has become widespread in general culture, and has made its way into academia, with the appearance of with  fields such as Queer Studies and Queer Theory (Herbert, 2015). [footnoteRef:29] [26: 
]  [27: ]  [28: ]  [29: ] 

More recently, the international protest movement SlutWalks hasaround the world have focused on reclaiming the term ‘slut’ as a way to method of deconstructing gender norms that excuse or normalize sexual violence (Herbert, 2015).[footnoteRef:30] SlutWalks are a protest movement occurring in cities around the world. The movement is centered both on formally organized rallies protesting sexual violence as well as on the widespreaddispersed reclamation of the word ‘slut.’ SlutWalks began in Toronto inas a response to Police Constable Michael Sanguinetti, who stated in a talk speaking at a university health and safety event that,, saying, “women should avoid dressing like sluts in order not to be victimized .(xx, xx).”  [footnoteRef:31]SinceOn March 3, 2011, when over 3000 people turned out for the first SlutWalk to protest the attitudes reflected in Constable Sanguinetti’s remarks,; since then, SlutWalkss have been held annually in cities throughoutall around  the globe  (xxxx).[footnoteRef:32]  [30: ]  [31: ]  [32: ] 

In SlutWwalk marches, the word “slut” is used as a signifier offor a sexually free woman who can act and dress as she pleases (Kocieda, 2014).[footnoteRef:33] SlutWalk is thus subvertingthen subverts the traditional meaning of the word“ slut” by resignifying the term and proliferating parodic performances of its stigmatized referent (Hill, 2016).[footnoteRef:34] The performative protest resonates with ideological contestations that deem thattake how we see and what we say areto be central to what constitutes common sense and social reality.[footnoteRef:35] [33: ]  [34: ]  [35: ] 

Herbert (2015) elaborates on the performative structure of reclamation:
"[The] process of bringing about new discursive conventions makes reclamation projects inherently precarious… In order to bring about these new discursive conventions, speakers must deploy the slur in contexts where the new conventions have not yet taken root. Typically, this means deploying the slur either in conversations with people outside the group seeking to reclaim the term or in contexts where these outsiders may hear, and give uptake to, the speech act. In these contexts, hearers will not yet have the non-oppressive discursive norms to govern the uptake they give the speech act…Some hearers, of course, will be able to recognize that speakers engaging in reclamation are doing something atypical with their speech. Lacking other guiding conventions, though, these hearers will often continue to rely on already entrenched discursive conventions to structure uptake of the speech act as the oppressive exercitive of old. Other times, speaker identity will help to resolve discursive under determination: if the speaker is a member of the group targeted by the slur, this may help to call into salience the intended set of conventions so that a speaker may give the intended uptake to the speech act. It’s not simply that the speaker’s identity gives them warrant to issue the erstwhile slur…but rather that due to this identity the speaker may be positioned to perform speech acts that others cannot" (pp. 133–-136). 
Again, based on the above discussion, a moral agent witnessing a person using an offensive slur often used to target that person’sher our own affiliation group would be reasonable in assuming, in the absence of evidence to the contrary,to assume, providing no evidence contradicting this assumption, that the teller does not suffer from self-hatred, but is rather seeking to undermine the offensive world views imbeddedconcealed in the slur, by using a reclaiming strategy.
Explaining the Second Moral Intuition #2: The Critic’'s Group Identity Denies the CriticHer Standing
As notedshown above, according to G.A. Cohen, the third possible way to silence a critic or to blunt the edge of a critic’s condemnation is to discredit theher critic’s claimassertion of her standing as a good faith condemner of the relevant action (Cohen, 2006).
The issue of standing has gained much attention in recent research, as philosophers have turned their attention to the question of: when is an agent is in a position to morally blame another agent for the latter agent’sher morally flawed actions. As can be argued:, “If the recipient of blame must meet certain criteria to be blameworthy, does not the blamer have to meet certain criteria to be blamer-worthy?” (Friedman, 2013).[footnoteRef:36]  [36: ] 

For some, ‘standing’ is a term that indicates any condition about the accuser or blamer that is relevant to appropriatinge blame. In this broad sense, the notion of standing serves as a way to indicatemark a contrast with information pertaining tofacts about the condemned or blamed person, such as whether the blamed person is blameworthy.[footnoteRef:37] To invoke Friedman’s terminology again,: the notion of standing is sometimes applied broadly to anything that pertains to whether a blamer is blamer-worthy (Friedman, 2013).[footnoteRef:38]	Comment by Susan: Do you mean blamerworhty or blameworthy here? [37: ]  [38: 
] 

Theorists have established the criteria of who has or lacks the moral standing to assign blame, offering conditions an agent must meet in order to have the moral standing to blame a morally responsible wrongdoer (Herstein, 2016):[footnoteRef:39] (1) the non-hypocrisy condition, whereby oOne’s blame would not be hypocritical (in some relevant way;) “hypocritical”. (The Non-hypocrisy condition) (2) the non-involvement condition, whereby oOne is not oneself “involved in” the target agent’s wrongdoing;. (The Non-involvement condition) (3) the business condition, whereby tThe target’s wrongdoing is indeed one’s own business some of “one’s business” (that is, the agent ishe or she are affected by it in some way; and). (The Business Condition). (4) the know they place condition, whereby o One has the status that allows for  intervention. (The "Know Thy Place" Condition). [39: ] 

As this section argues,I argue in this chapter, these criteria, when applied toon specific outsideer group critics, may offer an explanation ofto the moral intuition that deniesdepriving members of certain outsideer groups their standing to blame in cases of GSD.. In such circumstances,This way, outsideer group critics of GSD can be deemed uncommitted to the underlying moral rules behind their condemnation,  (which is the rationale behind the "nNon-hypocrisy" and "Nnon-involvement" conditions,)[footnoteRef:40], or lacking the status to condemn the condemned,  (as in the b"Business" and "kKnow tThy pPlace" conditions. [footnoteRef:41])[footnoteRef:42].   [40: ]  [41: For more on the rationale behind the non-hypocrisy the non-involvement conditions, the business and the know they place conditions, see: Todd (2019, pp. 347–374) and Cohen (2006, pp. 113–136).]  [42: ] 

It should be emphasized must emphasize that the application of the standing conditions in the following sub-chapters does not reflectis not done as part of a philosophical view of "group moral responsibility".[footnoteRef:43] Rather than relying on thisI have no intention to rely my explanations on this disputed view, t. The following discussion relies on views of personal moral responsibility. T – that is, that the group affiliation of the critic functions as a circumstance that, combined with the personal act of criticizing the condemned in cases of GSD, amounts to a moral intuition that the critic herself failed to meet one or more of the standing to blame conditions.  [43:  For more on the matter of group and collective moral responsibility, see: Gilbert (2006, pp. 94–114).] 

Also, iIt should also be stressed that while the first three offered explanations for moral intuition that follow, ("group paternalism" , "enjoying the fruits of deprecation,"  and "not the critic's business,) apply toare applicable both in both (some or all) cases of group deprecation;, namely, cases in which the critic and the condemned are both members of the "outsideouter group" (that is, the condemned and the offended third party are not members of the same group) and in GSD cases, in which the critic is a member of the "outsideer group" while the condemned is an member of the  "insidener- group" (that is, the condemned and the offended third party are not members of the same group).). However, the fourth offered explanation of  ("group autonomy") is applicable only inthe unique cases of GSD where – that is, in cases in which the accuser or critic is a member of the "outsideer group" while the condemned is an member of the "insidener- group". 
1. The nNon-hhypocrisy ccondition:– Group pPaternalism.
At least sometimes, theour act of blaming is aimed at making the condemnedto make the others see the error of their ways and change their behavior in the future. Such an effort to doomed to failure if the accuser or critic isOne possible way to fail at this is to be guilty of hypocrisy;, that is,, to be culpable of the very same (or a relevantly similar) transgression as the one being condemnedyou are condemning (Coates & Tognazzini, 2018). [footnoteRef:44] [44: ] 

As R. Jay Wallace explains,[footnoteRef:45] “blame carries with it a kind of practical commitment to critical self-scrutiny” (Wallace, 2010, p.: 326). This is a commitment that the hypocritical blamer fails to live up to. The hypocritical blamers, —as long as they aren’t also blaming themselves, in which case they might not be consideredcount as hypocritical,— regardtreats their own interests in avoiding blame as more important than the interest of the target of their blame. According to Wallace, such a position undermines any, in a manner that Wallace sees as offending against a presumption in favor of the equal standing of these partiespersons (Wallace, 2010: 328).  [45: ] 

In the view ofAccording to T. M. Scanlon, (2008),[footnoteRef:46] the problem with hypocritical blame is that it distorts the facts, his argument claiming that,. As Scanlon says (2008: 177), “there is something false in [the hypocritical blamer’s] suggesting that it is [the blamee’s] unwillingness to act in ways that indicate untrustworthiness that impairs [their] moral relationship.” (Scanlon, 2008, p. 177). This is the result ofThat, because past attitudes and actions of the hypocritical blamer already impairinged this relationship.  [46: ] 

Regardless of which justification ofWhether we agree with one justification to  the hypocrisy condition is accepted, it is possible to identify, or with another, hypocrisy ascan be viewed as one possible explanation ofto the moral intuition in cases of outsideer group critics of GSD. 
Indeed,Let me elaborate. W when a member of an outside er-group condemns a group -deprecation made against a member of a different, group ("the insidener- group,") he or she can be viewed as committing an act of paternalism, not only towards the offended third party, but also towards the entire "insidener- group, by implying that", inferring the whole group needs outside assistance instead of being able to "fend for itself.themselves".  
Paternalism is usually regarded as an unasked- for interference for the sake of one’'s purportedargued benefit (Dworkin, 2017).[footnoteRef:47] At the theoretical level, paternalism it raises questions of how persons should be treated when they are less than fully rational (Dworkin, 2017).[footnoteRef:48] Paternalism can also imply that the behavior is against or regardless of the will of a person, or also that the behavior expresses an attitude of superiority (Shiffrin, 2000).[footnoteRef:49] [47: ]  [48: ]  [49: ] 

It can be concluded from this backgroundFrom this, we can draw that acts of paternalism can sometimes indicateinfer that the paternalistic party views the assisted party as incompetent, as weak, ineptas ill-adapt, as incapable or as irrational. In essence,In other words, the assisted party, which in the case of this study is (in our case, both a specific offended party and their affiliation group,) is not viewed by the agent performing the paternalistic act,  (in thisour case, the accuser or critic,) as an equal, or as a rational autonomous entity. The act of paternalism allegedly reflectsechoes a perception of superiority, or a fundamental, inherentthat is, per se, an underlying justification forto many social group hierarchies. As such,This way, when an outsideouter- group member intervenes for the sake of the insidener- group's sake in cases of group deprecation (e.g., – sexism, racism, etc.) or of GSD, this individual isshe is herself culpable of holding a world view  supporting supremacy and group hierarchy that should be denounced – a world view of supremacy and group hierarchy. Such aThis way, the critic can be viewed as guilty of a transgression similar to that which he or sheblameworthy of a similar transgression as the she is condemning, and thusby that, performing an act of hypocracyhypocrisy that deprives him or her of denies her standing to blame.  
2. [bookmark: _Hlk11157098]The nNon-iinvolvement ccondition: – Enjoying the fFruits of dDeprecation.
LikeSimilarly to the n"Non-hypocrisy condition," the "nNon-involvement condition" also implies a lack of commitment by the critic to the values behind the relevant moral norm. However, while within the "Nnoon-hypocrisy condition," the accuserblamer is culpable ofresponsible for something similar or worse to the deprecating act,, within the "Nnon-involvement condition", the accuserblamer bears at least some responsibility for the very thing that he or she seeks to criticize (Cohen, 2006).[footnoteRef:50] That is, he or she is actually participatingherself is taking part in the faulty act, and is therebytherefore she is " guilty" of complicity (Coates & Tognazzini, 2018).[footnoteRef:51] An example given of tThe nNon-involvement condition is that one’scan be demonstrated using the following example: My Nazi superior cannot condemn oneme for doing what he or she orders one to dome on pain of death to do, even if oneI disobeys should disobey, and accepts death (Ccohen, 2006 at 124).  [50: ]  [51: ] 

Cohen differentiates betweenAs Cohen writes, in order to point out the difference between  the “"look who’'s talking”" (non-hypocrisy) and “"you’'re involved in it yourself”" (non-involvement) conditions as follows): 
 “"‘Look who’s talking”’ says: “‘How can you condemn me when you are yourself responsible for something similar, or worse?”’ In “‘You’re involved in it yourself”’ the responding criticized person need make no judgment about whether her critic has herself done something similar or worse. Instead, “‘You’re involved in it yourself”’ says: “‘How can you condemn me when you are yourself responsible, or at least co-responsible, for the very thing that you are condemning?”’" (2006, p.; 127)	Comment by Susan: Does this capitalization appear in the original?
Thus, you’re involved in it yourself essentially means thatThe general form of ‘You’re involved in it yourself’ is this: you are implicated in the commission of this very act, as its co-responsible stimulus, commander, coercer, guard, assistant, etc., regardless of or whatever (whether or not what you did was wrong, or similar to what the condemnedI did, or worse than what the condemnedI did). (Cohen, 2006; 127). In this precedingfinal passage, Cohen seems to suggest that such “involvement” can remove standing, even if one’s involvement is in no way criticsizable (Todd, 2019; 353).	Comment by Susan: Why is Todd cited here? You are referring to Cohen.
In the cases Back to the case of group deprecation and GSDs, the critic may be. In certain cases, the critic is a member of a group that is considered "higher" in the social hierarchy than the offended or inside groupp ("the inner-group"). Common examples offor such cases include acan be: when the critic is Caucasian critic and an offendedwhile the offended party is African- American, a male critic and an offended female, a heterosexual critic and a non-heterosexual offended party, etc.; when the critic is a man while the offended party is a woman; when the critic is a heterosexual, while the offended party is not, and so on.  A possible claim in such cases is that the critic, being a part of the more advantaged group is, in fact, enjoying the fruits of the social hierarchy that led to the creation of the offensive derogatory speech underin discussion in the first place. By enjoying the social benefits (socio-economic status, etc.) of his or her group status, the critic is a silently and passively complicit, and therefore he is denied standing to assign blame. This holds true even when such a criticThat, even though, on the face of it, he is not doing anything morally questionable inby itself,  (as in most cases, this critic he is unable to waive the fruits of the social hierarchy or even know which of his or her prerogatives, if any, are the resultoutcome of this hierarchy, if any). Indeed, such a critic simply exists. fact, he is simply existing.
In the case of “"The Word”" television episode, for example, it is arguableinstance, one can argue that an all-white school committee lackeds standing to address an incident where the N-' word was used, simply because members of the committee themselves enjoyed the prerogatives of being "white" in America, making them complicit with racist world views agains t African-Americans. 
3. The bBusiness condition: A – an outsideer group member is not affected by the group deprecation.
It is a recognizedfamiliar fact of life that not everything everyone else does is “one’s business.”. In fact, sometimes one may recognizemight know  that someone else has done something that is criticizable, but that that person’s wrongdoing is “none of one’s business” (or "age tuum negotium, or mind your own business in Latin"). Consequently, having no stake in the situation, – and, accordingly, one lacks a certain kind of entitlement to get involved in the situation by publicly blaming the wrongdoer, as she has no stake in it. (Herstein, 2017).[footnoteRef:52] [52: ] 

As Ori Herstein elaborates: 
"Circumstances of age tuum negotium involve appropriate deflecting, blocking and/or criticizing interventions on the basis of the intervening party being an outsider to or lacking a stake in the underlying transaction, relationship, context or circumstances in which her intervention is situated. For example, even if the U.K. government should abolish its monarchy, France campaigning, urging, asking or demanding of the U.K. government to do so seems out of place. It is simply not France’s business, which is why it seems appropriate for the U.K. government to deflect and simply ignore France’s demands in its deliberations on the matter. The same would presumably not be true for similar interventions by the Scottish Parliament, which does hold a stake in the debate over the future of the British monarchy.". (Herstein, 2017p.; 3112)	Comment by Susan: Is this phrase italicized in the original?
The rationale behind the "business condition" is often attributed to an analogy with the notion of standing in the law (Bell, 2013a; King, forthcoming; Sabini &and Silver, 1982), though see also Bell 2013a and King forthcoming).[footnoteRef:53]. With regard 	Comment by Susan: Why is the reference to Bell 2013a when there is only one Bell reference? [53: 
] 

Back to group deprecation, it. It can be argued that, in cases of group deprecation and GSD, the critic (the intervening outsideer- group member) has no stake in any conflict between the parties, regardless of  (whether the conflict is between anthey are the insidener group party andconflicting with an outsideer group member, as in general group deprecation, or whether it is a conflict within an insidener group conflict, as within GSD). In fact, the outside group critic lacks any stake not only in the apparentseeming conflict between the specific partiespersons (the condemned and the offended person), but also in the ostensibleseeming conflict between the condemned and the entire "insidener-  group".
Nonetheless,However, it seems that the business condition seems to beis more relevant in cases of GSD or in cases of group deprecation in which the condemned is not a member of either of the insidener- group or ofand  the critic’'s outsideer- group  (hereinafter: -"GDCG"). While in cases of group deprecation that is made by a member of the critic’'s group against another "insidener group" it is arguable thatone can argue the critic has a stake in the conflict as he is a member of the condemned’'s outsideer group trying to preserve the group’'s reputation etc., in cases of GSD and GDCG, the critic from the outside group  truly has no stake in the conflict. 
4. "Know tThy pPlace" cConditions: – Group aAutonomy.
While the "business condition" focuses on cases in which the intervening party, being an outsider or lacking a stake in the underlying transaction, relationship, contexts or circumstances in which her intervention is situated, in  the "know thy place" condition determines, the appropriateness of deflecting an intervention by ascertaining whetherturns on the intervening party lacksing in a certain status or position required to justify interventionintervene (Herstein, 2017).[footnoteRef:54] [54: ] 

As Ori Herstein (2017) distinguishes the business condition and the know they place condition as follows: elaborates, distinguishing the two conditions:
 C"…certain criticisms are only permissibly delivered among members of the same ethnic, racial or national group or among friends or family members, not by outsiders. This is not because one’s compatriots or friends have a personal stake in the matter, but rather is a feature of their relation to the subject of the intervention." (p.Herstein, 2017; 3112)
Scholarly discussion provide some insight into the reasoning for theThe reasoning to the " know thy place condition." is in scholarly deliberation. Norms of privacy may come into play with this conditionPerhaps what lies at its base are norms of privacy (Nagel, 1998; Smith, 2007; Nagel 1998),[footnoteRef:55] or pPerhaps the condemned is presupposed to be , we see blame as a response presupposing that the blamed person is accountable to members of his or herhes moral community. In the latter case,In such a case, we can distinguish between several overlapping moral communities can be identified, – only some of which any one person belongs to, and thus only some of which supportunderwrite one’s ability to blame appropriately (Duff, 2010: 126).[footnoteRef:56] According to Scanlon (2008),[footnoteRef:57] perhaps some wrongs don’t impair any of our own relationships, and thus do not warrant any – not rendering us blame-inducedconstituting modifications in those relationships.  [55: 
]  [56: 
]  [57: 
] 

Without determining which specificdeciding on what rationale lies atin the basis of these conditions, its appears that theseems he know thy place condition is the only condition applicable only  in the unique cases of GSD, butand not in general cases of group deprecation. It is arguableOne may argue that in cases of GSD, an outsideer- group member lacks the status to intervene in an otherwise "innerner conflict", amongbetween members of the same group. By interfering, the outsidershe is undercutting a certain "group autonomy" to handle their inner conflicts without outside no outer interferences.    

Conclusion
This paper’s descriptive goal was toThe goal of this paper was a descriptive one. To map the origin of moral intuitions regarding casesinstances of GSD.  According to these common intuitions, the group affiliation, – of both the condemned and of the critic,  – has a direct effect on the moral entitlement to utter the GSD utterance or to speak out against it. 
Thise  paper demonstratesshows that the moral intuitions regarding to the condemned stem from pragmatic interpretations , changing of the implicature of the GSD speech act, such as whether it is (black humor or reclaiming.),  In contrast,whereas the moral intuitions regarding the critic stem from the broad ad hominem principles of standing, particularly the know they place condition in the unique – specifically and uniquely in the case of GSD., the "know thy place" condition). 
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