
Shomrei Torah Synagogue Men’s Club, Club #1058, Submission ID 103 

“Entry Document” – Provide the following information: 
 
 
Part I. Identification Information: 
Submission Identifier Code supplied in a response to your first email: 103 
Full Title for Entry (80 characters maximum): Kesher (Connections) 
Entry Category: Youth Programming 
Contact Person to be listed on Torch Award CD: Alan Tolkoff 
Email address to be listed on Torch Award CD: Alan_T@LNSPensions.com 
Club number & Club name: Shomrei Torah Synagogue Men’s Club, Club #1058 
Number of club members: 64 
Synagogue name, city and state: Shomrei Torah Synagogue (West Hills, CA) 
Club President name (at time of entry): Charles Carter 
Club President name (at time of convention): To be determined 
Person preparing entry: Alan Tolkoff 
Email address of person preparing entry: Alan_T@LNSPensions.com 
Date of entry submission: January 23, 2007 
 
Part II. Summary / Press Release 
This voluntary section serves two purposes: 
First - to provide “Summary Information” and key words so that your entry can be found in the 
archives in the future. 
 
Second – to provide “Press Release” information so that your community can be informed of 
this outstanding program created by your men’s club. 
 
IIa. Summary Information (up to 200 words): 
Shomrei Torah Synagogue (STS), West Hills, California announces a new approach toward 
Judaic programs for young adults. 
 
IIb. Press Release Body with Title (about 200 words): 
Person writing “Press Release”/”Summary Information” who should be contacted by the 
media/readers for further information  
Bob Carroll, email: RCarr5571@aol.com 
 
Young adults need to feel connected to the Jewish community and STS has announced a 
program intended to establish such a connection. Our program invites young adults to 
participate and to help create a program designed for them. We offer the opportunity to 
engage in discussions of Judaic issues confronting them, their parents and their friends. 
 
Contact information for Temple Bulletin for submission of “Press Release”  
Barbara Ruben, Shomrei Torah Synagogue, 7353 Valley Circle Blvd. West Hills, CA 91304 
 
Contact Information for Local Newspaper for submission of “Press Release”  
The Jewish Journal of Greater Los Angeles 
3580 Wilshire Blvd., Suite 1510 
Los Angeles, CA 90010 
Attn: Susan Freudenheim, Managing Editor 



Shomrei Torah Synagogue Men’s Club, Club #1058, Submission ID 103 

Part III. Self Assessment of Entry 
Respond to the following self-assessment questions with a maximum of 120 words for each. 
This will be used by the judges to focus on what you found significant in your effort. 
 
1. Assess program procedural completeness and achievement of program goals– 
 
The goal of the program was two fold. First: to remind our synagogue’s college students that 
they are not forgotten by our congregation and community, and second, to create an 
opportunity for dialogue between our children, their peers and their parents regarding 
substantive issues they will face while away from home. 
 
Over the past several years, our College Outreach program had focused primarily on sending 
seasonal gifts as a reminder of Jewish holidays. Participation in the program declined and we 
considered discontinuing the effort. However, over the past two years, the program was 
revitalized to include a quarterly e-newsletter written in partnership by our college students, 
representatives of local and regional Jewish organizations and our Rabbi. Our organization 
acts as editor for the newsletter and contributes articles intended to coordinate the content of 
each issue. Our revised program has seen a growth of interested students from eight to over 
fifty participants in the current academic year. This significant growth in interest is a result of 
making our program relevant and appropriate to our audience.  
 
We have arranged meetings with the Rabbi and lay leaders to discuss important issues 
facing the Jewish community both on and off campus. We have engaged our students and 
parents in an ongoing dialogue concerning Jewish themes. We have provided a forum for the 
parents to understand some of the unique issues their children face when away from home 
so they can help their children navigate through a difficult anti-Jewish environment. We have 
created a liaison between our children on campus and Jewish organizations focused on 
serving their needs. 
 
We brought a multitude of different people together to do this. We persuaded as many people 
as we could to write articles for the newsletter. We had articles from students, parents, FJMC 
President Bob Braitman, Hillel Directors, the JNF, and others. We obtained permission from 
poets to publish their poems. We engaged and invited recognized experts to share their 
thoughts on Hate Speech, Free Speech, and bias on campuses and in classrooms. 
 
To conduct self-assessment and gain valuable feedback, we created surveys following our 
events, using the free online service available under www.surveymonkey.com . The results of 
those surveys are included in our application. 
 
2. Explain presentation and documentation completeness – 
 
Since “College Outreach” is not a single event or a series of events, it is impossible to explain 
the process in the suggested allotted space. I have included samples of the results of what 
we have done, and tried to do in the pdf’s that are part of this application. 
 
3. Achievements of program goals, publicity, marketing and advanced planning – 
 
Our biggest challenge was identifying families with college age and college bound students. 
We overcame this, in part, by running ads in our temple’s bi-weekly e-newsletter from April 
through June, asking parents and grandparents of graduating high school seniors to contact 
me with information on their graduating child, so we could congratulate them publicly in both 
the electronic and hard copy temple newsletter. With this information at hand, we did direct 

http://www.surveymonkey.com/
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mailings to the identified families, with partially completed “enrollment” forms. We tailored 
these letters to include families whose kids were known to be in the military, or who were 
going to school away from home. Through support and word-of-mouth of our parents, our 
Rabbi, and our students, our program now even reaches some students whose parents are 
not temple members.  
 
Each year, the College Outreach committee is challenged to provide something meaningful 
and appropriate to the enrolled students, some of who have been in the program during the 
three previous years. After several years of providing “stuff” on major festival holidays, we 
came to the conclusion that “stuff” isn’t very meaningful in the long, or short term. Our 
program did not attract many participants; two years ago we had only eight students enrolled. 
 
We have come to believe that a heartfelt personalized letter sent by the Rabbi to the kids, 
with the message saying “we care about you” says more than “care packages” can ever say. 
Last year, we sent tzadaka boxes to each of the kids (with a kosher package of dried fruit and 
nuts), early in the academic year. We asked them to save whatever change they could, and 
to bring the tzadaka back home during winter break, when our Rabbi and his wife held a 
special Shabbat dinner for them at their home. That night, a discussion followed about the 
importance of tzedaka, and everyone jointly decided how best to direct the money they 
raised. 
 
We have involved the Executive Directors of every Hillel chapter where our students are 
attending college. If a kid is not involved with their respective Hillel, that Director is given the 
student’s contact information, and then contacts our student. We have involved Koach and 
Hillel’s Freshman Transition Network by sharing our rosters with these organizations, so that 
our students would receive their respective newsletters. With help from National FJMC, we 
encouraged clubs in our Region to do the same. 
 
4. Does the program enhance the image of the FJMC, region and/or your club – 
 
Over the last 18 months, we have re-invented the "College Outreach" program. It has come 
to include Keruv - for parents and their children, emphasizing Jewish behavior BEFORE, as 
well as after the first interfaith date.  
 
We view our program as an integral component of FJMC’s Keruv initiative. We have created 
an opportunity to talk to our students and their parents about interfaith dating, and discuss the 
mitzvah of endogamy. We approached our Rabbi to formalize his stance on the role of the 
Supportive Non-Jewish Spouse in our shul. As our ma’datra, he has established standards 
at our request. They include a newly defined membership role for the non-Jewish supportive 
spouse. 
 
Our thrust has been trying to keep our college kids connected to our Shomrei Torah 
community by creating a forum for them to continue to explore their Judaism in a Jewish 
environment, even though they are away from home. We view our program as a method 
allowing our young adults to revisit Judaism to assure its relevance to their lives through 
discussion of issues with their peers, parents, friends and community leaders. 
 
Hence, we view our College Outreach program, as being a Keruv program. 
 
We not only do this for our students, but for their parents and grandparents as well.  
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At our interfaith dating seminar, we learned that our children are asked to make life choices 
about religion, level of observance, life partner, etc. at a time in their lives (late teens to early 
20's) when they are most likely the least prepared to do so. 
 
Our FJMC clubs are struggling to develop meaningful programs for the FJMC Keruv initiative, 
in part because they are not willing to consider aspects of Judaic relevance for their young 
adults. 
 
FJMC has made significant strides, but we need to do more. 
 
Though it's a leap from dealing with the aftermath of marrying out to dealing with prevention, 
it's a leap we have to make. In our application is an article I was asked to write for our temple 
newsletter (the “Shofar Article”). Several congregants thanked me for doing this. Some 
described reading it in tears. For them, it was almost as if they were "coming out" (their 
words) in being able to better accept their children and grandchildren's choices. 
 
Keruv & College Outreach are two sides of the same coin. 
 
Until our clubs, club leaders, and Rabbis view College Outreach as part of the Keruv 
initiative, and consider prevention as essential to the equation as conversion, we have much 
ground to cover before we can realize the full potential of this program. 
 
College Outreach and the newsletter, as we know it - continue to evolve. 
 
5. Did you include information so other clubs can use this program – 
 
All of our newsletters are included in the application. To comply with copyright laws, we 
obtained permission from the publisher, if not the author, of every article or poem that we 
included in our newsletters. Sample letters from our Rabbi are also included. 
 
6. What is its value in club building - number of named club members participating vs. 
club size and shul size – 
 
The value of the program is much bigger than club building, membership or shul size. It is 
value to the future of our community. We have redefined "College Outreach" to encompass 
elements that were previously unrelated. It has come to include Keruv - for parents and their 
children, BEFORE and after the first interfaith date. We have encouraged our students to 
contact their local Hillel chapters, and have encouraged the directors of those Hillel chapters 
to contact our students. The newsletter has had a good beginning, but getting 
quality/meaningful articles was (and continues to be) a challenge.  
 
As our kids go off to college or military service or into the job market, they will be exposed to 
ideas that may be completely foreign to their Judaic values. They will be exposed to both 
truth and lies. The best service we can provide to them is to create an environment in which 
they can evaluate statements and reach educated, informed conclusions about the relative 
merits of each statement. We cannot be with them to call a “time-out” in the heat of debate in 
order to challenge an untruth put forth as fact; but we can provide them with tools necessary 
to accomplish the primary objective, which is to be able to identify truth from fiction. If a lie is 
spoken, and “truth” does not respond, then over time, the lie appears to be the truth, and the 
battle is lost. If the truth can be told before the lie is heard, then the lie will fade with the wind.  
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7. What is the effect on club administration – grooming of new officers for club, shul or 
region – 
 
Our program offers many avenues for club leadership development, religious education, 
program organization, publicity, are all elements that require club members to participate. We 
challenged our Region to send Yom Hashoah candles to the students in our region. Our 
program was recognized by the Region with a Chaverim Award for best College Outreach 
program in the Region. 
 
8. Identification of source of program or practice and description of unique aspects. 
Most programs were not invented out of the blue but evolved. Help us understand 
where it came from. – 
 
We believe College Outreach should be treated as a component of a comprehensive, 
synagogue-wide Keruv program.  
 
Most participants in Keruv programs come to the program “after the fact”, after their child has 
begun interfaith dating, or has married someone not of our faith. We view College Outreach 
as an opportunity for prevention, and to refocus attention to the issue of Jewish relevance to 
our young adults. In our first seminar - held by our Rabbi Camras - we distributed at no cost 
to each participant, Alan Silverstein’s book “It all Begins with a Date”. In preparation for the 
meeting, we distributed the pamphlet called “Questions Jewish Parents Ask About 
Intermarriage.” Our follow-up meeting was facilitated by FJMC trained Keruv Consultants. 
 
9. Identification of this program as an adaptation of a previous Torch Award entry or 
other program. Awards will be given for implementations that are particularly effective. 
The original sources of the programs will be most pleased to know that their efforts 
have borne fruit. – 
 
This program was not previously submitted for a Torch Award by our club. We view it as 
continuously evolving. In the first year (2005), the focus of our newsletter was keeping our 
kids in contact with our shul, their faith, and reminding them about inter-faith dating. This 
year, our focus has an added feature of providing pro Jewish resources – be it from Jews for 
Judaism, FJMC, StandWithUs, CAMERA, Israel on Campus Coalition, Hillel, Koach, etc. All 
of these sources offer educational elements to help your adults refocus their attention on 
Judaism from an adult perspective. 
 
10. Identification of the part of the programming effort attributable to the men’s club if 
a joint program with another group. - 
 
This program can easily be adopted to engage multiple clubs. The issues of Jewish 
relevance to the lives of our young adults are not limited to a single synagogue or area, but 
affect all of Conservative Judaism. 
 
Part IV. Entry Documentation 
Include your entry information in one document or provide one or more referenced 
documents. We can only guarantee that documents in Microsoft Word, PowerPoint or Adobe 
PDF will be read by the judges and distributed. 
 
It is preferable that photos and examples of handouts be kept moderate in dimensions and in 
bytes, and be integrated into the primary document. Paper entry forms will be made available 
upon request. 



 

 

Beginnings 







 
March Madness isn't just about College Basketball! 
it's also about College Acceptances 
 
ALL PARENTS & GRANDPARENTS OF GRADUATING HIGH SCHOOL SENIORS 
 
Please tell us what your student will be doing next Fall, so that we can publish their most recent accomplishment in 
the Shofar. 
 
For example, tell us his/her name, and the college or other program s/he will be attending in the Fall. 
 
We want to congratulate all of them publicly for their hard work and hard won achievements. 
 
Please send your reply to alan@lmnands.com  by April 30, 2006. 

mailto:alan@lmnands.com


Shomrei Torah Synagogue Men’s Club 
College Outreach Program 

 
 
Whether living away from home in college, serving in the military, or attending a local 
school – College Outreach keeps your college-age children and grandchildren in touch 
with their STS roots and community. 
 
Here’s what we did last year. 
 
In October we sent our 40 enrolled young adults packages containing dried fruit and nuts, 
and tzedaka boxes to fill, with a personalized letter from Rabbi Camras inviting them to his 
& Carolyn’s home over winter break for Shabbat dinner & discussion on how best to use 
the Tzadaka money. For each enrollee, we purchased a subscription to New Voices, a 
periodical written by and for Jewish college students. 
 
We sent them the names & email address for their respective Hillel chapter, and the 
names & email address of each student enrolled in college outreach, so that they could 
keep in touch. 
 
We prepared our first Newsletter (“Kesher”). Maybe you’ve seen it? If not, send me your 
email ( alan@LMNandS.com ) and we’ll send you a copy. 
 
In November, we broke new ground when Rabbi Camras held a workshop for parents on 
Interfaith dating, where we distributed at no charge, the book “It All Begins with a Date” to 
each family in attendance. 
 
In December, each of our enrolled students and young adults serving in the military 
received a Chanukah greeting card, our 2nd edition of Kesher, and the first installment of 
New Voices. 
 
In January, Rabbi & Carolyn hosted a Shabbat dinner for our students at their home. Our 
trained Keruv consultants held a follow-up meeting to further discuss with parents, 
interfaith dating issues. 
 
For Tu B’Shevat (February), we purchased trees in honor of each student and service 
person enrolled in College Outreach, and mailed their JNF certificates to them, as well as 
emailing our 3rd edition of Kesher. 
 
In April, we sent packages of chocolate covered matzo to each student and service person 
to enjoy over Pesach. We also sent each a yellow candle to commemorate the Shoah. 
 
In May, we sent the final edition (for this academic year) of Kesher, and are busily 
preparing for the next academic year. 
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Here’s what some parents and students have said about our program 
 
From: Glennie Dinin 
Subject: Re: Passover Mailing 
 
Again, thank you soooooo much for sending out the mailings and goodies to the kids. It's so wonderful!!! 

 
From: Steve Wold  
Subject: RE: College Outreach Newsletter 
 
Alan, This is fantastic! Thank you for all you put into the whole project. 
Steve 

 
From: Runningmom 
Subject: Re: JNF Tree Certificate 
 
How fabulous!! Thanks as always for including my men in service. Thursday Lou and I will be traveling to 
Kirkland Air Force Base in Texas for Jacob's Basic Training graduation. We'll be sure to tell him about the 
certificate. Aaron will be home next month for some leave time before he heads overseas to the Far East so 
he will be able to see his then. Always good to hear from you. 
Susan  

 
From: Glennie Dinin 
Subject: Re: JNF Tree Certificate 
 
I just wanted to thank you for sending the tree certificates! What a wonderful thing to do---I KNOW 
it will mean a lot to each of the kids! Thanks!!!!!!!!

From: Marcia Weingarten 
Subject: RE: STS College Outreach 
 
What a great newsletter!  Thanks, Alan, for all you do!!!! 

 
From: Rona D. Kremer  
Subject: Re: College Outreach Newsletter 
 
Hi Alan, 
I am so excited about this college outreach program. As to feedback on the newsletter- it is easy to 
tell that much effort and consideration has been poured into it. My concern is that this may go 
unappreciated. Everyone gets millions of emails every day, and if they are not DIRECTLY related 
to one's life, they often go unread…… Thank you so much for your efforts and desire to help STS 
college students stay connected! 
chag sameach- 
Rona 

 
From: Stacey Persoff 
 
Thank you for the care package it is nice to receive stuff in college, especially food :-). 
 
Stacey 
 



From: Joyce Sachartoff 
 
Okay, now that I've stopped crying after reading Parvin's article, I can reply. It looks fabulous and 
the whole idea of it is just terrific. You guys have really done a wonderful thing. 
Thanks, 
Joyce 

 
From: Avi Lahat 
 
Alan, 
Thank you and the STS mens club for taking care of Michelle. 
Happy healthy new year and joyful Hag Sukkot!!! 
 
Avi and Gail 

 
From: Leila Benoun 
Subject: Jan 6th

 
Dear Alan, 
Thank you very much for the wonderful care package for Rosh 
Hashanah. I am grateful to still have a connection to Shomrei 
Torah even though I am in Irvine.I would love to go to Shabbat 
dinner and see everyone again. 
See you soon. 
Sincerely, 
Leila Benoun  

 

From: Sharlene Blau 
Date: Fri, 7 Oct 2005  
 
Hi Alan, 
 
What the men's club is doing is wonderful, thank you for helping to keep our youth connected to STS. 

 
From: George Buchler 
Subject: RE: Connections 
Date: Thu, 6 Oct 2005 
 
Alan – 
 
Thanks very much for putting this together and allowing all the kids to communicate with one another. It's easy to lose 
track and contact when all of these kids have headed off in their own directions. This is a very worthwhile program 
from Men's Club. 
 
George  

 
From: Stuart Silverstein  
Subject: Re: Keeping you in the College Outreach Loop 
 
Thanks, Alan. You're really working hard on this. I really appreciate it, and I'm sure many other 
families do, too. How do you find the time? However you do it, I'm glad you do. Talk to you soon. -
- Stu 

 



From: janis shein 
Subject: Re: Keeping you in the College Outreach Loop 
 
Once again Alan, thank you.. it's wonderful what you are doing, and including all the Hillels at the various colleges. 
 
Janis Shein 

 
From: IJKLZeitouni
Subject: Re: College Outreach Mailing 
 
Beautiful letter, thank you so much. I think Kaley will be in Israel on that date but she will check 
her calendar. Thank you for all that Men's Club does. Jo Zeitouni 

 
From: Chesed48 
 
Thank you very much for all you are doing. 
Sincerely, 
Barbara Klaristenfeld 

 
From: Larry Levy 
 
Hi, Alan,Great letter! This is such a wonderful program that you guys do. We will definitely encourage Matt to attend. I 
am taking the liberty of forwarding the letter to my boss, Rabbi Jonathan Benzaquen, because I think this is something 
we should try to do here at S.T.A.R. as well.  
 
Thanks so much. 
 
Shanah Tovah,- 
 
Larry Levy 

 
From: janis shein  
Subject: Re: College Outreach Mailing 
 
Thank you very much...It's a wonderful letter and it's so nice of you to be doing this! 
 
Janis Shein 

 
 
Okay – we’ve done are part. It’s your turn.  What should you do?   
 
Enroll your college students. Complete the attached form and return it 
to Men’s Club with your generous and tax deductible donation no later 
than AUGUST 15, 2006 when you have ALL their residence and email 
information. Thank you! 
 
Warm regards, 
 
Alan Tolkoff 
Alan Tolkoff, Chairman 
College Outreach 

mailto:IJKLZeitouni@aol.com


Shomrei Torah Synagogue Men’s Club 
  

President 
Charles Carter 

(818) 592-0595 
ccarter@ts.ucla.edu 

 
 

Executive 
Vice-President 

Stephen Levine 
(818) 346-0511 

slevine@wrslawyers.com 
 
 

Membership 
Vice-President 

Don Cerventes 
(818) 888-9345 

Doncervantes@aol.com 
 
 

Other Vice-Presidents 
and Officers 

Brian Adelstein 
Joel Amromin 
Bob Carroll 

Ron Goldberg 
Vic Merkow 

David Rosner 
Marty Rudoy 
Harvey Shore 

Robert Weingarten 
Steve Wold 

 
 

Immediate Past President 

Ignacio Enbom  
(818) 348-5821 

ienbom@aol.com 

Give us some of your time; you will be rewarded. 

Give us your support; you will ensure our continued success. 

It doesn’t take a miracle to make a difference;  
only a sense of mission, a little effort, and a spirit of cooperation. 

 
 

Mr. & Mrs. Barry XXXXXX      September 6, 2005 
YYYY Winnetka Ct 
Woodland Hills, CA 91364 
 
Dear Barry & Nadine: 
 
Rachel is at Smith College. She may be living away from home in what may be a 
Jewishly isolated, or even Jewishly hostile environment.  
 
Men’s Club provides a College Outreach program; a wonderful way to help 
maintain your child’s connection with the STS community. 
 
If you’re new to the program, each enrolled student will receive an appropriate gift 
from the STS Men’s Club for Chanukah, Pesach, or another festival holiday. Each 
year, we send something that will help remind your child about the warmth of this 
congregation. It may be something educational, something useful, something 
playful, or something appropriate to the times we live in. We also provide a 
subscription to New Voices. It’s a periodical written by and for Jewish college-age 
students. This year, STS will hold a special Shabbat service for college students on 
December 24, followed by a discussion and lunch with our Rabbinic Intern, about 
the importance of Tzedaka. 
 
If you have a child (or grandchild) that is returning to school, please take this 
opportunity to re-enroll him or her at this time. 
 
This is not a fundraiser. Your donation simply will help to offset some of the cost of 
the gifts, magazine subscription, postage, and packaging of our mailings to the kids. 
We are able to do this because of your past support of Men’s Club events and 
programs.  
 
We need and rely on your continued support of our programs and “fun raising” 
campaigns so that we can continue offering and building valuable programs like this 
one.  
 
Please complete the enclosed enrollment form and return it to the STS office in the 
enclosed envelope with your donation by September 30th.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Alan Tolkoff, co-chair 
College Outreach 
alan@LMNandS.com
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From: "Jeffrey Rips" <jeffrey@ochillel.org> 
To: "'Alan Tolkoff'" <alan@lmnands.com> 
Cc: <jeffrey@ochillel.org> 
Subject: RE: College Outreach 
Date: Thu, 2 Feb 2006 13:51:22 -0800 
Organization: Hillel Foundation of OC 
 

Alan, 
 
Thank you for your e-mail reaching out to us.  You are the first person from a synagogue to do this for one of 
the congregation's young adults.  I wish more congregations would take your example.  We will definitely be in 
touch with Jason (and we will not tell him where we got the information).  Jay Feldman, our program director, 
will be the one to get in touch with Jason, and we definitely will follow-up with you. 
 
I remember Sarah!  How & what is she doing?  By the way... Sarah was not a founding member of Ant Eaters 
for Israel - she was THE founding member.  Her leadership on campus, through some very stressful times, was 
outstanding. Please give her my best. 
 
Jeffrey 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Alan Tolkoff [mailto:alan@lmnands.com]  
Sent: Thursday, February 02, 2006 1:32 PM 
To: jeffrey@ochillel.org 
Subject: College Outreach 
 
Hi Jeff: 
 
My name is Alan Tolkoff.  I'm the College Outreach Chairman of my temple's (Shomrei Torah Synagogue - 
West Hills, CA) Men's Club. 
 
I'm also Sarah Tolkoff's father.  She graduated from UCI  in June 2004.  She is a founding member of Ant 
Eaters for Israel. 
 
I'm writing to ask you a favor. 
 
One of our students (in the College Outreach program) is new to UCI (he started last month, as a transfer from a 
J.C.) 
 
I'd like you, or someone from Hillel to contact him.....without his knowledge of where you got his email 
address. 
 
He is XXXX. 
 
His address is 
jason.XXXX@gmail.com 
 
Please let me know how it goes. 
 
Thx 
@ 
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Keruv & College Outreach 
 
I’ve been asked to do something I normally do not do. That is, share with you something personal. If 
I’ve learned anything through my involvement in Men’s Club over the last 12 years, it is that we are at 
our best when we share our thoughts and feelings with others. 
 
The Federation of Jewish Men’s Club has developed a Keruv initiative, in part to help parents better 
communicate with their children about the issues they need to address if their children date or marry 
outside of Judaism. Another component is to make a place for the supportive non-Jewish spouse in our 
community and in our Shul. A third component, as I hope you will agree after reading this, is our 
College Outreach program. 
 
We at STS are extremely fortunate to have 3 trained Keruv Consultants; Bob Carroll, Kenny Elfand, 
and Jeff Druyen, as well as a Rabbi who is supportive of our efforts. Earlier this year, Bob offered his 
services to the community. With our older daughter Sarah seriously dating a wonderful guy, who 
happens to be Catholic, we thought we’d see what the program had to offer.  
 
Better yet, I’ll let Sarah tell you the story. What follows is an excerpt from an article published in the 
“Jewish News” in April 2005. 
 
Jew For Thought 
“Interfaith Relationships and the Prospect of the M-Word” by Sarah A. Tolkoff 
 

Sorry Mom, I fell for a gentile. And he’s coming to Passover again this year. It’s customary to 
invite guests to the Seder, so why was this night different from all other nights? 

Thanks to some careful thought and “Keruv intervention”--think of it as Interfaith 
Relationships 101. Sensing that my boyfriend and I were getting quite serious, (why else would he 
voluntarily attend another Seder?), my folks and I enrolled in a Keruv class early in the year. So my 
coupledom now involved the parental units. And the party got bigger when Bob Carroll, a member of 
Shomrei Torah Synagogue and Keruv consultant, entered the picture. Bob, as a convert to Judaism, 
personally “went through all that difficult family stuff.” It came as great shock to his Catholic family 
when he announced he was becoming a Jew. “I didn’t communicate well with my relatives, and they 
didn’t take my news well.” It caused a permanent riff with one close relative, “whose reaction, at best, 
was hateful,” Bob said. They never reconciled.  

The Federation of Jewish Men’s Clubs created Keruv to prevent such tragedies from happening 
to families. Keruv is a loose collection of Men’s Club members who are trained to facilitate open 
discussions among individuals and families affected by interfaith relationships and intermarriage. With 
the cheerful motto, “Let’s Talk About It!” Keruv seeks to explode the myth that intermarriage is an 
uncommon phenomenon. According to the National Jewish Population Survey of 2000-2001 (the most 
recent census), 47% of Jewish adults married between 1996 and 2001 are intermarried.1 So why is this 
statistic so frightening? That’s nearly half the American Jewish population, folks, and the issue isn’t 
likely to disappear. 

Fast forward: we’re preparing to spend Passover with my Catholic boyfriend in tow, but we 
now have a whole set of “skills” to deal with the awkwardness and embarrassment. With Bob’s 
guidance, I learned that a couples’ approach to communicating about these issues early on--both 
between each other and with their families--could make or break a relationship. “People feel so 
fortunate to find someone to love,” says Bob, “that they will do anything to protect that love. They 
                                                 
1  Statistics on Intermarriage and the 2000-2001 census can be found at 
http://www.ujc.org/content_display.html?ArticleID=83911
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often forgo discussing serous topics, like, ‘how are we going to raise the kids?’” The happy couple 
barrels down the path of marital bliss until they run head first into these critical issues, when it’s 
already too late. Trends predict that, once married, most Jewish partners cease to practice. In turn, their 
children “break the chain.” The Keruv philosophy seeks to step into the critical decision-making 
process among interfaith couples, so that this possibility doesn’t become inevitable.  

I learned that these questions and issues extend to the relatives of the couple, because when you 
marry, you marry the whole family. “The thrust of Keruv is to recognize the reality of the situation,” 
Bob says. “We don’t encourage intermarriage. But once it happens, it’s a fact,” Bob explains, “and it’s 
no longer the bogeyman we once thought it was.” 

Keruv literally translates to “in-reach,” it is a “drawing-in” of the interfaith family toward the 
Jewish community. When intermarriage happens, Keruv seeks out a place for the non-Jewish partner, 
and create a more embracing, welcoming environment for them. The end goal is to bring the entire 
family closer to Judaism, by allowing them to participate at whatever level they feel comfortable. 

For me, Keruv has prompted a close examination of my needs and interests in this relationship. 
I recognize the need to including my parents in the equation, hearing them out, and appreciating their 
views. It’s about celebrating the potential of two people who love each other, no matter how different, 
but also approaching interfaith issues from an educated stance. It’s been a real “reality check” for this 
23-year-old. 

“It’s tough to spend your life straddling a fence,” Bob elaborates, “because ultimately the fence 
will rip you in two.” This is not what I want my hypothetical family to have to deal with. As for my 
boyfriend and I, we’ve decided that our respective religions needn’t be a polarizing force in our 
relationship. We’ve put the issue at ground zero, making it a point of coming together, of “in-reach,” 
of Keruv; as opposed to a point of divisiveness and dread.  

Although Keruv can’t predict or solve all the problems we may face, as a couple and as a 
family, at least it’s a jumping off point for discussion, comparing, and re-learning each other’s 
histories. But it’s the beginning of a practice…hmmm…that sounds surprisingly like Passover at my 
house. 

* * * * * * * * * * * * * 
 

I hear you asking yourself; “that’s nice, but what does this have to do with College Outreach?” I’ll tell 
you. Our Men’s Club has had a College Outreach program for several years, but we wanted to improve 
it. Having gone through the Keruv program with Bob, it became apparent that our program would be 
most effective if treated as an extension of the FJMC Keruv initiative. 
 
So as chairman of a committee of one, I decided to do something different this year. My committee 
became Bob Carroll, Rabbi Camras, and about 2,500+ of my closest friends (member clubs of FJMC 
across North America….talk about networking!).  
 
Previously, a good year meant that the parents or grandparents of 10-15 college students within our 
congregation had responded to our mailed invitation to “enroll” their student(s) in our program. Last 
year, we only had 8 students and our program seemed to be failing. 
 
As a result of our invigorated efforts, this year, we have 37 college students enrolled, plus 3 teenagers 
serving in the military. 
 
In addition to our usual custom of mailing them a gift for holidays such as Hanukah and Pesach, this 
year, we wanted to do something more meaningful. But what? I solicited ideas from my committee at 
large, on how to make this program better. 
 



Several ideas were tossed about, but the one we came back to over and over is, what can we do to let 
our kids know that we care about them? And how? What better way to do this, then to have our Rabbi 
send a personalized letter directly to each of the kids? 
 
Here’s what we did. We obtained tzedakkah boxes from JNF, added kosher dried fruit packets and 
honey, and prior to Rosh Hashanah we shipped this small package to each student with a New Year’s 
greeting card and personalized letter from our Rabbi. In the letter, he invited them to come to his home 
for a Shabbat dinner get together during winter break (January 6th), and to jointly discuss how best to 
use the total money they raised in their tzedakkah boxes. None of this could happen without the 
support of Rabbi Camras. In February, we will plant 40 trees in Israel on behalf of the kids. 
 
Following up on the urging of Rabbi Camras, we have created a newsletter for the students (“Kesher” 
meaning Connections). The first was sent via email the week after Yom Kippur. It included a column 
by the empty-nest parent of a freshman, a column about Israel from JNF, a column from Rabbi 
Camras, and a popular song lyric. Our December issue included articles similar to the above, plus a 
column by a Hillel director (Berkeley chapter), a column by one of our students (Jennifer Lorch), and a 
poem that I secured the rights to publish. Our next issue will come out in February. 
 
A copy of everything we send to the students is also sent to their parents, as we want them to know 
what we are doing, and encourage their participation in the program. 
 
If you agree that Keruv and College Outreach are connected, it follows that we are also charged with 
raising parental awareness about inter-dating and FJMC’s Keruv initiative. I provided Rabbi Camras 
with address labels for 60 families of our shul’s known college age students, and he personally sent a 
letter to each household inviting the parent(s) to attend our first interfaith dating workshop. This 
successful workshop, held on November 15th, was led by Rabbi Camras, and covered a number of 
topics including: 
 

• What do you say to your children who are dating non-Jews? 
• Is insisting your children date Jews a racist statement? 
• Should Jews marry Jews? 
• How does the Jewish community feel about conversion? 
• If I am not an observant Jew, is it hypocritical to want my child to marry someone Jewish? 
• Can we have Jewish grandchildren if our children marry non-Jews?  

 
At that meeting, we gave each family in attendance, a free copy of the book “It All begins with a Date” 
by Alan Silverstein. We have a few copies still available, if you are interested; contact me thru the 
shul. It is a great resource on ways to communicate with our kids about this sensitive and important 
issue. We will have a follow-up meeting on January 19, 2006. 
 
So that a successor will have some guidelines, our Men’s Club board will be considering a change to 
our by-laws to include a “Keruv” board position, with the following (work in progress) portfolio:  "We 
are charged with the obligation to raise awareness. Be it in inter-faith dating, anti-Jewish sentiment on 
and off campus, issues between Jews and people of color, and any other issue that tends to separate us 
from or unite us with the world. We are also charged with making the world a better place." 
 
Now you know my story. If you believe our projects have merit, please support us. It doesn’t have to 
be your dollars that you donate. Donate your time, your wisdom, your compassion, and help make the 
world a better place for all of us. 



 
TO ALL PARENTS & GRANDPARENTS OF GRADUATING HIGH SCHOOL 
SENIORS 
 
Please tell us what your student will be doing next  Fall, so that we can publish their most recent accomplishment in 
the Shofar. 
 
For example, tell us his/her name, and the college or other program s/he will be attending in the Fall. 
 
We want to congratulate all of them publicly for their hard work and hard won achievements. 
 
Please send your reply to Alan@LMNandS.com by July 1, 2006. 



 

 

Events 





Date: Mon, 06 Nov 2006 10:16:22 -0800 
To: alan@lmnands.com 
From: Alan Tolkoff <alan@lmnands.com> 
Subject: New Voices & Dec 20th meeting 
 Hi Parents: 
 
Here is a copy of a letter to your children that accompanied the first issue of New Voices earlier 
this year. 

 
 
Please don't forget to join us on December 20th @ 7:45 PM @ STS  
 
We will have a special, free program at STS for college students and parents. 
 
I've had the pleasure to meet Dr. Beckwith.......and most of you are already familiar with Allyson 
Taylor. It promises to be a meaningful and insightful evening. It’s also a wonderful opportunity 
for parents to engage their children in an on-going dialogue.  
 
“all it takes for evil to triumph is good people to do nothing” 
 
Join Leila Beckwith (Scholars for Peace in the Middle East) and Allyson Taylor (Associate 
Director of American Jewish Congress, co-founder of StandWithUs.com, and speaker at the 
First International Conference on Academic Anti-Semitism held in Amsterdam this past 
February) for a roundtable discussion on how Campus Hate Speech is promoted by your 
tax dollars, and what you can do to stop it. 
  
Is it better to ignore things that are said that demonize Israel, or is it better to challenge 
misinformation?  What are the pitfalls of both? 
 
@ 
 



From: <fishs@fiu.edu> 
Subject: Re: Hate Speech Question 
To: Alan Tolkoff <alan@lmnands.com> 
 Date: Mon, 31 Jul 2006 14:20:42 -0400 (EDT)  

Dear Mr. Tolkhoff : Some years ago I wrote about hate speech, and I still stand by this statement: 
 
There is no such thing as hate speech of you mean by that designation speech that would be 
judged hateful by an independent norm.Instead, there is speech that is hateful to some persons 
because it offends the ideals to which they pledge allegiance. To those who produce the speech, 
however, it is not hateful, but needful, and they will hear as hateful (or perverse or dangerous) 
speech that offends against THEIR ideals. An utterance is hate speech so long as someone or 
group finds it objectionable; and since this is a requirement any utterance will meet, hate speech 
is not a limitable category , and can include anything (that's why it is no thing), including the 
Declaration of Indepencence or The Golden Rule. It follows then that hate speech and rationality 
cannot be generally opposed as two easily distinguishable entities, for whether a form of speech 
is one or the other will depend on the prior investments of those who produce and receive it. 
Hate speech, so called, is always at once someone's rationality and someone else's abomination.  
 
("Boutitque Multiculturalism", in Anchor Best Essays, 1997). 
 
 
 
From: <fishs@fiu.edu> 
Subject: Re: Hate Speech Question 
To: Alan Tolkoff <alan@lmnands.com> 
 Date: Mon, 31 Jul 2006 18:00:35 -0400 (EDT)  

The way to stop it is to focus not on its content, but its effects. The fact of its being offensive is 
not sufficient. The kind of effect that might be used to draw the line is disrruption of normal 
educational business or targeted harrassment and intimidation. Another effet that won't work isa 
tendencyof the speech to provoke strong and even violent responses. That is known as the 
"heckler's veto" and no court will support it.--Stanley Fish 
 



STS Men’s Club Keruv program  
Jan/19/2006 7:30 p.m. to 9:30 p.m. 

Have you ever talked with your family about things that really matter to you?  I’m not 
talking about important work or sporting events; I’m talking about things that have an impact on 
your life.  Have you talked to your family about your personal Jewish values; about what it 
means to you to be Jewish; not some textbook value but your personal values?   
 
Strangely enough, it seems that many parents don’t talk to their families about their religious 
values.  I suppose we think that our children get enough religious training at Hebrew school and 
they don’t need more of it from us.  Well, if that’s what we think, then we couldn’t be more 
wrong.  This may be hard to believe for most parents, but our children respect us and they look 
to us as their primary role models.  As we behave, so too will they behave.   
 
Well, if you need some help breaking down some of your communication barriers, the STS 
Men’s Club is offering a one evening discussion of religious values on Thursday January 19th at 
7:30 p.m. at Shomrei Torah Synagogue.  This program is part of our Keruv initiative and will 
focus on communicating our religious values with our children.  The program is intended to help 
us all develop our communication skills and to focus on some talking points.   
 
I’d like to see you at this meeting… 
 
Bob Carroll 
Parent. 



 
Date: Thu, 17 Nov 2005 12:25:58 -0800 
To: alan@lmnands.com 
From: Alan Tolkoff <alan@lmnands.com> 
Subject: Next Interfaith Dating Workshop 
Cc: rcamras@sbcglobal.net,  

Greetings! 
 
If you were there (as most of you were), Bob & I thank you for attending the interfaith dating 
workshop, and hope you came away with something more than the book "It All Begins with a 
Date". 
 
Clearly, two hours is not enough time to devote to this topic. 
 
We have scheduled a follow-up meeting to be held at STS, on Thursday January 19, 2006 at 
8:00 PM. 
 
You won't see a lot of formal advertising for this (other than me or Bob pestering you via email), 
so please make a note of the date and time.  Please read "It All Begins with a Date" prior to the 
meeting. 
 
If you were unable to make the first meeting and intend to attend the next one, you will need a 
copy of this book.  Please contact me or Bob directly so that we can make arrangements to get 
you a complimentary copy. 
 
We think this program has value, and makes sense to develop further - please share your 
thoughts with us. If you have ideas on how to better present/discuss the material.....don't be shy 
about speaking or writing to me and/or Bob. On the same token, if this is a waste of your time, 
we want to know about it and hear your ideas on how the program can be improved and 
enhanced. 
 
If you know other temple members who might benefit by attending the program, or has a 
particular expertise that will benefit the group, please let them know about this program, and 
place them in contact with Bob, Rabbi Camras, or me. 
 
Thank you for your time, your continued support, and to our Men's Club:  we make this program 
possible. 
 
Have a safe & meaningful holiday.  
 
@  
 



Date: Tue, 08 Nov 2005 09:27:45 -0800 
To: alan@lmnands.com 
From: Alan Tolkoff <alan@lmnands.com> 
Subject: Interfaith Dating Workshop REMINDER 
Cc: rcamras@sbcglobal.net, rcamras@shomreitorahsynagogue.org 
 

Greetings! 
 
I hope this finds you and your family well. 
 
On September 15th Rabbi Camras invited you to attend a workshop regarding your children in 
college. The topics are varied but will focus on interfaith dating. You may not think that 
interfaith dating is an issue for your child, but it certainly is an issue for our community and we 
need your help at the workshop. 
 
We hope to see you at Shomrei Torah Synagogue on Tuesday, November 15 at 8:00 PM.  Bring 
your ideas, your experience, your concerns and your hopes and share them with other parents. 
 
PS 
 
The first 30 families to arrive will receive a copy of "It All Begins with a Date", by Alan 
Silverstein 
 
Thx 
 
@  
 

U:\Alan\Archive\College Outreach\2005\It All Begins with a Date.doc 



WEDNESDAY, March 28, 2007 at 7:45 PM 
For Parents AND their College Students 

 – We are pleased to bring dynamic speaker and Associate Director & co-founder 
of StandWithUs, Allyson Rowen Taylor, back for continued discussion on 
Campus Anti-Semitism and the tools to respond: Tolerating Intolerance. 
 
 
 

FRIDAY, March 30, 2007 
For College Students 

 – Rabbi Camras and Carolyn will again open their home to you for Shabbat 
dinner and discussion. It’s a chance for you to catch up with them and each 
other. Time to be arranged. 
 

For Shabbat dinner, PLEASE RSVP to Alan by March 22 at 
Alan@LMNandS.com  

 

U:\Alan\Archive\College Outreach\2006\Flyer for Charlie.doc 
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Date: Wed, 17 May 2006 11:43:04 -0700 
To: alan@lmnands.com, alan@lmnands.com 
From: Alan Tolkoff <alan@lmnands.com> 
Subject: "Bias" is not just a sewing term 
 Greetings All! 
 
Right or wrong, we have chosen to steer College Outreach clear of all things political.....until 
today. 
 
I have attached UC Irvine's Hillel reply to inquiries one of our students have made into the 
current activities of the Muslim Student Unions sponsored "Holocaust in the Holy Land" events, 
and what is being done to counter them. 
 
Colleges & Universities aren't the bastions of truth we believed them to be. Biased professors 
promote their not so hidden agenda, using the first amendment to promulgate Hate Speech. 
 
Please Google Leila Beckwith, and follow her work and other writings. She is active in 
StandWithUs. 
 
Last August, the LA Times published Professor Beckwith's article called "One Side Fits All" in 
the OP/ED section. 
 
http://www.latimes.com/news/opinion/commentary/la-op-
academicfreedom28aug28,0,694861.story?coll=la-news-comment-opinions 
 
A similar article appeared in the Jewish Journal. While the article is old, I'm afraid her message 
is still timely. Please read it. 
 
Thx 
 
@ 
 
 

News from Hillel Foundation of Orange County.htm 
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Los Angeles Times  
Sunday August 28, 2005

EDUCATION 
One side fits all 
* On-campus ideologues smother academic freedom by choking off critical thinking.

Home Edition, Current, Page M-1 
Editorial Pages Desk 
30 inches; 988 words 
Type of Material: Opinion piece  

By Leila Beckwith, Leila Beckwith is professor emeritus of pediatrics at UCLA.  

MOST CALIFORNIANS, including most University of California professors, think that they 
know the meaning of the term "academic freedom." They assume it's the equivalent of free 
speech and therefore that it is bestowed on faculty by the 1st Amendment to the Constitution. 
Because they conflate academic freedom and free expression, they assume that academic 
freedom is immutable and eternal and exists without responsibilities. 

These misconceptions lead smart people to conclude that any changes to current academic 
freedom rules, including a pending amendment to the California Education Code proposed by 
state Sen. Bill Morrow (R-Oceanside), sully the ivory towers of academia with politics and 
thought suppression. In truth, political agitators accomplished that corruption of higher education 
in 2003 when they succeeded in changing the University of California Academic Freedom 
rules that had stood since 1934. 

From 1934 to 2003, UC regulations defined academic freedom this way: "The function of the 
university is to seek and transmit knowledge and to train students in the processes whereby truth 
is to be made known. To convert, or make converts, is alien and hostile to this dispassionate 
duty. Where it becomes necessary, in performing this function of a university, to consider 
political, social or sectarian movements, they are dissected and examined, not taught, and the 
conclusion left, with no tipping of the scales, to the logic of the facts." 

Those statements subjugated faculty members' academic freedoms to a student's right to pursue 
knowledge. Scholarship and teaching were to be concerned with the logic of the facts. Academic 
freedom was not the same as 1st Amendment rights. 

Yet, in 2002, the University of California, in an egregious act of irresponsibility, backed away 
from these rules after a UC Berkeley graduate student taught a remedial reading and writing 
course titled "The Politics and Poetics of Palestinian Resistance." By all accounts, including the 
instructor's, the course was strongly committed to the Palestinian perspective in the conflict with 
Israel and taught without any obligation to present alternative views or inconvenient facts. The 
original course description went so far as to encourage conservative thinkers to seek other 
classes. 

Though the school rewrote that description, then-President Richard Atkinson also began the 
process of gutting its academic freedom rules, and, by 2003, the university had eliminated the 
statements quoted above from its regulations and removed any obligation for professors and 



instructors to aspire to maintain political neutrality in their courses or even inform students that 
other viewpoints exist. 

Political ideologues had won a major victory. They revealed to Californians what should have 
been obvious to everyone: Colleges and universities nationwide have their own definitions of 
and rules for academic freedom, and those can be modified to advance or impede the academic 
pursuit of truth and knowledge. 

The University of California originally wrote its rules in the belief that critical inquiry, 
unhindered by political coercion or "political correctness," is the best way to educate youth and 
to make scientific and social discoveries that benefit the community. Because the new rules grant 
faculty members almost unlimited freedom to teach anything they want in the classroom, 
academic freedom as currently defined allows and fosters political proselytizing -- not by the 
government or the community but by professors and teachers' aides eager to impose their self-
certain views on the students. 

Of course, ideological indoctrination derived from the conviction that one knows the truth 
violates the mission of the university, which is to seek the truth. Yet a minority of instructors and 
professors, many tenured, have spread political indoctrination in classrooms throughout the 
University of California. 

Ask any UC student if this is the case, and I suspect you'll hear stories of professors who think 
their job is to convert students to their way of thinking rather than explore a variety of 
viewpoints in the collective pursuit of truth. 

Among the many instances that have been brought to my attention: 

* At UC Santa Cruz, a required freshman course in the humanities included "Palestine" by Joe 
Sacco, a comic-strip account of Palestinian life written from an unabashedly anti-Israeli 
perspective, with no other perspective offered, a student in the class told me. 

* At UC Santa Barbara, instead of the professor in an upper-division sociology class teaching 
theories of culture as described in the official course catalog, students reported on an anti-
indoctrination website (www.noindoctrination.org) that he focused on religion and "preached 
about the dangers of organized religion, and essentially lumped Christian fundamentalists in the 
U.S.A. with Islamic fundamentalists in the Middle East." 

* At UC San Diego, a student on the same website said a sociology class dealing with 9/11 and 
its aftermath focused on "why the United States has always been wrong, and why the United 
States is still wrong in attacking terrorism ..." and that it was taught in "a hostile atmosphere in 
which we were told what to think rather than how to think." 

As a parent, I do not want my child's education to be compromised by political indoctrination. 

As a California taxpayer, I do not want to financially support the university so that it can 
politically indoctrinate California citizens. 



As a faculty member, I do not want the academic excellence of the university to which I have 
belonged for more than 35 years to be diminished by political agitators who believe they have 
the truth and feel free to restrict intellectual curiosity and diversity of ideas. 

Morrow's bill reinstates part of the academic freedom rules of the University of California that 
were gutted in 2003. It states that curricula, reading lists and faculty in the humanities and social 
sciences must provide students with "dissenting sources and viewpoints." It states that "faculty 
shall not use their courses or their positions for the purpose of political, ideological, religious or 
anti-religious indoctrination." 

How can any sincere believer in education and the pursuit of truth not support this attempt to 
rectify the assault against academic freedom instituted by political ideologues hiding behind an 
academic front?  
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November 17, 2006 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

“all it takes for evil to triumph is good people to do nothing” 
 
Dear  
 
I hope you have reserved on your calendar the very important program that 
our College Outreach Committee has planned for you AND your students on 
December 20th. As you may have witnessed first hand, the anti-Israel bias 
and the pernicious attempts to delegitimize Israel’s right to exist has only 
been rising on college campuses. The well-funded organizations that 
promote anti-Israel messages have been extremely successful in changing 
the minds of many students. We as a Jewish community, and you as parents 
of Jewish college students, must be well prepared to defend the rights of 
Israel. Possessing the knowledge and understanding of how these groups 
are funded and organized will benefit you immensely in your attempts to 
mimimize their impact on your children’s campus and in your workplace. 
 
We are very excited to bring you this free, roundtable discussion with experts 
in the field who will provide you and your children with the tools to make a 
difference in your workplace and on their campus. It’s also a wonderful 
opportunity for parents to engage their children in an on-going dialogue.
 
Please join us on December 20th at 7:45 PM when Leila Beckwith (Scholars 
for Peace in the Middle East) and Allyson Taylor (Associate Director of American 
Jewish Congress, co-founder of StandWithUs, and speaker at the First International 
Conference on Academic Anti-Semitism held in Amsterdam this past February) lead 
a roundtable discussion on how Campus Hate Speech is promoted by your 
tax dollars, and what you can do to stop it. 
 
Carolyn and I look forward to hearing from you and seeing you when we 
return from my sabbatical. 
 
Rabbi Camras 
 
Richard Camras 



Dear Students, 
 
I am sorry I will not be able to see you when you return home for Winter Break.  
Carolyn and I and the kids will be out of town on a three-month sabbatical.  In 
lieu of our annual dinner at Winter Break, we have scheduled something for the 
springtime.  I hope that you will be on break then and will be able to join us at our 
home.   
 
I also hope you have reserved on your calendar the very important program that 
our College Outreach Committee has planned for you and your parents on 
December 20th.  As you may have witnessed first hand, the anti-Israel bias and 
the pernicious attempts to delegitimize Israel’s right to exist has only been rising 
on college campuses. The well-funded organizations that promote anti-Israel 
messages have been extremely successful in changing the minds of many 
students.  We as a Jewish community, and you as Jewish college students, must 
be well prepared to defend the rights of Israel.  Possessing the knowledge and 
understanding of how these groups are funding and organized will benefit you 
immensely in your attempts to mimimize their impact on your campus.   
 
We are very excited to bring you this roundtable discussion with experts in the 
field who will provide you with the tools to make a difference on your campus. 
 
Please join Leila Beckwith (Scholars for Peace in the Middle East) and Allyson Taylor 
(Associate Director of American Jewish Congress, co-founder of StandWithUs.com, and 
speaker at the First International Conference on Academic Anti-Semitism held in 
Amsterdam this past February) for a roundtable discussion on how Campus Hate 
Speech is promoted by our tax dollars ......and what you can do to stop it. 
 



SAVE THE DATE! 
 
 

We will have a special, free program at STS for college students and their parents on 
Wednesday, December 20th:  “all it takes for evil to triumph is good people to do nothing” 
 
 
 
 
Join Leila Beckwith (Scholars for Peace in the Middle East) and Allyson Taylor (Associate 
Director of American Jewish Congress, co-founder of StandWithUs.com, and speaker at the 
First International Conference on Academic Anti-Semitism held in Amsterdam this past 
February) for a roundtable discussion on how Campus Hate Speech is promoted by your tax 
dollars ......and what you can do to stop it. 
 
Is it better to ignore things that are said that demonize Israel, or is it better to challenge 
misinformation?  What are the pitfalls of both?...etc. 



 

 

Gifts 



Attention all students between the ages of 18 (post high school) and 26. 
 
Want to go to Israel? The trip is free. The experience is priceless. 
 
Want to see the sun rise, after scaling Masada? See the sun set over the 
Mediterranean? Drop a note in the Western Wall? Connect with hundreds of 
others from your campus, community, or across the country. If you're Jewish, 
age 18-26, and have never been on a peer-group trip to Israel, STS Men's 
Club has a way for you to get to Israel - for free! 
 
Israel is a land of breathtaking vistas, ancient sites, modern culture, and 
adventure - and your winter vacation is the perfect time to see it all. 
Birthright Israel is an incredible worldwide program that will send 
thousands of students to Israel, at virtually no cost. The program exists 
thanks to the philanthropy of many generous individuals and the government 
of the State of Israel. 
 
The Birthright Israel gift covers round trip airfare from New York plus 
10-days of educational programming in Israel. Your gift includes travel from 
New York City, accommodations in high quality hotels and guest houses, most 
meals, ten days of amazing touring and a fellowship with your peers that 
will last a lifetime.  You provide air travel to New York City, spending 
money for food and tips - and a desire to explore. No other strings 
attached. 
 
Any Jewish youth, 18-26 (post high-school), who has never been to Israel on a peer-group 
educational program, is eligible to apply for the Birthright Israel gift.  Trips will run mid 
December through February, but specific dates are only available through the Trip Organizer you 
select, and typically no earlier than 30 days before your departure. To view some of the trip 
options go to: 
http://cms.hillel.org/Hillel/Israel/Trips+and+Opportunities/BRI+site/Trip+Options/default.htm 
or 
http://www.birthrightisrael.com/bin/en.jsp?enPage=BlankPage&enDisplay=view&enDispWhat=
Zone&enZone=TheTrip 
 A sample itinerary is available at 
http://www.koach.org/itinerary.htm 
 
The STS Men's Club is sponsoring a scholarship which will cover the required 
$250 deposit.  This deposit is refundable to you after the trip and can cover 
some of your expenses and/or your round trip airline ticket to New York.  If 
you have questions about this program, please refer to the frequently asked 
questions at : 
http://cms.hillel.org/Hillel/Israel/Trips+and+Opportunities/BRI+site/FAQ/default.htm 
 
To be eligible for the scholarship you must be: 
 
1.  A member in good standing of STS;. 
 

http://cms.hillel.org/Hillel/Israel/Trips+and+Opportunities/BRI+site/Trip+Options/default.htm
http://www.birthrightisrael.com/bin/en.jsp?enPage=BlankPage&enDisplay=view&enDispWhat=Zone&enZone=TheTrip
http://www.birthrightisrael.com/bin/en.jsp?enPage=BlankPage&enDisplay=view&enDispWhat=Zone&enZone=TheTrip
http://www.koach.org/itinerary.htm
http://www.koach.org/itinerary.htm
http://cms.hillel.org/Hillel/Israel/Trips+and+Opportunities/BRI+site/FAQ/default.htm
http://cms.hillel.org/Hillel/Israel/Trips+and+Opportunities/BRI+site/FAQ/default.htm


2.  Eligible for the Birthright Israel trip (i.e between 18 and 26 and never 
been to Israel before on a peer-group educational program); 
 
3.  Have a valid passport; and  
 
4. Provide the Men's Club with an essay on or before November 18th. 
 
The essay is limited to 750 words and should be submitted via e-mail 
to alan@lmnands.com.  The winning essay will be published in Kesher 
 
The subject of the essay is "How can American Jews connect with Israel." 
 
The winner will be notified Monday, November 21st.  The winning essay will 
be posted on the STS website. Please note that if you are not selected for a 
STS Men's Club scholarship you can still apply for a birthright trip by 
going to the homepages of the websites referenced above.  This is a once in 
a lifetime experience and we hope that you will avail yourself of this wonderful opportunity.  
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In 1644, John Milton, the great English poet, writing
against censorship, called upon his nation to be “the
mansion house of liberty.” If the censors moved against
books, he warned, why would they not next move to ban
or license popular songs, preaching, conversations, or
even street entertainments? He urged authority not to
want the outward conformity of coerced belief and pro-
fession, but, rather, the living choices of free and tested
citizens. “I cannot praise a fugitive and cloistered virtue,”
he wrote, “unexercised and unbreathed, that never allies
out and sees her adversary.” The mark of our character
lay not in our protection from the words of others, but
in our responsibility for our own choices. He urged
authority further to trust that, under liberty and law,
truth (and virtue) would win in a free and open contest
against error and vice. “Let her [truth] and falsehood

PREFACE: “THE MANSION
HOUSE OF LIBERTY”

xiii



grapple, who ever knew truth put to the worse, in a free
and open encounter.” Milton’s words—meant for the
particular context of seventeenth-century England—rise
above their historical setting. If any institution on earth
should be “the mansion house of liberty,” trusting in “a
free and open encounter” of truth and error, it should be
higher education in a free society. This Guide intends to
move us closer to that ideal. Free speech is an indispen-
sable part of human dignity, progress, and liberty. 

xiv
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If our legal reality truly reflected our political rhetoric
about liberty, Americans, and, especially, American col-
lege and university students, would be enjoying a re-
markable freedom to speak and express controversial
ideas at the dawn of the twenty-first century. Virtually
every public official declares a belief in “freedom of
speech.” Politicians extol the virtues of freedom and
boast of America’s unique status as a nation of unfettered
expression. Judges pay homage to free speech in court
opinions. Even some fringe parties—communists and
fascists who would create a totalitarian state if they were
in power—have praised the virtues of the freedom they
need for their survival. 

Few individuals speak more emphatically on behalf of
freedom of speech and expression, however, than univer-
sity administrators, and few institutions more clearly
advertise their loyalty to this freedom than universities

INTRODUCTION: FREE
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themselves. During the college application process, there
is a very high probability that you received pamphlets,
brochures, booklets, and catalogs that loudly proclaimed
the university’s commitment to “free inquiry,” “academic
freedom,” “diversity,” “dialogue,” and “tolerance.”

You may have believed these declarations, trusting
that both public and private colleges and universities
welcomed all views, no matter how far outside the main-
stream, because they wanted honest difference and
debate. Perhaps your own ideas were “unusual” or “cre-
ative.” You could be a liberal student in a conservative
community, a religious student at a secular institution, or
even an anarchist suffering under institutional regula-
tions. Regardless of your background, you most likely
saw college as the one place where you could go and hear
almost anything—the one place where speech truly was
free, where ideas were tried and tested under the keen
and critical eye of peers and scholars, where reason and
values, not coercion, decided debate.  

Freedom and moral responsibility for the exercise of
one’s freedom are ways of being human, not means
adopted to achieve this or that particular point of view.
Unfortunately, ironically, and sadly, America’s colleges
and universities are all too often dedicated more to
indoctrination and censorship than to freedom and indi-
vidual self-government. As colleges are frequently places
where majority rule means that minorities are silenced,
and where notions of “diversity” and “tolerance”—which
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should expand the domains of liberty and difference—
are twisted into justifications for suppressing any speech
that differs from or offends the university’s official ortho-
doxy in matters of politics or world view. In order to pro-
tect “diversity” and to ensure “tolerance,” university
officials proclaim, views deemed hostile or offensive to
some students and some persuasions (and, indeed, some
administrators) are subjected to censorship under cam-
pus codes. George Orwell, in his masterpiece about
tyranny, 1984, saw the perversion of language and clear
moral meaning—above all, the use of coercion to pro-
duce uniformity and loyalty to the new ideals—as one of
the terrors of the modern age. Higher education has
accepted, too frequently, an Orwellian concept and prac-
tice: In order to ensure “diversity” and “tolerance,” it
will censor and silence those who are different or inde-
pendent. Such a betrayal of liberty poses real dangers to
your dignity as students and to your liberties as members
of a free society.

In the pages that follow, you will read of colleges that
enact “speech codes” that punish students for voicing
opinions that simply offend other students, that attempt
to force religious organizations to accept leaders who are
hostile to the religious message of the group, that restrict
free speech to minuscule “zones” on enormous campuses,
and that—from students’ very first day on campus—hold
high-pressure “orientation” sessions where students are
asked to renounce their prior beliefs. Simply put, at most
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of America’s colleges and universities, speech is far from
free, and fashionable ideas are not tested but, instead, are
forced down the throats of often unsuspecting students.
College officials, in betraying the standards that they
endorse publicly and that their institutions had
embraced historically, to the benefit of liberty, have
failed to be trustees and keepers of something precious
in American life.  

This Guide is an answer—and, we hope, an antidote—
to the censorship and coercive indoctrination besetting
our campuses. In these pages, you will obtain the tools
you need to combat campus censors, and you will dis-
cover the true extent of your considerable free speech
rights, rights that are useful only if you insist upon them.
You will learn that others have faced (and overcome) the
censorship you confront, and you will discover that you
have allies in the fight to have your voice heard.  

The Guide is broken into four primary sections. This
introduction provides a brief historical context for under-
standing the present climate of censorship. The second
section provides a basic introduction to free speech doc-
trines. The third provides a series of real-world scenar-
ios that demonstrate how the doctrines discussed in this
Guide have been applied on college campuses. Finally, a
brief conclusion provides five practical steps for fighting
back against attempts to enforce coercion, censorship,
and indoctrination.
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A Philosophy of Free Speech: John Stuart Mill

In terms of censorship and its justifications, the argu-
ments of power rarely have changed, especially in soci-
eties that believe themselves free. Public officials in such
nations have openly supported the ideal of free expres-
sion for centuries, but so many of those same officials
also have worked to undermine the very freedom they
claim to support. In his classic treatise, On Liberty (1859),
the English philosopher John Stuart Mill noted that
while many people claim to believe in “free speech,” in
fact just about everyone has his or her own notions of
what speech is dangerous, or worthless, or just plain
wrong—and, for those reasons, undeserving of protec-
tion. The contemporary civil libertarian Nat Hentoff
succinctly described this point of view in the title of one
of his books, Free Speech for Me but Not for Thee. 

Mill’s concerns remain timeless, commonsensical, and
profound. For example, Mill addressed one of the major
rationales for imposing constraints on free speech on
campuses today, namely that speech should be “temper-
ate” and “fair.” Mill observed that while people may
claim they are not trying to ban others’ opinions but
merely trying to banish “intemperate discussion…invec-
tive, sarcasm, personality, and the like,” they never seek
to punish this kind of speech unless it is used against “the
prevailing opinion.” Therefore, no one notices or objects
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when the advocates of the dominant opinion are rude or
uncivil or cruel in their denunciations of their detractors.
Why shouldn’t their opponents be equally free to show
their disdain for the dominant opinion in the same way?
Further, Mill warned, it always will be the ruling ortho-
doxy that gets to decide what is civil and what is not, and
it will decide that to its own advantage.

Mill provided a thorough, powerful, and compelling
argument for unfettered free speech. Human beings are
neither infallible nor all-knowing, and the opinion one
despises might, in fact, be right, or, even if incorrect,
“contain a portion of truth” that we would not have dis-
covered if the opinion had been silenced. Further, Mill
argued, even if the opinion of the censors was the whole
truth, if their ideas were not permitted to be “vigorously
and earnestly contested,” we would believe the truth not
as a fully understood or internalized idea, but simply as a
prejudice: something we believe obstinately without
being able to explain why we believe it. (You may be very
familiar with this phenomenon on your campus.) Mill
understood, as Milton did, that if we did not have to
defend our beliefs and values, they would lose their vital-
ity, becoming merely rote formulas, not deep, living, and
creative convictions. Mill’s philosophy goes far beyond
the practical, political, and historical reasons for protect-
ing speech, and it shows us that “free speech” is much
more than a legal concept: It is a philosophy of life, a

6
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fundamental way of life for citizens in a pluralistic,
diverse community.

While the American system of free speech, protected
primarily by the First Amendment to the United States
Constitution, tracks Mill’s theories closely, there are
important differences. Our legal freedom to speak is not
without limits, and those limits will be discussed later in
this Guide. By and large, however, our system leans very
heavily toward unfettered free speech, toward what one
famous Supreme Court justice has called “the free mar-
ketplace of ideas,” where good and bad ideas, true and
false ideas, compete for public acceptance. After all, what
state official is qualified to determine the truth or worth
of our ideas? Absent an infallible human ruler, the free
marketplace of ideas is our only sane and progressive
option.

When students find themselves having to argue with
an academic administrator for their free speech rights,
they should, in addition to making the legal arguments
detailed in this Guide, make philosophical and moral
arguments, including those advanced in On Liberty and
other such texts. University administrators need to be
reminded of the principles of free people, principles long
deemed almost sacred in the academy itself. It is impor-
tant, when making a free speech argument on your own
behalf, to speak in terms of high principle and moral
imperative as well as of legal rights. Academic adminis-
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trators do not enjoy opposing in public the great words
that have been uttered on behalf of liberty. It is for both
moral and tactical reasons, then, that this Guide explains
both the American struggle to attain free speech and the
significance of such liberty.  

Free Speech: A Brief History  

The lessons of history are powerful tools of moral and
political persuasion. It is, therefore, important to have
some understanding of the many phases of free speech
and of censorship in American history. Many college stu-
dents have some knowledge of the great debates sur-
rounding free speech and civil rights in the 1960s and
1970s, but few realize that battles over free speech have
been a continual theme throughout our history. These
battles have been fought by what might appear to us
today unlikely heroes and censors. At different times,
progressives, prudes, slave owners, patriots, presidents,
capitalists, socialists, chauvinists, feminists, and even
poets and novelists have called for censorship, while the
champions of free speech have ranged from the deeply
religious, to nudists, multimillionaires, countercultural
revolutionaries, pacifists, anarchists, and members of
every conceivable political party and stripe. The identity
of those who argue for or against a truth or a moral prin-
ciple does not determine its rightness. In American his-

8
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tory, sadly, many groups have taken turns being the cen-
sored and the censors. When administrators at your
school advance a rationale to punish a student for his or
her speech, a student newspaper for an article, or a stu-
dent group for a parody or satire, chances are they are
recycling the reasoning of the censors of America’s past.
As Lord Acton famously said, “Power corrupts.”
Knowledge of that human vulnerability is one of the
great motives for securing liberty from the arbitrary
exercise of power.

THE ALIEN AND SEDITION ACTS

The first grave threat to free speech began less than a
decade after the First Amendment was ratified in 1791.
In 1798, during the presidency of John Adams, Congress
passed the Alien and Sedition Acts, statutes that essen-
tially banned any criticism of the government or the
president. While the potential of war with France pro-
vided the excuse, the Sedition Act, in particular, was a
partisan weapon directed above all at the political party
of Thomas Jefferson, the rival of Adams’s party. Since
the Act recognized truth as a defense to any alleged vio-
lation, the Federalists claimed that the act was merely a
law against seditious lying. However, it was up to the
accused to prove their statements true. Consequently,
Republican politicians and newspaper editors were sent
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to jail for failure to prove the truth of their opinions. The
Sedition Act has since been discredited and would not be
considered constitutional by the Supreme Court today.  

The Act, however, provided an important lesson:
Democratic processes alone are not sufficient to protect
minority viewpoints. Even democratically elected offi-
cials can and will use their power to suppress and silence
their opponents. Ultimately, free speech exists as a check
on official power, whether that power was elected,
appointed, or inherited. Without that check, freedom
suffers and tyranny flourishes. 

THE SLAVERY DEBATE AND ATTEMPTS TO SILENCE
ABOLITIONISTS

After the Sedition Act passed into oblivion and before
the Civil War, the most significant free speech debate
surrounded the right of abolitionists to agitate against
the institution of slavery and to advocate emancipation.
Southern politicians and pamphleteers rallied for nation-
al laws banning abolitionist expression, trying to con-
vince even the northern states to pass laws prohibiting
antislavery speech and publications. They argued that
antislavery speech tended to produce slave revolts, that it
threatened the cohesiveness of the Union, and, even,
that the speech of abolitionists “inflicted emotional
injury” on slave owners. (Ironically, protection from the
“emotional injury” of speech is one of the most common

10
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arguments in favor of restrictive speech codes on college
campuses.) While some southern states did pass laws
banning or limiting abolitionist speech, almost all of the
calls for federal legislation or northern laws against abo-
litionist speech ended in failure.  

In his book Free Speech, “the People’s Darling Privilege”:
Struggles for Freedom of Expression in American History
(2000), historian Michael Kent Curtis argues that the
failure of these laws was not due, in fact, to a belief that
the First Amendment prevented the states from punish-
ing speech. On the contrary, prior to the ratification of
the Fourteenth Amendment in 1868, there was relative
agreement that the First Amendment applied only to the
federal government and not to the states (although the
constitutions of many states did protect speech). Rather,
Curtis showed, these initiatives were defeated by a pop-
ular, widespread belief in the principles of free speech.
Most of these attempts to censor failed because ordinary
Americans understood the fairness and importance of
free speech. It was that shared value, above all, that pre-
vented oppressive legislation from passing. This is an
important lesson for students whose free speech is
threatened: The public often understands the need for
free speech even if your school may not. Freedom’s pop-
ular appeal should not be underestimated, and you may
at some point choose to take your free speech battle into
the public arena, often, we have learned, with remark-
able success.
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Once the Civil War began, many civil liberties were
seriously curbed, as frequently happens in time of war.
In the name of national security, some newspapers were
ordered to cease publication, the mails were heavily reg-
ulated, and a former Ohio congressman was exiled from
the Union for agitating against the war. It is important to
note, however, that few of the extreme measures taken
by the Lincoln administration regarding civil liberties
would survive under the current interpretation of the
Constitution. Furthermore, the Civil War was surely the
greatest crisis in American history and the closest
America has ever come to collapse. You should be very
skeptical of anyone who points to the restrictions of the
truly exceptional Civil War era as establishing the allow-
able limits of civil liberties in times of crisis.

AFTER THE CIVIL WAR: CENSORSHIP BY MOB AND BY
PRUDISHNESS

After the Civil War, there were many violations of basic
free speech principles, especially against recently freed
slaves who were silenced by mobs, by so-called “black
laws,” and by the Ku Klux Klan. These violations would
continue, sadly, for at least two generations.   

Also, as our country moved more deeply into the so-
called Victorian era, pressure for one version of moral
purity prompted the passage of laws that banned
“immoral speech” of many different kinds. In the name
of propriety, women’s suffragists, atheists, advocates of

12
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birth control of any kind and of more liberal divorce
laws, and some merely deemed social misfits, however
peaceful, were censored, charged with crimes, and some-
times sent to prison.

The period from the late nineteenth century to the
end of World War I was, from contemporary points of
view, a dark time for free speech. Restrictive rules, ban-
ning even what by today’s standards would be the tamest
speech, were justified in the name of public morals, safe-
ty, civility, or a general idea of decency. (This rationale
may sound familiar to college students today—adminis-
trators who often view themselves as progressive might
be horrified to learn how often they act like the
Victorians.) Incidents during this period included a jail
term for an author who used one of the most common
curse words, a prosecution for an advocate of nude
bathing, an attempt to ban Walt Whitman’s Leaves of
Grass, and a ban on an informative column on how to
avoid venereal disease. 

THE BIRTH OF MODERN FREE SPEECH DOCTRINE DURING
THE “RED SCARES”

The modern age of free speech law began after America
entered World War I and with the passage of the
Espionage Act of 1917. (The Espionage Act made it a
crime to “willfully cause or attempt to cause insubordi-
nation, disloyalty, [or] mutiny.”) Frightened of revolu-
tionaries, anarchists, and communists at home and
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abroad, the government clamped down on speakers who
opposed the government or advocated revolution, or, in
some cases, who simply were pacifists or reformers.
From the first Red Scare of the 1920s to the second Red
Scare of the 1950s, political beliefs and statements were
often punished directly through laws against “sedition,”
“espionage,” and “syndicalism.” Many radicals and
diverse activists (including union activists) had their lives
and careers ruined. Some lost their jobs, others were
deported, and still others were sent to jail.  

Starting in the 1920s and led by Justices Louis
Brandeis and Oliver Wendell Holmes, the United States
Supreme Court applied First Amendment restrictions to
the states by defining censorship as “state action” viola-
tive of the “due process” guarantee of the Fourteenth
Amendment. When the Bill of Rights (the first ten
amendments to the Constitution) was first adopted in
1791, it was not at all clear that the protections of the
First Amendment—including those related to speech,
press, and religion—would apply to infringements by
state governments (including, of course, state colleges
and universities). The liberty guarantees contained in
the Bill of Rights, as written, prevent only “Congress”—
that is, the federal government—from interfering with
the protected (and, since stated, “enumerated”) rights
and liberties of citizens. However, during the period be-
tween the two World Wars, federal courts increasingly
bound state governments by many of the same restric-
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tions applicable to the federal government. This process
took place as the Supreme Court “incorporated” certain
of the specific rights—enumerated in the Bill of
Rights—into the guarantee of “due process of law” that
the Fourteenth Amendment explicitly applied to the
states. These restrictions, therefore, now limit the power
of both federal and state governments (and of the agents
or “entities” that they create), although they do not (with
limited exceptions to be discussed later) restrict the
power of private organizations to censor their members. 

In this way, the Supreme Court gradually embraced a
much stronger, more dynamic, and more expansive con-
ception of free speech, protecting an increasingly broad
spectrum of expression. The court also embraced the
concept of the “marketplace of ideas,” holding that the
free exchange of ideas is necessary for the health of
democracy. It would take many years for the most far-
reaching views of Holmes and Brandeis to take hold—
many of their broadest conceptions of free speech oc-
curred in minority dissents—and free speech was under
particular threats during the McCarthy era of the 1950s.
Nonetheless, Holmes’s and Brandeis’s vigorous interpre-
tation of the First Amendment provided the foundation
for many of the freedoms that we enjoy today. 

Such new interpretation served to protect even quite
disturbing speech. As the Supreme Court said in
Terminiello v. Chicago (1949), in reversing the disturbing-
the-peace conviction of a notorious hate-monger, the
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“function of free speech under our system of govern-
ment is to invite dispute. It may indeed best serve its
high purpose when it induces a condition of unrest, cre-
ates dissatisfaction with conditions as they are, or even
stirs people to anger.” As Milton had argued in the
1640s, truth is well served by confrontation with error.

THE EXPANSION OF SPEECH PROTECTIONS FROM THE 1950S

TO THE 1970s

As a result of a series of Supreme Court opinions begin-
ning after World War I, and proceeding into the Civil
Rights era of the 1950s and 1960s and the Vietnam War
era of the 1960s and 1970s, the scope of free speech
rights continued to expand. The cumulative weight of
Court rulings established, in effect, a presumption that
speech was to be free and unrestricted, except for a few
quite narrow areas (which will be covered later in this
Guide).

As the Civil Rights revolution of the 1960s spread
across the nation, seeking to eliminate racial segregation
and discrimination, the Supreme Court made clear that
free speech protection extended even to speech that was
vulgar, offensive, and more emotional than rational and
logical. Expression, in other words, was to be protected
as much as argumentation—the First Amendment, in
effect, protects the good, the bad, and the ugly. In an
opinion written in the Vietnam War case of Cohen v.
California (1971), reversing the conviction of a young
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man who wore the slogan “Fuck the Draft” on his jacket
in a courthouse, the Supreme Court ruled that in a free
society, it is “often true that one man’s vulgarity is anoth-
er’s lyric.” The Court protected here even a vehement
and offensive style of expression, adding form to intel-
lectual content in terms of what the First Amendment
prevented government from suppressing. The Court
strongly institutionalized a notion that had been
expressed decades earlier in a dissent by Supreme Court
Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes, namely that the First
Amendment embodies “the principle of free thought—
not free thought for those who are with us, but freedom
for the thought that we hate.” This is the view that pre-
vailed later in the century and prevails today. Indeed, the
Supreme Court’s current view is even more expansive
than Holmes’s formulation, since the mode of expression
is now as much protected as the content of the thought
expressed. The government simply does not have the
power to insist that we limit our expression of ideas to
the use of certain “acceptable” words and phrases. As
Mill had argued in 1859, power does not get to choose
what is temperate and what is not.

The expansion of rights by the Supreme Court’s inter-
pretation of the First Amendment during the decades
from the 1950s to the 1970s  was based on a kind of gol-
den rule of constitutional doctrine. Under this concept,
we should fight for the rights of others if we wish to
exercise those rights ourselves. “Equal protection of the
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laws,” another concept embodied in the Fourteenth
Amendment, means that we are all either protected by,
or potential victims of, the same laws. If you think about
it, no better mechanism to achieve fairness and liberty is
likely ever to be developed than that of forcing us all to
live under the rules that we impose upon others. “Do
unto others,” the biblical golden rule instructs, “as you
would have them do unto you.” This doctrine, which
underlies the concept of the rule of law, has very ancient
antecedents indeed, and it is deeply embedded in both
religious and secular culture. If the rules that we write
apply equally to ourselves and to others, we think more
closely and deeply about the rights involved. If they
apply only to others, we all too often ignore the very
issue of rights.

THE 1980S AND 1990S: FLAG BURNING, SPEECH CODES,
“HARASSMENT,” AND COLLEGE CAMPUSES

The decades of the 1980s and 1990s were times of con-
trast and contrary impulses in the field of free speech.
On the one hand, the Supreme Court continued to
deliver robust free speech opinions, including Texas v.
Johnson (upholding the right to burn a flag), Hustler v.
Falwell (upholding the right to engage in ferocious pa-
rody and criticism), and R.A.V. v. St. Paul (banning view-
point discrimination even when the speech might be
considered “hate speech”). On the other hand, new theo-
ries hostile to free speech began to emerge where one
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least expected them—on our college and university cam-
puses.  

The new justifications for campus censorship, ironi-
cally, emerged from some truly positive developments.
As walls of discrimination designed to keep women and
disfavored minorities out of many colleges fell, schools
saw an unprecedented influx of students from different
races and religions and of women and openly gay stu-
dents. Unfortunately, college administrations—claiming
to assist the peaceful coexistence of individuals in their
more diverse communities—began looking for ways to
prevent the friction that they feared would result from
these changes. Some asked what good it was to admit
formerly excluded students if they were offended at uni-
versities once they arrived, as if individuals who had
struggled so mightily for their liberty were too weak to
live with freedom. Students of the 1960s had torn down
most of the university in loco parentis (a Latin term that
means standing in the role of parents). Too often, admin-
istrators from the 1970s on, and above all in the 1980s,
chose to restore the in loco parentis role of their institu-
tions with a vengeance, imposing a social engineering
that went far beyond the authority the students of the
1960s had ended. One part of that coercive social engi-
neering was the imposition of codes against “offensive
speech.” The codes generally did not bar all offensive
speech. Rather, they sought to prevent, and to punish,
speech that would offend one’s fellow students on the
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basis of the listener’s race, religion, ethnicity, gender, or
sexual orientation. Thus, these codes not only limited
speech and expression, but did so in a manner that disfa-
vored certain types of speech and favored certain points
of view over others. Moreover, the codes often barred the
expression of words and ideas that obviously belonged in
any “free marketplace of ideas” but that administrators
intent on avoiding student frictions or demonstrations
proclaimed too disruptive to be worth protecting.

Codes against “offensive speech,” however, are utterly
incompatible with the goals of higher education. After
all, the concept of “academic freedom,” discussed later in
this Guide, ensured, in theory at least, that discussion of
even the most controversial and provocative issues
should be vigorous and unfettered on campuses, all in
the name of the search for truth that almost all liberal
arts institutions long have claimed as their governing
ethic. Thus far, courts have agreed, at least on constitu-
tional grounds, striking down speech codes virtually
every time that they have been directly challenged.

Nonetheless, “harassment codes” covering speech and
expression still exist on the overwhelming majority of
college campuses today, including public institutions
bound by the First Amendment. These codes have sur-
vived in large measure because of a clever attempt by
their drafters to confuse speech, including “offensive”
speech (which enjoys clear constitutional and moral pro-
tection), with behavioral “harassment” (which, defined
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in precise legal terms discussed later in this Guide, does
not enjoy protection). This sleight-of-hand by the
drafters of harassment codes will be discussed later in
this Guide. 

TODAY: PATERNALISM, LIABILITY, AND NATIONAL SECURITY

It is too soon to tell which legal rationale will become the
dominant excuse for censorship in this early part of the
twenty-first century. Would-be censors could rely on old
themes like defending “civility” or “decency” while char-
acterizing anything offensive as “harassment.” National
security could once again become a rationale for sup-
pression of what should be protected speech, as it so
often has been in our history. The censors of the  mod-
ern age are exploring ever newer and more creative
approaches to censorship, including, we shall see,
removing the term “reasonable” from the “reasonable
time, place, and manner restrictions” permitted by law,
abusing private lawsuits, and enforcing intellectual prop-
erty law in ways so broad that they suppress what should
be protected expression.  

When arguing in defense of your speech rights, in the
face of administrative claims that speech deemed offen-
sive by some students constitutes a violation of those stu-
dents’ civil rights, you unapologetically should take the
high ground and point out that, in fact, the moral, prac-
tical, historical, and legal arguments long recognized in
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this nation all favor free speech rather than censorship.
Speech rights are not a “zero sum game” in which one
person’s gain is another person’s loss (unless, of course,
one person shouts down his opponent, in which case it is
not the content of the speech that is improper, but the
unreasonable time, place, or manner in which it is deliv-
ered). Rights, under our Constitution, are available
equally to all. If Mary says something that offends John,
the remedy is not to censor Mary, but to accord John an
equal right to reply. This is how a truly free society
works. This is how our basic institution of equality under
the law plays out among free people. America has
brought more and more individuals and groups into the
warm sunshine of equal rights. To betray the core prin-
ciple of legal equality would be a denial of the very ideals
and struggles that led to a history of broadened rights.  
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What is Speech?

The First Amendment declares that Congress shall make
“no law…abridging the freedom of speech.” Read quite
literally, the amendment would seem to protect speech
only—and not the various forms of conduct that can
communicate a message. For many years, states and other
governmental entities used the distinction between
speech and conduct to argue, for example, that waving a
flag was not protected “speech” or that wearing a jacket
with a protest message was unprotected “conduct.”

However, the Supreme Court has consistently held
the First Amendment to protect much more than mere
“words.” As the Court noted in the famous case of Cohen
v. California (1971), the amendment protects not just
speech but “communication.” In that case, an antiwar
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protester wore a jacket in the Los Angeles County
Courthouse that used a vulgar profanity to express his
objection to the draft. The State of California prose-
cuted the protester for “maliciously and willfully dis-
turb[ing] the peace or quiet of any neighborhood or
person …by…offensive conduct.” The Court rejected
California’s argument that it was merely regulating the
protester’s conduct and noted that “the only ‘conduct’
which the State sought to punish is the fact of commu-
nication. Thus we deal with a conviction resting solely
upon ‘speech.’”  

With the First Amendment understood in such terms,
it should not be surprising that our courts have held that
this amendment protects a dizzying array of commu-
nicative activities. Speech has been broadly defined as
an expression that includes, but is not limited to, what
you wear, read, say, paint, perform, believe, protest, or
even silently resist. “Speech activities” include leafleting,
picketing, symbolic acts, wearing armbands, demonstra-
tions, speeches, forums, concerts, motion pictures, stage
performances, remaining silent, and so on.

Further, the subject of your speech (or communica-
tion) is not, contrary to widespread misunderstanding,
confined to the realm of politics. The First Amendment
protects purely emotional expression, religious expres-
sion (see box), vulgarity, pornography, parody, and satire.
(Some of these forms of expression, of course, can con-
stitute political speech.) Your speech, to enjoy constitu-
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tional protection, does not have to be reasoned, articu-
late, or even rational, much less polite.  

Although the distinction between pure speech and
conduct is vital, the law always has recognized that there
are circumstances where the expression of words for cer-
tain purposes is prohibited. In fact, there is some speech
that can be prohibited precisely because it coerces or
causes specific conduct. For example, statements such as
“Sleep with me or you’ll fail this course,” when made by
professor to student, or “Your money or your life,” when
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RELIGIOUS EXPRESSION

Religious students who are vaguely aware of constitu-
tional protections often think that their rights are pro-
tected solely by the so-called Free Exercise Clause of the
First Amendment—the portion of the amendment that
protects individuals and groups from government inter-
ference in the free exercise of their religion. The
Supreme Court, however, has long held that purely reli-
gious speech is protected by the Free Speech Clause as
well. As the Court eloquently noted in the case of Capital
Square Review and Advisory Board v. Pinette (1993), “In
Anglo-American history, at least, government suppres-
sion of speech has so commonly been directed precisely
at religious speech that a free-speech clause without reli-
gion would be Hamlet without the prince.”



made by an armed individual, are not constitutionally
protected. Despite being “speech” within the common
meaning of the term, these statements are considered to
be merely an incidental part of the commission of an ille-
gal act, such as a threat.

Indeed, the speech protections of the First Amend-
ment are so very broad that it is much easier to grasp the
full scope of the First Amendment by noting the limited
exceptions to its rule—areas of speech (expression) that
are not protected by it— than by attempting to list all of
the conceivable communications that the First Amend-
ment protects. In the sections that follow, this Guide will
briefly describe the limited categories of so-called
“unprotected speech.”  
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COMMERCIAL SPEECH

Many campuses strictly regulate so-called “commercial
speech.”  Commercial speech refers primarily to advertis-
ing, or speech with the purpose of initiating or engaging
in a business transaction of some kind.  Commercial
speech has a unique status in constitutional law.  While
not entirely unprotected, it explicitly enjoys less protec-
tion than other forms of speech. Therefore, even a pub-
lic university has an increased—but certainly not
unlimited—power to regulate commercial as opposed to
noncommercial speech.
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Beware of school administrators who attempt to limit
speech or communication to only those ideas or
thoughts that are not “offensive,” “harassing,” or “mar-
ginalizing.” They may try to argue that your speech is
less worthy of protection because, from their perspec-
tive, it is not “constructive,” it does not “advance campus
dialogue,” or it is “hateful” or detracts from “a sense of
community.” As this Guide makes clear, if your only goal
is to express an opinion or idea (no matter how bizarre
or unsettling that opinion strikes others), that expression
is protected by the First Amendment from governmen-
tal interference.  

Categories of Unprotected Speech

As noted earlier, the First Amendment’s Free Speech
Clause covers a remarkably wide range of communica-
tive acts, conferring protections on individuals and
actions as diverse as a preacher denouncing immorality
from the pulpit, an erotic dancer, or a political dema-
gogue. Not all communicative acts, however, are pro-
tected by the Constitution. Some limited categories of
speech receive, in fact, no constitutional protection at all.
Because college administrators will at times invoke—
sometimes out of a genuine misunderstanding of the
law— these extremely limited categories of expression to
justify bans on controversial (or even just inconvenient)
speech, it is critical for students and university officials to
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understand the real boundaries of the limited categories
of truly unprotected speech.

“Fighting Words”

Among the kinds of speech that are not constitutionally
protected are so-called “fighting words,” words that by
the very act of being spoken tend to incite the individual
to whom they are addressed to fight—that is, to respond
violently and to do so immediately, without any time to
think things over. This doctrine is old, and for many
observers, it has been so deeply contradicted by a num-
ber of later Supreme Court cases as to be essentially
dead. However, the Supreme Court continues to pay lip
service to the doctrine (despite the fact that the Court
has not upheld a single fighting words decision since
deciding the original case of Chaplinsky v. New Hampshire
[1942], the source of the fighting words doctrine).

Even if we accept fighting words as a viable legal doc-
trine, there is much confusion in popular understanding
about the very term. After all, if there is no such thing as
a permissible “heckler’s veto” (see box) under the First
Amendment, then how can a speaker be guilty of utter-
ing fighting words likely to provoke a violent response?
Is it not the obligation of law enforcement authorities to
apprehend the violent responder, rather than to arrest the
speaker? Fortunately, fighting words is an exceedingly
narrow category of speech, encompassing only face-to-
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THE HECKLER’S VETO

Allowing people to be punished because of the hostile
reactions of others to their speech creates what is called a
“heckler’s veto.” In such a situation, a member of the
audience who wants to silence a speaker would heckle the
speaker so loudly as to make it impossible for the speak-
er to be heard. Similarly, someone wishing to ban some-
one else from speaking would threaten a “breach of the
peace” (a disruption of public order) if the speaker were
to continue speaking, and the authorities, rather than dis-
cipline or arrest the heckler, would remove the speaker. If
a society were to restrict speech on the basis of how
harshly or violently others reacted to it, there would be
an incentive for those who disagree to react violently or
at least to threaten such violence. This would confer a
veto on speech to the least tolerant, most dangerous, and
most illiberal members of society, which obviously would
result in a downward spiral to mob rule.

The issue of the heckler’s veto arises most commonly
when people are charged with violating laws that prohi-
bit a breach of the peace. For example, in the Supreme
Court case of Terminiello v. Chicago (1949), a lecturer was
charged with violating a city breach of the peace ordi-
nance after an angry crowd of about 1,000 people gath-
ered outside the auditorium in which he was speaking.
The trial judge instructed the jury that it could find the
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speaker guilty of effecting a breach of the peace if he
engaged in “misbehavior” that “stirs the public to anger,
invites dispute, brings about a condition of unrest or cre-
ates a disturbance....” His guilt, therefore, hinged not on
the content of his speech, but on the crowd’s reaction to
his speech. The Supreme Court overturned the speaker’s
conviction, ruling that the ordinance was unconstitu-
tional. Speech, the Court held, “best serves its high
purpose when it induces a condition of unrest, creates
dissatisfaction with conditions as they are, or even stirs
people to anger.” 

When, however, hecklers present a clear and present
danger of creating immediate riot or disorder, the police
may ask a speaker to stop speaking, at least temporarily.
For example, in Feiner v. New York (1951), the Supreme
Court upheld the disorderly conduct conviction of a
soapbox speaker who refused to end his address after the
police asked him to do so because they reasonably
believed there was a threat and danger of riot. In a sense,
a speaker’s insistence in going forward in the face of
uncontrollable violence could be seen as speech delivered
at an inappropriate time and place. The same speech,
delivered just a few minutes later or in a somewhat dif-
ferent place, might be once again fully protected. As we
shall see later, reasonable time, place, and manner restric-
tions may lawfully be imposed on speech, even while the
authorities may not control the content of that speech.



face communications that obviously would provoke an
immediate and violent reaction, such that both the speak-
er and the provoked violent listener would be in viola-
tion of the law. Underlying this doctrine is the
assumption that there are some confrontational situa-
tions in which there is not the slightest possibility that
the listener will think things over and respond to the
speaker with words rather than with violence.

Proponents of campus speech codes have used a delib-
erately distorted interpretation of fighting words to
justify restrictions on speech that is obviously constitu-
tionally protected. While many college speech codes
purport to limit their coverage to fighting words, they
interpret this category, in fact, far more broadly than the
First Amendment would ever allow.

THE FIGHTING WORDS DOCTRINE: A SOURCE OF
CONFUSION

The confusion over the fighting words doctrine has its
origins in the 1942 case of Chaplinsky v. New Hampshire.
In that case, the Supreme Court examined the constitu-
tionality of a New Hampshire law that, though seemingly
broad in scope, had been narrowly interpreted by the
state court. The text of the law prohibited a person from
addressing “any offensive, derisive or annoying word to
any other person.” This definition would, of course,
include a great deal of constitutionally protected speech.
The New Hampshire Supreme Court, however, had
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interpreted the law to forbid only speech with “a direct
tendency to cause acts of violence by the persons to
whom, individually, [it] is addressed.” Because the
Supreme Court looks at state laws as state courts have
interpreted them, the law that came before the Justices
(as we call, with a capital “J,” the judges of the Supreme
Court) was a narrow (or narrowly interpreted) one. The
Court ruled that this law, narrowly understood, did not
infringe on free speech, and it held that words that pro-
voke an individual immediately to fight do not deserve
constitutional protection.

Elsewhere in the decision, however, the Court defined
fighting words in an imprecise way, stating that they are
words that “by their very utterance” (1) “inflict injury,”
or (2) “tend to incite an immediate breach of the peace.”
This definition is, unfortunately, the part of the decision
most frequently quoted today. The quote is significantly
more expansive than Chaplinsky’s actual holding. (The
“holding” is the actual rule announced by a court opin-
ion.) The definition includes words that don’t tend to
provoke a fight, but merely “inflict injury” (a large cate-
gory of speech indeed, if “injury” is defined to include
psychological harm). Later Supreme Court cases, how-
ever, have made clear that, despite the unfortunate loose
definition of Chaplinsky, the fighting words exception
applies only to words that actually tend to provoke an
immediate violent fight.



In the years since Chaplinsky, even this definition of
fighting words has been narrowed by the Supreme Court
and by other state and federal courts. Presently, in order
to be exempt from First Amendment protections, fight-
ing words must be directed at an individual, and that per-
son must be someone who realistically might actually
fight. Addressing outrageous words to a policeman, for
example—the case in Chaplinsky—is constitutionally
protected, since a policeman is assumed to have the pro-
fessionalism and self-control not to respond violently.
This clearly shows a major shift from the opinion in
Chaplinsky, which upheld the conviction of a protester
who called a police officer a “fascist.” As the law is under-
stood today, it is obvious that a citizen calling a police-
man a “fascist” is protected by the First Amendment.

FIGHTING WORDS ON CAMPUS

The law has clearly limited the fighting words exception
to those words that would tend to provoke the individual
to whom they are addressed into responding immediate-
ly with violence. Since Chaplinsky, the Supreme Court
has not found a single case in which it deemed speech to
be sufficiently an instance of fighting words that could be
banned. The category of fighting words, thus, is alive far
more in theory than in any actual practice.

Universities, however, have used an intentionally
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overexpansive interpretation of the fighting words doc-
trine as a legal justification for repressive campus speech
codes, as if the college or university were populated not
by students and scholars, but by emotionally unstable
hooligans. For example, in unsuccessfully trying to
defend its speech code from legal attack in the important
case of UWM Post v. Board of Regents of the University of
Wisconsin (1991), the University of Wisconsin argued
that racial slurs should fall under the fighting words doc-
trine. The university conceded the obvious fact that
speech that merely inflicts injury does not constitute
fighting words, but it claimed that racist speech can still
qualify as fighting words because it could provoke vio-
lence. The university argued that it is “understandable to
expect a violent response to discriminatory harassment,
because such harassment demeans an immutable charac-
teristic which is central to the person’s identity.” 

In striking down the speech code, the United States
District Court for the Eastern District of Wisconsin held
that while some racist speech may of course promote
violence, this could not possibly justify the university’s
prohibition on all racist speech: The doctrine of over-
breadth (discussed in more detail later) says that the fact
that a law may restrict some narrow category of unpro-
tected speech, does not mean it may also restrict a great
deal of protected speech.

In sum, the fighting words doctrine does not allow, as
the University of Wisconsin learned, prohibition of



speech that “inflicts injury.”  College administrators who
seek to justify speech codes by citing the fighting words
doctrine demean not only the minority groups deemed
incapable of listening peacefully to upsetting words and
ideas, but demean as well the entire academic communi-
ty.  Moreover, their argument has failed in every court in
which it has been made. A student on a campus of high-
er education, just like any average citizen in a free socie-
ty, is entitled, in the words of the childhood rhyme, to
protection from “sticks and stones,” but not from
“words.”  Free people have much recourse against name-
callers, without calling upon coercive authority. 
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CAUSING A RIOT:
THE INCITEMENT DOCTRINE

One form of constitutionally unprotected speech is
“incitement”—speech that provokes unlawful action.
While administrators may try to paint certain kinds of
student speech or advocacy as illegal incitement, it takes
very extreme and specific speech added to serious actions
to meet this standard. In other words, unless you have
actually incited a riot, chances are your speech was not
incitement in any legal sense. In Brandenburg v. Ohio
(1969), the Supreme Court held that, in order to qualify
as punishable incitement, the speech must be “directed to
inciting or producing imminent lawless action and is
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likely to incite or produce such action.” That case
involved a rally and speeches by members of the Ku Klux
Klan, who suggested that violence against blacks and Jews
might be appropriate to protect white society. Thus, the
mere advocacy of violence was protected, as long as the
speaker took no actual steps towards violence.  

The Court's stance was reconfirmed in Hess v. Indiana
(1973).  Hess involved a Vietnam War protester who
allegedly threatened, after a demonstration was broken
up by authorities, that “We’ll take the fucking street
later.”  The Court overturned his conviction, stating that
Hess's “threat” “amounted to nothing more than advoca-
cy of illegal action at some indefinite future time.” The
suggested illegal act, in other words, was not at all immi-
nent. The typical example of speech that would be con-
sidered unprotected incitement would be urging a violent
mob in front of City Hall to burn it down now.  As John
Stuart Mill argued in On Liberty, someone has the right
to claim that grain merchants are thieves, but not to
incite with those words an angry mob bringing torches to
a grain merchant’s home.  If your speech is less extreme
than these examples, it likely not punishable under the
incitement doctrine, and if it is that extreme—literally
leading a riot to destroy property—then you should
hardly be surprised if the authorities intervene.  



Obscenity, Indecency, and Pornography 

There are yet further kinds of speech that are not pro-
tected by the Constitution. These include obscene
speech—which can be loosely defined as “hard-core”
depictions of sexual acts. You do not have a First
Amendment right to produce, transmit, or even, in many
situations, possess obscene material on campus. (The
Supreme Court has made one exception—a citizen has a
First Amendment right to possess adult obscene materi-
als in the privacy of his or her home.) By contrast, mate-
rial that is merely pornographic (designed to cause sexual
excitement, but not so hard-core as to be obscene) or
indecent (offensive or tasteless, but not obscene) enjoys
essentially the same free speech protections available to
all other speech, both on and off campus. 

The government must give all of the traditional pro-
tections granted to other expressive activities to porno-
graphic and indecent speech. The courts have long held
that obscene material should not enjoy free speech pro-
tections, but they have not found it easy to differentiate
between the obscene and the merely pornographic. The
difficulty of drawing this line led to Justice Potter
Stewart’s famous quip that though obscenity may be
indefinable, “I know it when I see it.” Despite this, an
experienced free speech litigator can frequently deter-
mine whether particular depictions, in a particular juris-
diction, might be deemed obscene. 
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In an attempt to define what Justice Stewart suggested
cannot really be defined, the Supreme Court in Miller v.
California (1973) outlined three questions that must be
asked and answered to determine if particular material is
obscene: 

1) Whether the average person, applying contempo-
rary community standards, would find that the
work, taken as a whole, appeals to the “prurient
interest” (an inordinate interest in sex)

2) Whether the work depicts or describes, in a
patently offensive way, sexual conduct  

3) Whether the work, taken as a whole, lacks serious
literary, artistic, political, or scientific value 

If the answer to each of these questions is yes, the
material enjoys virtually no First Amendment protec-
tions, and the university may choose to regulate its trans-
mission, communication, or sale. It is very important to
note that the third prong of this test is considered an
“objective” standard. Therefore, even if a sculpture,
painting, or manuscript would be considered “prurient”
and “patently offensive,” it cannot be banned if the work
has meaningful (as opposed to incidental) “literary, artis-
tic, political, or scientific value.” This prong has pro-
tected works of art ranging from D. H. Lawrence’s Lady
Chatterly's Lover to the movie Carnal Knowledge.

FIRE’s Guide to Free Speech on Campus



It is vital to emphasize, given a free society’s interest in
privacy, that the government may not criminalize the
simple possession of obscene matter within one’s home.
(This is not so with material involving the sexual depic-
tion or exploitation of children.  See more on this in the
next section.)

Indecent Speech

Since the sale or communication of obscene materials is
often prohibited by criminal laws, it is also often prohibi-
ted on campus, just as the commission of any crime on
campus is also a crime against the state. Public universi-
ties, however, cannot ban or punish merely indecent or
pornographic speech. This principle derives from the
Supreme Court case of Papish v. University of Missouri
(1973), which concerned the expulsion of a journalism
student from a state university for distributing a newspa-
per that contained indecent but nonobscene speech
(among other things, the newspaper reproduced a politi-
cal cartoon depicting policemen raping the Statue of
Liberty). The Court held that the Constitution’s protec-
tion of indecent speech applied to campus, and that the
student therefore could not be disciplined: “The mere
dissemination of ideas—no matter how offensive to good
taste—on a state university campus may not be shut off
in the name alone of ‘conventions of decency.’”
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As a practical matter, the courts do allow for greater
regulation of sexually explicit speech even when it is not
obscene, but, in general, only under circumstances when
exposure to such expression could be harmful to minors.
Among consenting adults, only obscenity can be banned.
It is, however, more likely that material might be deemed
unlawful if it is positioned or displayed where passers-by
(including children) might be confronted and affronted
by it involuntarily. A racy art display, in other words, is
more safely expressed in a college classroom or art mu-
seum than on a public billboard.  

A warning note concerning child pornography:
While the definition of punishable obscenity is rather
narrow, and while the possession of obscene materials in
the privacy of one’s home is constitutionally protected,
the rules are quite different for what is known as “child
pornography.” The Supreme Court has allowed state
and federal governments to pass laws making it a crime
not only to create or transfer, but even to possess—in the
privacy of one’s home or on one’s private computer—
sexually graphic depictions showing underage children
in sexually provocative poses or activities. While adult
pornography is constitutionally protected, child pornog-
raphy (and, of course, child obscenity as well) enjoys no
First Amendment protection.  
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INTENTIONAL INFLICTION OF EMOTIONAL

DISTRESS

It is not a crime to do or say something that will cause
another person severe emotional distress. The law, how-
ever, does recognize that people have a civil obligation
not to inflict severe emotional distress on their fellow citi-
zens intentionally and without good reason. Someone who
disregards this obligation is said to have committed a tort,
or private civil (as opposed to criminal) wrong. A person
who has committed a tort is liable to the injured party for
money damages determined by a court in a civil trial,
much as a person who has injured another by his or her
negligent driving is liable to pay money damages. 

To prove intentional infliction of emotional distress in
court, a person must first show that he or she suffered
severe emotional distress and that the distress was a result
of the defendant’s intentional or reckless speech or con-
duct. Next comes the hard part: The plaintiff (the person
suing) must show that the defendant’s actions were “out-
rageous.” The particulars vary from state to state, but the
burden for proving outrageousness is always extremely
high, especially in speech cases, because of the premium
the Constitution places on free expression. According to
the guidelines many states have followed in crafting
their tort law, conduct must be “beyond all possible
bounds of decency” and “utterly intolerable in a
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civilized community” to qualify as outrageous. It must
be “so severe that no reasonable man can be expect-
ed to endure it.” “Mere insults” do not qualify.

Whether racial epithets alone can qualify as “outra-
geous” depends to some extent on the state in which you
reside. Some state courts have granted money damages to
people who were the victims of racist tirades; other state
courts have declined to do so. In every jurisdiction,
speech must be utterly extreme to qualify as outrageous,
but it pays to know your state law, since claims of inten-
tional infliction of emotional distress are more difficult to
make in some jurisdictions than in others. 

However, it also pays to know your federal First
Amendment law, since the First Amendment imposes
very severe limits on how restrictive a state’s “intentional
infliction” law may be when dealing solely with offensive
speech. The Supreme Court of the United States, in a
famous lawsuit by the Reverend Jerry Falwell against
Hustler Magazine and its publisher Larry Flynt, has
refused to apply the “intentional infliction of emotional
distress” doctrine to even the most biting and insulting of
parodies (Hustler v. Falwell [1988]). Such parodies, said
the Court, are meant to inflict emotional distress on their
targets, and they are fully protected by the First
Amendment. (The Court’s decision in the case was unani-
mous.) What this means is that even the most painful



Special Rules for the Educational Setting: Less or
More Freedom on Campus?

Public university administrators will often appeal to the
“unique” need for civility, order, and dignity in the aca-
demic environment to justify a variety of severe regula-
tions of speech. They have been tireless in their efforts
to suppress any speech that they view as disruptive and
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speech, if it has a socially useful purpose (Hustler’s vicious
barbs against Reverend Falwell were deemed permissible
criticism), is constitutionally protected. Speech classified
as “intentional infliction of emotional distress,” there-
fore, has to be in some sense gratuitous and serving no
valid social or communicative purpose. Anyone interested
in better understanding the line between protected and
unprotected hurtful speech would do well to read the
Hustler opinion. The Court concluded that speech aimed
at communicating disdain and even hatred is constitu-
tionally protected precisely because it communicates
information and ideas, and that in order to be guilty of
“intentional infliction of emotional distress” solely by the
use of words, the speaker would have to choose a partic-
ularly inappropriate time, place, or manner for commu-
nicating those words—on the telephone at 3:00 AM, for
example.
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offensive, but they appeal most often, in fact, to a series
of Supreme Court cases dealing with free speech in pub-
lic high schools—a very different place in the eyes of law,
we shall see, from college campuses. They hope to apply
these high school cases to higher education because, in
their minds, true education cannot take place when feel-
ings are bruised or debates grow heated. These officials
prefer an artificially imposed harmony to the sometimes
contentious free exchange of ideas.

High School: The Source of Confusion

It might seem strange that university officials often com-
pare their open, free-wheeling campuses to the regi-
mented world of public high school. When called upon
to defend regulations or actions that stifle free expres-
sion and unpopular viewpoints, however, our universities
too often step back to a time when students were chil-
dren and food fights in the cafeteria were a greater prac-
tical danger to educational order than a protest for or
against a nation’s foreign and domestic policies.

In a series of three landmark cases, the Supreme
Court provided the general outline of student rights on
the public high school campus. First, in the case of Tinker
v. Des Moines Independent Community School District
(1969), the Court emphatically held, “It can hardly be
argued that either students or teachers shed their consti-
tutional rights to freedom of speech or expression at the
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schoolhouse gate.” Indeed, it declared such a holding
“unmistakable.” The school had punished students for
wearing black armbands as a silent protest against the
Vietnam War. The school claimed that it feared that the
protest would cause a disruption at school, but it could
point to no concrete evidence that such a disruption
would occur or ever had occurred in the past as a result
of similar protests. In response, the Supreme Court wrote
that “undifferentiated fear or apprehension of distur-
bance is not enough to overcome the right to freedom
of expression,” and it declared the regulation unconsti-
tutional.  

After Tinker, regulation of student speech (in public
high schools) is generally permissible only when the
school reasonably fears that the speech will substantially
disrupt or interfere with the work of the school or the
rights of other students. Tinker was not the final word
on student speech in public high school, however.
Seventeen years later, the Court decided the case of
Bethel School District v. Fraser (1986), in which it upheld
a school’s suspension of a student who, at a school assem-
bly, nominated a fellow student for class office through
“an elaborate, graphic and explicit sexual metaphor.” In
the most critical part of its opinion, the Court stated,
“The schools, as instruments of the state, may determine
that the essential lessons of civil, mature conduct cannot
be conveyed in a school that tolerates lewd, indecent or
offensive speech and conduct such as that indulged in by
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this confused boy.” According to Fraser, there is no First
Amendment protection for “lewd,” “vulgar,” “indecent,”
and “plainly offensive” speech in a public high school.

The final crucial Supreme Court public school speech
case is Hazelwood School District v. Kuhlmeier (1988).  In
Hazelwood, the Court upheld a school principal’s decision
to delete, before they even appeared in the student news-
paper, stories about a student’s pregnancy and the
divorce of a student’s parents. The Court reasoned that
the publication of the school newspaper—which was
written and edited as part of a journalism class—was a
part of the curriculum and a regular classroom activity.
Consequently, the Court ruled, “educators do not offend
the First Amendment by exercising editorial control
over the style and content of student speech in school-
sponsored expressive activities so long as their actions are
reasonably related to legitimate pedagogical concerns.”

Taken together, these three cases give public high
school officials the ability to restrict speech that is sub-
stantially disruptive, indecent, or school-sponsored. If
these rules were applied to the university setting, the
potential for administrative control over student speech
would be great, although hardly total. All manner of
protests or public speeches could be prohibited, con-
tentious classroom discussions could be silenced or
restricted, and many school-sponsored expressive organi-
zations could face censorship and regulation.

The Supreme Court, however, just as it never equated
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the constitutional rights of kindergartners and high
school students, also has never held that high school
speech cases are applicable to public universities. The
Court, in general, extends vital constitutional protections
to public higher education. In the area of university-
sponsored speech, the Court has decided two vitally
important cases, in 1995 and in 2000, which both clearly
held that universities must remain viewpoint neutral when
funding student organizations. Viewpoint neutrality
means that public universities, in making their decisions
about funding, may not take into consideration what
position or opinion a student or group of students stands
for or advocates. In the first case, Rosenberger v.
University of Virginia (1995), the Court held that the uni-
versity, having disbursed funds to a wide variety of other
campus organizations, could not withhold funds collected
as part of student fees from a Christian student publica-
tion and thus discriminate against religious viewpoints.
In the second case, University of Wisconsin v. Southworth
(2000), the Court held that a university could not impose
mandatory student fees unless those fees were dispensed
on a viewpoint-neutral basis.

The reasons for the distinction between public high
schools and universities are plain. First, public high
school students are almost exclusively children.  College
students are almost exclusively adults. The age and
maturity differences between secondary school students
and university students have long been critical to the
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Court’s analysis in a variety of constitutional contexts.
The Twenty-Sixth Amendment to the Constitution,
which makes the official voting age eighteen years of age
across the United States, also makes it especially clear
that both law and society recognize a distinction between
college-age students (typically eighteen and over) and
high school students (typically under eighteen). Second,
America’s universities traditionally have been considered
places where the free exchange of ideas—academic free-
dom, in short—is not only welcome but, indeed, vital to
the purpose and proper functioning of higher education.
As the Court noted in Widmar v. Vincent (1981), speech
regulations must consider “the nature of a place [and]
the pattern of its normal activities.” The public univer-
sity—with its traditions of research, discourse, and
debate, and with its open spaces and great freedom of
movement by students on campus—is so strikingly dif-
ferent, in so many essential ways, from the heavily regu-
lated and more constricted public high school.

The educational experience at a public university
enjoys a constitutional uniqueness precisely because it is
suited and intended to be a “free marketplace of ideas.”
Traditionally, there have been few other places in
American society where ideas are exchanged and debates
engaged in as freely and as vigorously as on the campuses
of our public universities. Arguments that attempt to end
that tradition by citing those constitutional principles
that apply to our nation’s children are constitutionally



flawed, intellectually dishonest, and terribly demeaning
to the young adults of our colleges and universities.

Free Speech and the Private University

So far, this Guide has focused above all on the First
Amendment and its application to public universities, but
it is vitally important to understand both what the
Constitution does and does not protect. The First
Amendment of the Constitution of the United States
protects individual freedoms from government interfer-
ence. It does not, as a rule, protect individual freedoms
from interference by private organizations, such as cor-
porations or private universities. For example, while the
government could never insist upon allegiance to any
particular political philosophy or any particular church,
private organizations often make such allegiance a con-
dition of employment (the local Democratic Party, for
example, is obviously free to require its employees to be
registered Democrats, and the Catholic Church is obvi-
ously wholly free to employ only Catholics as its priests).
Private organizations such as political parties and
churches have freedoms denied to government—the
freedom to violate liberties that would be constitutional-
ly protected if the issue were government interference.
Indeed, the Constitution protects the free exercise of
those liberties because we could not have a free and plu-
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ralistic society if private organizations did not enjoy
this freedom of association around shared beliefs and
practices.

Private universities, then, are free, within the law, to
define their own missions, and some choose to restrict
academic freedom on behalf of this or that religious or
particular agenda. Most private, secular colleges and uni-
versities (and a vast number of private church-affiliated
campuses) once prided themselves, however, on being
special havens for free expression—religious, political,
and cultural. In fact, many of America’s most respected
private educational institutions have traditionally chosen
to allow greater freedoms than public universities, pro-
tecting far more than the Constitution requires and per-
mitting forms of expression that public universities could
legally prohibit. Until recently, few places in America
allowed more discussion, more varied student groups,
and more provocative and free expression than America’s
celebrated private campuses.  

Unfortunately, that circumstance has changed. Even
some of America’s most elite private, secular, and liberal
arts colleges and universities are centers of censorship
and repression. They have created a wide array of barri-
ers to unfettered discourse and discussion:  speech codes;
sweeping “antiharassment” regulations; wildly restrictive
email regulations; broadly defined bans on “disruptive”
speech; overreaching and vague antidiscrimination poli-
cies that sharply restrict the expression of ideas and
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beliefs by unpopular religious and political groups; and
absurdly small and unreasonable “free speech zones.” 

Liberal arts institutions that advertise themselves as
welcoming the fullest pluralism and debate too often
have little time, patience, or tolerance for students who
dissent from the political assumptions of the institution.
Unlike many schools that openly declare a religious or
other particular mission, most secular, liberal arts insti-
tutions still present themselves to the public as intellec-
tually diverse institutions dedicated to the free exchange
of ideas. They should be held to that standard.  Indeed,
the vulnerability of college administrators at campuses is
precisely the gulf between their public self-presentation
(in which they claim to support academic freedom, free
speech, and the protection of individual conscience) and
their actual practice (which too often shows a flagrant dis-
regard of such values). If a private college openly stated
in its catalogue that it would tolerate only a limited
number of “correct” viewpoints, and that it would assign
rights unequally (or deny them entirely)  to campus dis-
senters, then students who attend such schools would
have given their informed, voluntary consent to such
restrictions on their rights. It is likely, of course, that
fewer students would choose to attend (and fewer
freedom-loving philanthropists choose to support) a pri-
vate school that offered fewer freedoms than the local
community college.

To prevail in the battle for free speech and expression,
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the victims of selective (and selectively enforced) speech
codes and double standards at private colleges and uni-
versities need to understand several relevant legal doc-
trines, and the moral bases that underlie them. These
include basic contract law, which requires people, busi-
nesses, and institutions (such as universities) to live up to
the promises they make. Morally, of course, the underly-
ing principle is that decent individuals and associations
keep their promises, especially when they receive some-
thing in return for those promises. Legally, doctrines
such as contractual obligations may vary from state to
state, but many common principles exist to provide some
general guidance for students. For those who treasure
liberty, the law can still provide a powerful refuge
(although publicity may sometimes be as powerful,
because university officials are hard pressed to admit and
justify in public what they believe and do in private).
The strength of that legal refuge depends on many fac-
tors:  the laws of the individual state in which the uni-
versity is located; the promises made or implied by
university brochures, catalogues, handbooks, and disci-
plinary rules; and the precise governance and funding of
the institution. To some extent, however, and in most
states, private universities are obliged in some manner to
adhere at least broadly to promises they make to incom-
ing students about what kinds of institutions they are.
There is a limit, in other words, to “bait-and-switch”
techniques that promise academic freedom and legal
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equality but deliver authoritarian and selective censor-
ship. A car dealer may not promise a six-cylinder engine
but deliver only four cylinders. Unfortunately, the equiva-
lent of such crude bait-and-switch false advertising and
failure to deliver on real promises is all too common in
American higher education.

Individual State Laws Affecting Private
Institutions

In America, legal rights can vary dramatically from state
to state. The United States Constitution, however, li-
mits the extent to which any state may regulate private
universities, because the Bill of Rights (which applies
both to the states and to the federal government) pro-
tects private institutions from excessive government
interference. In particular, the First Amendment pro-
tects the academic freedom of colleges and universities at
least as much as (and frequently more than) it protects
that of the individuals at those institutions.

Fortunately, decent societies have historically found
ways to protect individuals from indecent behavior.
State law often reflects those traditions of decency, mak-
ing it particularly relevant to how a university may apply
its policies and how government officials may behave
toward students (and faculty). Many states follow doc-
trines from the common law, which evolved as the foun-
dation of most of our states’ legal systems. For example,
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some states have formulated common-law rules for asso-
ciations—which include private universities—that pro-
hibit “arbitrary and capricious” decision making and that
require organizations, at an absolute minimum, to follow
their own rules and to deal in good faith with their mem-
bers. These standards can provide a  profoundly valuable
defense of liberty in the politically supercharged envi-
ronment of the modern campus, where discipline with-
out notice or hearing is all too common. (For more
information about how to combat the lack of due process
on university campuses, see also FIRE’s Guide to Due
Process and Fair Procedure on Campus, available at
www.fireguides.org.) 

In most states, court decisions have established that
school policies, student handbooks, and other documents
represent a contract between the college or university
and the student. In other words, universities must deliver
the rights they promise. Most campuses explicitly promise
a high level of free speech and academic freedom, and
some (including some of the most repressive in actual
practice) do so in ringing language that would lead one
to believe that they will protect their students’ rights well
beyond even constitutional requirements.  

Since universities have the power to rewrite these
contracts unilaterally, courts, to help achieve fairness,
typically will interpret the rules in a student handbook or
in other policies with an eye toward what meaning the
school should reasonably expect students or parents to
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see in them.  As a consequence, the university’s interpre-
tation of its handbook is much less important than the
reasonable expectations of the student.  

It is not uncommon for groups of students or for indi-
viduals who deviate from campus orthodoxies to be rail-
roaded off campus.  Campus officials or campus judicial
boards might hold closed, late-night meetings, or they
might not inform accused students or groups of the
charges against them. Frequently, dissenters are victims
of selective prosecution and sentencing: Although other
individuals have committed the same offense, or other
groups have the same policies, only individuals or groups
with viewpoints that are out of favor will be prosecuted.
In such cases, the prosecuted individual or group may
have legal means to force the university to employ sound
procedures in a fair and equitable way.

Importantly, some states have statutes (or state consti-
tutional provisions) that provide students at private
schools with some measure of free speech rights. For
example, California’s so-called “Leonard Law” (more
technically, Section 94367 of California’s Education
Code) states that “no private postsecondary educational
institution shall make or enforce any rule subjecting any
student to disciplinary sanctions solely on the basis of
conduct that is speech or other communication that . . .
is protected from governmental restriction by the First
Amendment to the United States Constitution or Sec-
tion 2 of Article 1 of the California Constitution.”  
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In other words, students at California’s private, secu-
lar colleges and universities (the Leonard Law does not
to apply to students at religious colleges) enjoy the same
level of free speech rights as students at California’s pub-
lic colleges. Other states, while not protecting students’
rights to the same extent that California does, have ruled
that private universities may not make blanket rules
restricting speech. In the vital case of State of New Jersey
v. Schmid (1980), the New Jersey Supreme Court ruled
that a state constitutional guarantee—that “every person
may freely speak…on all subjects”—prevents Princeton
University (even though a private school) from enforcing
a comprehensive rule that requires all persons uncon-
nected with the university to obtain permission before
distributing political literature on campus. This ruling,
however, certainly did notgrant students at private col-
leges the same rights as those at public universities.

While the Leonard Law and Schmid are important to
discussion of free speech at private campuses, students
should not conclude that similar statutes or cases exist in
the majority of states. In fact, far more states have rejected
claims of rights to freedom of expression on privately
owned property than have accepted such claims.  

Beyond rights that are protected explicitly by contract
or by statute, however, state law provides common-law
rules against misrepresentation. Simply put, there is a long
tradition of laws against fraud and deceit. Very often, a
university’s recruiting materials, brochures, and even its



“admitted student” orientations—which are designed to
entice a student to attend that institution rather than
another—will loudly advertise the institution’s commit-
ment to “diversity,” “academic freedom,” “inclusion,”
and “tolerance.” Students will be assured that they will
be “welcomed” or find a “home” on campus, regardless
of their background, religion, or political viewpoint.
Promises such as these will often lead students to turn
down opportunities (and even scholarships) at other
schools and to enroll in the private secular university. If
these promises of “tolerance” or of an equal place in the
community later turn out to be demonstrably false, a
university could find itself in some legal jeopardy. While
private universities may be rightfully beyond the reach of
the Constitution, they remain part of a decent society
of laws, and they have no license to deceive with false
promises. The law prohibits deceptive promises that
cause the person deceived to sign a contract, and such
prohibitions against false advertising can be used in a
quite credible effort to force a change in an administra-
tion’s behavior. As noted, our colleges and universities
should honor their promises. That is good ethics, and
that is good law.

There is a final source of possible legal protection for
a student at a private university, although it involves a
particularly difficult legal and political question: When
does the extent of the government’s involvement in the
financing and governance of a self-proclaimed “private”
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college make it “public”? If that involvement goes be-
yond a certain point, it is possible that the institution will
be found, for legal purposes, to be “public,” and in that
case all constitutional protections will apply. This hap-
pened, for example, at the University of Pittsburgh and
at Temple University, both in Pennsylvania. State laws
there require that, in return for significant public fund-
ing, a certain number of state officials must serve on the
universities’ boards. That fact led these formerly “pri-
vate” campuses to be treated, legally, as “public.” None-
theless, this is a very rare occurrence, and the odds of any
private school being deemed legally public are very slim.
Unless a school is officially public, one should always
assume that the First Amendment does not apply.

There are many students, faculty members, and even
lawyers who believe, wholly erroneously, that if a college
receives any federal or state funding it is therefore “pub-
lic.” In fact, accepting governmental funds usually makes
the university subject only to the conditions—sometimes
broad, sometimes narrow—explicitly attached to those
specific programs to which the public funds are directed.
(The most prominent conditions attached to all federal
funding are nondiscrimination on the basis of race and
sex.) Furthermore, the “strings” attached to virtually all
federal grants are not always helpful to the cause of lib-
erty, which needs a certain breathing room away from
the government’s interference. This is one reason why
people who worry about excessive government power



are often opposed to governmental funding of private
colleges and schools.

As a legal matter, there is no specific level of federal
funding that obligates a private college or institution to
honor the First Amendment. Many factors, such as uni-
versity governance, the appointment of trustees, and
specific acts of legislation, need to be weighed in deter-
mining the status of any given institution. That should
not stop students, however, from learning as much as
they can about the funding and governance of their insti-
tution. There are moral and political questions that arise
from such knowledge, beyond the legal issues. Do the
taxpayers truly want to subsidize assaults on basic free
speech and First Amendment freedoms? Do members of
the Board of Trustees truly want to be party to such
assaults? Do donors want to pay for an attack on a right
that most Americans hold so dear? Information about
funding and governance is vital and useful. For example,
students may find that a major charitable foundation or
corporation contributes a substantial amount of funds to
their college, and they may inform that foundation or
corporation about how the university selectively abuses
the rights and consciences of its students. Colleges are
extremely sensitive to contributors learning about official
injustice at the institutions that those donors support.
This is another example of our most general principle:
Colleges and universities must be accountable for their
actions.
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Protecting Your Freedom at the Private University:
Practical Steps

When applying to a private college or university, stu-
dents should ask for its specific policies on free speech,
academic freedom, and legal equality, and they should do
research on the schools to which they are applying, start-
ing at FIRE’s database on restrictions of student speech,
at www.speechcodes.org. Once at an institution of higher
learning, individuals who find themselves subjected to
disciplinary action (or in fear of disciplinary action)
should immediately look very closely at the college’s or
university’s own promotional materials, brochures, and
websites. If you are such a student, read carefully the
cases cited in the Appendix to this Guide, so that you can
better understand the extent of your rights.

Embattled students should take care to recollect (and
to confirm with others) any specific conversations they
may have had with university officials regarding free
speech and expression. If those promises or inducements
are clear enough, then a court may well hold the univer-
sity to its word. This is an area of law, however, with
many variations and much unpredictability. Some courts
have given colleges vast leeway in interpreting and fol-
lowing their own internal policies and promises, and in
some states, therefore, a college will be held only to what
lawyers call “general”—as opposed to “strict”—adher-



ence to its own rules. Still, the general rule remains: If a
university has stated a policy in writing, a court will require
the university to adhere to that policy, at least in broad terms.

Regardless of the level of legal protection enjoyed by
students at any given private university, they should not
be reluctant to publicize the university’s oppressive
actions. Campus oppression is often so alien and outra-
geous to average citizens outside the university that uni-
versity officials—unwilling or unable to “justify” their
shameless actions to alumni, donors, the media, and
prospective students—find it easier to do the right thing
than stubbornly to defend the wrong thing. Again and
again, FIRE has won victories without resorting to liti-
gation simply by reminding campus officials of their
moral obligation to respect basic rights of free speech
and expression, and by explaining to them what the pub-
lic debate about such obligations would look like. A brief
visit to FIRE’s website, www.thefire.org, demonstrates
how public exposure can be decisive, and many cases
never appear on the website because an administration
will back down at the first inquiries about its unjust or
repressive actions. As a result of FIRE’s intervention,
university policies have been changed, professors’ jobs
have been preserved, student clubs have been recog-
nized, and, above all, students’ individual rights, moral
and legal—including freedom of speech—have been
saved or expanded. Do not be fatalistic, and do not feel
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alone. Liberty is a wonderful thing for which to fight,
and there are many voices in the larger society, across the
political spectrum, who understand the precious value of
freedom of expression.

University officials are all too aware of the devastating
impact of public exposure on authoritarian campuses. As
a result, they will often be desperate to prevent em-
battled students from going public. Students who fight
oppressive rulings are often admonished (in paternalistic
tones) to keep the dispute “inside the community” or are
told that “no one wants to get outsiders involved.”
Unless you are absolutely certain that private discussions
will bear fruit, do not take this “advice.” Very often, pub-
lic debate is the most powerful weapon in your arse-
nal. Donot lay down your arms before you even have an
opportunity to defend yourself and your rights.  

Summary of Free Speech Rights
on Private Campuses

Because private colleges have such broad freedom to
determine their own policies, and because state laws vary
so widely, it is safest to speak only of having “potential”
rights on a private campus. However, the following gene-
ralizations can be made with a certain degree of confi-
dence, unless you have given informed consent to (you
have knowingly agreed to) the terms of a voluntary asso-
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ciation (generally a group, club, or organization) of
which you have chosen to be part (in which case you
have waived the rights that you knowingly agreed to
waive):

1) You have the right to rational disciplinary pro-
ceedings that are not arbitrary and, to a lesser
extent, to rational, nonarbitrary results.

2) You have the right to receive treatment equal to
that received by those who have engaged in simi-
lar behavior.

3) You have the right to honesty and “good faith”
(generally defined as conformity with the basic,
human standards of honesty and decency) from
university officials.

4) You have the right to enjoy, at least in substantial
degree, all of the rights promised you by universi-
ty catalogues, handbooks, websites, and discipli-
nary codes.

Know Your Censors and Your Rights

While methods of censorship are limited only by the
creativity of the censors, most campus efforts to suppress
what should be protected speech follow several obvious
patterns. Universities typically attempt to control or
limit student rights through what lawyers call “com-
pelling” speech (forcing individuals to say things they
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otherwise might choose not to say) or, closely related, by
requiring some form of stated agreement with the polit-
ical and ideological views of administrators and members
of the faculty. This is almost always undertaken through
vague or overbroad rules. Often, our colleges and univer-
sities abuse legitimate laws and regulations in order to
punish, unlawfully or immorally, unpopular viewpoints.
Often, they impose what are known as “prior restraints,”
that is, rules that silence speech before it can be uttered
(rather than deal with it afterward). Often, our campuses
abuse “hate speech” or “harassment” regulations in
wholly illegitimate ways. 

If students intend to protect their rights, they need
to understand the nature of the oppression that others
would impose on them. Just as a doctor needs a diagno-
sis before prescribing a medication, students need to
identify the unconstitutional restrictions they face before
bringing the correct arguments to bear. The insight that
“knowledge is power” applies very much to constitu-
tional law. You should never assume that university offi-
cials either know or have considered the law—even if the
official in question is a lawyer. In FIRE’s experience, few
university lawyers have more than a passing knowledge
of the First Amendment. Students would be well advised
to consult (and well instructed by consulting) the spe-
cific and helpfully indexed First Amendment library at
www.firstamendmentcenter.org. By defining the terms
of the debate—and the doctrine that actually applies to a



problem—students and their supporters can win battles
for their basic human and constitutional rights at the
very start.  

Compelled Speech and the Constitutional Ban
on Establishing a Political Orthodoxy 

The government may not require citizens to adopt or to
indicate their adherence to an official point of view on
any particular political, philosophical, social, or other
such subject. While the government can often force citi-
zens to conform their conduct to the requirements of the
law, the realm of the mind, the spirit, and the heart is, in
any free and decent society, beyond the reach of official
power. The obligation to profess a governmental
creed—political, religious, or ideological—invades per-
haps the most sacred of our constitutional and moral
rights: freedom of belief and conscience. The rights of
individual conscience are fundamental to our liberty, and
it is intolerable that the government—in a state capital,
in Washington D.C., or at a public college or university—
would even contemplate, let alone practice, the violation
of such rights. When George Orwell, in his chilling
analysis of totalitarianism, 1984, tried to imagine the
worst tyranny of all, it was the State’s effort (successful,
sadly, in his book) to get “inside” of our souls. Many
public campuses, however, trample on the right to con-
science with such audacity that FIRE is devoting an
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entire Guide to this subject (see the forthcoming FIRE’s
Guide to First-Year Orientation and to Thought Reform on
Campus, to be published during the 2004-2005 academic
year). Because the right to conscience has its roots in the
First Amendment, we take up the subject briefly here.

At the outset, it is useful to think of the First
Amendment’s free speech clause as having two related
sides. The first, with which we are most familiar, deals
with censorship. It prohibits the government from inter-
fering with the right of citizens to say what they believe
or simply wish to say. The second side, less frequently
recognized, prohibits the government from forcing citi-
zens to say something that they do not believe. This
second aspect of the First Amendment, recognized
emphatically by the Supreme Court, denies to the gov-
ernment the power to establish officially approved beliefs or
orthodoxies that citizens are compelled to believe or say
they believe. Free men and women choose their own
beliefs and professions of belief. To force citizens to state
belief in something with which they differ is even more
invasive than censoring expressions in which they
believe, because compelled belief or utterance invades
the heart and soul of the human being, intruding upon
the deepest and most private recesses of one’s inner self.  

This freedom from imposed government, roughly
described as the right to conscience, was most clearly
and eloquently articulated in the landmark Supreme
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Court case of West Virginia Board of Education v. Barnette
(1943), in which the Court struck down a West Virginia
state law requiring all public school students to partici-
pate in a compulsory daily flag salute and recitation of
the Pledge of Allegiance. The Court ruled, even in these
darkest days of World War II, that the patriotic require-
ment was unconstitutional because it forced citizens to
“declare a belief.” This, it held, violated the First
Amendment, whose purpose is to protect the “sphere of
intellect and spirit” from “official control.” As Justice
Robert Jackson wrote for the Court, in some of the most
famous words in American constitutional history: “If
there is any fixed star in our constitutional constellation,
it is that no official, high or petty, can prescribe what
shall be orthodox in politics, nationalism, religion, or
other matters of opinion or force citizens to confess by
word or act their faith therein.” Any student, and indeed
any American citizen, would do well to read Barnette.
Academic administrators on public campuses stand in
vital need of understanding the limits it places on their
power. They, like the members of the West Virginia
Board of Education reigned in by Barnette, are precisely
the sort of “petty officials” who must understand that the
Bill of Rights restrains their effort to violate our freedom
to make the voluntary choices that belong to all free men
and women. Barnette dealt with the case of school chil-
dren. As we have seen, the constitutional protections of
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the rights of young adults are far, far greater. Barnette,
both morally and legally, should stop abusive public
administrators in their tracks.

Political Orthodoxies on Campus

Under Barnette, it is unconstitutional for the govern-
ment to adopt a point of view on a particular subject
and force citizens to agree. Thus, the administration of a
public college or university may impose certain require-
ments for student conduct, but it may not require state-
ments of student belief. This has some very practical
results. It would be unconstitutional under Barnette for a
public university to impose ideological prerequisites for
course admission: One could not be required to declare
one’s agreement with the university’s nondiscrimination
policy, for example, to be admitted to a civil rights
course, or to declare oneself a feminist to take a course
on feminism, or to declare oneself a Christian to take a
course on Christianity. The third section of this Guide
contains more information about a few actual incidents
in which universities have imposed such requirements.

Although no direct test case, to our knowledge, has
been reported, mandatory “diversity training” and fresh-
man orientation programs at which students are intro-
duced to the university’s official viewpoint on issues of
race, gender, ethnicity, and sexual orientation may well
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be unconstitutional under Barnette. Such sessions would
most likely be constitutional if they were truly educa-
tional—for example, informing students of the univer-
sity’s policies governing student conduct. If such sessions
are aimed at forcing students to change their minds or
adopt officially sanctioned attitudes, however, they may
very well cross the line established by Barnette. The gov-
ernment is permitted to advance its own message only so
long as people who disagree or who simply do not want
to hear the message can take reasonable steps to avoid
hearing it and have the absolute right to state their dis-
agreement with that message.  

The Constitution Does Not Allow Overbreadth

Laws are said to be overbroad if, in addition to whatever
else they might appropriately prohibit, they significantly
restrict protected First Amendment freedoms. Over-
breadth takes what might be a legitimate use of law or
regulation and extends it into areas where it threatens
freedom itself. Often, when a provision of a law violates
the First Amendment, it is possible to salvage the rest of
the law by cutting out the offending section. For ex-
ample, a law prohibiting both physically assaulting and
criticizing an official could be successfully challenged,
but that challenge would lead to the removal of the ban
on criticism and not bring down the ban on physical
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assault. However, laws may be stricken in their entirety
as overbroad if it is impossible to separate their constitu-
tional and unconstitutional provisions without writing a
completely new law.  

Overbreadth is the central legal doctrine used in chal-
lenges of campus speech codes. The doctrine, as noted,
exists precisely to challenge regulations that include in
their vast sweep both speech that could legitimately be
regulated and speech that is constitutionally protected.
It was on grounds of overbreadth that a graduate student
at the University of Michigan successfully challenged the
University of Michigan’s speech code in Doe v. University
of Michigan (1989). The United States District Court for
the Eastern District of Michigan found that the code was
blatantly overbroad in prohibiting, among other things,
speech that “victimizes an individual on the basis of race
… and that …creates an intimidating, hostile or demean-
ing environment for educational pursuits.” Similarly in
the 1995 case of Corry v. Stanford, a California state court
struck down Stanford University’s speech code on
grounds of overbreadth. Many attempts to regulate
speech share this very common but fatal flaw of over-
breadth, because it is difficult to craft laws restricting
expression that do not prohibit some constitutionally
protected speech. It is a very good thing, however, that
it is difficult for power to abridge the people’s basic
freedoms.



How and Why the Constitution Does Not
Permit Vagueness

The Constitution requires that our laws be written with
enough clarity so that individuals have fair warning about
what is prohibited and what is permitted conduct, and
that police and the courts have clear standards for en-
forcing the law without arbitrariness. (One can imagine
how easy it would be for police officers to arrest only
those whom they dislike if the laws could be molded into
any interpretation.) Without a prohibition against vague
rules, life would be a nightmare of uncertainty regarding
what one could or could not do. When faced with vague
laws, the average citizen would refrain from many lawful,
constitutionally protected, and profoundly important
activities in order to avoid crossing a vague line that is
hard to discern. The courts do not demand mathemati-
cal certainty in the formulation of rules, but they can
declare a law “void for vagueness” if people of common
intelligence would have to guess at its meaning or would
easily disagree about its application.

The strictness of the requirement of clarity in any par-
ticular case depends on the extent to which constitu-
tional rights and values are involved. Codes that do not
directly involve matters of special constitutional concern
can be written loosely. For example, ordinary discipli-
nary rules regulating antisocial conduct at colleges and
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SAVINGS CLAUSES

In order to weasel their way out of the problem of over-
breadth, some universities include so-called “savings clauses”
in their speech codes, stating that the codes do not apply to
speech protected by the First Amendment. Michigan’s code,
for example, contained an exemption for protected speech,
stating that the university general counsel’s office would rule
on any claims by a student that the speech for which he or
she was being prosecuted was constitutionally protected. As
Harvard Law School professor Laurence Tribe has pointed
out in his highly regarded treatise American Constitutional
Law, however, the problem with such savings clauses is that
while they save laws from being overbroad, they make them
terribly vague. What could be vaguer than a law that pro-
hibits all sorts of speech that is clearly protected by the
Constitution, but then says that everything protected by the
Constitution is not prohibited? The very purpose and effect
of such laws are to create a chilling effect by confusing indi-
viduals who would speak on any subject that might draw a
complaint, or by sending the message that a student speaks
at his or her own peril. Imagine a law forbidding “annoying”
religious practice and worship that added a savings clause
with an exemption for the free exercise of religion protected
by the Constitution. Savings clauses do not make unconsti-
tutional laws constitutional—they only shift the defect from
overbreadth to vagueness.



universities are not held to a very high standard of preci-
sion and specificity. (The issue of vagueness as applied to
ordinary disciplinary rules is taken up in detail in FIRE’s
Guide to Due Process and Fair Procedure on Campus.) By
contrast, rules that touch on First Amendment freedoms
must be written with exacting clarity: If individuals are
afraid to speak their minds because of the possibility that
their speech would be found illegal, they will likely
refrain from speaking at all, or at least refrain from say-
ing anything controversial (or perhaps even anything
important). A rule prohibiting “bad speech,” for ex-
ample, would leave everyone afraid to speak. Speech,
therefore, would be, as lawyers and judges put it,
“chilled,” that is, inhibited, diminished, or stifled.
Preventing this “chilling effect,” so that free people may
speak their minds without fear, is one of the essential
goals of the First Amendment.

A law does not have to be vague to be overbroad, nor
overbroad to be vague, but the two problems often over-
lap. For example, in Doe v. University of Michigan, dis-
cussed in the previous section, the Court found that the
University of Michigan’s speech code was not only over-
broad (that is, it covered too broad an array of speech),
but also so vague that it was “simply impossible to dis-
cern any limitation on its scope or any conceptual dis-
tinction between protected and unprotected conduct.”
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How and Why the Constitution Does Not Allow
Viewpoint Discrimination

It should go without saying that public colleges and uni-
versities (or private colleges and universities that prom-
ise constitutional levels of academic freedom and liberty
of expression) may not regulate speech on the basis of
the point of view it conveys. Viewpoint discrimination
is, as Justice William Brennan put it, “censorship in its
purest form.” As discussed earlier, the history of censor-
ship is full of examples of viewpoint discrimination (as in
the Alien and Sedition Acts, which did not ban any and
all speech about the president or about politics, but only
speech that was critical of the president). Laws that ban
only certain viewpoints are not only clearly unconstitu-
tional, they are completely incompatible with the needs,
spirit, and nature of a democracy founded upon indivi-
dual rights. 

Most censors practice viewpoint discrimination, wish-
ing to censor only speech with which they disagree or
that they find offensive. Viewpoint discrimination is pro-
hibited, however, not only by the First Amendment but
also by the Fourteenth Amendment’s guarantee of “equal
protection of the laws,” which requires that the govern-
ment apply the same rules equally to people in similar
circumstances.

In Rosenberger v. Rectors of the University of Virginia
(1995) the Supreme Court overturned a University of
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Virginia rule barring student group recognition for any
association that “primarily promotes or manifests a par-
ticular belief in or about a deity or an ultimate reality.”
The Court held that the rule was unconstitutional be-
cause while it allowed antireligious perspectives on theo-
logical questions and cultural issues, it prohibited
religious perspectives on those same issues.

Viewpoint discrimination is distinct from content dis-
crimination. Content discrimination relates primarily to
the general subject matter of the speech in question. For
example, a decision by a college to open an economics
lecture hall to “discussions and debates on the subject of
economics” discriminates on the basis of content (no
speech except speech about a particular subject matter,
economics) but not on viewpoint. Viewpoint discrimina-
tion would occur if the college opened the facility to dis-
cussions and debates on economics but prohibited any
discussion, for example, of the alleged efficiencies or
alleged inefficiencies of free markets.   

Content discrimination is sometimes permissible,
depending on the location of the speech and the breadth
of the speech regulation. Viewpoint discrimination is vir-
tually never permissible. Later, this Guide will address
what are known as “time, place, and manner” restrictions
on speech. It is in that area of law that the distinction
between content discrimination and viewpoint discrimi-
nation becomes critically important.  

Free Speech: The Basics
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How and Why the Constitution Does Not Allow
Prior Restraint

“Prior restraint” refers to the practice of prohibiting
publications or speech before they are published or com-
municated (think of restraining individuals prior to their
speaking). This is distinct from the more common type

THE USE OF STUDENT ACTIVITY FEES

Public colleges and universities may collect mandatory
fees from their students to support extracurricular activi-
ties on campus. As the Supreme Court ruled in University
of Wisconsin v. Southworth (2000), requiring students to
pay such fees is constitutional as long as the university
forbids its officials or agents from considering a group’s
viewpoint when deciding whether to fund it. As the
Supreme Court held in Rosenberger (see above), denying
funding to a group because of the viewpoint it advocates
violates the First Amendment’s prohibition on viewpoint
discrimination. The subject of student activity fees is
taken up in detail in FIRE’s Guide to Student Fees, Funding,
and Legal Equality on Campus. At a private campus that
advertises itself as open and as not discriminating on
grounds of religion, of course, such viewpoint discrimina-
tion in the use of student activity fees would be immoral
and well might be a breach of contract.
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of censorship, punishing speech after it has been uttered.
Prior restraint is one of the most ancient, primitive, and
effective forms of censorship. The traditional example  of
a prior restraint is the print licensing system the Crown
of England relied upon in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, against which John Milton, quoted in our
Preface, wrote so eloquently. Under the licensing sys-
tem, books were reviewed for content before they could
be printed. If the Crown disagreed with the content or
tone, the book would not go into print. Even before the
United States became a country, English legal minds
recognized that prior restraint was the enemy of a free
people. American courts have continued this proper fear
of and hostility to such a remarkable power of censor-
ship, repeatedly holding that prior restraint on speech
and publication is almost never permissible. In typical
censorship, an individual utters the prohibited words, his
or her fellow citizens hear or read them, and the indivi-
dual then faces governmental action for such speech.
However, where there is prior restraint, the general pub-
lic never learns what it is that the government does not
want a fellow citizen to say and the public to hear. Prior
restraint is a profoundly serious threat to liberty. 

Unconstitutional prior restraint can take many forms,
such as requiring that students get prior approval of the
content or viewpoint of campus demonstrations; denying
the use of a public theater for showing a controversial
production; imposing broad restrictions on public speak-
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ing and reporting; banning leafleting; or enacting a  rule
that allows local officials unfettered discretion to decide
who is allowed to organize a parade. The most typical
instance where prior restraint occurs is when a state
body, such as a public college or university, requires that
speech of any kind must receive prior approval.  

The legal presumptions against prior restraint are
extremely strong. For example, in New York Times v.
United States (1971) the Supreme Court ruled against
suppressing the publication of the “Pentagon Papers,”
despite the fact that some Justices recognized that their
release might even harm national security. In order to qual-
ify for a prior restraint court order, material about to be
published must have a clear, immediate, and devastating
impact on national security. The classic example of per-
mitted prior restraint would be a ban before publication
of the schedule or route of troop ships in time of war
(such publication likely would be ordered postponed
until the ships have arrived). Because the presumptions
against prior restraint are so powerful, public university
students should feel quite confident that their university
is breaking the law if it tries to limit their speech through
the use of a prior restraint.

Some narrow exceptions exist that allow the govern-
ment to screen films before they are released—for ex-
ample, to decide if they are obscene. However, even
these procedures need to be swift, governed by explicitly
stated standards, and viewpoint neutral. In the rare cases
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where some campus prescreening is allowed (placing a
flier on a campus bulletin board reserved only for events
approved by the student government, for example) the
criteria must likewise be explicit, standardized, and un-
related to the viewpoint expressed.

The Student Press and Prior Restraint

Some public universities have policies that require all
student newspapers to be submitted to an advisor before
they are published. Federal (and state) court decisions
strongly suggest that this practice is unconstitutional.
Furthermore, if these policies give any member of the
administration of a public university the right to edit
content on the basis of viewpoint—either explicitly or in
practice—then such policies will almost certainly be
struck down in a court of law.

Censors may attempt to justify prepublication review
by citing a case discussed previously in this Guide,
Hazelwood School District v. Kuhlmeier (1988).  As you will
recall, Hazelwood limited the rights of high school journal-
ism students who printed a school newspaper as part of a
journalism class.  The Court ruled that, under those cir-
cumstances, the school could regulate so-called “school-
sponsored” speech (the administration acting, in effect,
as the publisher) as long as the regulation was related to
“reasonable pedagogical concerns.”  Thus far, however,
the courts have not applied Hazelwood to university news-
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papers, and, indeed, cases decided before Hazelwood
already had made it quite clear that prepublication re-
view is impermissible.

FIRE’s position is that colleges and universities should
never seek editorial control over student newspapers.
Further, the law does not allow them to rely on high
school procedures to institute college censorship. The
attempted application of Hazelwood to colleges is both
legally incorrect and morally wrong. Even at private uni-
versities, if a school’s newspaper is run by students, uni-
versity officials should neither want nor use the power to
review each issue before it goes to print. Student media
play an important role in educating and bringing issues
to the campus community. Universities that do not allow
a free student press deprive the campus community of an
important component of the open discussion, debate,
and expression that universities exist to foster.

The Misuse of Harassment Codes

Federal law requires that colleges and universities pro-
hibit “discriminatory harassment” on their campuses.
The scope of discriminatory harassment law (most com-
monly divided into issues of “racial harassment” and
“sexual harassment”) is controversial, and many campus
administrators attempt to have speech that otherwise
would be protected banned as so-called “harassment.”
At present, however, both the courts and the relevant
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federal agencies have limited harassment law (as it
applies to students) to speech or conduct based on race
or gender that is so repeated, or pervasive, or terribly
severe that it actually prevents another person from
obtaining an education. When speech is judged to be
harassment, it is considered to be part of an outrageous
pattern of behavior in which the time, place, and manner
of its expression goes far beyond what is merely unpleas-
ant and, instead, deprives someone of real rights.
(Having everyone treat us pleasantly would be a wonder-
ful thing, but it is certainly not a legal right.)
Universities must prohibit illegally extreme behavior on
their campuses. Nationwide, however, college adminis-
trators have taken advantage of this narrow category in
order to impose a vast scheme of censorship over their
institutions, intentionally suppressing whole areas of dis-
cussion and protected communication on our campuses.

Today, almost every campus has a code that prohibits
students from engaging in discriminatory harassment. In
general, there are two types of such codes. First, there
are codes prohibiting true discriminatory harassment—
the precise kind of discriminatory harassment that fed-
eral law says universities must prohibit. Under anti-
discrimination laws and Department of Education rules,
any educational institution—from a primary school to a
research university—that allows such discriminatory
harassment on campus may lose its federal funding. Even
more importantly, schools are liable for monetary dam-



ages in lawsuits by students harmed by the school’s fail-
ure to prohibit real discriminatory harassment. Schools
that don’t have procedures for preventing harassment
find themselves at legal and financial risk.  The constitu-
tionality of specific laws that require universities to pro-
hibit certain forms of discriminatory harassment is still
an open question, but the law currently creates real obli-
gations for our campuses. 

Second, however, there are codes that claim to ban dis-
criminatory harassment but that, in fact, ban constitu-
tionally protected speech and expression. Universities
commonly call these disguised speech codes “discrimina-
tory harassment codes” or “harassment policies” to con-
vince people that they do not pose First Amendment
problems and are in fact required by law. Fortunately,
courts have uniformly struck down all of the disguised
speech codes that have come before them, and it is clear
that speech codes posing as genuine discriminatory
harassment codes are unconstitutional. There is a differ-
ence between speech and action, and between protected
speech and speech that becomes harassing by virtue of its
time, place, or manner.

THE DEFINITION OF DISCRIMINATORY HARASSMENT

To understand whether your school has a true (and legal)
discriminatory harassment code or a speech code dis-
guised as such, you first need to understand what type of
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behavior the law defines as genuine discriminatory
harassment. There are two kinds of discriminatory
harassment prohibited by law: 1) hostile environment
harassment, and 2) quid pro quo harassment.  

The Supreme Court has held (see later) that for stu-
dents at colleges and universities, behavior, to qualify as
“hostile environment” discriminatory harassment, must
be “unwelcome” and “discriminatory” speech or conduct,
undertaken “because of” an individual’s race or gender. The
behavior must be so “severe,” “pervasive,” and “objectively
offensive” that it has the “systemic effect” of denying the vic-
tim “equal access” to education. In other words, the speech
or conduct must be so serious and intense that it truly
interferes with a person’s ability to get an education.
Speech or conduct that is severe enough actually to drive
a person off the campus thus becomes a civil rights vio-
lation, depriving that person of his or her right to receive
an education at that campus. Under this theory or doc-
trine, there is a pattern of behavior that may involve
speech so strikingly awful and persistent, and so focused
on a person’s sex or race, that the law must treat it not
simply as speech, but as discriminatory behavior that
constitutes a civil rights violation. Further, for speech or
conduct to qualify as “hostile environment” discrimina-
tory harassment, it must be directed at a person “because
of ” his or her race or sex or, possibly, in some jurisdic-
tions, because of other categories such as sexual prefer-
ence or Vietnam-era veteran status.  

Free Speech: The Basics



General federal laws banning discrimination in educa-
tion (specifically, Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964—dealing with race—and Title IX of the Education
Amendments of 1972—dealing with sex) govern the pro-
hibition against race-based and sex-based harassment.
(“Titles” are sections of large, comprehensive laws.) If a
person’s race or sex is not the reason that he or she is the
subject of harmful treatment, then, even if such treat-
ment breaks other laws, it is not discriminatory harass-
ment under federal law.

In the employment context, in order for behavior to be
considered hostile environment harassment, it must be
either serious (“severe”) or repeated (“pervasive”). As the
Supreme Court put it in a decision known as Harris v.
Forklift Systems, Inc. (1993), behavior that is “merely
offensive” does not qualify as severe or pervasive. In the
educational context, the behavior, to qualify as discrimi-
natory harassment, must be so severe and pervasive, and
so “objectively offensive” that it “effectively bars the vic-
tim's access to an educational opportunity or benefit.”
(Davis v. Monroe County Board of Education, 1999)
“Objectively offensive” is an important requirement,
because it shifts the consideration of the behavior from
the subjective experience of a particular person (who
might be very easily offended) to the experience of rea-
sonable men and women. This is vital, making the stan-
dard for what is legally intolerable not the sensibilities of
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this or that possibly hypersensitive person, but rather the
sensibilities of a normal, reasonable person. The require-
ment that the behavior effectively deny “equal access” is
crucial, because it limits discriminatory harassment to
conduct that is not only severe or pervasive and objec-
tively offensive, but also so outrageous that it has the
“systemic effect” of preventing the victim from getting an
education. For conduct to constitute sexual harassment,
the Department of Education has ruled in its regulations
to enforce federal law, it must also be “unwelcome,”
which means that the victim or victims found it “unde-
sirable or offensive,” and did not welcome, invite, en-
courage, or seek out the behavior. Thus, the behavior has
to be both objectively offensive and perceived by the vic-
tim as offensive.  

In the six or so cases that it has heard involving sexual
and racial harassment at the school and workplace, the
Supreme Court has made clear that there are very strong
limits on what type of verbal behavior qualifies as dis-
criminatory harassment. In the case of Meritor v. Vinson
(1986), a case that took place in the decidedly more
restrictive workplace context, the Court ruled that
“Mere utterance of an ethnic or racial epithet which
engenders offensive feelings” is not harassment. In Davis
v. Monroe County Board of Education (1999), the Court
held that “teasing and name-calling among school chil-
dren . . . even where these comments target differences
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in gender” did not rise to the level of discriminatory
harassment. As the Court explained in the case of
Faragher v. City of Boca Raton (1998), “Conduct must be
extreme” to qualify as actionable discriminatory harass-
ment. Warning against too broad an interpretation of
discriminatory harassment, the Court, in Oncale v.
Sundowner (1998), clarified the law as follows: “The pro-
hibition of harassment on the basis of sex requires nei-
ther asexuality [the absence of sexuality] nor androgyny
[absence of difference between men and women] in the
workplace; it forbids only behavior so objectively offen-
sive as to alter the ‘conditions’ of the victim’s employ-
ment.” As the court had ruled in Davis, to qualify as
harassment, conduct must be extremely serious—“serious
enough to have the systemic effect of denying the victim
equal access to an educational program or activity.”
(Davis v. Monroe County Board of Education, 1999)

Precisely because the Supreme Court cases describe
only very extreme forms of speech as “harassment,” we
believe that it makes good sense to think of speech-as-
harassment in terms of the time, place, and manner
restrictions that the Constitution permits: If the speech
is repeated, uttered at inappropriate times and places,
and is so uncivilized and pervasive so as to make the vic-
tim unable to attend to his or her studies and other activ-
ities, then it risks being prohibited and punished.

Davis, the only Supreme Court case to deal with
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harassment by a student against another student, pro-
vides an example of extreme conduct that could meet
these criteria in the Court’s view and would, therefore,
not enjoy the protection of the First Amendment. The
case involved a fifth grade student, who, during a period
of six months, not only repeated vulgar statements of his
sexual intentions to a female student, but also repeatedly
groped, fondled, and invaded her personal space to
such an extent that he was eventually charged with and
pleaded guilty to sexual battery. The Court, in fact,
specifically noted that in Davis, the “harassment was not
only verbal; it included numerous acts of objectively
offensive touching.” As a result of these behaviors—
some of which involved speech, but some of which also
involved terrible actions—behaviors to which the school
district did not respond, the student victim even con-
templated suicide. In that case, it was eminently reason-
able to conclude that the student offender may have
“effectively bar[red] the victim's access” to her educa-
tion. The Court decided that if all these facts were true,
harassment had taken place.

Note well that Davis took place in the context of a
grade school and that the Supreme Court (which assigns
far greater First Amendment  protections to the college
as opposed to the grade school setting) has yet to rule
on what would constitute harassment among college
students. 
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QUID PRO QUO HARASSMENT

As noted, there is a second type of conduct called quid pro
quo (“this for that”) sexual harassment. Such harassment
occurs when individuals in positions of actual authority
over their victims demand sex in return for fair or special
treatment. As the Department of Education regulations
define it, quid pro quo sexual harassment takes place when
“a school employee [faculty, staff, or administrators]
explicitly or implicitly conditions a student’s participa-
tion in an education program or activity or bases an edu-
cational decision on the student’s submission to
unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors, or
other verbal, nonverbal, or physical conduct of a sexual
nature.”  Just as federal law requires all educational insti-
tutions to prohibit hostile environment harassment, it
requires the prohibition of quid pro quo harassment and
its equivalents. Restrictions on quid pro quo harassment
and equivalent discriminatory conduct do not pose any
First Amendment issues. The First Amendment does not

BUT I THOUGHT THAT HARASSMENT MEANT
STALKING…

Many people confuse the concept of “discriminatory
harassment” with that of simple “harassment” as under-
stood by the common law. When one targets speech or
conduct that serves no communicative purpose at a spe-
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cific person in order to cause severe emotional distress in
that person, one commits the crime of harassment.
Examples of harassment might include following some-
one in a public place (stalking) or making persistent,
uninvited phone calls to that person. Speech used to
harass someone enjoys no First Amendment protection.
“Discriminatory harassment” and “harassment,” how-
ever, are two different categories. When the concept of
“discriminatory harassment” was first formulated in the
1970s, its founders borrowed a name from the existing
concept of “harassment,” because one of the ways in
which such discrimination can be effected is through per-
sistent behavior. Because persistent behavior is a mark
both of harassment and discriminatory harassment, some
behavior is in fact both harassment and discriminatory
harassment, but neither behavior is necessarily the other.  

Here again, analyzing speech and acts in terms of
“time, place, or manner” is helpful. If you repeatedly
phone a student in the early morning hours to tell her
you hate her, that intrusion would constitute harassment.
However, if you phone repeatedly at those hours to say
that you love her, and the calls are not welcome, that, too,
is harassment, despite the message of love instead of hate:
What is harassing is the pervasive, repeated, unwelcome
nature of the message at an inconvenient and disturbing
hour, against the will of the listener.



protect a professor’s demand that a student “Sleep with
me for an A,” just as it does not protect a criminal’s
demand for “Your money or your life.” In fact, quid pro
quo sexual harassment has been illegal for centuries, since
it constitutes the crime of extortion—making threats to
obtain something to which one is not entitled. Many
threats are illegal, of course, even if one actually is en-
titled to something. Extortion and illegal threats of vio-
lence, thus, are not protected speech.

TRUE DISCRIMINATORY HARASSMENT

FIREhasexaminedhundredsof campus harassment codes
and compiled them on its website, www.speechcodes.org.
As of this writing, only a minority of these codes limit
themselves to prohibiting discriminatory harassment in
compliance with federal laws.

Often, however, universities do not directly follow the
language contained in the Department of Education’s
regulations and in case law, but modify them in various
ways. These modifications tend to contort the regula-
tions and to make the codes unconstitutionally over-
broad, prohibiting too much protected speech. As noted,
many campus codes are based upon the Equal Oppor-
tunity Employment Commission’s (EEOC) workplace
regulations, which can be much too broad for a commu-
nity of learning (in contrast to a community of labor).
Thus, communicating an unpleasant opinion to a fellow
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student is a perfectly appropriate part of the college
learning experience and of academic freedom, but it
might be inappropriate and bordering on harassment in
the workplace. The dangerous application of workplace
standards to an academic setting causes many difficulties
for a freedom of speech and an academic freedom that
are both essential to education.  

The Supreme Court has not yet decided any case that
answers precisely the question of how far a university
may go in prohibiting unpleasant speech in the name of
preventing discriminatory sexual or racial harassment.
Nonetheless, since the Court has decided, in such cases
as Hustler Magazine v. Falwell (discussed earlier) that
even the most biting parody is constitutionally protected,
it is quite likely that the Court would put very real and
strong limitations on the extent to which merely
unpleasant speech, not delivered in a truly harassing time
place, or manner, could be ruled to be discriminatory
harassment. 

In short, the precise line between protected speech
and speech that is discriminatory harassment has not yet
been drawn by the Supreme Court. Many First Amend-
ment scholars expect the Court to address this issue fairly
soon, since many college administrators have taken ad-
vantage of the new doctrine of discriminatory harassment
to increase their arsenal of weapons of censorship. There
are indications among the lower courts (see our later dis-
cussion) that the discriminatory harassment doctrine will
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not be allowed to swallow up the First Amendment.
Indeed, on July 28, 2003, the Office for Civil Rights
(OCR) of the Department of Education, which enforces
regulations against discriminatory harassment, wrote in
a “Dear Colleague” letter to college and university
administrators that “OCR’s regulations and policies do
not require or prescribe speech, conduct, or harassment
codes that impair the exercise of rights protected under
the First Amendment,” rights that it declared to be “of
central importance to our government, our heritage of
freedom, and our way of life.” OCR rules and regula-
tions must be applied “in a manner that respects the legal
rights of students and faculty, including those court
precedents interpreting the concept of free speech.” As
the letter explained, “The OCR’s standards require that
the conduct be evaluated from the perspective of a rea-
sonable person in the alleged victim’s position.” To say
the least, then, the mere fact that another student might
be offended by something you say, on the basis of sex or
race, should not lead to a finding that you are guilty of
discriminatory harassment.

Nonetheless, your own college’s or university’s harass-
ment code might say otherwise, and it then would be up
to you and your attorney to get a court to declare that
code unconstitutionally overbroad. Before such a step,
however, arm yourself with knowledge of Supreme
Court decisions, such as Hustler, and with the OCR’s
own assertion of the obvious priority of First
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Amendment rights over considerations of discriminatory
harassment. You well might convince a college adminis-
trator that if a unanimous Supreme Court decided that
remarkably hostile speech was protected by the First
Amendment, and if the government’s own chief enforcer,
the OCR, formally has declared that harassment must go
far beyond mere expression offensive to some, it takes a
great deal more than a single unpleasant remark to a fel-
low student to constitute a campus crime. Indeed, you
well might convince such an administrator that he or she
would have to defend indefensible censorship. Also, you
might refer to those federal cases that threw out speech
codes that sought to prohibit merely “offensive” lan-
guage, such as Doe v. University of Michigan (1989) and
the other college speech code cases discussed below. In
short, simply renaming insults “discriminatory harass-
ment” does not overthrow the Constitution and the Bill
of Rights. To fall into that grave category, speech truly
must be so extreme and pervasive that it genuinely
deprives the victim of an equal opportunity to pursue his
or her education. Such cases are extremely rare.

DISGUISED SPEECH CODES

FIRE’s survey of speech codes reveals that the vast
majority of so-called harassment codes are in fact speech
codes in disguise. These codes prohibit, in this case,
“verbal conduct” or “verbal behavior” that is demeaning,

Free Speech: The Basics
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upsetting, or offensive to members of protected groups.
In a free society, however, speech is permitted to
demean, upset, and offend (indeed, much honest criti-
cism and polemic aims to do precisely that), and such
speech is protected by the First Amendment. Protected
speech certainly does not qualify as discriminatory
harassment.  

These disguised speech codes have been uniformly
rejected by the courts. The first and perhaps the most
important of these decisions is Doe v. University of
Michigan (1989), discussed earlier, in which the United
States District Court for the Eastern District of
Michigan struck down the University of Michigan’s “dis-
crimination and discriminatory harassment” code on
ground of overbreadth and vagueness. The code had
prohibited any speech “that stigmatizes or victimizes an
individual” on the basis of protected group membership
(race or sex) that has the “effect of interfering with an
individual’s academic efforts.” As should by now be quite
clear, such a rule bears absolutely no relation to the con-
cept of discriminatory harassment: Rather, the code pro-
hibits essentially any offensive speech, without reference
to its being so severe, pervasive, or objectively offensive
that  it has the systemic effect of denying equal access to
education.  

Similar results were reached in UWM Post v. Board of
Regents of the University of Wisconsin (1991), a “discrimi-
natory harassment policy”;  Dambrot v. Central Michigan



95

University (1995), a “discriminatory harassment policy”;
Corry v. Stanford University (1995), a “harassment by per-
sonal vilification policy”; Booher v. Board of Regents of
Northern Kentucky University (1998), “a sexual harass-
ment policy”; Saxe v. State College Area School District
(2001), an “anti-harassment policy”; and, most recently,
Bair v. Shippensburg University (2003), a “racism and cul-
tural diversity policy.” Both UWM Post and Booher state
the principle that the First Amendment’s guarantee of
free speech is fundamental and obviously trumps any
requirements imposed by Federal statutes or regulations.
As the court put it in UWM Post: “Since Title VII is only
a statute, it cannot supersede the requirements of the
First Amendment.” As we have seen, the Office for Civil
Rights of the Department of Education has stated the
same obvious constitutional truth.

Free Speech: The Basics

INTIMIDATION: THE NEXT LEGAL MODEL
FOR CAMPUS CENSORSHIP?

In the case of Virginia v. Black (2003), the Supreme Court
invalidated a Virginia statute that basically defined all
cross burnings as persuasive evidence of an intent to
communicate a criminal threat. The Court said that
although some forms of cross burning may be considered
“intimidating” when carried out with the intent to com-
municate a threat of physical harm to a specific target,
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not all cross burning may automatically be considered as
such an intent to intimidate. 

The Court made it clear that it was not the discrimi-
natory nature and message of a cross burning that made
it illegal, but, rather, the particular circumstances that
might make a particular cross burning a true threat.
Nonetheless, this case is already being used by campus
censors as the rationale for speech restrictions. Their first
major misconception is that Virginia v. Black banned
cross burning or, by extension, other hateful symbols,
thereby allowing “hate speech” to be punished. This is
not at all true. The case’s holding was very narrow. The
burning cross, the Court found, had been used for a hun-
dred years to convey to black families that the Ku Klux
Klan had targeted them and that they had best flee for
their safety.  The Court simply recognized this fact and
said that if the cross burning were done with a clear
intent to convey a threat of bodily harm, it can be pun-
ished as a criminal threat. The case said that cross burn-
ing committed for pure expressive reasons was still
protected. Virginia v. Black thus maintains the traditional
line between protected (even if horrible) speech and
unlawful threats or harassment. The decision hardly
opens the floodgates to a new generation of campus hate
speech codes.
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It is precisely because university abuse of discrimina-
tory harassment codes has become so prevalent that
OCR issued its “Dear Colleague” letter of July 28, 2003,
quoted earlier. The OCR was wonderfully clear about
the limits of discriminatory harassment regulation:

Some colleges and universities have interpreted [the OCR’s]
prohibition of “harassment” as encompassing all offensive
speech regarding sex, disability, race or other classifications.
Harassment, however, to be prohibited by the statutes with-
in OCR’s jurisdiction, must include something beyond the
mere expression of views, words, symbols or thoughts that
some person finds offensive. Under OCR’s standard, the
conduct must also be considered sufficiently serious to deny
or limit a student’s ability to participate in or benefit from
the educational program. 

Unless your university’s harassment code limits itself
to banning such severe speech and severe effects, it is
almost certainly unconstitutional.

Free Speech: The Basics

HATE SPEECH

The term “hate speech” is frequently applied as a syn-
onym for “racist speech” (or, more recently, for “sexist
speech” or “homophobic speech”). Even racist speech,
however, is protected by the First Amendment. If some-
one makes the argument to you that a particular form of
mean speech can be prohibited (as opposed to criticized)
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because it is hate speech, you now know that the argu-
ment is without merit. There is no hate speech exception
to the First Amendment. In order for speech to be truly
free, speech that conveys unpleasant messages, including
hate, must be protected. A free people have recourse to
reason, evidence, outrage, and moral witness against such
speech, but it does not turn to coercive power to silence
it. Although it is hardly admirable to use hate speech
merely because the First Amendment allows it, colleges
and universities, alas, often label as hate speech expres-
sion that is perfectly serious, thoughtful, and commu-
nicative, simply because it offends the sensibility of a
handful of students, or, more likely, a handful of adminis-
trators. Thus, for example, a discussion of whether or not
women are physically and temperamentally suited for
military combat would be an entirely protected and seri-
ous exercise of speech in the public arena, but on certain
campuses it would be judged, by some, to express a hate-
ful attitude toward women. If some zealots had their way,
all such disagreement would be hate speech.

Universities use many legal theories, all of which lack
merit, to justify such broad restrictions on speech. How-
ever, because it is overwhelmingly clear that the Consti-
tution grants free speech protection to so-called hate
speech, it is highly unlikely that your university will try to
justify its speech code to a court on the ground that hate
speech may be prohibited on a public university campus.
Such a legal theory would be frivolous.
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PARODY AND SATIRE: INCREASINGLY UNDER
ATTACK

Parody and satire are facing difficult times at American
universities, where many administrators have either lost
their sense of humor or substituted a stifling and mis-
guided paternalism that makes many forms of humor
impossible. This is tragic, because parody—a crucial form
of dissent and social criticism—is an invaluable compo-
nent of life in a free society. Parody, as free speech, enjoys
sweeping constitutional protections. Again, students are
well advised to read the Supreme Court’s unanimous
decision in the case of Hustler Magazine v. Falwell, dis-
cussed earlier, and to be prepared to use it defensively if
accused by a campus administration of being guilty of
creating a “hostile educational environment” by means of
a mean-spirited, slashing parody seemingly intended to
inflict emotional distress on its target. As the Supreme
Court has noted, forms of speech such as biting parody
and spiteful political cartoons are time-honored ways of
communicating disapproval. Indeed, parody and satire
succeed in their mission only when they inflict distress.

Common Legal Limits on Speech

As you should now be well aware, many (if not most) of
the usual attempts by government (including public uni-
versity) officials to limit freedoms of speech and expres-
sion are unconstitutional. This is not true, however, of
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all such attempts. Among the most common limits on
free speech and expression—and the most relevant to the
university setting—are restrictions on the time, place,
and manner of expression, restrictions on the speech
rights of public employees (such as faculty members),
and restrictions on obscenity, libel, slander, and defama-
tion. However, it is important both to understand when
speech legitimately may be restricted and to know what
the boundaries are of those exceptions to the rule of free-
dom. Campus officials who are hostile to your speech
can be expected to push their power not only to the lim-
its, but also beyond.

When, Where, and How? Time, Place, and
Manner Restrictions

Perhaps the most common legitimate governmental
limit on speech is the “time, place, or manner” restric-
tion. Loosely speaking, these restrictions define when,
where, and how you may present your message. For
example, while it may be permissible to shout “Stop the
war!” or “Support our troops!” at noon in the public
square in front of the administration building, the cam-
pus administration certainly has the right to prevent the
same speech from being delivered at the same decibel
level in the hall of a dormitory at 3:00 AM. When put
this way, time, place, and manner restrictions certainly
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seem like a matter of common sense. However, here, as
with so many other legal doctrines about speech, the
devil is in the details.

Any good analysis of time, place, and manner begins
with the place. Place will be the most critical aspect of
the legal doctrine that courts will apply. As a general
rule, speech, as the courts define things, occurs in one of
three kinds of places: traditional public forums, limited
public forums (also called “designated public forums”),
or nonpublic forums.  

Courts define the public forum as those government
or public properties which “by long tradition or by gov-
ernment fiat have been devoted to assembly and debate.”
Since the Supreme Court’s decision in Hague v. Com-
mittee for Industrial Organization (1939), it has been
settled in the law that public parks—since they are held
in trust for the public and have traditionally been used
for assembly, communication, and public discussion—
are “traditional” public forums. Other examples include
public streets and sidewalks. On the modern public cam-
pus, many of the open spaces between buildings and
many public squares scattered throughout the campus
would be considered public forums. 

Once a place has been designated a public forum, the
government’s power to limit speech there is extremely
narrow. Viewpoint discrimination (discussed previously)
is never permissible. Content discrimination (discrimina-
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tion based on the subject matter of the speech, whatever
the point of view taken on it) is acceptable only if the
government can show the following:

1) There is a compelling state interest for the exclusion.
2) The regulation making the exclusion is narrowly

drawn to achieve that state interest.
3) The regulation leaves open ample alternative

channels of communication.

These three conditions are met, for example, by nar-
row rules prohibiting electioneering near polling booths.
Electioneering is typically permitted in the traditional
public forum of the public street, but on Election Day
there is a compelling state interest in prohibiting such
speech (whichever party or candidate one favors or
opposes) very near polling places. Because ample alter-
native channels for communication are available, this
kind of modest regulation is permitted.

What the courts call “limited” or “designated public
forums” are those governmental properties that have
been opened to the public for expressive activity. These
forums include places such as municipal theaters or pub-
lic university meeting facilities. The government is not
required to create these “limited public forums,” but
once it has designated a place as a public forum, that
space must be treated as such for all comers. The gov-
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ernment may not suddenly restrict such arenas merely
because an unpopular speaker is about to take the plat-
form.

The government has slightly more control over
speech in the limited public forum than in a public
forum. For example, the government may draw distinc-
tions based on the specific purpose of the property and
the relationship of speakers to those purposes. Just as was
the case with public forums, however, viewpoint dis-
crimination is absolutely prohibited. Further, if the
forum is considered “generally open” (to the campus
community, for example), then even content discrimina-
tion can be justified only by the “compelling state inter-
est” standard discussed above. This principle was
illustrated in the case of Widmar v. Vincent (1981). In
Widmar, the Supreme Court considered whether there
was a compelling state interest in preventing religious
organizations from using facilities that were “generally
open to student groups.” The Court held that although
the university did have an interest in complying with its
constitutional obligations under the Establishment
Clause (the part of the First Amendment that forbids the
government from establishing a religion), this interest
was not sufficiently compelling to justify discrimination
against speech with a religious content.  

The following chart illustrates the legality of content
and viewpoint-based restrictions in the traditional public
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forum and in the limited public forum.  You will note
that viewpoint discrimination is always prohibited:       

Traditional 
Public Forum Limited Public

Type of (such as parks Forum (such as
Restriction or sidewalks) lecture halls)

Viewpoint based Forbidden Forbidden

Content based Usually forbidden Sometimes forbidden

Content neutral Usually allowed Almost always allowed

The third speech location is the nonpublic forum. A
place does not become a public forum simply because it
is owned by the government. The government may es-
tablish events or designate places where speech is limited
to particular, narrow subjects, or where only a select
group of citizens is permitted to speak. In Perry Education
Association v. Perry Local Educators’ Association (1983), the
classic case on this point, the Supreme Court ruled that
it was not prohibited discrimination for a school district
to grant access to an interschool mail system to the offi-
cially recognized teacher’s union while denying that
access to a second, rival union. The internal mail system
was not open for use by the general public, and, as the
Court wrote, “the State, no less than a private owner of
property, has power to preserve the property under its
control for the use to which it is lawfully dedicated.”
Courts must recognize this authority even when they
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believe that the government made a poor policy choice
in designating a nonpublic forum for a particular
limited use.

As the Court held in Perry, the standard for deciding
whether the government may bar a speaker or topic from
a nonpublic forum is whether the restriction is “reason-
able in light of the purpose which the forum at issue
serves.” This standard gives universities broad authority
to create nonpublic forums and to restrict use of them to
their intended purpose. For example, in Chapman v.
Thomas (2002), the United States Court of Appeals for
the Fourth Circuit upheld, as designed to promote a
legitimate interest, a university policy that allowed only
candidates for student government, and not students
advocating other political causes, to engage in door-to-
door solicitation in the dormitories. Courts will inter-
vene, however, when a university wrongly claims that a
particular type of speech falls outside the limits of a non-
public forum. In the Fifth Circuit case of Gay Student
Services v. Texas A &M (1984), for example, a university
claimed that its refusal to recognize a gay student group
was justified by its policy of recognizing political but not
fraternal and social groups. The court disagreed, how-
ever, ruling that the public service purposes of the group
in question fell squarely within the limits the university
had set on its nonpublic forums, and that the university
was thus obliged to recognize the group.
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What Kind of Discrimination—Content
or Viewpoint?

Because content discrimination is sometimes permissible
in public forums, while viewpoint discrimination is
always unconstitutional in such places, universities will
often argue that viewpoint discriminatory regulations
are really “content” regulations. Indeed, governments
will go to amazing lengths to make such arguments. In
one recent example, Sons of Confederate Veterans, Inc. v.
Commissioner of the Virginia DMV (2002), the State of
Virginia argued to the United States Court of Appeals
for the Fourth Circuit that a ban on the use of the
Confederate flag on special license plates was not about
a particular viewpoint but instead was a ban on “all view-
points about the Confederate flag.” Also, in cases regard-
ing equal access to campus facilities by religious students
or student groups, campuses will sometimes try to argue
that they are simply excluding speech with a religious
content. However, when the actual use of the facilities is
examined, students often discover that the facilities have
been used by students or groups speaking on a wide vari-
ety of topics (politics, sexuality, the environment, and so
on). In such a circumstance, courts have noted that per-
mitting discussions on sexuality, from a secular stand-
point, for example, but not from a religious standpoint
is, in fact, viewpoint discrimination.  



107

Free Speech: The Basics

Students who find themselves silenced when others
are speaking—or who are denied access to facilities when
others are granted access to the same space—should find
out the nature of the speech that is permitted. If those
granted the right to speak address the same topics as
you—but from a different point of view—then you are
almost certainly the victim of viewpoint discrimination.
If, on the other hand, access is given to an entirely dif-
ferent class of speaker or entirely different subject mat-
ter (for example, reserving a particular lecture hall only
for “faculty lectures” or the math building only for “dis-
cussion of mathematics”), then the discrimination at
issue is most likely content based and may be acceptable.

When Is a Time, Place, and Manner Regulation
Unconstitutional?

Even if the government’s time, place, and manner
restrictions are viewpoint and content neutral, they are
still not always lawful. Even content-neutral regulations
of public forums must be what the courts term appropri-
ately “narrow.” The Supreme Court explained this clearly
and well in the case of Ward v. Rock against Racism (1989).
“Rock against Racism,” an organization “dedicated to
the espousal and promotion of anti-racist views,” spon-
sored concerts at the Naumberg Acoustic Bandshell in
New York City. After several years of noise complaints,
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the city established mandatory procedures for granting
concert permits, setting out rules on twelve subjects,
including sound amplification. The sound provisions re-
quired event sponsors to use “a sound system and sound
engineer provided by the city, and no other equipment.”  

Rock against Racism sued to overturn New York
City’s policy. The Supreme Court upheld the city’s rules,
and its explanation of why it did so sets forth a good
guide to the issue of “narrow” laws and regulations.
Because the policy applied to any and all sponsors who
sought to use sound amplification, there was no credible
argument that the city was discriminating on the basis of
content or viewpoint. Further, the regulation was con-
sidered a “narrowly tailored” means of accomplishing a
legitimate government purpose, that is, curbing exces-
sive noise in and around Central Park. Of great impor-
tance, the Court also held and explained that while a
time, place, and manner restriction indeed must be “nar-
rowly tailored,” this did not mean that such a restriction
had to be the only means or even the “least restrictive”
means of advancing the government’s interests: “So long
as the means chosen are not substantially broader than
necessary to achieve the government’s interest . . . the
regulation will not be invalid simply because a court con-
cludes that the government’s interest could be adequately
served by some less-speech-restrictive alternative.”

The practical result of Ward is to give the government
some discretion in devising and applying content-neutral
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regulations of public forums. Nonetheless, public uni-
versities still must take care that such regulations are not
too broad. This warning is growing increasingly impor-
tant on the modern campus, where more and more pub-
lic universities limit free speech to specific “zones” on
campus. In some instances, these so-called “free speech
zones” represent a tiny fraction of the open, public space
on a university campus. Even though speech zone regu-
lations are ostensibly content neutral (everyone must
comply, regardless of subject or speaker), it is difficult to
argue that the actual destruction of traditional and desig-
nated public forums—and the confinement of free
speech that results from this—is a regulation that is “not
substantially broader than necessary” to achieve the uni-
versity’s purpose.

The bottom line is that the government is allowed
considerable discretion in what kind of time, place, and
manner restriction it imposes, as long as the restrictions
are truly content neutral. However, the government’s
power is not unlimited, and you should never just assume
that harsh limitations of demonstrations, pamphleteer-
ing, putting up posters, or other speech activities are rea-
sonable. Many schools limit speech far more than the
Constitution tolerates. The First Amendment, the Court
has ruled, permits certain reasonable time, place, and
manner restrictions. University administrators too often
forget the word “reasonable.” To limit free speech to a
tiny part of the campus would be the same as limiting
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free speech to the time between 1:00 PM and 1:10 PM.
These indeed would be “place” and “time” restrictions,
but they most surely would not be “reasonable” place
and time restrictions. A reasonable legal restriction of
the exercise of a right does not give officials wild author-
ity to destroy constitutional protections. Whenever an
administrator states that a rule is “merely” a time, place,
or manner restriction, remind that official that such a
condition is never enough: It must be a “reasonable”
restriction that achieves a legitimate purpose without
going much farther than is necessary. 

The Public Concern Doctrine: Restrictions on
Employee Speech

The nation’s public universities function primarily as
educational institutions, as places dedicated to the pur-
suit of knowledge, understanding, and the free exchange
of ideas. In pursuing this mission, however, the univer-
sity —like any public institution— also functions in a se-
condary capacity as an employer. In case after case,
courts have been called upon to determine when the
state’s interest in maintaining a harmonious and pur-
poseful workplace trumps the rights of state employees
to speak on matters related to the workplace, or, indeed,
to speak even on matters beyond the workplace. 

Faculty members—critical participants in the univer-
sity as a marketplace of ideas—are often shocked to learn
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that many of the same rules that apply to employees of
the postal service also apply to professors at public uni-
versities. While faculty members do enjoy certain aca-
demic freedom rights (discussed later in this section) that
postal workers don’t have, they both operate under the
same legal framework, what courts call the “public con-
cern doctrine.” This doctrine does not apply to students
as students, but since the vitality of your college or uni-
versity depends in great part on the freedom of your
teachers to speak freely, including to speak freely with
you, this issue matters for students. 

The Supreme Court has made clear that state employ-
ers may not dismiss or discipline employees when their
only “crime” is speaking out on a matter of “public
importance.” In Pickering v. Board of Education (1968),
the Court applied this doctrine specifically to teachers at
public schools, holding that the state’s interest in limit-
ing the ability of its employees to contribute to public
debate “is not significantly greater than its interest in
limiting a similar contribution by any member of the
general public.” (A free nation itself, of course, has an
almost immeasurable interest in having citizens con-
tribute to public debate.) Without proof that the
employee knowingly or recklessly made false statements,
“a teacher’s exercise of his right to speak on issues of
public importance may not furnish the basis for his dis-
missal from public employment.”  

Speaking out on issues of public importance, however,
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does not protect an employee from dismissal when he or
she has violated other legitimate rules or policies. For
example, while teachers may demonstrate for animal
rights outside a local cosmetics testing facility, they may
not cancel classes or refuse to grade papers so that they
can dedicate themselves more fully to their activism.  

In Connick v. Myers (1983), the Supreme Court decided
a case involving the free speech rights of a state-
employed attorney. There, the Court found that when a
government employee spoke on a matter of merely “per-
sonal” rather than “public” concern, “a federal court,”
absent unusual circumstances, “is not the appropriate
forum in which to review the wisdom of a personnel
decision taken by a public agency allegedly in reaction to
the employee’s behavior.” For speech to be a matter of
“public concern,” it must address a matter of “political,
social, or other concern to the community.” In plain
English, this case means that public employees cannot
sue for violations of First Amendment rights when they
are fired for loudly complaining about their boss or their
wages, unless unusual circumstances make these sorts of
personal issues questions of public significance. 

On campus, as two recent cases decided by the United
States Court of Appeals for the Sixth Circuit demon-
strate, the truly difficult problems arise from applying
the public concern doctrine to classroom speech by pro-
fessors.   In the first case, Bonnell v. Lorenzo (2001), the
court upheld a college’s discipline of a professor who, in
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the college administration’s view, used sexually offensive
language in the classroom, and who published a satirical
“apology” for his actions. (According to the professor, he
used the language to show his students how “chauvi-
nism” marginalized women.) Here, the court ruled that
because Bonnell’s “offensive” classroom speech was not
related to the topic of his course, it was not constitution-
ally protected. Further, it ruled that while the satirical
apology (which addressed the issue of sexual harassment)
related to matters of public concern, the school’s inte-
rests in maintaining a learning environment free of sexual
harassment outweighed the professor’s interests in free
speech and academic freedom.

Just months after Bonnell, however, the same court
decided the case of Hardy v. Jefferson Community College
(2001). Here, the court ruled that a college could not
terminate a professor for using offensive language about
women and minorities when such language was “ger-
mane” to the subject matter of the class. (Hardy had used
the language to help his students examine how language
can be used to “marginalize” women and minorities.) In
Hardy, the court applied the principles of academic free-
dom to decide that, in this case, college administrators
even could be held liable for punishing a professor’s
allegedly “offensive” language during class. As reason-
able academic officials, the court found, they “should
have known” that the professor’s speech, when germane
to the subject material of a class and when advancing a

Free Speech: The Basics
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legitimate academic purpose, is always protected by the
First Amendment.    

Obviously, these two cases, taken together, can lead to
uncertainty and confusion. In Hardy, so-called offensive
language was considered “germane” to classroom discus-
sions and is therefore constitutionally protected. In
Bonnell, similarly offensive language was considered a
“deliberate superfluous attack on a captive audience.”
Within the scope of the holdings of other courts, how-
ever, Bonnell appears aberrational. In cases such as Cohen
v. San Bernardino Valley College (1996), courts have held
that speech policies similar to those used to discipline
Bonnell were void because they were too vague and
because the policies unconstitutionally restricted a
teacher’s right to free speech and academic freedom in
the classroom. It might well take a Supreme Court deci-
sion to resolve the differences between the two sets of
views.

One lesson that may be drawn from these seemingly
conflicting cases, however, is that context matters. The
standard of what language is “germane” to the classroom
will always remain a matter of contention and must be
decided on a case-by-case basis. Despite all the confu-
sion, the principles of academic freedom serve to em-
phasize the particular importance of giving broad free
speech rights to the academic environment. The protec-
tions of academic freedom, however, are not limitless. In
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fact, a faculty member’s best protection from restrictions
on his or her classroom speech may come not from the
First Amendment, but from the school’s individual aca-
demic freedom policy (discussed later in this section).

Defamation (Libel and Slander)

Defamation is among the most misunderstood areas of
First Amendment law. During intense discussion of
political or social issues (and especially during discus-
sions of controversial personalities), people throw
around allegations of libel and slander thoughtlessly and
imprecisely. Often, student newspapers are intimidated
into adjusting or even killing stories by threats of libel
suits. Given the frequency of the accusations and the
consequences to free speech of ignorance and fear in
these matters, it is critical to have a basic understanding
of a doctrine that should have, in fact, little impact on the
free marketplace of ideas.

Defamation is a false communication that harms indi-
viduals’ reputations, causes the general public to hate or
disrespect them, or damages their business or employ-
ment. A respected legal definition of defamation is a
communication that “tends so to harm the reputation of
another as to lower him in the estimation of the com-
munity or to deter third persons from associating or
dealing with him.” The concept of defamation includes
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both libel (usually, written defamation) and slander (spo-
ken defamation), although the two are frequently con-
fused or lumped together.  

Laws prohibiting defamation are both very ancient
and very complex, but even a cursory summary of the law
should reassure most of you. If you are accused of libel,
don’t panic. Although defamation is one of the most fre-
quently made claims in law, it is also one of the most fre-
quently dismissed. Many college students profoundly
misunderstand and underestimate how difficult it is, in
fact, to win a defamation case. Even so, if you find your-
self accused of defamation, you certainly may wish to
consult with a lawyer to determine if you are at any risk
of liability.

In general, you can speak passionately about indi-
viduals and issues without fear of a defamation lawsuit.
There are indeed, however, some kinds of statements
that carry particular risk, such as falsely accusing some-
one of having a disease or of being promiscuous; falsely
saying that someone is incompetent at his or her job; or
falsely stating that someone committed a serious crime
or a sexual offense. As always, some amount of common
sense and basic moral judgment are good rules-of-thumb.
If you wrote an article claiming that “John is a rapist”
when you knew this to be a lie or even without any rea-
sonable grounds for believing it true, you should not be
surprised to find yourself in serious legal difficulty.

The precise legal elements of defamation vary from
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state to state, but the offense must always be premised on
a false and derogatory statement. (If a statement is true,
it is not defamatory. Proving the truth of your statement,
of course, can sometimes be difficult.)

Furthermore, to be defamatory a statement must be
an assertion of fact (rather than mere opinion) and capable
of being proven false. A statement of opinion, by itself,
cannot be defamation. For example, saying that “Alex is
a jerk” would not be defamation. This would not be
understood by any reasonable listener to be anything
other than opinion. Also, statements that are so hyper-
bolic or exaggerated that no one could consider them to
be statements of fact are also protected (for instance,
“Alex has the charm of a rattlesnake”). Because of these
requirements, everyday insults and epithets are usually
not considered defamatory. However, writing that “Alex
is a murderer” could well be libel, because the statement
seems to be communicating a factual allegation. It is
important to note that while “pure” opinions are pro-
tected, you still may be held liable if you make a factual
statement after first stating “in my opinion.” Since the
Supreme Court case of Milkovich v. Loraine Journal Co.
(1990), it has been clear that just adding “in my opinion”
to the false statement, “Alex walked up to Liam and shot
him,” will not stop a statement from being defamatory.
Again, common sense is not a bad first guide in all of this.

In addition to being false, the statement, to be defam-
atory, must identify its victim by naming or reasonably
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implicating the person allegedly defamed. For example,
if you were to say falsely that “the whole chess club” is
involved in a real crime, and there were only a few people
in the chess club, each of them would likely have a legal
claim against you.

Usually, state laws also require the statement to be
published (literally, made public or announced) before it
can be deemed defamatory. However, the common legal
definition of “published” in this context requires only
that the allegedly defamatory statement be communi-
cated to the target and at least one other person. While
this is a fairly easy definition of publication to meet, it
does keep exclusively private communications between
two people from being defamatory. If you say something
privately to the person you scorn, it is not defamatory in
any legal sense.

States require that the plaintiff (the individual claim-
ing to be defamed) prove at least some fault on the part
of the publisher, speaker, or author of the defamatory
statement. Someone bringing a claim must show that
you were, at the very least, careless in making the defam-
atory statement. If you were very careful in checking all
your sources before making a supposedly defamatory
statement, then, in all probability, you will not be found
liable, even if for some reason your statement turned out
to be false. 

Finally, it is necessary that the plaintiff prove that he
or she was actually harmed by the statement. An impor-
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tant misconception about defamation is that the offense
comes from the emotional hurt the defamation causes.
That is not the case. The reason behind laws against
defamation is not to protect individuals from feeling bad,
but to prevent unjust damage to their reputations, liveli-
hoods, or both. Such harm, to be defamatory, must have
real negative impact on their lives. In many libel cases
the supposedly defamed plaintiffs must show that their
careers or finances suffered from the statement. De-
famation is not based solely on the emotional distress felt
by the target. In other words, defamation is about objec-
tive harm, not subjective hurt.

Constitutional Limits on Defamation Claims

Because the First Amendment would be virtually mean-
ingless if we could never criticize anyone, especially a
public figure, without feeling exposed to financial ruin
from a libel suit, there are very strong constitutional limi-
tations on defamation lawsuits. The most important and
best known protections exist precisely to make certain
that defamation is not used to punish people for partici-
pating in socially important debate, discussion, and
expression.

First, there is the protection given to criticism of pub-
lic figures. The landmark Supreme Court opinion in
New York Times v. Sullivan (1964) ruled that the status of
the person claiming to be defamed—is that individual a



120

FIRE’s Guide to Free Speech on Campus

“public” or a “private” figure?—is one of the most im-
portant factors in a defamation case. Because the area of
defamation law dealing with “public” or “private” status
is complex, the best way to understand the law here is to
analyze how it applies to the kinds of people discussed and
to the kinds of statements that are made.

CATEGORIES OF PEOPLE

Public Officials and Public Figures. To preserve a society in
which citizens are free to criticize those who hold and
have held power, the law makes it quite difficult for pub-
lic officials and public figures to sue someone success-
fully for defamation. Public officials would include not
only the president of the United States, congressmen,
and governors, but also, almost certainly, the president
of your university. Public figures need not be govern-
mental officials, but also can include celebrities or others
who have achieved a high degree of public notoriety.
The talk show host and celebrity Oprah Winfrey, for
example, would be what the law calls an “all-purpose
public figure,” a person who is so well known that virtu-
ally everything about him or her is considered to be of
public interest.  

Some individuals can be what the courts define as
“limited purpose public figures.” That is to say, they are
so involved in certain topics or issues that they are con-
sidered public figures on that limited topic. On other
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issues, however, they are treated as private citizens.
Whether your professor is a public figure is not always
clear, but some professors are such celebrities on some
topics that they may be considered public figures in
those areas of expertise or fame. If someone appears on
television and radio to discuss certain issues, for example,
or writes books on certain subjects, then, with regard to
those topics, he or she is almost certainly, at the least, a
“limited purpose public figure.”   

It is extremely difficult for a public figure or a limited
purpose public figure to win a defamation suit. A public
figure basically would have to prove that a newspaper or
individual not only made false statements, but knew, or
unmistakably should have known, that the statements were
false when made. In other words, the Constitution allows
public figures to recover for damages, in defamation
cases, only when the harm is caused either by intentional
falsehoods or by falsehoods resulting from what the
courts call “a reckless disregard for the truth.” It is not
enough for public figures who sue for defamation to
prove that you were merely careless; instead, they would
have to prove either that you lied knowingly or that you
showed a wild disregard for the truth in saying what
you said.

Private Persons. Anyone who is not a public figure or offi-
cial is considered a “private person” in defamation law.
This category includes the great majority of citizens, and
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it almost certainly includes most students, faculty, staff,
and ordinary administrators at a public or private uni-
versity. It is easier to be successfully sued for defaming a
private person than a public figure. Private figures gen-
erally do not have to prove that you knew your defama-
tory statements were false when you made them. In
other words, you can be guilty of defamation even if you
were not intentionally lying about the plaintiff.

CATEGORIES OF STATEMENTS

Statements on Topics That Concern the Public Welfare. As a
general rule, a statement on a topic that affects the pub-
lic’s welfare is a statement that has a substantial impact
on a substantial number of individuals. Examples of such
statements in the educational setting would include a
widespread cheating scandal, the resignation of a promi-
nent administrator, tuition hikes, and a controversial
decision to fire a professor. Much like statements regard-
ing public figures, statements on topics that concern
public welfare enjoy a substantially high level of consti-
tutional protection. The reason is obvious: We want to
encourage fairly unfettered discourse and debate on sub-
jects of substantial public importance. It is in society’s
deepest interest not to chill such discussion.

Statements on Purely Personal Matters. The definition of a
“personal matter” is largely an issue of common sense.
Discussions of another person’s romantic relationships,
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divorce, pregnancies, illnesses, personal finances, and so
on, all would be matters of purely personal concern.
False and injurious comments about such personal mat-
ters (especially the personal concerns of private rather
than public figures) enjoy the least constitutional protec-
tion in defamation law.  

Finally, it is important to note that the most critical
defense to a defamation suit is, quite simply, the truth. If
you can prove that what you are saying is true, you have
no legal consequences to fear from a defamation claim.
While other defenses to defamation may be available
(such as an argument that the defamed individual con-
sented to publication or that the defamatory comments
are privileged in some way), none of those defenses has as
much legal power as the truth. You are most likely to be
found guilty of defamation if someone can prove that
you knew the defamatory allegation you made was false
when you made it, or when you intentionally avoided
finding out the truth. You are virtually certain to escape
liability if you are telling the truth and can prove that it
is the truth. In the eyes of the law, honesty really is the
best policy.

Academic Freedom

Few concepts have traditionally had more persuasive—
or at least rhetorical— force at our colleges and univer-
sities than academic freedom, which administrators,
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faculty, and students so often praise. The Supreme Court
has even recognized academic freedom as related to First
Amendment rights in the case of Keyishian v. Board of
Regents (1967). In Keyishian, the Court declared: “Our
nation is deeply committed to safeguarding academic
freedom, which is of transcendent value to all of us and
not merely to the teachers concerned. That freedom is
therefore a special concern of the First Amendment,
which does not tolerate laws that cast a pall of orthodoxy
over the classroom. The vigilant protection of constitu-
tional freedom is nowhere more vital than in the com-
munity of American schools.”

Despite this ringing judicial endorsement, however, a
recent commentator, Alisa W. Change, after surveying
more than forty years of actual case law (decisions
reached by courts) regarding academic freedom, noted:
“The Supreme Court has spoken in grand terms about
the importance of preserving academic freedom yet has
failed to translate its poetic rhetoric into concrete doc-
trinal guidance as to what academic freedom truly is,
where the limits of such liberty lie, and how it should be
guarded by lower courts.” In the absence of such guid-
ance, courts typically use “academic freedom” as merely
one additional legal factor or rhetorical device to be
weighed with or against other constitutional doctrines,
such as the public employee speech rules that we dis-
cussed earlier.
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In fact, because of the lack of guidance from the
Supreme Court, there is a current and serious debate
over who actually owns the right to academic freedom—
students, professors, or merely the university itself. It is
wholly true, of course, that all universities, public or pri-
vate, have a certain right, indeed mission, to define the
curriculum and other aspects of higher education as they
see fit. For example, in the case of Lovelace v. Southeastern
Massachusetts University (1986), the United States Court
of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit noted that “[M]atters
such as course content, homework load, and grading
policies are core university concerns.” 

In general, to prevail on a First Amendment academic
freedom claim, students and professors must usually join
academic freedom with another claim based in some
other constitutional doctrine. It is important to keep in
mind that when a university obstructs academic freedom,
it usually has violated some other constitutional right (or
rights), so that joining these claims is not usually a diffi-
cult task. In addition, as a practical matter, academic
freedom arguments exercise a strong power in university
communities, which tend to think of themselves as
devoted to this value (whether such a self-image is true
or false). On more than one occasion, FIRE has per-
suaded administrators to lift speech restrictions or end
oppressive practices by arguing that those policies or
behaviors impair academic freedom. At a time when offi-
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cials are all too ready to turn their backs on the First
Amendment, the concept of academic freedom can still
have an enormous effect on them. Even the most totali-
tarian professors and administrators will often pay lip
service to academic freedom, and they can be called to
task and, indeed, shamed when their actions do not
match their words.

Also, universities may give students and faculty legal
rights to academic freedom when they enact policies
guaranteeing academic freedom. Many campuses have
adopted the 1940 Statement of Principles on Academic
Freedom and Tenure, issued jointly by the American
Association of University Professors (AAUP) and the
Association of American Colleges and Universities. This
statement, generally known as “the AAUP Guidelines,”
reflects widely shared professional norms within the aca-
demic community. Such norms, when adopted by uni-
versities, are almost always legally binding—a  contract,
in effect— thereby making academic freedom the legal
right of faculty members and students (whose right to
reasoned dissent in a classroom, without penalty whatso-
ever, is also guaranteed by the Guidelines). As a general
rule, such academic freedom policies relate to speech in
the classroom or to areas of academic study. If you
believe that your classroom speech is being stifled or if
your scholarly efforts are being suppressed, you immedi-
ately should check your student handbook or the univer-
sity website for an academic freedom policy. Many



mistakenly believe that only faculty members, or only
tenured faculty, are protected strongly by campus aca-
demic freedom policies. Since, as noted, the AAUP poli-
cies apply to students also, you would do well to assert
academic freedom whenever censorship looms.
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FROM LAW BOOKS AND
THEORIES TO PRACTICE:

FREE SPEECH ON
TODAY’S CAMPUSES

Up to this point, we have buried you, we fear, in an ava-
lanche of legal doctrines and arguments. The fact is that
First Amendment law is a complex maze that even
lawyers find difficult to navigate. It is very important,
therefore, for any comprehensive free speech Guide to
demonstrate how the law is applied in practice. The sce-
narios that follow are based on real cases that FIRE has
confronted—and continues to confront—in its ongoing
battle for free speech on campus.  

1. Your College Enacts (or Considers Enacting)
a Policy That Bans “Offensive” or “Harassing”
Speech

SCENARIO: The student government of your university is con-
sidering enacting rules that would ban “offensive” speech, or
speech that “demeans,” “provokes,” or “subordinates” any
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member of a particular group. Or, perhaps, it is trying to rede-
fine punishable “fighting words” as any speech that “stigma-
tizes” a student on the basis of race or gender. Or, perhaps, the
administration is passing new rules that require all student

WHAT IS A SPEECH CODE?

FIRE defines a speech code as any campus regulation that
punishes, forbids, heavily regulates, or restricts a substantial
amount of protected speech. While it would be helpful for
purposes of identification (and more honest) if universi-
ties listed their speech restrictions in a section of the stu-
dent handbook called “OUR SPEECH CODE,” almost
all universities disguise their speech restrictions, if only
for public relations. The current generation of speech
codes may come in the form of highly restrictive “speech
zone” policies, email policies that ban “offensive” com-
munication, diversity statements that include provisions
that punish people who engage in “intolerant expression”
or “acts of intolerance” and, of course, the ever-present
“harassment policies” aimed at “unacceptable” view-
points and words. No one denies that a university can and
should ban true harassment or threats, but a code that
calls itself a “harassment code” does not thereby magically
free itself from its obligations to free speech and academ-
ic freedom. The reality, not the name, determines the
nature of these things. Know your rights.



131

speech to be “civil.” Would this be allowable at a public uni-
versity? How about a private university? What if your school
already has rules that punish this sort of speech?

What If Your University is Considering
a Speech Code?

Rules that punish merely “offensive” speech are plainly
unconstitutional at public colleges and universities.
Indeed, as the courts frequently remind us, the First
Amendment is most important for its role in protecting
speech that others find offensive or dangerous. Popular
and pleasant speech rarely needs special protection,
because it is almost never the target of censors. In every
major case in which offensive speech codes have been
challenged, courts have struck them down. All of these
unconstitutional speech codes characterized offensive
speech as a form of harassment, analogous to sexual
harassment, or as fighting words, or as some combina-
tion of these two reasons for curtailing expression. All of
these codes dealt specifically with speech that concerned
race, sex, sexual orientation, or a number of other pro-
tected categories. (In the University of Michigan case,
special protection was extended to “race, ethnicity, reli-
gion, sex, sexual orientation, creed, national origin,
ancestry, age, marital status, handicap or Vietnam-era
veteran status,” leaving someone trying to avoid these
categories in quite a bind.) No matter how these policies

From Law Books and Theories to Practice
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were drawn or how hard the authors of these speech
codes tried to make them look as if they applied only to
speech that was already unprotected, they failed.

The three reasons that the courts consistently gave for
overturning these policies were that they were vague,
overbroad, and discriminated on the basis of viewpoint
(see the earlier discussions of vagueness, overbreadth,
and viewpoint discrimination). For example, because it is
unclear what sort of speech “stigmatizes on the basis of
creed,” a code would be unconstitutionally vague.
Because speech that may “demean” someone on the basis
of sex may include unmistakably protected speech (for
example, “I just don’t think that men deserve the right to
vote”), it would be overbroad. Also, because all of these
codes were aimed at speech with a point of view about
race, sex, or sexual orientation (usually they were aimed
at speech that was in some way hostile to the “university’s
values” on these subjects) they were impermissible view-
point-based restrictions. A rule that required students to
be “civil” in their discourse also would likely be uncon-
stitutionally vague and overbroad, and it would almost
certainly be applied in an unconstitutionally viewpoint-
discriminatory way.

Whether a private university may legally enact a
speech code depends on several factors. First, as dis-
cussed previously, some states have rules that require pri-
vate universities to give free speech rights to their
students, as was the case when Stanford University’s
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speech code was struck down in 1995. A second consid-
eration is how the university promotes itself. If a private
university not in a state providing speech protections to
students says prominently in its promotional literature
that it values “community standards” above all other
rights and concerns, it could legally enforce a speech
code based on these advertised standards. If a private
university promotes itself as a place that provides the
greatest possible free speech rights to its students, how-
ever, but it then tries to forbid speech that may be offen-
sive to some, it is likely to be violating its contract with
its students and therefore committing fraud. A student in
this situation would have a fairly powerful claim against
his or her school, especially if contract law in that state
takes seriously such pacts between school and student. 

Even when a private university has the legal right to
pass a speech code, you should force it to consider seri-
ously whether it is wise or not to do so. Does Harvard
University, for example, truly want to provide (or be
known to provide) less free speech than the local com-
munity college? When fighting a speech code, remind
your university that First Amendment law is not simply
a collection of inconvenient regulations, but a free
people’s collective wisdom on expressive liberty. Even if
your school is not legally bound to the Constitution, it
should recognize that the broad protections and carefully
chosen limitations of the First Amendment may be the
best “speech code” for any institution of higher educa-
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tion. You have tremendous moral authority when you
talk in terms of the university’s solemn obligation to pro-
tect freedom of inquiry and discourse. Take advantage of
that authority. Take the debate public. As Justice
Brandeis correctly observed, “Sunlight is the best disin-
fectant.”

What If Your University Already Has a Speech
Code (As It Probably Does)?

Sadly, hundreds of American colleges and universities
already have speech codes, even though these codes gene-
rally violate the Constitution, state law, or their own
stated policies. Many schools added these policies to
their rules in the 1980s and 1990s and never took them
off the books. We recommend that you investigate your
university’s policies to see if you have a speech code.
Remember, it may be part of your university’s code of
misconduct, or be hidden in the language of the sexual or
racial harassment policies, or located in any number of
places in your student code. The bottom line is that if
the policy applies to speech and goes beyond the narrow
permissible limitations on protected speech outlined in
this Guide, it likely is an unconstitutional speech code on
public campuses and a violation of contractual promises
on private campuses. Often, prosecutions based on these
codes occur behind closed doors, with no publicity, with
the frightened respondent accepting a demeaning plea-
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bargain in order to avoid severe punishment. The fact
that you never have heard of such a prosecution does not
mean that speech is not punished on your campus.
Investigate and act on behalf of freedom. Once adminis-
trations are aware that you know that they have a speech
code, they will have to weigh the value of the code ver-
sus the very real possibility the courts will force them to
eliminate or narrow it or that public opinion will shame
them for their betrayal of American values.

While it is vital to know the law and use it to defend
your rights, most of these battles are won in the field of
debate and public persuasion. You should challenge
those students and faculty who defend the speech codes,
who claim that they are necessary to protect minority,
female, or homosexual students. You should argue that
sheltering students from speech that might offend them
is patronizing and paternalistic. No one who claims that
groups of students are too weak to live with the Bill of
Rights or with freedom is their friend. You should argue
that repression results only in people hiding their real
attitudes. If prejudice, bigotry, or ignorance exists, it is
far better to know how people actually think, to discuss
such things, and to reply appropriately than to force such
things underground, where they only fester and worsen.
If you are hated by someone, it is better (and safer) to
know who hates you and why. It is counterproductive to
force educable human beings to disguise their true
beliefs and feelings. It is counterproductive to create a
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climate in which students are afraid to speak frankly and
freely with each other. Challenge the administration on
the university’s motivation for passing these speech
codes. Do such restrictions of liberty serve the educa-
tional development of students and the search for truth,
or do they merely give administrators the appearance of
peace and quiet at the expense of real progress and can-
dor? Is the administration simply interested in “quiet on
its watch” rather than in real education and honest
human interaction? Remind administrators that pain and
offense—the inevitable by-product of having one’s fun-
damental beliefs challenged—is a vital part of the educa-
tional process, and that if students graduate without ever
having to evaluate their positions on fundamental prin-
ciples, then the university has failed them. Finally, for
those who are not interested in principled arguments,
remind them that history shows us that the censors of
one generation are the censored of the next. Everyone
should defend free speech out of self-interest, if for
nothing else. In any democracy, as a result of elections,
the pendulum always swings. What is sauce for the goose
soon becomes sauce for the gander. Those in power
should value liberty not only for its own sake, but for
their own. Freedom of speech is a precious thing. It is
indispensable to our living decently, peacefully, and fairly
with each other. It also is indispensable to protecting all
of us from abuses of arbitrary power.
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Finally, you may run into administrators who reply to
criticism of the speech code by assuring you that “it is
never enforced.” Even if you believe this is true (which
you should by no means take for granted, since universi-
ties often actively conceal such information), the fact
that it is not enforced is irrelevant. A law on the books
that is hostile to speech would still be void for vagueness
and overbreadth even if it were not ordinarily enforced.
Even if a campus has never enforced its speech code, the
code remains a palpable and harmful form of coercion.
As long as the policy exists, the threat of enforcement
remains real and can influence how people speak and act.
Indeed, it may well be that the very existence of the code
has successfully deterred a certain level of vigorous dis-
cussion and argument. In First Amendment law, this is
known as a chilling effect: By having these codes in stu-
dent handbooks, administrators can prevent most of the
speech they seek to censor just by disseminating the
policy. When students see what the administration
bans—or even if they are unsure, because of the breadth
or vagueness of the definitions—they will play it safe and
avoid engaging in speech that, even though constitution-
ally protected, may offend a student or a disciplinary
board. Under such circumstances, students will, more
often than not, censor themselves. The law wisely holds
that these sorts of rules unconstitutionally chill speech,
stopping debate before it starts, by forcing individuals to
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wonder whether or not they can be punished for speech
before they open their mouths.  

Further, the “unenforced” code is there for moments
of crisis, which is precisely when rights and liberty have
the most need of protection. At such moments of crisis,
discussion of speech codes becomes least rational and
least principled. Now is the time to ensure the state of
freedom on your campus.

2. Abuse of Hostile Environment Law: Tufts
University and The Primary Source

SCENARIO: Your school newspaper, on its humor page, runs a
joke (along with dozens of other unrelated jokes) that makes
fun of the leader of the student labor association for wearing
tight clothes. The next day you find that you and your paper
have been charged with sexual harassment for running the
joke and that your paper is threatened with loss of funding?
Can the school do this?

This scenario actually happened at Tufts University to
a conservative paper called The Primary Source. The
paper published three remarks in its humor pages ridi-
culing the appearance and dress of female members of
another student group that the paper routinely opposed.
FIRE became involved when one of the mocked students
brought sexual harassment charges against the paper,
and the paper was threatened with being shut down.
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This case is important because even though Tufts is a
private university not bound by the First Amendment, it
was still not willing to deviate so starkly from First
Amendment principles in order to punish student
speech, once the case was brought to public attention.
Tufts originally claimed (and possibly sincerely believed)
that its sexual harassment policy was required by federal
law. When FIRE wrote to Tufts, it made the obvious and
telling point that federal law cannot compel any institu-
tion to violate rights protected by the Constitution.

FIRE further argued that 1) The Primary Source was
engaging in what would be clearly protected speech in
the larger society; 2) this use of a sexual harassment
rationale not only conflicted with the actual law, but also
trivialized the real offense of sexual harassment; 3) the
threats against the paper constituted an attack on parody
and satire, time-honored traditions that are constitution-
ally protected in American society; 4) such a broad inter-
pretation of sexual harassment law could potentially be
used to ban all speech at the university, and such a vague
rule would prevent students from voicing any controver-
sial opinions; 5) Tufts was demonstrating an intolerable
double standard in its application of this overbroad
policy only to this instance of offensive speech; and
6) the University would be publicly humiliated if it
became widely known that Tufts was shutting down stu-
dent newspapers for printing jokes.   
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Shortly after receiving FIRE’s letter, Tufts found The
Primary Source innocent of all these charges.

3. Libel at the University of North Carolina,
Wilmington

SCENARIO: A fellow student sends out an email diatribe that
angers you, and you respond with an email that calls the stu-
dent’s communication “bigoted and unintelligent.” The stu-
dent declares that she is going to sue you for libel. Can she win?

A similar scenario took place at the University of
North Carolina at Wilmington. FIRE became involved
when a student accused a professor of libel for calling a
political message that she sent out widely by mail “unde-
serving of serious consideration,” among other critical
statements. While the law of libel is complex, the pro-
fessor’s statement was clearly not defamatory. First, to be
libelous, the statement must be a provably false allega-
tion of fact. This means that it must allege something
“objective,” something that could be established through
facts. (For example, falsely stating that someone com-
mitted a crime—“Jim set fire to the dormitory”—could
be libel.  Merely giving your subjective opinion of some-
one, however—“Jim is a jerk” or “Jim is ugly”—is not
libel.) Furthermore, the fact that the professor’s criticism
was directed at the content of what the student said, and
not at the student, puts it well within the realm of pro-
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tected speech. When an allegation is not simply a matter
of opinion, then truth, of course, is an absolute defense
against a charge of libel. Libel is one of the most com-
mon charges that plaintiffs file, and one of the most
likely to fail. If you engage in political speech and are
accused of libel, never assume that your accuser has a
legitimate claim against you.

4. Compelled Speech: Forcing Students
to Utter Beliefs

SCENARIO: To complete the requirements for your major, you
must take a class in which the professor has promulgated
“Guidelines for Classroom Discussion.” The Guidelines list the
basic principles to which everyone in the class must agree if
they are to participate in the classroom discussion. The
Guidelines assume as true many complex arguments about the
nature of race, sex, and your own role in society, all of which
normally would be subject to disagreement and debate.
Participating in classroom discussion is necessary to get a good
grade in the class. Can the professor do this?

This scenario arises from the growing tendency in
Women’s Studies courses to use a set of such guidelines.
In FIRE’s view, the fact that the class was mandatory
makes the classroom guidelines unacceptable because
they could not be avoided by an unwilling or dissenting
student. If this class were one of many classes that a stu-
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dent could take to complete a major, then a student
could elect to take a class that did not restrict speech and
expression. If the class were elective, the professor would
have a strong First Amendment or academic freedom
argument that he or she could define the terms of class-
room debate.

In this situation, however, a professor is requiring stu-
dents to profess certain beliefs in a mandatory class or
risk being graded down. This requirement therefore
crosses the line into unconstitutional “compelled
speech.” Forcing citizens to mouth propositions regard-
less of whether they believe them is alien to a free society.
In many ways, it is even worse than forms of censorship
that simply stop a person from saying what he or she
believes. Public universities that force students to attend
mandatory diversity training or “sensitivity training” ses-
sions, at which they must pledge themselves to this or
that cause or attitude—or that require them to take
classes in which they must make ideological statements
with which they disagree—are likely violating both con-
stitutional rights and guaranteed academic freedom.
Additionally, private schools that promise their students
free speech or academic freedom are in stark violation of
their contracts if they require such ideological loyalty
oaths—loyalty and adherence to a particular orthodoxy,
belief system, or ideology.
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5. Free Speech Zones: West Virginia University

SCENARIO: Your school designates two small areas on your
campus as “free speech zones”—areas where you can engage in
“free speech activities,” including protests or speeches. You are
“caught” handing out pamphlets outside a public meeting on
your campus, and the campus police tell you that you cannot be
doing that outside of the free speech zone. Can your school do
this?

While “free speech zones” that turn the rest of a cam-
pus into censorship zones are increasingly prevalent on
American campuses, this scenario actually occurred at
West Virginia University (WVU). FIRE became in-
volved when a student group notified us that it had been
prevented by campus police from handing out protest
literature beyond the designated speech zone. Addition-
ally, a student was removed from a public presentation
simply for being a known protester attending a meeting
outside the free speech zone.

FIRE wrote to the school and informed administra-
tors that under the United States Constitution, public
colleges and universities are allowed to impose only rea-
sonable time, place, and manner restrictions and only if
those restrictions are narrowly tailored and are related to
a compelling state interest (usually preventing the dis-
ruption of university functions). Under these doctrines,
administrators may place certain legitimate limitations
on events, but they most surely may not quarantine all
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speech to two small areas on campus.  As FIRE wrote,
“We assure you that there is nothing ‘reasonable’ about
transforming ninety-nine percent of your University’s
property—indeed, public property—into ‘Censorship
Zones.’”

FIRE also pointed out that cordoning off free speech
runs completely contrary to the special role of a univer-
sity in a free society:  

The irony of this policy is that the societal function of the
university, in any free society, is to serve as the ultimate
“Free Speech Zone.” A university serious about the search
for truth should be seeking at all times to expand open dis-
course, to foster intellectual inquiry, and to engage and
challenge the way people think. By limiting free speech to a
tiny fraction of the campus, you send the message that
speech is to be feared, regulated, and monitored at all times.
This message is utterly incompatible with a free society and
stands in stark opposition to the ideals of higher education.  

After receiving FIRE’s letter (and after the widespread
publicity that resulted when FIRE made its letter pub-
lic), the school agreed to change its policies. In the end,
WVU eliminated its speech zones altogether, allowing
protest in most places throughout the campus. Some
other schools that had adopted or were considering
speech zones abandoned them in the face of enhanced
public scrutiny, including Tufts University, Texas Tech,
Western Illinois University, Citrus College, and Appa-
lachian State University.
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6. Charging a Fee for Free Speech, Directly
or Indirectly

SCENARIO: Your college or university includes a provision in its
new public assembly policy that requires student groups plan-
ning to hold protests or other events to pay insurance or secu-
rity costs in advance. The policy leaves the decision regarding
the amount of the insurance or security costs to the campus
police or to the administration’s estimate of how risky the event
will be. Is this an acceptable policy?

FIRE has seen numerous cases where colleges and
universities have given the administration or campus
police complete discretion to decide how much groups
should pay for insurance, security, or other costs. Because
these policies often include great administrative discre-
tion, which could easily be used to silence any viewpoint,
they are usually unconstitutional. Liberty frowns on
excessive administrative discretion. A Supreme Court
case called Forsyth County v. The Nationalist Movement
(1992) dealt with a provision of a county ordinance
declaring that the cost of protecting demonstrators on
public property should be charged to the demonstrators
themselves, if that cost exceeded the usual cost of law
enforcement. A county administrator was given the
authority to assess the strain on public resources that
various demonstrations would have and to adjust the
security costs accordingly. In overturning this ordinance
as unconstitutional, the Supreme Court explained that
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any policy imposing charges on speech, when those
charges are based on an official’s estimation of the likely
disruption, necessarily requires an evaluation of the con-
tent of the message, and, therefore, both could and likely
would be used to censor speech. Under the policy
declared unconstitutional in Forsyth, your university
would be free to prevent any group it did not like from
holding an event, simply by charging those groups pro-
hibitively high rates. Censorship by disguised means is as
unconstitutional as direct and open censorship.  

Even if your university policy removes the discretion
of school administrators and charges all students a flat
rate for security and insurance, you may still wish to
challenge the policy on moral and educational grounds.
You should point out to your administration that cam-
puses should welcome free speech, including protests
and demonstrations, as a valuable part of the educational
environment. Furthermore, students already pay,
through tuition and fees, for the campus security they
enjoy. Part of what you are paying for is the protection
of your rights to free speech and expression, including
your right to hear the views of others. If there is any
charge for expressive activities, the charge should be
borne by all students, not by the individual groups—oth-
erwise passive students will be rewarded for their lack of
public activity while those contributing to the vitality of
campus life will be taxed for being politically active.
While it might be reasonable to levy security charges on
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large commercial events (like concerts or productions),
where the events generate funds from which such costs
could be paid, FIRE sees no reason why students
wishing to carry out peaceful demonstrations (and peace-
ful events are the only kind allowed under any university’s
policies) should be taxed for their exercise of free
expression.

7. Newspaper Theft

SCENARIO: You are the editor of a college student paper, and
you decide to run a column that is critical of a campus student
group. When your paper goes to print and is distributed
throughout the campus, the student group that you have criti-
cized seizes virtually every copy of your publication and throws
it out. Is there anything you can do?

Newspaper thefts are far too common on university
campuses and represent a vigilante form of censorship as
dangerous to free expression as any act by the campus
administration.  The hardest part of the case may be
proving that the papers were stolen and not legitimately
picked up.  Fortunately many of these would-be censors
simply drop them in nearby dumpsters, making proof of
foul play a great deal easier.  

If you believe that your paper has been stolen in order
to suppress your point of view, make certain that the
entire campus, including the administration, knows
about the theft. Some states are considering legislation
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that would make newspaper thefts a crime even if the
newspaper is distributed for free (and the state of
Maryland, faced with a string of such thefts, already has
a law against them in its code). Indeed, in most states,
such theft, even if the newspaper is distributed for free,
might still constitute a crime, such as malicious destruc-
tion of property or conspiracy to violate civil rights.
Either way, your school has a duty to protect your free
speech rights from mob rule. Call the administration on
this, point out any double standard they might have
applied for different publications, and if they don’t
budge, let FIRE and local and national media know.
Universities may be indifferent to the book-burning
mentality of some members of the campus community,
but the general public (including alumni and donors) are
usually appalled and react strongly against any university
that allows the mob to silence minority or unpopular
points of view. Also, the nation’s newspapers understand
full well the nightmare and the danger to liberty of such
destruction and suppression of the published word.

8. Investigating Protected Speech: The University
of Alaska

SCENARIO: You have authored a poem deploring the sexual
abuse of young women among native Alaskans. Native
Alaskan student activists protest and attempt to have you pun-
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ished. The administration initiates an investigation. When
you contact these administrators to tell them that they cannot
punish you for exercising artistic expression, they reply that
their action is fine because, so far, it is “only an investigation.”
What can you say in response?

This situation happened to a professor of English at
the University of Alaska, Fairbanks. If your school tells
you not to worry because it is only investigating you for
your speech, do not accept this explanation. If the uni-
versity were to investigate speech every time someone
reports offense, the result would be the same as if it actu-
ally punished the speaker: People would avoid speaking,
especially on controversial topics, in order to avoid being
investigated. The president of the entire University of
Alaska system, after discussion with FIRE, eventually
intervened and put an end to administrative dangers to
the Constitution. He informed administrators at
Fairbanks and at all Alaska campuses that in matters of
controversial speech, “There is nothing to investigate.”
By taking a stand against scrutinizing clearly protected
expression, the president earned a reputation as a
defender of free speech and was publicly celebrated for
his act. His defense of the Constitution and of academic
freedom was commended by Alaska’s Democratic gover-
nor, by its Republican senators, and by a bipartisan reso-
lution of the state legislature. His example should serve
as a model to university presidents who are tempted to
bow to the pressure of would-be censors.
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9. Rough Times for Satire and Parody: Harvard
Business School

SCENARIO: You are an editor of the primary student newspa-
per at a professional school of a private university. You publish
a cartoon that mocks the Career Services office for a series of
serious and debilitating computer blunders during the crucial
week of students’ career interviews. After the cartoon runs,
you are summoned into a top administrator’s office, scolded for
the article, told to print more friendly things about the school,
and informed that you will be held personally accountable for
any future objectionable content. You are also told to consider
this meeting a “verbal warning,” the first level of sanction at
your school. Can they do this?

This scenario took place at Harvard Business School
(HBS). The HBS paper published an editorial cartoon
that criticized the school’s Career Services for severe and
chronic technical problems during “Hell Week” (the
time when HBS students go through the job interview
process). The cartoon showed a computer screen with
pop-up announcements about the problems with, and
inefficiency of, Career Services. One announcement had
two words expressing the exasperation of HBS students:
“incompetent morons.”  

FIRE became involved after the Dean of HBS pub-
licly defended the school’s behavior toward the editor.
In one email to all students at HBS, the Dean wrote:
“Regardless of the role(s) we play on campus, each of us
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first and foremost is a member of the Harvard Business
School community, and as such, we are expected to treat
each other respectfully. Referring to members of our
community as ‘incompetent morons’ does not fall with-
in the realm of respectful discourse.” This case repre-
sents a classic example of an administration’s appeal to
civility and respect as a pretext for allowing the adminis-
tration to exercise far-reaching powers. Be very careful
anytime a dean uses “the community” as an excuse for
punishing speech. You are part of the community; do not
let the administration argue that it must censor speech to
please the community. The idea that there is a conflict
between free speech and the academic community fun-
damentally misunderstands both the goals of higher edu-
cation and the nature and role of free speech.

As FIRE stated in its letter to HBS:

It is generally taken for granted by deans of major universi-
ties that they, their staff, and their programs will be criti-
cized, lampooned, and satirized. Deans usually handle this
natural part of their job with grace and understanding.
Threatening a student for publishing an editorial cartoon
unbecomes a great liberal arts institution. Is the adminis-
tration of HBS too weak to live with freedom? Are HBS
students unworthy of the protections that any community
college would have to offer under the Bill of Rights?

Because Harvard is a private university, our letter also
noted:
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While you claim to encourage “debate, discussion, and dia-
logue,” the parameters you establish for allowable speech
are as narrow as those of the most oppressive censors. A
rule that outlaws speech that offends administrative power
is not compatible with—and teaches contempt for—the
most basic components of freedom. If you have such a rule,
FIRE expects that you will immediately notify all students,
prospective students, and faculty members at Harvard
Business School of the changes in policy and the end of
freedom of speech at your institution. To advertise the criti-
cal and intellectual freedom of Harvard University and then
to deliver repression of freedom is a “bait-and-switch” that
HBS should know to be unethical, if not a material breach
of contract. 

After FIRE’s letter and the national attention that sur-
rounded this case, HBS reversed course.  In a letter to
FIRE, the administration apologized and affirmed its
commitment to free speech at HBS.  If only all universi-
ties were so willing to acknowledge and correct their
mistakes. 

10. Allegedly Threatening or Intimidating Speech:
San Diego State University

SCENARIO: You overhear several students loudly celebrating
the success of a recent terrorist attack that claimed thousands
of American lives. You approach the students and chide them
emotionally and morally for their opinions, which are offensive
to you, but you never threaten them. The students, who out-
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number you four to one, charge you with “abusive behavior”
for confronting them about their speech.

This situation took place, shortly after the attacks of
September 11, 2001, at San Diego State University
(SDSU) and involved a student named Zewdalem
Kebede. In response to the university’s investigation of
Kebede, FIRE wrote:  

Zewdalem Kebede’s right to speak applies even if his lan-
guage was found to be emotional or fervent. The United
States Supreme Court decided long ago, in Cohen v.
California (1971), that the expressive and emotive element
of speech enjoys the full protection of the First Amend-
ment. FIRE noted with irony that a university purporting
to value diversity appears unable to tolerate diverse modes
of discussion and debate, which differ profoundly from
nation to nation or individual to individual. By this action,
San Diego State University endangers speech on any topic
that incites students’ feelings and emotions, leaving only
the most sterile and innocuous topics safe for analysis and
debate.

While the school is completely within its rights to
punish “true threats” (for example, “I am going to kill
you, Jim”), it must remember that the emotion attached
to speech is part of the reason why it is valuable and
needs protection. After receiving FIRE’s letter and
attracting considerable negative media attention, SDSU
decided not to punish Mr. Kebede. Most colleges and
universities routinely call upon students to “confront”
racist or sexist speech whenever and wherever they over-
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hear it. It is highly likely that SDSU was far from view-
point neutral in its original investigation of Kebede.

11. Restrictions on Religious Speech or Association:
University of North Carolina

SCENARIO: You are a member of a Christian association that
allows any student to join. The rules of your organization,
however, require that in order to serve in the leadership of the
organization, you must be a practicing Christian. You get a
letter from the school saying that your organization will lose
recognition (be derecognized) because its rule constitutes “reli-
gious discrimination.” Could this be right?

This remarkable situation actually has happened on
several campuses throughout the country, and recently at
the University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill. The uni-
versity has regulations that prohibit student organiza-
tions from discriminating against individuals on the basis
of religion, sexual orientation, and other grounds.
Therefore, the university argues, groups that discrimi-
nate on religious grounds, even if these groups are reli-
gious in nature, must lose campus recognition, which
typically means that the group cannot hold meetings on
campus, has a limited ability to advertise its existence,
and is denied funding from student fees.

The university must be reminded that a local rule on
antidiscrimination cannot trump the protections of the
First Amendment. The First Amendment’s Free Exercise
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Clause, combined with First Amendment protections for
free speech and free association—not to mention decency
and common sense—clearly permit religious organiza-
tions to use their religious principles to select their lead-
ers. (For more information on this topic, please consult
FIRE’s Guide to Religious Liberty on Campus.)  

There are several relevant Supreme Court cases here.
Rosenberger v. University of Virginia (1995) holds that any
regulation that bans religious student groups from equal
participation in student fee funding discriminates on the
basis of viewpoint and is unconstitutional. The Supreme
Court followed Rosenberger with its decision in University
of Wisconsin v. Southworth (2000), which required that stu-
dent fees be distributed on a strictly viewpoint-neutral
basis. It ruled that the beliefs of the organization cannot
be taken into account when distributing student funds.
The final link in this chain of cases on freedom of asso-
ciation and viewpoint neutrality is Boy Scouts of America
v. Dale (2000), in which the Court states that a group’s
right to associate freely, another right protected by the
First Amendment, is destroyed if it is not allowed the
freedom to choose its own leadership.  Any one of these
cases should make it clear that derecognizing a religious
student group because it wishes to have religious leader-
ship is a violation of that group’s rights of free speech,
freedom of association, and free exercise of religion.
Taken together these cases make it quite difficult for any
public university to argue that it has the right to close
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down a student group on this basis, and it certainly
defeats any argument that civil rights or any other laws
require them to do so.

The schools that have attempted to ban Christian
groups on this basis have faced a public relations disaster.
The public and the media understood what was wrong
with these actions far more clearly than did the university
administrators. FIRE has won cases of this sort both at
private and at public campuses. In this particular case,
the University of North Carolina quickly backed down,
expressed its deep support for religious freedom, and
quickly recognized and funded the Christian fellowship.
FIRE would expect and fight for the same result if the
group in question were the student Atheist Association,
challenged for seeking a leadership that shared the
group’s disbelief.

12.  Double Standards:  University of California,
San Diego

SCENARIO: You are an editor at a humor and satire magazine
at a public university, and your publication often causes con-
troversy. The administration has publicly condemned your
paper multiple times and tried through a variety of ways to
shut it down. Now, your paper is charged with a minor infrac-
tion, but it appears that the paper will lose funding from stu-
dent fees and be disbanded if you are found guilty. It is clear
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that the administration is targeting your controversial content
by punishing your paper so harshly. What should you do?

This situation happened to The Koala, a student pub-
lication that satirizes and parodies everything and every-
one at the University of California, San Diego (UCSD).
University representatives had harshly condemned the
publication on numerous occasions, including once
stating: “On behalf of the UCSD community, we con-
demn The Koala’s abuse of the Constitutional guarantees
of free expression and disfavor their unconscionable
behavior.”  (The only “behavior” engaged in was consti-
tutionally protected expression.) UCSD’s administration
is entitled to its own opinions, but it then proceeded to
lodge a series of dubious charges against the paper for
numerous alleged infractions, charges that reflected an
outrageous double standard.

While preparing to help The Koala, FIRE uncovered
the fact that the very same vice-chancellor who now con-
demned The Koala had issued—at another time—a
ringing endorsement of the freedom of expression of
another campus paper. In 1995 a radical Hispanic stu-
dent paper, Voz Fronteriza, ran an editorial that urged the
murder of Hispanic agents of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service and celebrated the fact that one
had died while doing his job. “All Migra pigs should be
killed, every single one…It is time to organize an anti-
Migra patrol,” Voz Fronteriza wrote in its May 1995
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issue. In response to calls for censorship and punishment
issued by an outraged public and by members of Con-
gress, the vice chancellor stated: “The University is
legally prohibited from censuring the content of student
publications….Previous attempts by universities and
other entities to regulate freedom of speech, including
hate speech, have all been ruled unconstitutional.” He
also wrote that Voz Fronteriza had “the right to publish
their views without adverse administrative action.”
While, in FIRE’s view, Voz Fronteriza did have the right
to publish this editorial, it is far, far closer to the line of
nonprotected speech (see the earlier sidebar on incite-
ment) than anything that ever came from The Koala.

FIRE confronted UCSD with this breathtaking double
standard, shortly after which The Koala was found inno-
cent of the charges against it. The lesson of this case is
that many college administrators can be both grossly
unfair and wildly inconsistent. They fervently protect
speech with which they agree or sympathize, while pun-
ishing the speech of the students whose views they do
not like. It may be wise and particularly useful to look
into the history of the administrators who are trying to
censor you. You may well find that in previous instances
they have issued ringing endorsements of free speech in
situations involving different points of view. Armed with
this information, you should demand that the adminis-
tration live up to the noble statements made in other
cases. Double standards and hypocrisy are the enemy of
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liberty and honesty, and they shame their practitioners
when revealed.

13. Controversial Websites

SCENARIO: Your university allows any enrolled student to have
a website on the university server. You, along with hundreds of
other students, maintain a website that includes information
about yourself, as well as information on topics that you think
others might find interesting. One web page includes your
thoughts about a company that you believe is actually a harm-
ful pyramid scheme. The company contacts the web adminis-
trator, claiming that he will sue the university unless it shuts
down the “libelous” website. The school not only complies,
immediately shutting down your website, but also brings you
up on disciplinary charges, including the charge that you failed
to use your website solely for “study related work.” What can
you do?

A situation very similar to this happened to a student
at a public university in California. FIRE wrote to the
school and explained that 1) the student’s speech repre-
sented true political speech, the kind of speech the First
Amendment most clearly protects; 2) the university had
created something similar to a limited public forum by
granting all students web privileges and, therefore, could
not discriminate against the student on the basis of his
viewpoint; 3) the university immediately and unfairly
assumed that the website was illegal (and immediately
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turned on its own student); 4) the university’s claim that
websites had to be related to academic work did not
describe the actual practice at the university; 5) singling
out only one website because of dubious complaints was
inconsistent with its own rules and practice, and demon-
strated an intolerable double standard; and 6) the uni-
versity would most likely be immune from a lawsuit for
the content that its students post to their own webpages,
even if those pages are on the university server. In the
light of all these considerations, the school had no rea-
son (and no excuse) to shut down the student’s website.

The University eventually compromised. It should be
noted, however, that the law regarding websites hosted
on university servers is unclear and is in a state of flux.
While FIRE believes the arguments that it made to the
university were legally sound, there is no reasonable
assurance that a court will interpret the university’s obli-
gations in the same way. FIRE will closely monitor
developments regarding the legal rights of students (and
others) relating to website content on public servers and,
as always, will argue forcefully for free speech and
expression.

14. Obscenity: University of Memphis

SCENARIO: You participate in an Internet chat room com-
posed of university students who openly and graphically discuss
sexual topics and fantasies. When someone who posts to the site
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asks everyone what they find arousing, you respond in explicit
detail. Shortly thereafter you receive notification that your
Internet access has been revoked and you face disciplinary
charges for disseminating an “obscene” message. Is this really
obscenity?

While obscenity is a category of unprotected speech,
its legal definition actually covers only a quite narrow
range of expression (see the earlier section on obscenity
and the Miller test). FIRE knows of no case since Miller
where a purely written statement was found to be unpro-
tected obscenity. (Typically, pictures or live performances
more readily qualify as obscene.) Also, even things that
would otherwise be considered obscenity in terms of
graphic sexuality can be punished only if “the work,
taken as a whole, lacks serious literary, artistic, political,
or scientific value.” If your vulgarity is for the sake of sci-
ence, art, or politics, it is not obscenity.

A private school could choose to define its rules
against “obscenity” as being less demanding than the
Miller test. However, if they use the word “obscenity” to
describe banned expression but then seek to redefine it
to cover a wider array of expression than the legal defi-
nition, they run a risk of running afoul of the law and of
your right to rely on the school’s written policies. As dis-
cussed previously, courts normally will interpret the uni-
versity’s promises to its students in the way that the
students are most likely to understand them.

In the course of dealing with this case, administrators
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at the University of Memphis were deluged by learned
and compelling communications, from across the coun-
try, by defenders of civil liberties and the First Amend-
ment. After months of such lessons in the law, the dean
in charge of the case dropped all charges, writing to the
defendant that “the posting, taken as a whole within the
context of the ongoing political discussion on the news-
group, did not meet the three-part test for obscenity as
articulated by the United States Supreme Court in the
Miller v. California case.” She concluded: “As an institu-
tion of higher education, we are committed to…free
speech and academic freedom, and we recognize our role
as a marketplace of ideas.” The moral? Never become
fatalistic: College administrators, often sincerely misin-
formed, can be educated about rights and liberty.

15.  Heckler’s Veto: The University of South
Florida—”We Cannot Guarantee Your Safety.”  

SCENARIO: You appear on television to voice your opinions on
global political matters, and the show’s host surprises you by
bringing up a variety of very controversial things you have
said in the past. When you return to your university, calls
flood in, demanding that you be expelled. The university says
to you: “We are not expelling you because of your speech, but
because the reaction to your speech has been so negative and
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dangerous that we can no longer promise your safety. Sorry,
we have to kick you out.” Can your university do that?

Something very similar to this case happened to a pro-
fessor at the University of South Florida (USF).  FIRE
became involved when the university tried to remove the
professor and claimed that it was forced to do so because
the campus could no longer guarantee his safety and
because his presence represented a threat to safety. His
speech had so angered others that the university alleg-
edly was receiving death threats.  

When a university punishes someone because of the
hostile reactions of others to his or her protected politi-
cal speech, they are conferring what is called a “heckler’s
veto” upon anyone who would want to silence speech.
The practical implications of conferring a heckler’s veto
are devastating for a free society, but especially for a uni-
versity. If a university punishes people on the basis of
how harshly or violently other people might react to
their words, it creates an incentive for those who disagree
to react violently. This policy would confer veto power
over speech upon the least tolerant and most dangerous
members of society, an invitation to mob rule. It is
extremely dangerous to all of our freedoms ever to grant
a heckler’s veto.  

The free speech provisions of the First Amendment
exist primarily to protect unpopular speech. There would
be little need for an amendment to protect only popular,
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mainstream speech, since the democratic process would
protect that speech through its own mechanism of
majority control. Universities have a positive duty to
protect students and faculty from violence for stating
their opinions. A college that would expel someone
because of the violent reaction of others to his or her
speech has its obligations completely backwards. It is the
university’s duty to protect the speakers and to punish
those who break the law by threatening them.

Perhaps recognizing the dire consequences for speech
on its campus, USF abandoned this line of argument
after FIRE became involved. The professor was later ter-
minated for reasons that were unrelated to his speech or
expression and that had nothing to do with granting a
heckler’s veto to the mob.

16. Controversial Speakers: Ithaca College

SCENARIO: You invite a controversial speaker to campus. When
the speaker arrives, several students attempt to have you
arrested by campus police on charges of committing a “bias
related incident” (that is, hate speech). Can they do this?

This situation happened to the College Republicans at
Ithaca College when they invited a speaker to campus to
discuss “The Failures of Feminism.” Fortunately, Ithaca
declined to press charges, but the case still represents the



bizarre and extreme expectations created by campus
harassment policies. The theory was that the speaker
(female, by the way) was so antiwoman that her speech
constituted harassment of the entire community based
on sex. This was, of course, just another attempt to
silence unpopular speech on campus, and though it
would never pass constitutional muster if attempted at a
public school, students will likely try this approach again.
If they do, they should be reminded that such a broad
definition of harassment is flatly unconstitutional. If this
takes place at a private university, however, it is best to
remind the administration that such a policy could be
used to prevent any speaker from coming to campus, and
would guarantee ferocious battles over who should and
should not be invited in the future, and, since every con-
troversial speaker offends someone, would lead either to
silence or to double standards.  

As for the students who would try to use harassment
polices in this way, they should know that their example
will become a cause célèbre and will be used by those who
oppose all “bias-related harassment rules.” By trying in
this way to censor their fellow students, they not only
bring disrepute to themselves, but also to the very notion
of protection from genuine harassment. Also, of course,
they sacrifice the very grounds on which it would be pos-
sible to defend their own free speech rights against those
whom they offend.
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17. Unequal Access for Student Groups—
Denying the Right to Freedom of Association:
The University  of Miami

SCENARIO: You wish to start up a student group that discusses
conservative philosophy, and you apply for funding from stu-
dent fees, just like dozens of other groups at your public uni-
versity. The student government, which recognizes student
groups, refuses to recognize your group because, it argues,
there is already one other recognized conservative group on
campus, namely the College Republicans. On the other hand,
the student government has formally recognized dozens of
other closely related student groups. Can it deny funding to
your group?

This scenario happened at the University of Miami
(UM). A group of women attempted to form a conserva-
tive organization, Advocates for Conservative Thought
(ACT). Its purpose was “the exposition and promotion
of conservative principles and ideas.” ACT was repeat-
edly denied funding by UM, because, the student gov-
ernment claimed, its intended purpose would “overlap”
with the College Republicans and with one group that
promoted nonpartisan political debate. FIRE wrote a
letter to the UM’s president, pointing out that the school
could not deny funding to one group because of its view-
point while allowing dozens of other groups on the other
side of the spectrum their individual recognition. 
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Such discrimination against groups based purely on
the proposed purpose and ideology of the group is in
direct violation of the Supreme Court’s prohibitions
against content-based and viewpoint discrimination. It
also violates the same free association rights that applied
in the scenario relating to freedom of religious associa-
tion (see scenario 11).    

The Supreme Court has also established that each
such freely organized group has the right to equal stu-
dent funding at public universities, and may not be dis-
criminated against on the basis of the content of the
group’s ideology. In University of Wisconsin v. Southworth
(2000), the Court held that a public university must dis-
tribute funds equally to each recognized group on cam-
pus without any consideration of the organization’s
viewpoint. Under Southworth, if the university does not
comply with this limitation, it may not charge manda-
tory student fees to support extracurricular activities.       

No matter what your group’s ideology, the purpose
and content of your organization may not be grounds for
denying your group official recognition as a student
group. Furthermore, there is a strong constitutional
right of voluntary association that allows individuals to
form groups with a purpose and content of their choos-
ing. Your group may be denied recognition on other
legitimate grounds (such as insufficient membership),
but the purpose and belief system of your group should
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never be the factor that prevents your group from gain-
ing recognition and equal access to the school’s
resources.        

UM is a private university, and not bound by South-
worth, but FIRE raised the issue of whether it was will-
ing to deny its students the fundamental rights and legal
equalities granted by any public college. In response to
FIRE’s letter and press release, the university president
convened an urgent meeting. Immediately after the
meeting, ACT was informed that it would receive official
recognition regardless of its content or purpose. UM
President Donna Shalala wrote to FIRE to thank it for
bringing this vital matter to her attention. The moral?
Constitutional principles are so often not merely legal
principles, but are moral principles as well. Colleges and
universities ignore them to their shame and peril.  
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CONCLUSION

As the pages of this Guide seek to make clear, the First
Amendment grants individuals and groups an enormous
amount of autonomy and authority not only to define
their own message, but to express it in creative and even
in controversial ways. We truly are a land of liberty.
Given these clearly defined and expansive legal rights,
those who seek to censor and indoctrinate the campus
community can accomplish their goals only if individuals
acquiesce, if they consent to censorship by their silence.
This is manifestly true on public campuses, but it is also
true, as we have seen, on private campuses that promise
basic rights of free expression, legal equality, and aca-
demic freedom. 

The pressure for students to remain silent can be
overwhelming. Those who dissent are often threatened
with or subjected to campus discipline. Through secret
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or confidential proceedings, students are instructed to
keep disputes “in the community,” as if universities were
somehow sacrosanct entities that would be corrupted by
the knowledge and outrage of outsiders. Administrators
promise reasonable treatment if “offenders” agree to
campus “dialogue” (often a code word for unconstitu-
tional thought reform and moral reeducation). What-
ever the method, the message is clear: Further dissent
brings greater retribution.

Although it requires no small amount of courage to
bear moral witness and to stand against oppression, you
should never acquiesce to demands to keep quiet or to
insincere pressure to resolve things “within the commu-
nity.” Your freedom is precious in and of itself, and it is
the foundation of everyone else’s freedom, whether they
know it or not. It is malicious for campus officials to
bring speech-related charges against isolated individuals
or groups and then reinforce their isolation by insisting
that they cut off their access to outside assistance. This
malice is also a mark of weakness, because it arises ulti-
mately from fear that if the public sees how academic
administrators are acting, it will voice disapproval or
worse. It is rare, indeed, for oppressors to survive the
glare of publicity unscathed, especially in a land as
devoted to free speech and expression as our nation.

To put it quite simply: You are not alone. In your
quest to protect the values of academic freedom, critical
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inquiry, and free expression, you have friends and allies.
There are many individuals and groups within the walls
of your campus that will defend your rights passionately
and vigorously. These defenders include many people
who may disagree completely with your beliefs, but who
will nevertheless defend your right to express your views
and to live by the lights of your conscience without
being silenced, censored, or maliciously charged with
harassment.  

You should not, however, limit your allies to support-
ive faculty members and students. The Foundation for
Individual Rights in Education exists to bring oppression
to light, and, once oppression has been exposed, to
destroy it. FIRE will defend the free speech, freedom of
association, and academic freedom rights of students and
faculty utterly without regard to the political persuasions
of those who are censored. To that end, FIRE maintains
a formidable array of media contacts, academic associ-
ates, and legal allies across the broadest spectrum of
opinion, all of whom are committed to individual rights.
Since 1999, FIRE has deployed its resources on behalf of
individual students, faculty members, and student groups
at schools small and large, public and private. If your in-
dividual rights are being trampled, visit www.thefire.org.
FIRE will defend you, and, in similar circumstances, the
rights of your critics. Liberty and legal equality are not
reserved for favored individuals and groups. When you

Conclusion
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face oppression—when you are silenced by a seemingly
all-powerful administration—remember the founda-
tional principle of the First Amendment as it is elo-
quently set forth in West Virginia Board of Education v.
Barnette (1943): “If there is any fixed star in our consti-
tutional constellation, it is that no official, high or petty,
can prescribe what shall be orthodox in politics, nation-
alism, religion, or other matters of opinion or force citi-
zens to confess by word or act their faith therein.”

FIVE STEPS TO FIGHTING BACK

After reading this Guide, you now have much greater
knowledge of your rights to free speech, free association,
and academic freedom. FIRE strongly suggests that
whenever you believe that your rights are being violated,
you should take the following actions:

1. Take careful notes of conversations and keep copies of
any written correspondence with university officials,
whether administrators, faculty members, or student
leaders. Whenever you want to create reliable records
of verbal communications, it is tactically and legally
helpful to put your version of the conversation in a
letter to the administrator (or faculty member, or stu-
dent leader) with whom you spoke. Indicate within



173

Conclusion

that letter that you want to “confirm” the contents of
your communication. Such a letter communicates that
you are serious about protecting your rights, and it
often results in the other party creating a written
record that they cannot later refute.   

2. Closely read your student handbook, disciplinary
code, and any other policies that apply to you or your
organization. When you read such policies, take great
care to identify the specific decision makers who have
the authority to decide your case. Knowledge is
power. You can win a free speech dispute simply
through a superior understanding of campus rules and
procedures.

3. Reread the sections of this Guide that are applicable to
your school—public or private.

4. Contact FIRE and allow us to assist you as you bring
your case to the appropriate university officials. It is a
fundamental part of FIRE’s mission and purpose to
assist individual students and student groups—across
the spectrum—to fight back against the censorship
and oppression of the modern university.  

5. Always attempt to build a campus coalition—contact
other students (or student groups) who suffer from the
same policies or actions or who share your values.  
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When informed by the powerful knowledge contained in
this Guide, armed with the information applicable to your
unique situation, and allied with the committed advocates
at FIRE, you will no longer be helpless or alone. Time
and again, courageous students who have taken these
steps have turned the tide against censorship and have
restored liberty and true intellectual diversity to their
university communities.
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Their precise legal citations are below. The cases are listed in their
order of appearance. 

Terminiello v. Chicago, 337 U.S. 1 (1949)

Cohen v. California, 403 U.S. 15 (1971)

Texas v. Johnson, 491 U.S. 397 (1989)

Hustler v. Falwell, 485 U.S. 46 (1987)

R.A.V. v. St. Paul, 505 U.S. 377 (1992)

Capital Square Review and Advisory Board v. Pinette, 510 U.S. 1307
(1993) 

Chaplinsky v. New Hampshire, 315 U.S. 568 (1942)

Feiner v. New York, 340 U.S. 315 (1951)

UWM Post v. Board of Regents of University of Wisconsin System, 774 F.
Supp. 1163 (E.D. Wis. 1991)

Brandenburg v. Ohio, 395 U.S. 444 (1969)

Hess v. Indiana, 414 U.S. 105 (1973)  



Miller v. California, 413 U.S. 15 (1973)

Papish v. University of Missouri, 410 U.S. 667 (1973) 

Tinker v. Des Moines Independent Community School District, 393 U.S.
503 (1969)

Bethel School District v. Fraser, 478 U.S. 675 (1986)

Hazelwood School District v. Kuhlmeier, 484 U.S. 260 (1988)

Rosenberger v. University of Virginia, 515 U.S. 819 (1995)

University of Wisconsin v. Southworth, 529 U.S. 217 (2000)

Widmar v. Vincent, 454 U.S. 263 (1981)

State of New Jersey v. Schmid, 84 N.J. 535 (N.J., 1980)

West Virginia Board of Education v. Barnette, 319 U.S. 624 (1943) 

Doe v. University of Michigan, 721 F. Supp. 852 (E.D. Mich. 1989) 

Corry v. Stanford, No. 740309 (Cal. Super. Feb. 27, 1995)

New York Times v. United States, 403 U.S. 713 (1971)

Harris v. Forklift Systems, Inc., 510 U.S. 17 (1993)

Davis v. Monroe County Board of Education, 526 U.S. 629 (1999)  

Faragher v. City of Boca Raton, 524 U.S. 775 (1998)

Oncale v. Sundowner, 523 U.S. 75 (1998) 

Dambrot v. Central Michigan University, 55 F.3d 1177 (6th Cir. 1995)

Booher v. Board of Regents of Northern Kentucky University, U.S. Dist.
LEXIS 11404 (E.D. Ky. 1998)   

Saxe v. State College Area School District, 240 F.3d 200 (3rd Cir. 2001)

Bair v. Shippensburg University, 280 F. Supp. 2d 357 (M.D. Pa. 2003)

Virginia v. Black, 538 U.S. 343 (2003)

Hague v. Committee for Industrial Organization, 307 U.S. 496 (1939)

Perry Education Association v. Perry Local Educators’ Association, 460
U.S. 37 (1983) 

Chapman v. Thomas, 743 F.2d 1056 (4th Cir. 1984)

176

FIRE’s Guide to Free Speech on Campus



Gay Student Services v. Texas A&M, 737 F.2d 1317 (5th Cir. 1984)

Sons of Confederate Veterans, Inc. v. Commissioner of the Virginia DMV,
305 F.3d 241 (4th Cir. 2002) 

Ward v. Rock against Racism, 491 U.S. 781 (1989)

Pickering v. Board of Education, 391 U.S. 563 (1968)

Connick v. Myers, 461 U.S. 138 (1983)

Bonnell v. Lorenzo, 241 F.3d 800 (6th Cir. 2001)

Hardy v. Jefferson Community College, 260 F.3d 671 (6th Cir. 2001)

Cohen v. San Bernardino Valley College, 92 F.3d 968 (9th Cir. 1996) 

Milkovich v. Lorain Journal Co., 497 U.S. 1 (1990) 

New York Times v. Sullivan, 376 U.S. 254 (1964) 

Keyishian v. Board of Regents, 385 U.S. 589 (1967) 

Lovelace v. Southeastern Massachusetts University, 793 F.2d 419 (1st
Cir. 1986) 

Forsyth County v. Nationalist Movement, 505 U.S. 123 (1992)

Boy Scouts of America v. Dale, 530 U.S. 640 (2000)

177

Case Appendix





179

FIRE’s GUIDES TO 
STUDENT RIGHTS ON CAMPUS

BOARD OF EDITORS

Vivian Berger – Vivian Berger is the Nash Professor of Law Emerita
at Columbia Law School.  Berger is a former New York County
Assistant District Attorney and a former Assistant Counsel to the
NAACP Legal Defense and Educational Fund. She has done signifi-
cant work in the fields of criminal law and procedure (in particular,
the death penalty and habeas corpus) and mediation, and continues to
use her expertise in various settings, both public and private. She and
her late husband, Professor Curtis J. Berger, are coauthors of
"Academic Discipline: A Guide to Fair Process for the University
Student," published in the Columbia Law Review (volume 99). Berger
is General Counsel for and a National Board Member of the
American Civil Liberties Union and has written numerous essays and
journal articles on human rights and due process. 

T. Kenneth Cribb, Jr. – T. Kenneth Cribb, Jr. is the President of the
Intercollegiate Studies Institute, a nonpartisan, educational organiza-
tion dedicated to furthering the American ideal of ordered liberty on
college and university campuses. He served as Counselor to the
Attorney General of the United States and later as Assistant to the



180

FIRE’s Guide to Free Speech on Campus

President for Domestic Affairs during the Reagan administration.
Cribb is also President of the Collegiate Network of independent
college newspapers. He is former Vice Chairman of the Fulbright
Foreign Scholarship Board. 

Alan Dershowitz – Alan Dershowitz is the Felix Frankfurter
Professor of Law at the Harvard Law School. He is an expert on civil
liberties and criminal law and has been described by Newsweek as “the
nation’s most peripatetic civil liberties lawyer and one of its most dis-
tinguished defenders of individual rights.” Dershowitz is a frequent
public commentator on matters of freedom of expression and of due
process, and is the author of eighteen books, including, most recently,
Why Terrorism Works: Understanding the Threat, Responding to the
Challenge, and hundreds of magazine and journal articles.  

Paul McMasters – Paul McMasters is the First Amendment
Ombudsman at the Freedom Forum in Arlington, Virginia. He
speaks and writes frequently on all aspects of First Amendment
rights, has appeared on various television programs, and has testified
before numerous government commissions and congressional com-
mittees. Prior to joining the Freedom Forum, McMasters was the
Associate Editorial Director of USA Today. He is also past National
President of the Society of Professional Journalists.

Edwin Meese III – Edwin Meese III holds the Ronald Reagan Chair
in Public Policy at the Heritage Foundation. He is also Chairman of
Heritage’s Center for Legal and Judicial Studies. Meese is a
Distinguished Visiting Fellow at the Hoover Institution at Stanford
University, and a Distinguished Senior Fellow at The University of
London’s Institute of United States Studies. He is also Chairman of
the governing board at George Mason University in Virginia. Meese
served as the 75th Attorney General of the United States under the
Reagan administration.



181

Board of Editors

Roger Pilon – Roger Pilon is Vice President for Legal Affairs at the
Cato Institute, where he holds the B. Kenneth Simon Chair in
Constitutional Studies, directs Cato’s Center for Constitutional
Studies, and publishes the Cato Supreme Court Review. Prior to join-
ing Cato, he held five senior posts in the Reagan administration. He
has taught philosophy and law, and was a National Fellow at
Stanford’s Hoover Institution. Pilon has published widely in moral,
political, and legal theory. 

Jamin Raskin – Jamin Raskin is Professor of Law at American
University Washington College of Law, specializing in constitution-
al law and the First Amendment. He served as a member of the
Clinton-Gore Justice Department Transition Team, as Assistant
Attorney General in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts and as
General Counsel for the National Rainbow Coalition. Raskin has also
been a Teaching Fellow in the Government Department at Harvard
University and has won several awards for his scholarly essays and
journal articles. He is author of We the Students and founder of the
Marshall-Brennan Fellows Program, which sends law students into
public high schools to teach the Constitution.

Nadine Strossen – Nadine Strossen is President of the American
Civil Liberties Union and Professor of Law at New York Law School.
Strossen has published approximately 250 works in scholarly and
general interest publications, and she is the author of two significant
books on the importance of civil liberties to the struggle for equality.
She has lectured and practiced extensively in the areas of constitu-
tional law and civil liberties, and is a frequent commentator in the
national media on various legal issues.





183

ABOUT FIRE
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America’s colleges and universities. These rights include freedom of
speech, legal equality, due process, religious liberty, and sanctity of
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KNOW YOUR RIGHTS
PROGRAM: 

FIRE’s GUIDES TO STUDENT RIGHTS 
ON CAMPUS PROJECT

FIRE believes it imperative that our nation’s future leaders be edu-
cated as members of a free society, able to debate and resolve peace-
ful differences without resort to repression. Toward that end, FIRE
implemented its pathbreaking Guides to Student Rights on Campus
Project.

The creation and distribution of these Guides is indispensable to chal-
lenging and ending the climate of censorship and enforced self-
censorship on our college campuses, a climate profoundly threaten-
ing to the future of this nation’s full enjoyment of and preservation of
liberty. We trust that these Guides will enable a wholly new kind of
discourse on college and university campuses.

A distinguished group of legal scholars serves as Board of Editors to
this series. The board, selected from across the political and ideologi-
cal spectrum, has advised FIRE on each of the Guides. The diversity
of this board proves that liberty on campus is not a question of parti-
san politics, but of the rights and responsibilities of free individuals in
a society governed by the rule of law.

It is our liberty, above all else, that defines us as human beings,
capable of ethics and responsibility. The struggle for liberty on



American campuses is one of the defining struggles of the age in
which we find ourselves. A nation that does not educate in freedom
will not survive in freedom and will not even know when it has lost it.
Individuals too often convince themselves that they are caught up in
moments of history that they cannot affect. That history, however, is
made by their will and moral choices. There is a moral crisis in high-
er education. It will not be resolved unless we choose and act to
resolve it. We invite you to join our fight. 

Please visit www.thefireguides.org for more information on FIRE’s
Guides to Student Rights on Campus.
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CONTACTING FIRE
www.thefire.org

Send inquiries, comments, and documented instances of betrayals of
free speech, individual liberty, religious freedom, the rights of con-
science, legal equality, due process, and academic freedom on campus
to:

FIRE’s website:
www.thefire.org

By email: 
fire@thefire.org 

By mail:
210 West Washington Square, Suite 303
Philadelphia, PA 19106

By phone/fax:
215-717-FIRE (3473)  (phone)
215-717-3440 (fax)
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INTRODUCTION

SECTION ONE 

1



 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Dear Students and Campus Professionals, 
 
The months of July and August have been profoundly challenging for the civilians of 
Israel and Lebanon, and for the men and women of the Israel Defense Forces (IDF). 
Between July 12th and August 14th: 
 

• 3,970 Hezbollah rockets landed in Israel (www.mfa.gov.il) 

• 4,262 Israeli civilians were treated in hospitals for injuries (www.mfa.gov.il) 

• 117 IDF soldiers and 39 civilians were killed (Yediot Ahronoth, 8/15/06) 

• 12,000 Israeli homes were damaged and 750,000 trees burned (Yediot Ahronoth, 
8/15/06) 

 
Out of the painful news and imagery surrounding this conflict arises a critical opportunity 
– to engage in proactive Israel education and advocacy on America’s college 
campuses this fall.  As the following pages demonstrate, there are myriad ways to take 
action – representing the broad spectrum of voices within the Jewish community. But the 
only certainty is that we must do just that – take action. We must speak out – to 
educate about and advocate on behalf of Israel. 
 
The resources that follow – sample initiatives for Israel education and advocacy on 
campus, the Emergency Campus Grant Pool, opportunities for travel to Israel, 
background and messaging information, and details regarding member organizations 
and their fall initiatives – are intended to empower both students and campus 
professionals alike. 
 
Now is the time for students across the United States to educate themselves and 
their peers about Israel, and to advocate on behalf of the State of Israel. The thirty 
member organizations of the Israel on Campus Coalition are committed to engaging 
students across the country, through diverse perspectives, during the month of 
September and throughout the fall semester… to providing resources and information to 
students nationwide in support of student-led initiatives on behalf of Israel. 
 
Please stay tuned as further resources become available; visit our website at 
www.israelcc.org for updates, and be certain to sign-up for e-mail news updates via the 
Israel Campus Beat (at the top of the www.israelcampusbeat.org page). Together – 
students and campus professionals alike – we can make a tremendous, positive impact 
on campus this fall. 
 
B’Shalom, 
 

                                     
 
Lisa B. Eisen      David A. Harris 
Steering Committee Chair    Executive Director 
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SAMPLE ADVOCACY OPTIONS

SECTION TWO 

PARTICIPATE IN ICC/CLI LEAD UP NORTH SERVICE

MISSION TO ISRAEL N ORGANIZE A SOLIDARITY RALLY N
BUILD  RELATIONSHIPS WITH CAMPUS INFLUENTIALS AND

KEY UNIVERSITY STAKEHOLDERS N CIRCULATE A PRO-

ISRAEL PETITION N CREATE AN ISRAEL FORUM SPEAKER

SERIES N INCREASE STUDENT READERSHIP OF THE

ISRAEL CAMPUS BEAT N CREATE A PRO-ISRAEL FILM

SERIES  N COORDINATE A LOBBYING MISSION TO YOUR

MEMBER OF CONGRESS’ OFFICE  N CREATE A PRO-

ISRAEL ADVERTISEMENT SERIES ON FACEBOOK N
CREATE AN ISRAEL ON CAMPUS BLOG AND OR A FACEBOOK

GROUP N HOST A PRO-ISRAEL TEACH-IN N FUNDRAISE

FOR SPECIFIC CAUSES IN ISRAEL N GARNER STATEMENTS

OF SOLIDARITY FROM CAMPUS INFLUENTIALS N PASS A

STUDENT GOVERNMENT RESOLUTION N WRITE PRO-

ISRAEL OP/EDS N ENGAGE PRO-ISRAEL FACULTY N
ELIMINATE BARRIERS TO STUDYING ABROAD IN ISRAEL N
PARTICIPATE IN THE BINA INITIATIVE, IQUEST, OR OTHER

HIGH IMPACT EDUCATIONAL EXPERIENCES N BRING

ISRAELIS TO CAMPUS N BRING AN ISRAELI BAND TO

CAMPUS N BRING VENDORS WHO SELL ISRAELI PRODUCTS

TO CAMPUS N CREATE AN ISRAEL JOURNAL N PROMOTE

STUDENT TRAVEL TO ISRAEL N GET INVOLVED IN STUDENT

GOVERNMENT N BRING A MEMBER OF CONGRESS TO

CAMPUS N PARTICIPATE IN ICC MEMBER

ORGANIZATIONS’ ISRAEL TRAVEL OPPORTUNITIES



Sample Education and Advocacy Options 
 
As part of the efforts of the ICC and students nationwide to educate about Israel, demonstrate 
solidarity with Israel, and advocate on Israel’s behalf, below is a list of sample advocacy options 
that students may choose to undertake.  This is not an exhaustive list – the options below are 
meant to jump-start thinking about a variety of different advocacy options that may resonate with 
students on your campus and lead to the creation of ongoing pro-Israel initiatives. 

Participate in an ICC’s Leading Up North Service Mission to Israel:  ICC, in 

partnership with the Center for Leadership Initiatives, will be facilitating 10-day solidarity missions 
to Israel to rebuild the North.  Over 150 students representing ICC member organizations will have 
the opportunity to participate in real engagement in Israel’s North, by aiding in the reparation of 
cities and towns, bomb shelters, and forests which have been devastated by the violence. (For 
more information see Section VII of this resource guide.) 

Organize a Solidarity Rally:  A solidarity rally can combine any number of elements, 
including speakers (e.g. professors, students who have lived in Israel, member of Congress, 
university administrators), information about Israel study and travel opportunities, sign-ups for the 
Israel Campus Beat, petition signing etc.  Pro-Israel students should personally invite influential 
members of the student community (e.g. student government leaders, influential student group 
leaders, prominent pro-Israel students) to attend.   
 

Build Relationships With Campus Influentials and Key University 
Stakeholders:  Pro-Israel student activists can begin building positive relationships with 

influential students on campus by setting up personal meetings with them to discuss their 
questions and concerns about the current situation in Israel.  This effort positions pro-Israel student 
activists as mavens of information and raises their profile to the university’s most influential student 
leaders. 
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Pro-Israel student activists can develop relationships with a 
variety of influential campus leaders – ranging from leaders of College Democrats and 
College Republicans, to presidents of sororities and fraternities, to student government 
officials – to build rapport and to create a personal connection to influential students so 
that the pro-Israel message can be conveyed to their constituencies. 

 
 

Circulate a Pro-Israel Petition:  Pro-Israel petitions are a meaningful engagement 
opportunity, giving activists an opportunity to discuss Israel with their peers and provide 
meaningful, real-time information during this crucial time. 
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Pro-Israel activists can craft language that resonates with the 
broadest range of students on campus and collect signatures from students.  Once 
activists achieve their desired number of signatures, they can publish the petition as a full 
page advertisement.  Once published, copies of the petition can be distributed to key 
campus stakeholders, community leaders, and members of Congress. 



 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  In September, pro-Israel student activists can participate in a 
national petition drive sponsored by the Israel on Campus Coalition and its 30 member 
organizations.  For more information, go to www.israelcc.org. 

 

Create an Israel Forum Speaker Series:  As events in the Israel and in the Middle East 

change at an increasingly fast pace, experts from academia, government, think tanks, and the 
Jewish community – from a variety of political perspectives - can come to campus and help 
interested students contextualize and understand current events in Israel and in the Middle East in 
real time. 
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Pro-Israel student activists can create a semester or year long 
speaker series that features community and national experts from a variety of political 
perspectives to share their perspective/expertise on current events in Israel and in the 
Middle East.  These events should target a broad cross section of a campus’ most 
influential student leaders.  

 
 

Increase Student Readership of the Israel Campus Beat:  In a time when reliable 
information about what is happening in Israel is at a premium, the Israel Campus Beat (ICB) is a 
prime resource to understanding current events in Israel and about Israel on Campus.  The ICB is 
a weekly e-newsletter that contains brief web summaries and web-links to university, national, 
Israeli, and international media stories about current events that reflect multiple points of view.   
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:    Pro-Israel student activists can participate in a national campaign 
to raise ICB readership to 100,000 people by signing up 1,000 new subscribers to the 
Israel Campus Beat by the end of first semester.   

 
 

Create a Pro-Israel Film Series:  Israel has a vibrant film industry that has grown in the last 

five years.  Many of Israel’s most interesting films promote varying political opinions and take place 
in the context of uncertainty and tumultuous geopolitical situations and present a variety of present 
day societal tensions that Israelis face.   
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Pro-Israel student activists can organize an ongoing film series 
featuring some of Israel’s most recent films.  Students can also make a film series more 
attractive by inviting a film’s director or producer to speak before or after the screening of 
the film or offering students a chance to debrief and share their reactions to the film 
following its screening.   

 
 

Coordinate a Lobbying Mission to Your Member of Congress’ Office (District or 
D.C.):  Pro Israel student activists can organize a delegation of pro-Israel students to visit a 

member of the House of Representatives’ district office and discuss the member’s views on 
legislation regarding Israel and the Middle East. 



 

Create a Pro-Israel Advertisement Series on Facebook: Facebook is a remarkable 

tool that gives students the opportunity to network and join affinity groups.  Over the summer, there 
has been a proliferation of Facebook groups related to Israel and the conflict with Hezbollah.  
Approximately 80 percent of college students have Facebook profiles. 
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Develop a proactive, pro-Israel advertisement series by 
purchasing ad space in your school’s Facebook portal.  These advertisements are 
relatively inexpensive and a great way for your message to reach thousands of people at 
your university. 

 
 

Create an Israel on Campus Blog and or a Facebook Group: Blogs are already a 

unique way for students to create their own news and voice their own opinions about current 
events.  Many college students use blogs as an essential way to connect to global issues. 
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Develop a blog that highlights your personal take on what is 
happening in Israel, upcoming events on campus, interesting articles, political cartoons 
etc.  Create a cohort on Facebook or on other social networking sites, on campus bulletin 
boards, and in the campus newspaper, to publicize your blog, initiatives and events.   

 

Host a Pro-Israel Teach-In:  As events in the Israel and in the Middle East change at an 

increasingly fast pace, pro-Israel experts from academia – from a variety of political perspectives - 
can participate in a lecture series/teach-in and help interested students understand current events 
in Israel and in the Middle East in real time. 
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Pro-Israel student activists can reach out to pro-Israel faculty at 
their university and have them discuss Israel within their area of expertise.  The most 
effective lecture series will involve pro-Israel scholars from a variety of disciplines, multiple 
political perspectives, and will be ongoing throughout a semester or an academic year.  

 

 
Fundraise For Specific Causes in Israel:  Due to the current wave of violence, there are a 

number of causes that students can create fundraising campaigns for – including supplies for IDF 
soliders, support for Magen David Adom (Israel’s Red Cross), supporting rebuilding efforts in 
Northern Israel, providing supplies to absorption centers etc. 
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Pro-Israel student activists can develop fundraising campaigns 
devoted to a specific issue.  Students can use the campaign as a way for students to 
develop personal connections to Israeli society and understand how Israelis are affected 
by the ongoing situation. 

 
 



Garner Statements of Solidarity From Campus Influentials:  Using previously 

developed relationships with pro-Israel students, pro-Israel student activists can ask leaders of 
influential student organizations for statements of solidarity with Israel.      
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Pro-Israel activists can develop relationships with key student 
government legislators and discuss the current situations in Israel with them.  Once 
students build rapport with these important people, pro-Israel students can work with the 
legislators to devise a pro-Israel resolution (or series of resolutions) that support Israel 
and reflect the nature of these challenging times.  Text of these resolutions are public 
domain and can be republished in campus newspapers, in letters to community leaders, 
members of Congress etc.  

 
 

Pass a Student Government Resolution:  Student government resolutions are policy 

statements that reflect specific positions on issues or that initiative university policy change.  In 
past years, many student governments have passed pro-Israel resolutions reflecting ongoing 
support for Israel as a sovereign, democratic nation.  
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Develop an initiative based upon the passage of Pro-Israel 
activists can meet with leaders of student organizations to discuss current events in the 
Middle East and ask for a statement of solidarity with the state of Israel in its battle to 
defend itself from terrorism.  With the leaders’ permission, these statements may be 
collected and distributed to campus leaders, campus newspapers, and other university 
stakeholders. 

 
 

Write Pro-Israel Op/Eds:  Op/Eds are the one of the most commonly read sections of campus 
newspapers.  This section often gauges the pulse of the university regarding important issues. 
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Develop an initiative where students write pro-Israel op/eds and 
submit them to the student newspaper.  These editorials should be factual, sourced, and 
elevate the level of discourse regarding Israel.  Students should work with local and 
national pro-Israel organizations to learn more about the current situation, gain relevant 
talking points, and get their op/eds revised and checked for facts, correct grammar and 
punctuation before submission. 

 
 

Engage Pro-Israel Faculty:  On every campus, there are faculty members in many 

departments who are sympathetic to Israel, but have not spoken out or offered their expertise to 
pro-Israel students on campus.  Faculty are excellent resources and mentors for pro-Israel 
students on campus.  By fostering these relationships, students can access a broad based support 
system that can help navigate bureaucracy, speak regarding their personal connection to Israel, or 
how Israel affects their issue area.  
  

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Pro-Israel activists can identify pro-Israel faculty members, meet 
with them, and discuss the pro-Israel movement on campus.  Activists can then leverage 



these relationships and work with faculty to serve as key advisors in planning their 
initiatives, develop faculty advisory boards for the initiatives or pro-Israel groups, and help 
navigate the university system in both good and bad times.   

   

 
Eliminate Barriers To Studying Abroad in Israel:  Beginning in 2004, the ICC launched 

the “Let Our Students Go” campaign, designed to reduce or eliminate barriers for students 
interested in studying abroad in Israel.  This ongoing effort has resulted in over 30 colleges and 
universities reducing or eliminating their study abroad barriers.  There is much work to be done on 
this issue and pro-Israel student activists can play a direct role in researching their university’s 
study abroad to Israel policy and crafting a campaign to overturn barriers. 
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Pro-Israel activists can better understand the situation on the 
ground by developing a relationship with the study abroad office in order to learn as much 
about the possibility of studying abroad in Israel. Once students have this information, 
they can work with Erielle Reshef, the ICC’s Communications and Outreach Associate to 
learn more about strategies that have worked on other campus and best practices that 
have helped students reduce or eliminate barriers. 

 
 

Participate in the Bina Initiative, iQuest, or Other High Impact Educational 
Experiences: 

  
Bina:  Originally created by students at the University of North Carolina, the Bina Initiative 
is a ten-week Israel discussion forum that encourages undergraduate students, graduate 
students, and faculty to think deeply about Israel and its relationship to their Jewish identity 
using a variety of sources.  Bina seeks to create an opportunity for meaningful and 
thoughtful conversation by providing a safe space where participants can explore and 
share their passions about Israel. Bina also enables students to mobilize local faculty, 
speakers, and other community resources to a part of its outstanding curriculum. 
  
iQuest:  An initiative developed by AIPAC, iQuest is an innovative approach to education 
that empowers the participants to customize their own learning, capitalize on available 
resources, and supports their quest for knowledge and understanding as an enhancement 
of pro-Israel activism.  The iQuest curriculum allows participants to learn in seminars, 
readings, and peer lead discussion groups and immerse themselves in three historical 
narratives:  U.S.-Israel Relations, Israeli pluralism, and the Arab-Israeli Conflict. 

  
From Processing to Action: Engaging with Israel In the Wake of the Conflict With Hizballah:  
A new set of resource materials, written by Ilan Wagner, that will help construct conversations with 
student leaders, Taglit-birthright israel returnees and Israel activists about Israel and the current 
conflict. The materials focus on processing the current reality, understanding the historical and 
political context, reflecting on the ramifications of this for each student’s own connection to Israel, 
and acting in a variety of different ways to support Israel.  The curriculum is online at 
http://tinyurl.com/fgal5.   

  



•         WHAT YOU CAN DO:    Pro-Israel student activists can apply for funding for the 
Bina Initiative (Bina will be taking place during spring semester 2007).  Please 
contact Zach Gelman (zgelman@israelcc.org) for more information.  For more 
information about iQuest, please contact Brian Jaffee at bjaffee@aipac.org.  For 
information about From Processing to Action: Engaging with Israel In the Wake of 
the Conflict With Hizballah, please contact Ilan Wagner at iwagner@hillel.org.  

 
 

Bring Israelis to Campus:  One of the most effective methods to educate students about 

Israel is by facilitating personal encounters with Israelis, especially students’ Israeli peers who are 
studying at Israel’s universities.  By bringing Israelis to campus, students can learn about life in 
Israel through personal stories. 
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Work with Israel at Heart to bring a student delegation of Israelis to 
campus.  The delegation can meet a broad cross section of influential students in locations 
across campus (e.g. student union, fraternity house, campus hangout etc.) and share their 
personal stories about all aspects of Israeli life.  Contact Israel at Heart by e-mailing 
info@israelatheart.com to let them know you are interested in bringing a student 
delegation to campus. 

 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Invite Melody Sucharewicz, winner of the Israeli television show 
“The Ambassador (similar to “The Apprentice”) to campus to share her personal story.  
Melody immigrated to Israel from Germany six years ago. She is currently studying for her 
M.S. and is fluent in 5 languages.  Her job, which begins in August at Israel at Heart, is to 
represent Israel abroad.  For more information, e-mail info@israelatheart.com to let them 
know you are interested in bringing a Melody to campus. 

 
 

Bring an Israeli Band to Campus:  In past years, one of the most engaging pro-Israel 

activities on campus has been through the performance of a popular Israeli band.  Bands that have 
come to the United States for tours, including Hadag Nachash, The Idan Raichel Project, and 
Shotei HaNevua, give students a glimpse into Israel’s music scene and how people of a variety of 
personal and political backgrounds come together to create music that advances and critiques 
Israel. 
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Contact Israel at Heart to learn more about bringing Shotei 
HaNevua (tentatively scheduled for December 2006) or Ivri Lider (one of the most popular 
Israeli rock musicians today – tentatively scheduled to visit the United States in November) 
to campus.  If you are able to bring one of these groups to campus, their visit should also 
include meetings with campus influentials, classroom visits, and media events.  For more 
information, e-mail info@israelatheart.com to let them know you are interested in bringing 
an Israeli band campus. 

 
 



Bring Vendors Who Sell Israeli Products to Campus:  Due to the war, many of the 

North’s primary summer tourist spots are totally vacant and may not be able to generate 
sustainable profits in the coming months.     

 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Work with the Israeli Consulate in your area to identify vendors 
who sell Israeli products and arrange for them to sell their goods in the student union, at 
Hillel, in the dorms etc.   

 
 

Create an Israel Journal:  Originally created at Yale University, Israel Journals have 

proliferated on campuses across the country in the last five years.  Israel Journals are an excellent 
way to create an environment where Israel can be discussed academically, to connect students 
and faculty members to Israel through academia, and to institutionalize academic inquiry of Israel 
as a normative campus experience. 
 

•  WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Create an Israel Journal on campus.  Contact Zach Gelman 
(zgelman@israelcc.org) for more specific information, including information about how to 
fund an Israel Journal. 

 
 

Promote Student Travel To Israel:  Organizations sponsor a variety of Israel travel 

experiences – from Taglit: birthright israel trips, missions, and short term volunteer experiences, to 
long term study experiences for a semester or for a year. 
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Students can develop an initiative to increase the number of 
students participating in short and long term Israel travel experiences.   

 
 

Get Involved In Student Government:  Student governments directly affect the entire 

student body through the decisions that they make and implement, including the rules and 
regulations they establish for campus programming.  Many student governments also are the 
clearinghouses for pools of funding for student groups.  Pro-Israel students can increase their 
involvement in student government through efforts to maximize campus resources (both human 
and financial) devoted to pro-Israel work on campus. 
 

•  WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Pro-Israel student activists can work within student government in 
a variety of meaningful ways, including: 

o developing relationships with candidates running for office  
o volunteering on campaigns of pro-Israel candidates,  
o creating a mobilization effort for fellow pro-Israel students to support and vote for 

pro-Israel candidates for office  
o running for office.  

 
 



Bring a Member of Congress to Campus:  Pro-Israel activists can invite their member of 

Congress to discuss the current situation, including why they support Israel, with the campus’ top 
student leaders. 
 
 

Participate in ICC Member Organizations’ Israel Travel Opportunities:  The ICC’s 

30 member organizations organize a variety of Israel travel experiences each year.  They range 
from community service work, touring trips, to intense issue area studies.   
 

• WHAT YOU CAN DO:  Develop an initiative to get a broad cross-section of pro-Israel 
students participating in all of the ICC member organizations’ travel experiences 
throughout the year.  Please be in touch with ICC staff and ICC member organizations for 
the dates, locations, and promotional information about these travel opportunities. 

 
Please see section VI for organizational contact information. 
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EMERGENCY CAMPUS 
ADVOCACY GRANT POOL

SECTION THREE

GRANT CRITERIA

N TIMEFRAME FOR CENTRAL EVENT 

N BROAD STUDENT REACH 

N INTERACTIVE AND EXPERIENTIAL  

N FOLLOW-THROUGH COMPONENT 



ICC Israel Action Grants  

Israel Action Grants are awarded to students who create a long-term, innovative, interactive, 
experiential, and impactful approach to changing campus Israel culture. They are provided for 
students who develop an initiative, campaign, or project that advances Israel awareness, 
education, or advocacy, significantly impacts campus Israel culture, and has a follow through 
component.  

Grant Criteria 

Initiatives must impact campus Israel culture in a measurable way. They must also enhance support for, 
or create a connection to Israel through dialogue, exploration, education, advocacy, or cultural offerings. 

1. Broad Student Reach  
o Initiatives must reach and impact a significant number of students; targeted experiences 

can be focused on a smaller number of student activists in order to accomplish broader 
objectives  

o Initiatives will be considered for funding based on the impact of the initiative on campus 
Israel culture and the number of student who are affected or who benefit from the 
successful implementation of the initiative.  

o Applications should indicated primary ways students will be impacted, the primary and 
secondary student populations targeted for impact, and the specific methodologies 
applicants will use to measure the impact of their initiative.  

o Projects that demonstrate an ability to significantly impact campus Israel culture are 
eligible for between $2,000 and $7,500. 

2. Interactive and Experiential  
o Initiatives must provide interactions between participants, bring students together as 

active participants in accumulating knowledge, skills, thoughts, feelings, memories, or 
relationships. Artists, speakers, educators, musicians, performances, and presentations 
must only be included in order to advance the interactive and experiential components 
of the initiative.  

o Although a component of many Israel experiences, food cannot be a primary expense 
of funded initiatives. Food should not represent more than ¼ of the total funding 
requested for the initiative. 

3. Follow Through Component  
o Grant proposals should include a compelling vision and/or detailed strategy for 

achieving the long-term objectives and identified metrics of the initiative. 

No Funding Will Be Awarded To 

 Stand alone programs such as concerts, speakers, parties etc.  
 A string of unrelated offerings; elements of an initiative must share the same vision and 
objectives  

 Initiatives developed by professionals  
 Alcohol  
 Fundraisers  
 Promotional Items  
 Retroactive requests 



 

Maximum Grant 
Students can apply for between $2,000 and $7500 

Deadlines 
Grants will be reviewed on a rolling basis through April 15, 2007. Grants are reviewed by committee. 
Applications must be submitted 30 days in advance of the initiative. Initiatives will not be funded 
retroactively. Applicants will be notified of funding determinations via e-mail within 3-4 weeks. 

Publicity 
All flyers, newspaper articles, brochures and other publicity must visibly state that the project was funded 
by the ICC Israel Action Grant Project and supported by the Avi Chai Foundation, the Charles and Lynn 
Schusterman Family Foundation and Morris B. Squire. 

Applying for a Grant 
Applications for this grant are accepted on-line. You do not have to fill out the application all at once (you 
will be able to save in process and return), however we still recommend that you look at a blank 
application form before filling it out to make sure you have all the necessary information. 

Questions? Contact: 
Zach Gelman   

Apply now at: www.israelcc.org/grants 
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BACKGROUND: 
THE CURRENT CONFLICT

SECTION FOUR

N BACKGROUNDERS 

N FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS 

N POLICY STATEMENTS 

N RESOLUTIONS 



 

 

 
American-Israeli Cooperative Enterprise 
 

Beware of Disinformation 

(http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/talking/48_Disinformation.html)  

(August 8, 2006) 

CNN’s Nic Robertson was taken to an area of Beirut and told that the rubble of buildings is a result of 
Israeli air strikes on civilian targets. The reporter repeated the allegation as fact. He had no way of 
knowing what was in the buildings, whether it was a rocket workshop, a hiding place for katyushas, the 
home of a Hizballah leader, or a command center. In fact, he didn’t even know if Israel was responsible 
for the destruction that he was shown. Later, he admitted that his report had been shaped by his 
Hizballah minder who only let him go to certain areas and photograph what the Hizballah “press 
officer” would allow.  

In waging their propaganda war, Israel’s enemies count on journalists to report first and research later, 
if at all, and CNN and other media outlets have fallen into their trap. 

Israel’s adversaries learned a long time ago that they can attract publicity and sympathy by fabricating 
statistics and screaming “massacre.” This was the case in April 2002 when Palestinians claimed that 
500 people were “massacred” in Jenin. They could not produce any evidence to support the scurrilous 
charge, and their own review committee reported a death toll of 56, of whom 34 were combatants. By 
the time the truth was reported, the story had been repeated throughout the world media and Israel’s 
image was tarnished. 

During the last war in Lebanon, disinformation was the norm. Perhaps the most dramatic example 
occurred when the Washington Post published a photograph (August 2, 1982) of a baby that appeared to 
have lost both its arms. The UPI caption said that the seven-month-old had been severely burned when 
an Israeli jet accidentally hit a Christian residential area. The photo disgusted President Reagan and was 
one reason he subsequently called for Israel to halt its attacks. The photo and the caption, however, 
were inaccurate. The baby, in fact, did not lose its arms, and the burns the child suffered were the result 
of a PLO attack on East Beirut. 
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The media also reported that Israel’s operation to end the PLO threats to northern Israel resulted in 
10,000 deaths and 600,000 homeless in south Lebanon. The 600,000 homeless figure originated in mid-
June 1982 with the Palestine Red Crescent, headed by Yasser Arafat’s brother Fathi. Francesco Noseda 
of the International Committee of the Red Cross, who had originally used the bogus number, later 
repudiated it. By then, however, it was too late and the perception had been created that Israel was 
responsible for the mass killing of civilians and the creation of a humanitarian disaster.  

The Lebanese Prime Minister is trying this tactic again in 2006 by claiming that Israel has perpetrated 
massacres and has made 500,000 people homeless. No effort is made to confirm these claims, they are 
simply repeated by the media, thereby reinforcing the incentive for Arab propagandists to spread 
disinformation. In August, he declared that Israel had perpetrated a “massacre” and killed 40 people in 
the town of Houla. Later, he was forced to admit that only one person had died.  

In the earlier war in Lebanon, there would have been zero dead or homeless if the PLO hadn’t used 
south Lebanon as a base from which to menace Israel. This same point can be made today, but is being 
ignored by the media in its obsession with casualty figures and its desire to find evidence of Israel 
attacking innocents. Not a single Lebanese civilian would be in danger, however, if Hizballah was not 
controlling southern Lebanon and attacking Israel. This fact appears lost on most journalists covering 
the current conflict. 

The press is also spending a great deal of time talking to Lebanese civilians and their relatives in the 
United States and highlighting the difficult conditions they are enduring. This is no doubt the case since 
they are living in a war zone; however, the media has spent almost no time talking to the Israelis living 
under the constant threat of rocket attacks. Few reporters have gone into the bomb shelters to interview 
the frightened Israeli families. No one seems interested in how the relatives of Israelis in the United 
States feel about their loved ones being under siege. 

Similarly, every report has focused on the Americans living in Lebanon while no one seems interested 
in the thousands of Americans living in Israel. It is terrible that tourists and students are having to be 
evacuated from Lebanon, but what about those same groups in Israel? What about the hundreds of 
students on summer tours and programs in Israel, many of whom were in the north when the violence 
escalated? While the complications of leaving the country may not be as severe as in Lebanon, it is still 
very difficult to arrange a quick exit from Israel, and many American parents are in a state of panic 
worrying about their children in Israel. 

Wars are never easy to cover, and each side of a conflict wants to make its case through the media. A 
responsible press, however, does not repeat whatever it hears, it first makes every effort to insure the 
accuracy of its reporting. That is the standard expected of journalists covering the war between Israel 
and Hizballah. 

 

 

 



 3 

Proportionality 
(http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/talking/13_%20Proportionality.html) 

 (July 20, 2006) 

Israel seeks peace and is still waiting for leaders of the Palestinians and the other Arab states at war 
with Israel to step forward and follow the examples of Anwar Sadat and King Hussein by ceasing their 
support for terror and resuming negotiations. Until that happens, Israel must take prudent security 
measures to protect its citizens. 

In responding to the acts of war perpetrated by Hamas and Hizballah, Israel has launched a military 
campaign to end the threat posed by these two terrorist groups that have each kidnaped Israeli soldiers 
and unleashed a barrage of rockets on the civilian population of Israel. In prosecuting the war, Israel has 
come under fire for using “disproportionate” force, but how do you determine the proportionate use of 
military force?  

Since Hizballah’s stated objective is the destruction of Israel, isn’t the appropriate response the 
destruction of Hizballah? Wouldn’t random missile strikes on Lebanese and Palestinian cities be 
proportionate to Hamas and Hizballah rocket attacks on northern and southern Israel? Can you imagine 
any of Israel’s critics accepting those responses? 

When Palestinian terrorists plant bombs at Israeli shopping malls and kill and maims dozens of 
civilians, would the “proportionate response” be for Israelis to plant bombs in Palestinian malls? No one 
in Israel believes this would be a legitimate use of force. Thus, Israel is left with the need to take 
measured action against specific targets in an effort to either deter Palestinian violence or stop it. 

What would America do if terrorists bombed civilian targets? After 9/11, we saw that America took the 
same type of action as Israel by launching military strikes against the terrorists. U.S. forces used 
overwhelming force and, though they never targeted civilians, some were inadvertently killed. 
Americans believe in Colin Powell’s doctrine, which holds that “America should enter fights with every 
bit of force available or not at all.”  

The United States uses overwhelming force against its enemies, even though the threats are distant and 
pose no danger to the existence of the nation or the immediate security of its citizens. The threat Israel 
faces is immediate in time and physical proximity, and poses a direct danger to Israeli citizens. More 
than a thousand rockets have now fallen on Israel’s cities, not its military installations, its civilian 
centers. Approximately one million Israelis have fled south or are living in bomb shelters. Still, Israel 
has not used its full might as the Powell Doctrine dictates. The use of force has been judicious and 
precise. 

Israeli soldiers do not deliberately target noncombatants. The murder of innocents is the goal of the 
Lebanese and Palestinian terrorists. In fact, what other army drops leaflets to warn people to leave an 
area they intend to attack even though it gives up the element of surprise and allows the bad guys to 
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hide as well as the innocent to escape? 

IDF activities are governed by an overriding policy of restraint and a determination to take all possible 
measures to prevent harm to innocent civilians. 

No innocent Palestinians or Lebanese would be in any danger if the Palestinian Authority took steps to 
stop terrorism and the Lebanese government had fulfilled the requirements of UN Security Council 
Resolution 1559 calling for the disarming of Hizballah and the deployment of the Lebanese army in 
south Lebanon. Israel would have no reason to take military action if its citizens were not under 
constant threat.  

No innocent Palestinians or Lebanese would be in danger if terrorists did not deliberately hide among 
them. If the peace-seeking Palestinians and Lebanese prevented the terrorists from living in their midst, 
Israel would have no reason to come to their neighborhoods. 

It is a tragedy whenever innocent lives are lost, and Israelis have consistently expressed their sadness 
over Arab casualties. By contrast, when innocent Israelis are murdered by terrorists, Hamas and 
Hizballah hold rallies to celebrate the murders. 

As a democracy, when Israeli soldiers make mistakes in battle, they are called to account for those 
errors. On those occasions when noncombatants are unintentionally injured, investigations are launched 
and the Israeli public debates the military’s actions.  

Hizballah 
(http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/talking/47_Hizballah.html) 

 (July 27, 2006) 

Hizballah makes no secret of its objective, namely, the destruction of Israel. It committed an act of war 
by crossing the international border and attacking soldiers in Israel and kidnaping two of them. It 
escalated the war by indiscriminately firing missiles at Israeli cities. 

Toward the end of 1982, Iran sent fighters to assist in the establishment of a revolutionary Islamic 
movement in Lebanon. The radical Shi’ia Muslim group that emerged was Hizballah. Led by religious 
clerics, the organization aspires to create an Iranian-style theocracy in Lebanon and, ultimately, 
establish an Islamic government across the Arab world. In recent years, Hizballah has become part of 
the Lebanese political process, but it also uses terror as a means to achieve its goals. 

As the organizational infrastructure developed, Hizballah, with Iranian and Syrian assistance, began to 
establish an extensive military network in the Ba’albek area. Its militias have since spread into the 
Shi’ite neighborhoods in southern and western Beirut as well as into southern Lebanon.  

Hizballah has repeatedly carried out terrorist actions against Israelis and launched rockets into northern 
Israel. Israelis have not even been safe outside their homeland. In 1992 and 1994, Hizballah bombed the 
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Israeli Embassy and the AMIA Jewish center in Buenos Aires. Eight days after the AMIA bombing, the 
Israeli Embassy in London was car bombed by two Palestinians linked to Hizballah. 

According to Hizballah, the United States was to blame for many of the country’s problems. Israel was 
seen as an extension of the United States and a foreign power in Lebanon. The immediate threat is to 
Israel, but Hizballah has also repeatedly targeted Americans. Here’s a partial list: 

1982-1988 — Hizballah held David Dodge, acting president of the American University in Beirut, 
captive for a year; kidnaped and murdered Malcolm Kerr, a Lebanese-born American who was 
president of the American University of Beirut; abducted Jeremy Levin, Beirut bureau chief of CNN, 
who later escaped; held Reverend Benjamin Weir for 16 months; seized diplomat William Buckley and 
he was never heard from again; kidnaped Frank Reed, director of the American University in Beirut, 
and held him 44 months; held Joseph Cicippio, the acting comptroller at the American University in 
Beirut for five years; and abducted and murdered Col. William Higgins, the American chief of the 
United Nations Truce Supervisory Organization. 

April 18, 1983 — A truck-bomb exploded in front of the U.S. Embassy in Beirut, killing 63 employees, 
including the CIA's Middle East director, and wounding 120. 

Oct. 23, 1983 — A truck loaded with a bomb crashed into the lobby of the U.S. Marines headquarters in 
Beirut, killing 241 soldiers and wounding 81.  

April 12, 1984 — Hizballah bombed a restaurant near a U.S. Air Force base in Torrejon, Spain, killing 
18 servicemen and wounding 83 people.  

September 20, 1984 — A suicide bomb attack on the U.S. Embassy in East Beirut killed 23 people and 
injured 21. 

December 4, 1984 — Hizballah terrorists hijacked a Kuwait Airlines plane and murdered American 
passengers Charles Hegna and William Stanford. 

June 14, 1985 — Hizballah members hijacked a TWA flight and murdered Robert Stethem, a U.S. 
Navy diver. Three members of Hizballah, Imad Mughniyah, Hasan Izz-al-Din, and Ali Atwa, are on the 
FBI's list of 22 Most Wanted Terrorists for the hijacking.  

It is tragic that Lebanese civilians are harmed, but the only ones showing concern for noncombatants 
are the Israelis, who are pinpointing their attacks rather than carpet bombing areas where they know 
Hizballah has bases. Hizballah has no regard whatsoever for innocents and that is why it operates inside 
residential neighborhoods. Of course, they care even less about innocent Jews than they do their own 
people and indiscriminately fire their rockets into Israeli cities. 

Former diplomats are calling for political intervention, but just what is Israel supposed to negotiate with 
a group bent on its destruction? The diplomats’ answer is to capitulate to Hizballah demands and trade 
dozens of Arab prisoners for two soldiers, a formula that would give the terrorists an incentive to 
continue to kidnap Israelis and do nothing to eliminate the ongoing threat that Hizballah has proven 
now extends to the heart of Israel. 
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Diplomats also appeal to the major powers to take political steps to stop the violence, and emergency 
sessions are called at the UN. But we’ve seen this movie before. In fact, the world did come up with a 
diplomatic “solution” in 2004 – UN Security Council Resolution 1559. The resolution specifically 
called on the Lebanese government to disarm Hizballah and to deploy its army in the south. The 
international community did nothing, however, to enforce that resolution, and the Lebanese government 
proved unable and/or unwilling to fulfill its duty. 

The violence can only be stopped if there is a clear, unified message from the world’s leaders that 
terrorism and unprovoked acts of war on sovereign nations will not be allowed to stand. Israel must be 
permitted to eliminate the rocket threat posed by Hizballah. Then Hizballah must release the Israeli 
soldiers unharmed and the Lebanese government must implement UN Resolution 1559. If the 
international community is to end the crises in the long-term, it must be prepared to deal with the 
countries that helped precipitate this war, Hizballah’s patrons in Syria and Iran.  

Israel is now being criticized for responding “disproportionately,” but what would be the proportionate 
response to a terrorist group trying to destroy you? Should Israel fire missiles indiscriminately at 
Lebanon because that would be equivalent to what Hizballah is now doing? What would the United 
States do if rockets were raining down on its cities?  

Some countries are also calling for Israel to exercise restraint. Does anyone believe France would show 
the slightest restraint if its cities were under attack? Just ask the people of the Ivory Coast, thousands of 
miles away, about French restraint there. And what about the Russian idea of restraint? We’ve seen it 
firsthand in their treatment of terrorists in Moscow and the prosecution of their war in Chechnya. These 
countries have no moral authority to lecture Israel. 

The media has devoted much of its attention to images of the Lebanese. We’ve seen very little of the 
damage in Israel or interviews with Israeli families forced to live in bomb shelters. Every report has 
mentioned the American citizens who are in Lebanon, but nothing is being said about the thousands of 
Americans in Israel endangered by the Hizballah missile attacks. 
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Frequently Asked Questions 
about the Current Israeli Military Operation in Lebanon 

 
Has Israel used "proportionate force" in responding to the attacks? 

The concept of proportionate force is highly ambiguous. If, by proportionate force, you mean to ask if Israel is using the 
same kind of tactics against Hezbollah as Hezbollah is using against Israel, the answer is no. Israel is not indiscriminately 
firing missiles into civilian areas; it is not seeking to abduct, without provocation, non-combatants; it is not trying to de-
stabilize the region. Israel is carefully hitting legitimate targets. 

If, by proportionate force, you mean to ask if Israel is using the same amount of force (however such things are measured) in 
responding to Hezbollah as Hezbollah used on Israel, the answer is, again, no. This would suggest that the goal of the Israeli 
operation is to do as much damage to Hezbollah as Hezbollah does to Israel-in short, to take revenge. But Israel does not 
seek revenge, it seeks to stop Hezbollah's attacks and to prevent future such episodes. Israel is using the amount of force 
"proportionate" to the required objective of providing security for its citizens.   

Why doesn't Israel agree to a "prisoner exchange" with Hezbollah in order to hasten a ceasefire? 

The phrase "prisoner exchange" is misleading because it implies that the prisoners were apprehended in the same fashion and 
for the same reasons. Nothing could be further from the truth. Israel has captured in combat situations Hezbollah terrorists 
who were actively trying to inflict harm on its citizens. Hezbollah has brazenly abducted Israeli soldiers on routine patrols 
along an internationally recognized border. Another distinction is how prisoners are treated once in captivity. Hezbollah 
often tortures prisoners and kills them; Israel allows for visits from the Red Cross and adheres to international norms. Israel 
and other Western countries have long held that negotiating with terrorists over such exchanges only emboldens the terrorists 
to do it again. These exchanges likely increase, not decrease, the risk of violence. 
  

Does the Arab world oppose the Israeli move? 

A number of moderate Arab countries have quietly supported the Israeli operation, fearing that Hezbollah and Hamas are 
posing increasing dangers to the entire region. Several Arab countries openly blamed Hezbollah for the attacks, calling them 
"unexpected, inappropriate and irresponsible acts." The G8's statement also implicitly laid blame on Hezbollah, stating that 
"extremist elements and those that support them cannot be allowed to plunge the Middle East into chaos and provoke a wider 
conflict." 

Why does Israel oppose an international force? 

Israel is concerned that an international force, deployed at this stage of the conflict, would prevent Israel from responding to 
a still strong Hezbollah. Such forces have been weak and ineffective in previous regional conflicts. It is possible that as 
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Hezbollah is weakened, Israel will re-consider a possible role for an international force. 

Do further Israeli attacks threaten to de-stabilize the Lebanese government and undermine this nascent Middle East 

democracy? 

There's no evidence whatsoever that the Lebanese government is in danger of falling. Israel has not gone after Lebanese 
leaders or hit Lebanese government buildings. It has limited its operations to Hezbollah and the routs-air, sea and land-that 
are used to supply Hezbollah with arms.  Israel's military operations no doubt place a great deal of pressure on Lebanon. The 
Israeli government hopes that the Lebanese government will adhere to UN Security Council resolutions that require it to 
establish sovereignty over its own territory and disarm militias, including Hezbollah. Once this happens, the Lebanese 
government will be stronger and in better control of its own territory.  

Was Israel justified in responding to the Hezbollah kidnappings? 

The Hezbollah terrorist attacks constitute an unprovoked act of aggression. Israel withdrew its troops from Lebanon in May 
2000, fully complying with U.N. Security Council Resolution 425. The U.N. Secretary General confirmed Israel's full 
compliance, and then the Security Council reaffirmed its cooperation in repeated resolutions. 

While Israel has fully adhered to Resolution 425, the Lebanese government has failed to comply with its responsibilities 
under this Resolution. It has failed to re-establish effective authority in Southern Lebanon, and failed to cooperate in 
restoring international peace and security along its border with Israel.  Instead, the Lebanese government has allowed 
Hezbollah and other terrorist organizations to use Southern Lebanon as a springboard for repeated attacks against Israel. The 
government of Lebanon bears full responsibility for terrorist attacks perpetrated from within its borders against a 
neighboring state. Israel has every right and obligation to its own citizens to take measures to prevent further attacks. 

Why did Israel hit Lebanon's "civilian infrastructure"? 
 
Israel is trying to keep Iranian arms from getting to Hezbollah by air, sea or land, and keep Israeli captives from being flown 
out of Lebanon. Beirut Airport, for example, has long been a key part of Iran's supply of all kinds of material to Hezbollah. 
Analysts estimate that Iran's Revolutionary Guard has supplied Hezbollah with more than $1 billion of supplies over the past 
25 years. The road from Damascus to Beirut has also been used to supply the terrorist group. With Hezbollah under fire in 
Israel, the Israeli operation prevents Hezbollah from re-supplying. 
 
Can the government of Lebanon do anything to stop Hezbollah? 

The Lebanese government has deliberated, but has failed to send troops to secure its Southern border, which is currently 
controlled by Hezbollah. Israel's military operations are designed in part to persuade the Lebanese government to take its 
security obligations seriously and to prevent its border from being used as a platform for attacks against Israel. After a recent 
cabinet meeting, the Lebanese government said it had a right and duty to extend its control over all Lebanese territory, 
indicating that it can, with the requisite political will, establish control over its own borders and thereby curtail Hezbollah's 
terrorist activities. 

Should America intervene diplomatically to stop the war? 

The U.S. has been steadfast in supporting Israel's right to self-defense. American diplomacy should continue to focus on 
getting Lebanon to move its army into its Southern border region, which would prevent Hezbollah from using the territory 
for further attacks. American diplomatic efforts should also work to unite the civilized world in getting Iran and Syria to stop 
supplying Hamas and Hezbollah with weapons and the political will to continue their war against Israel. 

American diplomacy has not and should not, however, seek to stop Israel from putting an end to the immediate threat of 
missiles and kidnappings and from disrupting the supply routs used to re-arm Hezbollah (i.e. the airport and key roads). The 
U.S. should also not attempt to persuade Israel to stop the operation with no change in the status of Hezbollah's unchecked 
presence in the South, which would only encourage the terrorist group to continue its attacks. 
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Does Israel's policy of deterrence work? 

Israel is a small country in a very difficult neighborhood where inaction is often viewed as weakness and an invitation to 
further hostilities. Indeed, after Israel pulled out of Gaza, Hamas and other terror groups peddled the view that the Israeli 
move was a victory for Palestinian terror strategy and were all too eager to prove that they could continue to attack Israel 
with impunity. Likewise, Hezbollah's recent attacks were meant to show that the terrorist group and its Iranian sponsor are 
strong, and that Israel is weak. Given this environment, Israel must consider not only the costs and risks of its defensive 
operations, but the costs and risks of not doing anything to defend itself.  

While some commentators have argued that American and Israeli deterrence have failed to transform the Middle East into a 
safer region and have only angered Arab populations, they have failed to take into account what might have happened had 
Israel not acted to defend itself. Without the credible threat of force, Syria and Iran will only continue to provide the means 
for Hezbollah and Hamas to make war against the Jewish State. In the end, Israel must demonstrate the will to defend itself.  
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Americans for Peace Now 

APN Policy Statement 

July 20, 2006 

APN is a Jewish, Zionist organization dedicated to enhancing Israel’s security through peace and to 

supporting the Israeli Peace Now movement. We are deeply pained by the escalating violence in 

Israel, Gaza and Lebanon.  

Where Things Stand Today  

The Lebanese terrorist group Hezbollah, backed by Iran and Syria, deliberately changed the rules 

of the game on the Israel-Lebanon border when it crossed into Israel and attacked an Israeli 

military patrol, killing three soldiers and capturing two others; and by raining rockets deep inside 

Israel. In response, Israel has launched its fiercest military campaign in Lebanon since it 

voluntarily withdrew all troops from that country six years ago. The Palestinian terrorist group 

Hamas goaded Israel to action with a constant rain of rockets from Gaza into Israel, and upped the 

ante when it crossed into Israel and captured an Israeli soldier. In response, Israel is carrying out 
its fiercest military campaign inside Gaza since it withdrew from that territory last year.  

Israel has a right to defend its territory and citizens. In doing so, Israel must ensure that its 

military goals are defined and achievable, and the means used to achieve them minimize harm to 

innocent civilians. Failing this, Israel risks enraging the civilian populations, mobilizing additional 
support for militants, and miring Israeli forces in a long-term conflict with no exit strategy.  

Hamas and Hezbollah cannot avoid responsibility for their reckless and provocative acts, which 

triggered the current escalating violence. And as in any conflict, the immediate trigger is not the 

whole story.  

How We Got Here  

The crises in Lebanon and Gaza reflect both the failure of the Bush Administration, throughout its 

entire tenure in office, to seriously engage in the Middle East, and the failure of local leaders to 

rein in militants and assert their authority. They also clearly demonstrate the limits of unilateral 
action in resolving conflict.  

The U.S. rightly praised Israel for its withdrawal from Lebanon, and praised the Lebanese people 

for courageously evicting Syria, but failed to follow up with tangible assistance to help the fledgling 

government meet the United Nations’ call to disarm Hizballah and extend its sovereignty to its 

southern border. Such assistance could have provided Israel with the security to which it was 
entitled following its withdrawal from southern Lebanon.  
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The U.S. rightly praised then-Prime Minister Sharon’s courageous disengagement from Gaza, but 

failed to promote Israeli-Palestinian dialogue and a political process, even after the death of Yasser 

Arafat and the election of President Mahmoud Abbas. The Israeli-Palestinian conflict has been left 

to fester, centering now on the future of the West Bank and Jerusalem and providing a rallying 

point for extremists, both among the Palestinians and throughout the region. The absence of a 

political process and U.S. political engagement weakened Palestinian moderates and strengthened 

extremists, contributed to the failure of President Abbas to rein in Palestinian terror groups and 

the subsequent Hamas election victory, and helped create a vacuum for violence to fill. It also left 

Israel and the Palestinians with no mechanism to turn to when the situation began to spiral out of 

control. Efforts to undermine the new Hamas government – led by the U.S. and Israel – 

contributed, predictably, to Palestinian outrage and support for Hamas. Absent a political process 
and a political horizon, Israeli-Palestinian violence will inevitably continue to erupt.  

These crises have taken on their own momentum, with civilians – Israeli, Lebanese, and 

Palestinian – bearing the tragic consequences. It is increasingly unlikely that the parties, on their 

own, have the ability to slow or stop the escalation. Unchecked, the fighting threatens to engulf 

the region in conflict, with potentially devastating consequences not only for the people of the 

Middle East, but for the world. Painful experience has demonstrated, over and over, that there is 

no wholly military or unilateral solution that can guarantee Israel’s security and stability in the 

region.  

The Way Forward  

It should be evident by now that the Palestinian situation is not unfolding in a regional vacuum. 

The ongoing fighting has severe consequences for broader Israeli and American interests, and 

undermines our Arab allies. While it is clear that terrorism and support for terrorism must not be 

tolerated, the Bush Administration’s dogmatic approach in the Middle East has placed at risk vital 

U.S. national security interests, giving rise to the unprecedented situation in which the U.S. 

maintains little or no contact with key players in this crisis – Syria, Iran, Hezbollah, and Hamas. At 

a time when Arab leaders are denouncing Hezbollah’s actions and Lebanon’s Prime Minister is 

asking for international assistance to comply with UN Security Council resolutions, a U.S. decision 

to remain on the sidelines risks playing into the hands of extremists who want to see these 
conflicts transform into a regional conflagration.  

Never in history has the U.S. stood by idly while Israeli-Arab violence raged unchecked. The U.S. 

has an obligation – to its own citizens, to its ally Israel, and to the world in which it represents the 

last superpower – to intervene to stop the escalation and turn the current dangerous and tragic 

moment into an opportunity to move toward a safer and more stable Middle East.  

The U.S. should intervene immediately, bringing to bear the full force of American political and 

diplomatic influence. President Bush should immediately dispatch a senior presidential envoy or 

envoys to the Middle East – for example, former Presidents George Bush and Bill Clinton – vested 

with the authority of the president and empowered to work with parties in the region, the UN, and 

relevant world leaders to restore order and renew a political process capable of ending terrorism 
and violence.  

There can be no return to a status quo in Gaza or along the Israel-Lebanon border where terrorists 

are able to strike Israeli civilians with virtual impunity. However, ceasefires may provide an 

opening for the international community to mobilize assistance and resources to help the 

Government of Lebanon extend its sovereignty to its southern border, removing the threat of 

rocket fire into Israel, and to stabilize the situation in Gaza, as well as to work to free the captured 
Israeli soldiers via diplomatic means.  
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In addition, the U.S. may need to reconsider its policy of refusing to engage with some parties in 

the region, or at a minimum, work with Arab and European allies as intermediaries – not as a 

reward for terror but as responsible policy to protect vital U.S. national security interests.  

Skillful and determined U.S. engagement can and must transform these dangerous crises into 

opportunities to strengthen Lebanon’s new government, re-launch Israeli-Palestinian contacts, 
and, in the process, improve Israel’s security and ensure that these same tragedies do not recur.  

APN is the premier Jewish, Zionist organization working to enhance Israel’s security through 

peace. APN believes that strong U.S. leadership is the best hope for reducing Israeli-Palestinian 

violence and bringing about a political process that can eventually pave the way for security and 

peace for Israelis and Palestinians. 

For more information contact Lara Friedman at lfriedman@peacenow.org or 202/728-1893. 
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 Anti-Defamation League 
 
Crisis in the Middle East: Frequently Asked Questions  
http://www.adl.org/main_Israel/crisis_faq.htm 

 

• Is Israel justified in its strong military action against Hezbollah and Hamas? 

 

• Israel has been accused of a "disproportionate" response that may undermine the Lebanese government. 

Why is this necessary? 

 

• How has the international community reacted to Israel's actions? 

 

• Didn't Israel unilaterally withdraw from Lebanon and Gaza? 

 

• What are US interests in this struggle? 

 

• Will the war expand? 

 

• What about the Israeli soldiers who were kidnapped? 

 

Is Israel justified in its strong military action against Hezbollah and Hamas? 

 

Yes, on three levels. First, Israel had withdrawn from both Gaza and Lebanon so there wasn't even the usual 

excuse of "resisting occupation" to justify the launching of rockets into Israel and the unprovoked attacks on 

and kidnapping of Israeli soldiers. If anything, the argument can be made that Israel's mistake was not 

earlier enforcing a stated policy of zero tolerance of aggression once it pulled out of the two areas. 

 

Second, Hezbollah and Hamas are not just engaged in violence and terror. These organizations seek to 

severely weaken Israel and to create a situation where Israel's very existence is once again threatened. Israel 

clearly needs to respond to these threats – not only to stop this current aggression, but to make clear that it 

will not stand for greater threats down the road. 

 

Third, Israel's ability to survive and prosper for decades in a region where enemies abound has been due to 

its strength and deterrence which held off cross-border aggression because of fear of a massive Israeli 

response. Hezbollah and Hamas, together with Syria and Iran, decided to challenge and even collapse that 

deterrence capability through their rockets, which, particularly in the case of Hezbollah, are even more lethal 

and long-ranging than Israel anticipated. 

 

Weapons technology advances mean that in the future, Israel will likely have to deal with the specter of 

missiles armed with chemical weapons. Israel understood that it must end the barrage now or else it will 

never end, and will jeopardize Israel's fundamental security and existence as an independent state. 

Back to Questions

 

 

Maybe so, but Israel has been accused of a "disproportionate" response that may undermine the 

Lebanese government. Why is this necessary? 

 

Israel must take into account questions of proportionality, including the impact on civilian populations and the 

impact on the government of Lebanon. In fact, it has been doing exactly that. Its goal in Lebanon is clear – to 

eliminate the Hezbollah threat to Israel, mostly by dramatically weakening its firepower and leadership and 
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creating a situation where the Lebanese army will finally take control of southern Lebanon, which the UN had 

already mandated six years ago. 

 

To achieve that goal, Israel is targeting Hezbollah's infrastructure – its military installations, its political 

headquarters, its media outlets. 

 

It is also targeting Lebanese infrastructure in a measured way to slow down and eliminate the massive flow of 

weapons from Syria and Iran which has made Hezbollah such a menacing force. Thus, Israel struck the Beirut 

airport to retard the arms flow and to prevent Hezbollah from shuttling out of the country the two captive 

Israeli soldiers – but not to a degree that the airport would be severely damaged and unable to reopen. The 

major highways to the Syrian border have similarly been targeted – again to prevent the removal of the 

Israeli soldiers into Syria and to prevent a new influx of arms from Syria. It is Hezbollah and its infrastructure 

that is under attack, not the Lebanese people. While there have been tragic civilian casualties, Israel has 

been leafleting residential neighborhoods with advance warning of impending Israeli attacks, providing 

opportunity for civilians to evacuate the areas. 

 

The charge of a disproportionate response is unwarranted. It has the effect, if not the intent, to undermine 

Israel's war of necessity against Hezbollah and Hamas, necessary for Israel's security, necessary for 

Lebanon's integrity as a state, necessary for the Arab world's stability and necessary for the civilized world's 

struggle against international terrorism. 

Back to Questions

 

How has the international community reacted to Israel's actions? 

 

There is, of course, the usual anti-Israel activity: introduction of UN resolutions critical of Israel, charges by 

countries such as France, Spain, Ireland, Sweden and Norway focusing on Israeli "overreaction." In a 

circumstance where the case is overwhelmingly in Israel's favor, this reflexive anti-Israel sentiment is 

troubling. 

 

Still taking into account the usual response to such situations, the mildness of the criticism in some circles 

has been striking. There has been a focus on the threat of Hezbollah and Hamas from international leaders 

and there even been support for Israel beyond the United States, as seen in positions and statements by 

Canada, Great Britain, Australia and Germany among others. 

 

Even more significant are comments from some Arab states and the Lebanese government. Saudi Arabia, 

Egypt, Jordan and Palestinian Authority President Mahmoud Abbas, while making sure to condemn Israel, 

have made clear that Hezbollah and Hamas by their aggressive actions take on a heavy blame for the current 

crisis. Their willingness to point the finger away from Israel, not a common reaction in the Arab world, 

reflects the threat posed to their own regimes by the power of Islamic extremism. 

 

Meanwhile, the Lebanese government itself, undoubtedly reflecting the will of the people, is finally talking 

about taking control of the south from Hezbollah and accusing Hezbollah of illegitimately dragging the whole 

nation into war. 

Back to Questions

 

 

Didn't Israel unilaterally withdraw from Lebanon and Gaza? 

 

Yes, Israel withdrew its troops from south Lebanon in May 2000, and unilaterally uprooted its presence in the 

Gaza strip – including settlements – in August 2005. Polls at the time demonstrated that both redeployments 

had the support of the majority of Israelis.  

 

In light of the attacks from Gaza and southern Lebanon, however, there has been much discussion in the 

Israeli media about the impact and prudence of those redeployments.  
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Clearly, the fear expressed by critics of the withdrawals – that Israel will appear to be weakening in its 

resolve in the face of terror and that the lesson for Hezbollah and Hamas is that terror works – resonates.  

 

In the case of Hamas and Islamic Jihad, there have been many Kassam rocket attacks on Israel's south, and 

particularly on the town of Sderot since last summer's disengagement. On the other hand, it has been pointed 

out that the steep rise in rocket attacks is only in comparison to the period leading up to the withdrawal, 

which was quiet because Hamas didn't want to do anything that might cause Israel to change its mind. 

Indeed, for several years before that, Kassam attacks were just about as high as during the post-withdrawal 

phase. 

 

On the other side, however, Israel is benefiting within the international community and with its own domestic 

audience as a result of the withdrawals. Internationally, even countries like France that have been very 

critical of Israel, acknowledge that there was no excuse for the attacks by either Hezbollah or Hamas since 

Israel was not in Lebanon, nor in the Gaza Strip. Richard Haas, President of the Council on Foreign Relations, 

pointed out that the Lebanese government had six years to implement the UN resolution to take over the 

south of the country and disarm Hezbollah, but did nothing, allowing Hezbollah to run free. Haas was thereby 

giving context to what Israel is doing in Lebanon, which would have been very different were Israeli forces 

still in southern Lebanon. Similarly in Gaza, the fact that Hamas continued to attack after Israel's withdrawal 

gives Israel some leeway in responding, along with the confirmation by the international community that 

Hamas – which now controls the Palestinian Authority government – is extremist and a terrorist group. 

 

In some ways, more significant is the internal consensus in Israel that has emerged, not over the wisdom of 

unilateral action, but over Israel's right to take military action. Because Israel is no longer in the territories or 

in southern Lebanon, the left joins the right in standing with the Government in support of a strong military 

response which might not have been the case had the Israeli army still been in these areas. Just as was the 

case when then-Prime Minister Ehud Barak offered the Palestinians a state at Camp David and the 

Palestinians said no and turned to violence in September 2000, so today the Israeli public is united in its 

shock and anger at this violence after Israeli withdrawals. This is tremendously important because it leads to 

a strengthening of determination and a resilience in the people which is so necessary in a crisis. 

Back to Questions

 

 

What are US interests in this struggle? 

 

The Administration has stood with Israel in general and in international fora, such as the UN and the G-8 

Summit - while cautioning Israel not to undermine the Lebanese Government (which is in Israel's interest as 

well). The US appreciates that this is not Israel's fight alone; it is part and parcel of the struggle against 

Islamic extremism and terrorism. The US recognizes that an Israeli victory over Hezbollah and Hamas will be 

a major step in the war against terror, among other reasons because it will give confidence to US allies like 

Egypt and Jordan that the tide is turning their way and against Syria, Iran and their extremist Islamist allies 

that operate throughout the region. 

 

On the other hand, an outcome where Hezbollah and Hamas appear to be victorious will undermine moderate 

regimes throughout the region and open the way for further takeovers by the Islamic extremists. 

Back to Questions

 

 

Will the war expand? 

 

While Syria and Iran are behind the aggression of Hezbollah and Hamas, Israel seems intent at this point on 

cutting off the two states' ability to supply the terrorist groups weapons without directly confronting them. 

How this will evolve is uncertain, but as of now there does not seem to be an interest on both sides to expand 

the war in that way. 



 16 

 

Regarding Iran, Israel cannot help but view the current struggle in the context of the approaching showdown 

over Iran's nuclear bomb. Today's issues of deterrence, of the question of the ability of the international 

community to act against terror, of the role of Hezbollah as a surrogate for Iran will all have an impact in the 

months and years ahead concerning international decision-making toward Iran and the bomb. Again, a firm 

hand now in the case of Hezbollah could pay dividends down the road toward Iran. 

Back to Questions

 

 

What about the Israeli soldiers who were kidnapped? 

 

Israel sees no end to the crisis without the unconditional freeing of the soldiers. Hezbollah's early propaganda 

campaign to compare the seized Israelis to Israel's imprisonment of mostly terrorist Hezbollah figures was 

ludicrous to begin with and seems to have petered out. The kidnapped soldier issue remains critical to Israel 

as part of the larger effort to restore deterrence. Just as Israel must prove to the extremists that they cannot 

fire missiles into Israel with impunity, so they also must learn that there is no incentive to kidnap Israeli 

soldiers. 

 

Finally, it is important to recognize that this conflict goes far beyond the issue of kidnapped soldiers, as 

heartbreaking and fundamental as that is. It involves the unprovoked aggression against Israel, the most 

serious within the country since the 1948 war, which Israel must permanently put an end to if it is to live as a 

free nation. 

 

 
Hezbollah and the Current Conflict 
http://www.adl.org/main_terrorism/hezbollah_overview.htm 

Hezbollah, a Shiite terrorist organization based in South Lebanon, began its latest campaign against Israel on 
July 12, 2006, when it entered Israeli sovereign territory and killed eight Israeli soldiers, kidnapped two others 
and began launching rocket attacks against Israeli cities.   

In response to Hezbollah’s continuing attacks, which have killed and wounded scores of civilians so far, Israel 

has resolved to remove the Hezbollah threat from its border and cripple the military capabilities of the group, 
whose goal is the destruction of the Jewish State.   

Sayyed Hassan Nasrallah, the Secretary General of Hezbollah, claimed the kidnapping was planned five months 
ago in order to force Israel to trade Lebanese prisoners for the soldiers. Nasrallah also pledged further 
“surprises” for Israel.  
 

The last time Hezbollah carried out a similar operation against Israel was in October of 2000, when an Israeli 

business man and three Israeli soldiers were abducted.  Hezbollah released the businessman and the bodies of 

three soldiers in 2004 in exchange for more than 400 prisoners and 59 bodies of Lebanese fighters.  
 
The arsenal that Hezbollah is using against Israel illustrates the extent to which the terrorist group has 
succeeded in acquiring weapons from Iran and Syria, which have backed the group since its founding in 1982.  
 

Despite the Israeli army’s withdrawal from its buffer zone in South Lebanon in 2000, Hezbollah has refused to 

relinquish its arms and continues to attack Israel.  For its part, the Lebanese government refers to Hezbollah as a 

“national resistance group,” despite the fact that Hezbollah’s continued activity in South Lebanon is a violation of 

UN Resolution 1559. 
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Hezbollah’s Longstanding War Against Israel 

Armed and trained by Iran and allowed to operate openly in Lebanon for years by Syria, Hezbollah has waged a 

guerrilla war against Israeli military forces in South Lebanon and carried out terrorist attacks against Israeli 

civilians for over two decades.   

Hezbollah (Arabic for “party of God”) emerged in 1982 from the Shiite Muslim population of South Lebanon with 

the help of Iranian Revolutionary Guards who traveled to the Bekaa Valley in Lebanon to fight Israel following its 

incursion into the region.  Israel entered Lebanon in response to the Palestine Liberation Organization, which 
mounted repeated cross-border attacks against Israel after establishing its base in Lebanon in the early 1970s.  

In addition to driving the Israeli military out of South Lebanon, Hezbollah was originally formed to establish an 

“Islamic Republic” encompassing Lebanon and Israel.  According to its 1985 platform, the conflict with Israel “is 

not only limited to the IDF presence in Lebanon” but to “the complete destruction of the State of Israel and the 

establishment of Islamic rule over Jerusalem.” 

Hezbollah has also carried out attacks against Jews outside Lebanon, including the 1992 bombing of the Israeli 
Embassy in Buenos Aires, which killed 29 people, and the bombing of the AMIA Jewish community building two 
years later, also in Buenos Aires, that killed 85.  The group has also been connected to other attacks against 
Jewish targets in Africa, Sweden, Denmark, Thailand, the U.K. and Argentina. 

Despite the Israeli army’s withdrawal from its buffer zone in South Lebanon in 2000, Hezbollah reinforced its grip 
over that territory, acquiring missiles and armaments and entrenching itself on Israel’s northern border.  In that 
time, Hezbollah has also increased its presence in the West Bank and Gaza, providing weapons, training and 
funds to Palestinian terrorist groups. 
A Social Force in Lebanon 

Hezbollah is also a significant social force in Lebanon, where it operates schools, hospitals and other social 
services; additionally, several members of the group’s political wing sit in the Lebanese parliament.   
 
Hezbollah has in recent years attempted to reinvent itself as a domestic political proponent of Shiite interests in 
the electoral process, where it enjoys solid support from the country’s Shiite community (which comprises 40 
percent of Lebanon’s population). The party secured a substantial bloc of seats in Spring 2005 “Syria-free” 
parliamentary elections in Lebanon. Hezbollah and its Shiite ally Amal won 35 seats in the 128-seat Parliament 
(of which 64 are allocated to Muslims).  
 

Hezbollah and Hamas 

In April 2005, Hezbollah leaders and the radical Palestinian faction Hamas signed a statement in support of 
militant activity against Israel.  The statement, signed in Lebanon by Hamas political chief Khaled Mishaal and 
Sayyed Hassan Nasrallah, the Secretary General of Hezbollah, warned that Hamas would resume terror attacks 
if Israel violated the cease-fire declared two months earlier.  Following the meeting, the two leaders attended a 
rally organized by Hamas in Beirut commemorating the first anniversary of the death of Sheikh Ahmad Yassin, 
Hamas’ spiritual leader.  Speaking at the rally, Nasrallah dared the U.S. to forcibly disarm either group.  “We tell 
America and all those who want to disarm the resistance in Lebanon [Hezbollah] and the resistance in Palestine 
[Hamas], to safeguard Israel: This is forbidden.  It is not possible.” 
 
In the months following the signing of the statement, Hezbollah engaged in scores of attacks in Northern Israel, 
including firing Katyusha rockets into Israel and shelling Israel army positions.   

In addition to cross-border raids, Hezbollah has sent money, weapons, weapons technology and expertise to the 
territories and provided Palestinian terrorists with access to Hezbollah terrorist training camps in Iran and South 
Lebanon. The money is funneled to Palestinians through moneychangers, bank transfers and couriers coming in 
from abroad.   
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Hezbollah was also involved in the failed effort to smuggle 50 tons of weapons to Palestinian terrorists aboard 
the Karine-A weapons ship, which was intercepted by Israeli authorities in January 2002.  The operation was 
reportedly overseen by senior Hezbollah operative Hajj Bassem. Following the Karine-A affair, Sayyed Hassan 
Nasrallah said, “transferring weapons to the Palestinians is one of [Hezbollah’s] greatest and most important 
obligations.” 

The firing of hundreds of Katyusha rockets at Israeli cities and towns and the kidnapping of the Israeli soldiers by 
Hezbollah on July 12, 2006, followed the June 25 cross-border attack by Hamas in southern Israel, in which one 
soldier was kidnapped, two soldiers were killed and three wounded.  
 

Sayyed Hassan Nasrallah  

Sayyed Hassan Nasrallah took over the leadership of Hezbollah in 1992 after Israel assassinated his 

predecessor, Sayyad Abbas Musawi.  Born in Beirut in 1960, Nasrallah moved to Najaf, an Iraqi city sacred to 

Shiite Muslims, to study Islam at the age of 15.  In 1978 Nasrallah fled Saddam Hussein’s regime and returned to 

Lebanon, where he joined the Amal movement led by Musawi.  After the Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982, 
Nasrallah followed Musawi into Hezbollah. 

In May 2006, Nasrallah warned Israel that Hezbollah would answer any attack by firing thousands of rockets on 
all parts of Northern Israel. Nasrallah’s comments were made during Lebanon’s celebrations of the 6th 
anniversary of Israel’s withdrawal from South Lebanon. 
 
 
Nasrallah: In His Own Words 

“We are going to an open war, to Haifa and beyond Haifa.  We will not be the only ones who will lose their 
children and houses.”  

July 14, 2006

“To the Zionists, to the people of the Zionist entity at this hour I say to them: you will soon discover how foolish 
and stupid are your new rulers, your new leaders…Not only our houses will be destroyed. Not only our children 
will be killed. Not only our people will be displaced. Those days are past. That was how it was before 1982, and 
before the year 2000.” 

 July 14, 2006

“Our operation succeeded, we have results and honor.  We kept our promise to kidnap soldiers [to secure] the 
release of prisoners, and therefore are calling the attack ‘Operation Promise Fulfilled’”  
  

July 12, 2006
 
“The international community is not concerned with protecting the interests of the Palestinians, Lebanese or 
Arabs in general.  They only serve Israeli and American schemes currently targeting Syria, Lebanon and 
Palestine.” 
  

October 28, 2005
 
“We are among the biggest proponents of peace, stability and national unity. We don't seek to attack anyone and 
we will not allow anyone to attack Lebanon…But, if anyone thinks of disarming the resistance, we would cut off 
any hand that reaches out to our weapons as an Israeli hand."  

May 25, 2005
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“If they [Jews] all gather in Israel, it will save us the trouble of going after them worldwide.” 

October 22, 2002
 
“[Israel is] a cancer that needs to be removed at its roots.” 

December 22, 2000
 
“Our weapons, our blood and our rockets are all yours too, and we will we stay with you until we can pray with 
you at the Al-Aqsa mosque in united Jerusalem, capital of all of Palestine!" 

Addressing a gathering of the Palestinian terrorist group Islamic Jihad
December 22, 2000

 
"The road to victory is the road of martyrdom….The most important operations in the confrontation are suicide 
missions, because of their negative material, psychological, and moral effect on the enemy and their positive 
effect on the mujahideen (holy warriors).” 

Encouraging Palestinians to use suicide bombings against Israelis
October 28, 2000

 

 

Al-Manar: Hezbollah Television 

Hezbollah maintains its own television station, al-Manar (Arabic for “the beacon”), which broadcasts Hezbollah’s 
messages of hate and violence to an estimated daily audience of 10-15 million viewers.  Al-Manar is more than 
Hezbollah’s mouthpiece; it is its tool for incitement to terror against Americans and Israelis, disseminating anti-
Semitic and anti-American programming worldwide and glorifying suicide bombers. 

Founded in 1991 and funded by Iran and Muslim communities abroad, al-Manar programming is directing by 
Hezbollah, which also owns and operates the station.  The station is also used by Hezbollah to solicit funds and 
broadcasts 24 hours a day, seven days a week via satellite to Europe, North and South America, Asia and Africa. 

Al-Manar appears to be the source of the conspiracy theory that claimed that 4,000 Israelis were absent from 
their jobs at the World Trade Center on September 11, 2001, thereby implying that Israel was in some way 
behind the attack. The story was posted on its Web site on September 17, 2001 and picked up by extremists 
around the world.  

The al-Manar Web site, which has included information on how to contribute funds to the “resistance” in “Israeli 

occupied lands,” allows a viewer to read news releases and view streaming video over the Internet.  The site 

formerly resided on a server in Hoboken, New Jersey - at least ten Hezbollah-associated Web sites have moved 

from or been shut down by Web-hosting companies in the U.S. and Canada.   

  
The U.S. designated Hezbollah’s Al-Manar TV as a Specially Designated Global Terrorist Entity in December 
2004, stating that the “television station is an arm of Hezbollah terrorist network.”  
 

 

Hezbollah Around the World 
  
Hezbollah and the United States 
 
Prior to the September 11 terrorist attacks, Hezbollah was responsible for the deaths of more Americans around 
the world than any other terrorist organization.  In October 1983, a Hezbollah truck bomb killed 241 American 
Marines at the multinational force barracks in Beirut.  The following year, a suicide bombing at the U.S. embassy 
in Beirut killed 17 Americans, including many of the embassy’s CIA staff.  Hezbollah is also responsible for the 
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1985 hijacking of TWA flight 847, during which one American was killed, and the 1996 Khobar Towers bombing 
in Saudi Arabia, which killed 19 U.S. servicemen. 
  
Hezbollah also maintains a network of cells in the U.S., according to the FBI.  In his testimony before Congress in 
September 2002, U.S. Deputy Secretary of State Richard Armitage said Hezbollah’s capability to organize an 
attack against U.S. targets was similar to that of Al Qaeda. 
 
Hezbollah activity in the U.S. has been mostly limited to fundraising.  For example, In March 2005, Mahmoud 
Youssef Kourani, a Lebanese citizen living in the Detroit suburb of Dearborn, was sentenced to 4 1/2 years in 
prison for conspiring to raise money for Hezbollah.  Kourani admitted hosting meetings at his home where 
donations for Hezbollah were solicited by a guest speaker from Lebanon.  According to the indictment unsealed 
by a federal grand jury in Michigan in January 2004, Kourani was a “member, fighter, recruiter and fund-raiser for 
Hezbollah.”  

The extent of Hezbollah activity in the U.S. was also exposed when two Charlotte, North Carolina, brothers, 
Mohamad and Chawki Hammoud, were convicted in June 2002 of providing material support to Hezbollah 
through a cigarette smuggling ring that knowingly directed money to the terrorist organization.  The brothers were 
part of a larger North American network responsible for raising funds and procuring dual-use technologies for 
Hezbollah. Items were purchased in both the U.S. and Canada, including goggles, global positioning systems, 
stun guns, naval equipment, nitrogen cutters and laser range finders.  

The U.S. designated Hezbollah as a foreign terrorist organization in 1997 and listed it as a Specially Designated 
Global Terrorist (SDGT) in 2001. 

Hezbollah in Europe 

Hezbollah maintains terror cells and infrastructure throughout Europe. In particular, the organization uses Europe 
as an operational launching pad for its operatives to enter Israel in order to conduct attacks, assist other 
operatives and conduct surveillance and collect intelligence on Israeli targets.  

For example, Ghulam Mahmud Qawqa, a Hezbollah agent who had engineered several attacks in Jerusalem and 
was captured in 2003 by Israeli police, admitted that he had been working with numerous Hezbollah cells in 
Europe to initiate a continent wide campaign against Israeli and Jewish targets for Hezbollah leadership. 

In 2002, Israeli forces in Hebron apprehended Fawzi Ayoub, a Canadian citizen of Lebanese descent who 
traveled from Lebanon to Europe on his Canadian passport. In Europe he is believed to have met with a 
Hezbollah operative who supplied him with a fake American passport for his entry into Israel. He stayed in 
Jerusalem and reportedly attempted to approach arms brokers (the exact purpose of Ayoub’s mission remains 
unclear).  

A year earlier, Israeli authorities arrested Hezbollah operative Jihad (Gerard) Shuman, a Lebanese citizen with 
British nationality. Shuman flew from Lebanon to Britain on his Lebanese passport. After a briefing with a 
Hezbollah operative in Britain, he then flew from Britain to Israel on his British passport and stayed in Jerusalem 
where he was later arrested. A search of his possessions revealed a yarmulka, a timer, tourist maps of the 
Jerusalem area, a large sum of money, a video camera, disposable cameras and several cellular phones, 
according to Israeli authorities.  

Germany has been a key fund raising center for Hezbollah. Most of the funds come from charitable organizations 
and are officially earmarked for Hezbollah’s social welfare work. In 2002, Germany closed down two charitable 
organizations raising money for Hezbollah: the al-Shahid Social Relief Institution, which was the German branch 
of a Lebanese charitable organization, and the al-Aqsa Fund, a Hamas front that also raised funds for Hezbollah.  
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Hezbollah in South America 

In 1992, 29 people were killed when Hezbollah bombed the Israeli Embassy in Buenos Aires.  Two years later, 
85 people were killed by a Hezbollah bombing of the AMIA Jewish community building in Buenos Aires.  The trial 
in Argentina for the 1994 bombing revealed an extensive Hezbollah operational presence in South America.  

Hezbollah is widely considered to have an established presence in the lawless, corrupt, drug-ridden triple border 
region of Brazil, Argentina and Paraguay. Hezbollah uses the area as a key locale for raising and laundering 
money, drug trafficking, weapons and people smuggling and document and currency fraud. 

Paraguayan authorities identified Assad Ahmad Barakat as Hezbollah’s leading operative and chief financier in 
the region. Barakat allegedly ran an extensive counterfeiting and money laundering operation in the area and 
sent $50 million to Hezbollah from 1995 until his arrest by Brazilian police in 2002.   

Other major arrests in the tri-border region include the 2000 arrest of Ali Khalil Mehri, a Lebanese businessman 
who allegedly funneled millions of dollars to Hezbollah made from selling pirated software, and the 2001 arrest of 
Barakat's personal secretary, Sobhi Mahmoud Fayad, who allegedly coordinated Hezbollah's fund raising 
operations in the region with Barakat. Mehri was released on bail and fled to Syria, and Fayad is currently serving 
a prison sentence in Paraguay for tax evasion.  

The Anti-Defamation League, founded in 1913, is the world's leading organization fighting anti-Semitism through programs 

and services that counteract hatred, prejudice and bigotry. 
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International Peace-Keeping Forces 

Israeli Defense Minister Amir Peretz has said that, "Israel's goal is to see the Lebanese army deployed 
along the border with Israel, but we understand that we are talking about a weak army. In the interim, 
Israel will have to accept a multinational force." [1] 

• There have been 60 U.N. peacekeeping missions since 1948, including 15 still in operation. 

• The missions are composed of 72,983 uniformed personnel from 109 different countries. 

• The estimated cost of all the peacekeeping missions from 1948 to June 30, 2006 is just over 
$41 billion, including over $5 billion in the past year. 

• Other U.N. peacekeeping forces include: [2] United Nations Mission in the Sudan (UNMIS), 
United Nations Operation in Burundi (ONUB), United Nations Operation in Cote d'Ivoire 
(UNOCI), United Nations Mission in Liberia (UNMIL), United Nations Organization Mission in 
the Democratic Republic of the Congo (MONUC), United Nations Mission in Ethiopia and 
Eritrea (UNMEE), United Nations Mission for the Referendum in Western Sahara  (MINURSO), 
United Nations Stabilization Mission in Haiti (MINUSTAH), United Nations Military Observer 
Group in India and Pakistan (UNMOGIP), United Nations Peacekeeping Force in Cyprus 
(UNFICYP), United Nations Observer Mission in Georgia (UNOMIG), and United Nations 
Interim Administration Mission in Kosovo (UNMIK). 

United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) [3] 

Location: Israel-Lebanon border. 
 
Founded: March 19, 1978, after United Nations Security Council (UNSC) Resolutions 425 and 426 were 
ratified. 
 
Personnel: 1,990 troops (as of May 31, 2006) represented by military personnel from China, France, 
Ghana, India, Ireland, Italy, Poland, and Ukraine. Fifty military observers from the United Nations Truce 
Supervision Organization (UNTSO) also assist UNIFIL personnel. 
 
Approved Budget: (July 1, 2005-June 30 2006): $99.23 million. 
 
Commander: Major-General Alain Pellegrini, of France. 
 
Objective: The stated goal of UNIFIL in Southern Lebanon, as prescribed by Resolution 425, is 
"Confirming the withdrawal of Israeli forces, restoring international peace and security and ensuring the 
Government of Lebanon in ensuring the return of its effective authority in the area." The mandate lasts 
for a period of six months and was most recently extended on Jan. 31, 2006. 
 
History: In June 1982, Israel entered Lebanon to combat Palestinian Liberation Organization (PLO) 
militants that were utilizing southern Lebanese soil to conduct terrorist attacks against Israel. 
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Between 1982 and 1985 UNIFIL provided protection and humanitarian support to the local populations. 
 
In 1985, Israel withdrew to southern Lebanon, where it set up a joint IDF - Lebanese de facto force 
(DFF) to control the area. 
 
On April 17, 2000 Israel informed the United Nations that it would completely withdraw from the area, in 
accordance with U.N. Resolutions 425 and 426. 
 
Israel completed its withdrawal on May 25. A U.N. Special Envoy traveled to the border to confirm 
Israel's withdrawal. 
 
On July 24, the Secretary-General informed the Security Council that Israel was in full compliance with 
U.N. Resolutions 425 and 426, thereby ordering the full deployment of UNIFIL forces. Following the 
withdrawal, troop levels were increased from 4,513 to 7,935 peacekeepers. 
 
In January of 2001, however, by order of Resolution 1337, the United Nations ordered UNIFIL's force to 
be reduced to a level of 4,500 peacekeepers. 
 
By April, the Security Council submitted further recommendations, urging the Secretary-General to 
gradually reduce the force to about 2,000, which was achieved by the end of 2002. 

United Nations Disengagement Observer Force (UNDOF) 

Location: Golan Heights (Israel-Syrian border) 
 
Founded: May 31, 1974 by UNSC Resolution 350. 
 
Personnel: 1,033 troops, comprised by personnel from Austria, Canada, India, Japan, Nepal, Poland, 
and the Slovak Republic.  
 
Approved Budget: UNDOF's (gross) annual budget through June 30, 2006 was $43.71 million. [4] 
 
Commander: Lieutenant-General Bala Nanda Sharma, of Nepal.  
 
The United Nations Truce Supervision Organization (UNTSO) Observer Group Golan, as well as 
international and local civilians, aid and support UNDOF troops. [5] 
 
Objectives: To maintain a ceasefire between Israeli and Syrian military forces, to supervise U.N. 
Resolutions designated to both parties, and to oversee the areas of separation and limitation as 
determined by the Agreement on Disengagement (S/11302/Add. 1, annexes I & II). [6] 
 
Operation: The area of separation is approximately 80 km long and varies between one and 10 km 
(6.21 mi) in width.  UNDOF are the only military personnel allowed there, and Syrian authorities police 
the area.  Within and near this zone, UNDOF has two base camps, 44 permanently manned positions 
and 11 observation posts.  
 
The UNDOF headquarters are located at Camp Dafouar and in Damascus.  The Disengagement 
Observer Force regularly inspects the areas of limitation on each side, which consist of three zones of 
varying width, to make sure that the Syrian and Israeli forces are obeying the 1974 Agreement on 
Disengagement. [7] 
 
Land mines left over from wars in the area have been an ongoing problem for UNDOF and locals.  In 
2004, UNDOF reported that minefields are not well-marked or fenced off in some Syrian-controlled 
areas, resulting in civilian casualties. The UNDOF clears mines only in the Area of Separation (AOS) 
region. [8] Working with Syrian authorities, the UNDOF started a minefield security and maintenance 
program in the area of separation in order to identify and label all minefields.  
 
The mandate of the UNDOF has been renewed every six months since it was first implemented in May 
1974.  The current mandate, renewed by UN Security Council resolution 1685 of June 13, 2006, expires 
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on Dec. 31, 2006.  
 
The Golan Heights region has been relatively quiet since the UNDOF was initially deployed there, with 
both Israeli and Syrian forces obeying their obligations.  However, the United Nations Secretary General 
noted in renewing the mandate that he believed the UNDOF was still necessary in the region, because 
of the ongoing disquiet and instability in the rest of the Middle East. [9] 
 
History: The Yom Kippur War of 1973 included fighting between Israel and Syria in the region between 
the two countries known as the Golan Heights.  
 
After the war, instability in region continued to grow.  The United Nations led a diplomatic effort that 
resulted in the Agreement on Disengagement between Israeli and Syrian forces. 
 
Signed on May 31, 1974, the Agreement on Disengagement called for an area of separation between 
Israeli and Syrian zones.  The agreement also called for equal zones of limited forces and armaments 
on each side and for the formation of the UNDOF to supervise these newly demarcated regions.  On the 
same day, the U.N. Security Council passed its Resolution 350, which formally implemented the 
UNDOF. [10] 
 
Multinational Force and Observers in the Sinai Peninsula (MFO) 
 
Location: Sinai Peninsula, Egypt 
 
Founded: March 1982, in accordance with the "Protocol to the Treaty of Peace." 
 
Personnel: 2,000 from 11 different nations. According to the Protocol, the MFO assumed its tasks on 
April 25, 1982. [11] The participating member nations were assembled by the Director General of the 
MFO. 
 
Initially, this included Fiji, Colombia, and Uruguay, which have prior peacekeeping experience in the 
region under the United Nations. 
 
Today, the participating nations are Australia, Canada, Colombia, Fiji, France, Italy, Hungary, New 
Zealand, Norway, Uruguay, and the United States. The largest battalion comes from the United States. 
 
MFO maintains a coastal patrol and observer unit, an aviation element, and logistics and signal units. 
 
Approved Budget: $51 million annually as of 2004. Egypt, Israel and the United States provide funding 
for the MFO. 
 
Commander: Director General James A. Larocco. 
 
Objective: Enforce the 1978 Camp David Agreement between Egypt and Israel. 
 
History: The Multinational Force and Observers were proposed in 1978 by Egypt and Israel after the 
United Nations chose not to send its own peacekeeping forces to the Sinai Peninsula. Initially, the treaty 
facilitated a United Nations multinational task force be sent to the region, and that neither Egypt nor 
Israel would be able to expel the force without approval from the UNSC, as written in Article IV section 
2. The need to observe that both parties follow the treaty is written in Article IV section 3, which 
provides for a joint commission to mandate the implementation of the treaty. [12] 
 
As an alternative to the United Nations, in March 1978 U.S. President Jimmy Carter of proposed the 
creation of an alternative multinational force. This included transferring the U.S. Sinai Field Mission from 
the pre-1979 United Nations Emergency Force into the MFO. [13] 
 
The Multinational Force is divided into four zones on the Sinai Peninsula and also works to ensure that 
navigation is open in the Straits of Tiran, which leads to the Jordanian port of Aqaba and the Israeli port 
of Eilat. MFO tasks include monitoring Israeli and Egyptian troop positions and informing each side of 
these activities. 
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The MFO has two bases on the peninsula, with checkpoints at various locations throughout Sinai. 
 
Personnel: Pursuant to the Protocol, the MFO consists of not more than 2,000 troops, a coastal patrol 
and observer unit, an aviation element, and logistics and signal units. 
 
Recent News: Following Israel's disengagement from the Gaza-Egypt border in August 2005, the MFO 
facilitated the deployment of Egyptian Border Guards to prevent smuggling, illegal crossings, and 
terrorism on the border. Pursuant to the 1978 agreements, the MFO reports on the number of 
personnel, weapons, equipment and infrastructure of the Border Guard Force. 
 
In April 2006, local terrorists attacked the MFO base in El Gorah, in a series of suicide bombings which 
also targeted hotels along the Gulf of Aqaba. No personnel were injured in the attack. 

NATO 

The United Nations is not the only international organization deploying peacekeeping forces to troubled 
regions. 

The North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) currently leads the International Security Assistance 
Force (ISAF) in Afghanistan, aiding the new Afghan government to maintain security in the 
area. [14] NATO took command of the force in August of 2003, marking its first peacekeeping mission 
outside of the Euro-Atlantic region. 

ISAF conducts patrols, provides security, trains Afghan security forces, aids reconstruction, operates 
the airport and participates in the disarmament of former combatants. [15] 
 
The ISAF is comprised of 9,700 troops from 37 NATO and non-NATO countries, with Germany, Italy, 
United Kingdom, and France providing most of the troops. [16] 
 
NATO also provided a stabilization force in Bosnia from Dec. 1996 to Dec. 2004, before passing on 
peace-keeping responsibilities to the European Union (E.U.). NATO still maintains a military 
headquarters in Bosnia. [17] 
 
The NATO troops also lead an international force responsible for maintaining security in Kosovo, 
providing assistance to the U.N. Mission there. [18] 
 
In February of 2005, NATO Secretary-General Jaap de Hoop Scheffer visited Israel and said that while 
Israeli membership in NATO would not be possible in the near future, NATO would consider sending 
peacekeepers to the Middle East in the event of a peace treaty. Although NATO would not get involved 
in the peace process, De Hoop Scheffer said, " I believe that should one day the two parties in conflict 
come to an agreement, and should they request some sort of NATO assistance... then NATO would 
certainly need to discuss such a request." De Hoop Scheffer stated that NATO wanted "an increased 
political and practical relation" with Israel. [19] 
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Hezbollah Bombards Northern Israel with Iranian-and Syrian-Supplied 
Arsenal 

Before Hezbollah began its attack on Israel two weeks ago, the terrorist group's arsenal is 
believed to have contained between 10,000-12,000 rockets. [1] According to Israeli 
military sources, the majority of those rockets are 122-millimeter [2] Katyushas with a 
range of about 12 miles. [3] However, Hezbollah is also believed to maintain longer-
range missiles, including about 100 Fajr missiles and several dozen Zilzal missiles. Both 
the Fajr and the Zilzal are made and exported by Iran. [4] 
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The Zilzal has a range estimated between 62 and 124 miles. [5] According to Israeli Brig. 
Gen. Ram Shmueli, the Israel Air Force has discovered at least 10 long-range rockets in 
Hezbollah's possession. [6] 

On July 16, an Iranian-designed and Syrian-produced Fajr-3 missile struck a train depot 
in Haifa, killing eight people. Unlike a Katyusha, the Fajr-3 has a range of more than 30 
miles and a warhead carrying 100 pounds of explosives. [7] 

Hezbollah also has fired an Iranian-developed, radar-guided C-802 missile at the INS 
Hanit (Spear), an Israeli Naval warship on the Mediterranean Sea, causing severe damage 
to the ship and killing four members. [8] 

According to Israeli intelligence, other Iranian rockets such as the Shahin-1, Shahin-2, 
Oghab and the Nazeat, with ranges up to 50 miles, have been transferred to 
Hezbollah. [9] 

Hezbollah has made significant improvements in crude weapons, such as attaching 
cluster bombs to the warhead or filling a shell with ball bearings. [10] 

In a July 23 attack on Haifa, a 220-mm Syrian-made rocket packed with ball bearings 
struck a road; the impact shattered a car windshield, killing Shimon Gliklich. [11] 

Filling weapons with ball bearings is a tactic usually reserved for suicide bombs, 
prompting a western intelligence official to say, "We've never seen anything like 
this." [12] 

Israel Police Bomb Disposal Divsion (Presentation Part 1, Part 2) 

Rockets Fired into Israel (updated July 22, 2006) 

From July 13-22, 2006, Israel Police Bomb Disposal teams located 444 sites where a 
variety of types of rockets had struck northern Israel. Those rockets included: 

Types of Rockets in Hezbollah's Arsenal 

• 122mm. long rockets (4 with a delay fuse) 
• 122mm. rockets with enhanced range 
• 220 mm. rockets (Syrian) 
• 240 mm. rocket (“Katyusha”) 
• 240 mm. ballistic missile (Fajr-3) 
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Israel’s Ground Operations Creating 
Environment for International Force 

Israeli ground forces are conducting operations in Lebanon in order to degrade 
Hizballah’s military capabilities and create a buffer zone that will prevent future 
attacks by Hizballah. Israel’s goal is not to reoccupy south Lebanon, but to create 
an environment that would allow a multi-national force to take control of the area and 
ultimately pave the way for the Lebanese army to exercise sovereignty over all 
Lebanon. Israel’s targeted ground operations will help create the conditions for a 
durable cease-fire and the disarming of Hizballah as called for under U.N. Security 
Council Resolution 1559. 

 
Israel is seeking to create a buffer zone in southern Lebanon to prevent 
Hizballah from launching future attacks into Israel. 
• Israel fully withdrew from Lebanon in May 2000, a move certified by the U.N. 
Since the withdrawal, Hizballah planned for renewed fighting, stockpiling more 
than 10,000 rockets and missiles from Syria and Iran and setting up an intricate 
network of fighting positions, bunkers and booby traps within civilian areas. 
• Hizballah’s years of extensive preparation contributed to the unprovoked killing 
and seizing of Israeli soldiers as well as the indiscriminate firing of thousands of 
rockets on Israeli cities. 
• Israel is attempting to expel Hizballah fighters from the Israeli border area and 
severely weaken their infrastructure in order to create a security zone in southern 
Lebanon that will prevent the terrorist organization from embarking on ground 
assaults or continuing to launch short-range rockets into Israel. 
• The 12,000 soldiers now operating in Lebanon against Hizballah comprise only a 
fraction of the total IDF manpower of roughly 600,000 active and reserve troops. 
Many of these Israeli units spend less than 24 hours in Lebanon before they return 
to Israel. 
• Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert has made clear that Israel does not seek “to 
occupy any Lebanese land. We just don’t want the land to be a base of continuous 
aggression and violence against the people of Israel.” 
 
The use of ground troops allows Israel to carry out critical missions while 
minimizing civilian casualties. 
• Although Israel has successfully debilitated much of Hizballah’s command and 
control structure and destroyed many of its rockets through an air campaign, 
ground units are needed to drive out the Hizballah forces acting autonomously in 
Lebanon’s south. 
 
Israel’s Ground Operations Creating Environment for International Force, continued 

• Hizballah’s rockets are small, mobile and easy to hide, necessitating ground incursions to 
deplete the terrorist group’s arsenal. IDF Lt. Col. Ishai Efroni said a Hizballah fighter “wakes up 
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in the morning, drinks his coffee, takes a rocket out of his closet, goes to his neighbor’s yard, 
sticks a clock timer on it, goes back home and then watches CNN to see where it lands.” 
• In light of Hizballah’s deliberate and cynical decision to position its terrorists in the middle of 
Lebanese civilian areas, the IDF is limiting the risks to civilians by directly engaging Hizballah 
fighters on the ground. The IDF has chosen to wage these operations despite the increased risk 
they pose to its soldiers, dozens of whom have died during the fighting. 
 
The Israeli ground campaign seeks to create the necessary conditions for the full 
implementation of U.N. Security Resolution 1559. 
• Israeli and American officials both have made clear that a cease-fire without the disarmament of 
Hizballah will not prevent a similar conflict in the future. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice 
said a cease-fire would not be sufficient “if that cessation of violence is hostage to Hizballah’s 
next decision to launch missiles into Israel.” 
• The aim of the ground operations is to reduce Hizballah’s ability to operate in southern Lebanon 
before an international force or elements of the Lebanese army arrive. Israel’s efforts will help 
ensure that those troops are less susceptible to military encounters with Hizballah and make it 
easier for them to disarm the terrorist group as called for under U.N. Resolution 1559. 
• By destroying Hizballah’s stronghold in southern Lebanon, Israel also is creating an 
environment in which the government of Lebanon can ultimately exercise sovereign control over 
all of its territory. 

 
Basic Facts Summary 
• Israel not seeking to reoccupy southern Lebanon. Its goal is to create a buffer zone in the south 
to prevent Hizballah from launching future attacks into Israel. 
• The use of ground troops allows Israel to carry out critical missions while limiting the number of 
civilian casualties. 
• The Israeli ground campaign seeks to create the necessary conditions for the full 
implementation of U.N. Security Resolution 1559. 
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United Nations S/RES/1559 (2004)  

Security Council Distr.: General 

2 September 2004 
04-49892 (E) 

*0449892* 

Resolution 1559 (2004) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 5028th meeting, on 

2 September 2004 

The Security Council, 
Recalling all its previous resolutions on Lebanon, in particular resolutions 425 
(1978) and 426 (1978) of 19 March 1978, resolution 520 (1982) of 17 September 
1982, and resolution 1553 (2004) of 29 July 2004 as well as the statements of its 
President on the situation in Lebanon, in particular the statement of 18 June 2000 
(S/PRST/2000/21), 
Reiterating its strong support for the territorial integrity, sovereignty and 
political independence of Lebanon within its internationally recognized borders, 
Noting the determination of Lebanon to ensure the withdrawal of all non- 
Lebanese forces from Lebanon, 
Gravely concerned at the continued presence of armed militias in Lebanon, 
which prevent the Lebanese Government from exercising its full sovereignty over 
all Lebanese territory, 
Reaffirming the importance of the extension of the control of the Government 
of Lebanon over all Lebanese territory, 
Mindful of the upcoming Lebanese presidential elections and underlining the 
importance of free and fair elections according to Lebanese constitutional rules 
devised without foreign interference or influence, 

1. Reaffirms its call for the strict respect of the sovereignty, territorial 
integrity, unity, and political independence of Lebanon under the sole and exclusive 
authority of the Government of Lebanon throughout Lebanon; 
2. Calls upon all remaining foreign forces to withdraw from Lebanon; 
3. Calls for the disbanding and disarmament of all Lebanese and non- 
Lebanese militias; 
4. Supports the extension of the control of the Government of Lebanon over 
all Lebanese territory; 
S/RES/1559 (2004) 
5. Declares its support for a free and fair electoral process in Lebanon’s 
upcoming presidential election conducted according to Lebanese constitutional rules 
devised without foreign interference or influence; 
6. Calls upon all parties concerned to cooperate fully and urgently with the 
Security Council for the full implementation of this and all relevant resolutions 
concerning the restoration of the territorial integrity, full sovereignty, and political 
independence of Lebanon; 
7. Requests that the Secretary-General report to the Security Council within 
thirty days on the implementation by the parties of this resolution and decides to 
remain actively seized of the matter.  
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United Nations SRES/1701 (2006) 

Security Council Distr.: General 
11 August 2006 
06-46503 (E) 
*0646503* 

 

Resolution 1701 (2006) 
Adopted by the Security Council at its 5511th meeting, on 

11 August 2006 
The Security Council, 

Recalling all its previous resolutions on Lebanon, in particular resolutions 425 
(1978), 426 (1978), 520 (1982), 1559 (2004), 1655 (2006) 1680 (2006) and 1697 
(2006), as well as the statements of its President on the situation in Lebanon, in 
particular the statements of 18 June 2000 (S/PRST/2000/21), of 19 October 2004 
(S/PRST/2004/36), of 4 May 2005 (S/PRST/2005/17), of 23 January 2006 
(S/PRST/2006/3) and of 30 July 2006 (S/PRST/2006/35), 
Expressing its utmost concern at the continuing escalation of hostilities in 
Lebanon and in Israel since Hizbollah’s attack on Israel on 12 July 2006, which 
has already caused hundreds of deaths and injuries on both sides, extensive damage to 
civilian infrastructure and hundreds of thousands of internally displaced persons, 
Emphasizing the need for an end of violence, but at the same time emphasizing 
the need to address urgently the causes that have given rise to the current crisis, 
including by the unconditional release of the abducted Israeli soldiers, 
Mindful of the sensitivity of the issue of prisoners and encouraging the efforts 
aimed at urgently settling the issue of the Lebanese prisoners detained in Israel, 
Welcoming the efforts of the Lebanese Prime Minister and the commitment of 
the Government of Lebanon, in its seven-point plan, to extend its authority over its 
territory, through its own legitimate armed forces, such that there will be no 
weapons without the consent of the Government of Lebanon and no authority other than 
that of the Government of Lebanon, welcoming also its commitment to a United Nations 
force that is supplemented and enhanced in numbers, equipment, mandate and scope of 
operation, and bearing in mind its request in this plan for an immediate withdrawal of the 
Israeli forces from southern Lebanon, Determined to act for this withdrawal to happen at 
the earliest, 
Taking due note of the proposals made in the seven-point plan regarding the 
Shebaa farms area,  
Welcoming the unanimous decision by the Government of Lebanon on 
7 August 2006 to deploy a Lebanese armed force of 15,000 troops in South Lebanon as 
the Israeli army withdraws behind the Blue Line and to request the assistance of 
additional forces from the United Nations Interim Force in Lebanon (UNIFIL) as needed, 
to facilitate the entry of the Lebanese armed forces into the region and to restate its 
intention to strengthen the Lebanese armed forces with material as needed to enable it to 
perform its duties, 
Aware of its responsibilities to help secure a permanent ceasefire and a long-term 
solution to the conflict, 
Determining that the situation in Lebanon constitutes a threat to international 
peace and security, 
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1. Calls for a full cessation of hostilities based upon, in particular, the 
immediate cessation by Hizbollah of all attacks and the immediate cessation by 
Israel of all offensive military operations; 
2. Upon full cessation of hostilities, calls upon the Government of Lebanon and 
UNIFIL as authorized by paragraph 11 to deploy their forces together throughout 
the South and calls upon the Government of Israel, as that deployment begins, to 
withdraw all of its forces from southern Lebanon in parallel; 
3. Emphasizes the importance of the extension of the control of the 
Government of Lebanon over all Lebanese territory in accordance with the 
provisions of resolution 1559 (2004) and resolution 1680 (2006), and of the 
relevant provisions of the Taif Accords, for it to exercise its full sovereignty, so 
that there will be no weapons without the consent of the Government of Lebanon 
and no authority other than that of the Government of Lebanon; 
4. Reiterates its strong support for full respect for the Blue Line; 
5. Also reiterates its strong support, as recalled in all its previous relevant 
resolutions, for the territorial integrity, sovereignty and political independence of 
Lebanon within its internationally recognized borders, as contemplated by the 
Israeli-Lebanese General Armistice Agreement of 23 March 1949; 
6. Calls on the international community to take immediate steps to extend its 
financial and humanitarian assistance to the Lebanese people, including through 
facilitating the safe return of displaced persons and, under the authority of the 
Government of Lebanon, reopening airports and harbors, consistent with 
paragraphs 14 and 15, and calls on it also to consider further assistance in the 
future to contribute to the reconstruction and development of Lebanon; 
7. Affirms that all parties are responsible for ensuring that no action is taken 
contrary to paragraph 1 that might adversely affect the search for a long-term 
solution, humanitarian access to civilian populations, including safe passage for 
humanitarian convoys, or the voluntary and safe return of displaced persons, and 
calls on all parties to comply with this responsibility and to cooperate with the 
Security Council; 
8. Calls for Israel and Lebanon to support a permanent ceasefire and a long-term 
solution based on the following principles and elements: 

– full respect for the Blue Line by both parties; 
– security arrangements to prevent the resumption of hostilities, 
including the establishment between the Blue Line and the Litani river of 
an area free of any armed personnel, assets and weapons other than those 
of the Government of Lebanon and of UNIFIL as authorized in 
paragraph 11, deployed in this area; 
– full implementation of the relevant provisions of the Taif Accords, and 
of resolutions 1559 (2004) and 1680 (2006), that require the 
disarmament of all armed groups in Lebanon, so that, pursuant to the 
Lebanese cabinet decision of 27 July 2006, there will be no weapons or 
authority in Lebanon other than that of the Lebanese State; 
– no foreign forces in Lebanon without the consent of its Government; 
– no sales or supply of arms and related materiel to Lebanon except as 
authorized by its Government; provision to the United Nations of all 
remaining maps of landmines in Lebanon in Israel’s possession; 

9. Invites the Secretary-General to support efforts to secure as soon as 
possible agreements in principle from the Government of Lebanon and the 
Government of Israel to the principles and elements for a long-term solution as 
set forth in paragraph 8, and expresses its intention to be actively involved; 
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10. Requests the Secretary-General to develop, in liaison with relevant 
international actors and the concerned parties, proposals to implement the 
relevant provisions of the Taif Accords, and resolutions 1559 (2004) and 1680 
(2006), including disarmament, and for delineation of the international borders of 
Lebanon, especially in those areas where the border is disputed or uncertain, 
including by dealing with the Shebaa farms area, and to present to the Security 
Council those proposals within thirty days; 
11. Decides, in order to supplement and enhance the force in numbers, 
equipment, mandate and scope of operations, to authorize an increase in the force 
strength of UNIFIL to a maximum of 15,000 troops, and that the force shall, in 
addition to carrying out its mandate under resolutions 425 and 426 (1978): 

(a) Monitor the cessation of hostilities; 
(b) Accompany and support the Lebanese armed forces as they deploy 
throughout the South, including along the Blue Line, as Israel withdraws 
its armed forces from Lebanon as provided in paragraph 2; 
(c) Coordinate its activities related to paragraph 11 (b) with the 
Government of Lebanon and the Government of Israel; 
(d) Extend its assistance to help ensure humanitarian access to civilian 
populations and the voluntary and safe return of displaced persons; 
(e) Assist the Lebanese armed forces in taking steps towards the 
establishment of the area as referred to in paragraph 8; 
(f) Assist the Government of Lebanon, at its request, to implement 
paragraph 14; 

12. Acting in support of a request from the Government of Lebanon to 
deploy an international force to assist it to exercise its authority throughout the 
territory, authorizes UNIFIL to take all necessary action in areas of deployment of its 
forces and as it deems within its capabilities, to ensure that its area of operations is not 
utilized for hostile activities of any kind, to resist attempts by forceful means to prevent it 
from discharging its duties under the mandate of the Security Council, and to protect 
United Nations personnel, facilities, installations and equipment, ensure the security and 
freedom of movement of United Nations personnel, humanitarian workers and, without 
prejudice to the responsibility of the Government of Lebanon, to protect civilians under 
imminent threat of physical violence; 
13. Requests the Secretary-General urgently to put in place measures to 
ensure UNIFIL is able to carry out the functions envisaged in this resolution, urges 
Member States to consider making appropriate contributions to UNIFIL and to respond 
positively to requests for assistance from the Force, and expresses its strong appreciation 
to those who have contributed to UNIFIL in the past; 
14. Calls upon the Government of Lebanon to secure its borders and other 
entry points to prevent the entry in Lebanon without its consent of arms or related 
material and requests UNIFIL as authorized in paragraph 11 to assist the 
Government of Lebanon at its request; 
15. Decides further that all States shall take the necessary measures to 
prevent, by their nationals or from their territories or using their flag vessels or 
aircraft: 

(a) The sale or supply to any entity or individual in Lebanon of arms and 
related materiel of all types, including weapons and ammunition, military 
vehicles and equipment, paramilitary equipment, and spare parts for the 
aforementioned, whether or not originating in their territories; and 
(b) The provision to any entity or individual in Lebanon of any technical 
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training or assistance related to the provision, manufacture, maintenance or use 
of the items listed in subparagraph (a) above; except that these prohibitions shall 
not apply to arms, related material, training or 
assistance authorized by the Government of Lebanon or by UNIFIL as authorized 
in paragraph 11; 

16. Decides to extend the mandate of UNIFIL until 31 August 2007, and 
expresses its intention to consider in a later resolution further enhancements to the 
mandate and other steps to contribute to the implementation of a permanent 
ceasefire and a long-term solution; 
17. Requests the Secretary-General to report to the Council within one week 
on the implementation of this resolution and subsequently on a regular basis; 
18. Stresses the importance of, and the need to achieve, a comprehensive, 
just and lasting peace in the Middle East, based on all its relevant resolutions 
including its resolutions 242 (1967) of 22 November 1967, 338 (1973) of 
22 October 1973 and 1515 (2003) of 19 November 2003; 
19. Decides to remain actively seized of the matter. 
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On July 20, 2006, the House passed a bipartisan resolution approved by a vote of 410-8, 
reaffirming Congress' support for Israel and condemning Hamas’ and Hizballah's 
unprovoked acts of aggression against Israel. The Senate approved a similar resolution 
on July 18 by unanimous consent.  Below are the texts of the resolutions from both the 
House and the Senate. 

 

Resolution from the U.S. House of 
Representatives: 
 

HRES 921 EH  

H. Res. 921 
In the House of Representatives, U. S., 

July 20, 2006. 
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/D?c109:1:./temp/~c109oyZRC5:: 

July 18, 2006 

Mr. BOEHNER (for himself, Mr. HYDE, and Mr. LANTOS) submitted the following resolution; 
which was referred to the Committee on International Relations  

 
RESOLUTION 

Condemning the recent attacks against the State of Israel, holding terrorists and their state-
sponsors accountable for such attacks, supporting Israel's right to defend itself, and for other 
purposes.  

Whereas on September 12, 2005, Israel completed its unilateral withdrawal from Gaza, 
demonstrating its willingness to make sacrifices for the sake of peace;  

Whereas more than 1,000 rockets have been launched from Gaza into Israel since Israel's 
disengagement;  

Whereas in a completely unprovoked attack that occurred in undisputed Israeli territory on June 
25, 2006, Israeli Defense Forces Corporal Gilad Shalit was kidnapped and is being held hostage 
in Gaza by a Palestinian terrorist group which includes members of Hamas;  

Whereas Hamas political leader Khaled Meshaal, in Damascus, Syria, has acknowledged the role 
of Hamas in holding Corporal Shalit hostage;  

Whereas in a completely unprovoked attack that occurred in undisputed Israeli territory on July 
12, 2006, operatives of the terrorist group Hezbollah operating out of southern Lebanon killed 
three Israeli soldiers and took two others hostage;  

Whereas Israel fully complied with United Nations Security Council Resolution 425 (1978) by 
completely withdrawing its forces from Lebanon, as certified by the United Nations Security 
Council and affirmed by United Nations Secretary-General Kofi Annan on June 16, 2000, when 
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he said, `Israel has withdrawn from [Lebanon] in full compliance with Security Council Resolution 
425.';  

Whereas United Nations Security Council Resolution 1559 (2004) calls for the complete 
withdrawal of all foreign forces from Lebanon and the dismantlement of all independent militias in 
Lebanon;  

Whereas despite the adoption of United Nations Security Council Resolution 1559, the 
Government of Lebanon has failed to disband and disarm Hezbollah, allowing Hezbollah instead 
to amass 13,000 rockets, including rockets that are more destructive, longer-range and more 
accurate than rockets previously used by Hezbollah, and has integrated Hezbollah into the 
Lebanese Government;  

Whereas the Government of Israel has previously shown great restraint despite the fact that 
Hezbollah has launched at least four separate attacks into Israel using rockets and ground forces 
over the past year;  

Whereas the failure of the Government of Lebanon to implement all aspects of United Nations 
Security Council Resolution 1559 and to extend its authority throughout its territory has enabled 
Hezbollah to launch armed attacks against Israel and recently to kidnap Israeli soldiers;  

Whereas Hezbollah's strength derives significantly from the direct financial, military, and political 
support it receives from Syria and Iran, and Hezbollah also receives important support from 
sources within Lebanon;  

Whereas Iranian Revolutionary Guards continue to operate in southern Lebanon, providing 
support to Hezbollah and reportedly controlling its operational activities;  

Whereas the Government of the United States has enacted several laws, including the Syria 
Accountability and Lebanese Sovereignty Restoration Act of 2003 (Public Law 108-175) and the 
Iran and Libya Sanctions Act of 1996 (Public Law 104-172), which call for the imposition of 
sanctions on Syria and Iran for, among other things, their support for terrorism and terrorist 
organizations;  

Whereas the House of Representatives has repeatedly called for full implementation of United 
Nations Security Council Resolution 1559;  

Whereas section 1224 of the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 2003 (Public Law 
107-228) withholds certain assistance to Lebanon contingent on the deployment of the Lebanese 
armed forces to the internationally recognized border between Lebanon and Israel and its 
effective assertion of authority in the border area in order, among other reasons, to prevent cross-
border infiltration by terrorists, precisely the criminal activity that has provoked the current crisis;  

Whereas President George W. Bush stated on July 12, 2006, `Hezbollah's terrorist operations 
threaten Lebanon's security and are an affront to the sovereignty of the Lebanese Government. 
Hezbollah's actions are not in the interest of the Lebanese people, whose welfare should not be 
held hostage to the interests of the Syrian and Iranian regimes.', and has repeatedly affirmed that 
Syria and Iran must be held to account for their shared responsibility in the recent attacks;  

Whereas the United States recognizes that some members of the democratically-elected 
Lebanese parliament are working to build an autonomous and sovereign Lebanon and supports 
their efforts; and  
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Whereas both Hezbollah and Hamas refuse to recognize Israel's right to exist and call for the 
destruction of Israel: Now, therefore, be it  

Resolved, That the House of Representatives-- 
(1) reaffirms its steadfast support for the State of Israel; 
(2) condemns Hamas and Hezbollah for engaging in unprovoked and 
reprehensible armed attacks against Israel on undisputed Israeli territory, for 
taking hostages, for killing Israeli soldiers, and for continuing to indiscriminately 
target Israeli civilian populations with their rockets and missiles; 
(3) further condemns Hamas and Hezbollah for cynically exploiting civilian 
populations as shields, locating their equipment and bases of operation, including 
their rockets and other armaments, amidst civilian populations, including in 
homes and mosques; 
(4) recognizes Israel's longstanding commitment to minimizing civilian loss and 
welcomes Israel's continued efforts to prevent civilian casualties; 
(5) demands the Governments of Iran and Syria to direct Hamas and Hezbollah 
to immediately and unconditionally release Israeli soldiers which they hold 
captive; 
(6) affirms that all governments that have provided continued support to Hamas 
or Hezbollah share responsibility for the hostage-taking and attacks against 
Israel and, as such, should be held accountable for their actions; 
(7) condemns the Governments of Iran and Syria for their continued support for 
Hezbollah and Hamas in their armed attacks against Israelis and their other 
terrorist activities; 
(8) supports Israel's right to take appropriate action to defend itself, including to 
conduct operations both in Israel and in the territory of nations which pose a 
threat to it, which is in accordance with international law, including Article 51 of 
the United Nations Charter; 
(9) commends the President of the United States for fully supporting Israel as it 
responds to these armed attacks by terrorist organizations and their state 
sponsors; 
(10) urges the President of the United States to bring the full force of political, 
diplomatic, and economic sanctions available to the Government of the United 
States against the Governments of Syria and Iran; 
(11) demands the Government of Lebanon to do everything in its power to find 
and free the kidnapped Israeli soldiers being held in the territory of Lebanon; 
(12) calls on the United Nations Security Council to condemn these unprovoked 
acts and to take action to ensure full and immediate implementation of United 
Nations Security Council 1559 (2004), which requires Hezbollah to be dismantled 
and the departure of all Syrian personnel and Iranian Revolutionary Guards from 
Lebanon; 
(13) expresses its condolences to all families of innocent victims of recent 
violence; and 
(14) declares its continued commitment to working with Israel and other United 
States allies in combating terrorism worldwide. 
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Attest: Clerk.  

Resolution from the U.S. Senate: 
 

SRES 534 ATS  

109th CONGRESS 
2d Session 

S. RES. 534 
http://thomas.loc.gov/cgi-bin/query/z?c109:S.RES.534 

Condemning Hezbollah and Hamas and their state sponsors and supporting 
Israel's exercise of its right to self-defense.  

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 
 

July 18, 2006 

Mr. FRIST (for himself, Mr. REID, Mr. BIDEN, Mr. SANTORUM, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Mr. KYL, 
Mr. BOND, Mrs. HUTCHISON, Mr. LEVIN, Mrs. DOLE, Mr. GRASSLEY, Mr. BUNNING, Mr. 
SMITH, Mr. TALENT, Mr. ROBERTS, Mr. VITTER, Mr. CORNYN, Mr. VOINOVICH, Mr. ALLEN, 
Mr. COLEMAN, Mr. MCCONNELL, Mr. BROWNBACK, Mr. AKAKA, Mr. BAUCUS, Mr. BAYH, Mr. 
BINGAMAN, Mrs. BOXER, Ms. CANTWELL, Mr. CARPER, Mrs. CLINTON, Mr. CONRAD, Mr. 
DAYTON, Mr. DODD, Mr. DORGAN, Mr. DURBIN, Mr. FEINGOLD, Mrs. FEINSTEIN, Mr. 
HARKIN, Mr. INOUYE, Mr. JOHNSON, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KERRY, Mr. KOHL, Ms. LANDRIEU, 
Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. LIEBERMAN, Mrs. LINCOLN, Mr. MENENDEZ, Ms. 
MIKULSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. NELSON of Nebraska, Mr. OBAMA, Mr. PRYOR, Mr. REED, Mr. 
ROCKEFELLER, Mr. SALAZAR, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. SCHUMER, Ms. STABENOW, Mr. 
WYDEN, and Mr. MCCAIN) submitted the following resolution; which was considered and agreed 
to  

 
RESOLUTION 

Condemning Hezbollah and Hamas and their state sponsors and supporting Israel's exercise of 
its right to self-defense.  

Whereas Israel fully complied with United Nations Security Council Resolution 425 (adopted 
March 19, 1978) by completely withdrawing its forces from Lebanon, as certified by the United 
Nations Security Council and affirmed by United Nations Secretary General Kofi Annan on June 
16, 2000, when he said, `Israel has withdrawn from [Lebanon] in full compliance with Security 
Council Resolution 425.';  

Whereas United Nations Security Council Resolution 1559 (adopted September 2, 2004) calls for 
the complete withdrawal of all foreign forces and the dismantlement of all independent militias in 
Lebanon;  
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Whereas despite Resolution 1559, the terrorist organization Hezbollah remains active in Lebanon 
and has amassed thousands of rockets aimed at northern Israel;  

Whereas the Government of Lebanon, which includes representatives of Hezbollah, has done 
little to dismantle Hezbollah forces or to exert its authority and control throughout all geographic 
regions of Lebanon;  

Whereas Hezbollah receives financial, military, and political support from Syria and Iran;  

Whereas the United States has enacted several laws, including the Syria Accountability and 
Lebanese Sovereignty Restoration Act of 2003 (22 U.S.C. 2151 note) and the Iran and Libya 
Sanctions Act of 1996 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note), that call for the imposition of sanctions on Syria and 
Iran for, among other things, their support for terrorism and terrorist organizations;  

Whereas the Government of Israel has shown restraint in the past year even though Hezbollah 
has launched at least 4 separate attacks into Israel using rockets and ground forces;  

Whereas, without provocation, on the morning of July 12, 2006, Hezbollah launched an attack 
into northern Israel, killing 7 Israeli soldiers and taking 2 hostage into Lebanon;  

Whereas on June 25, 2006, despite Israel's evacuation of Gaza in 2005, the terrorist organization 
Hamas, which is also supported by Syria and Iran, entered sovereign Israeli territory, attacked an 
Israeli military base, killed 2 Israeli soldiers, and captured an Israeli soldier, and has refused to 
release that soldier;  

Whereas rockets have been launched from Gaza into Israel since Israel's evacuation of Gaza in 
2005; and  

Whereas both Hezbollah and Hamas refuse to recognize Israel's right to exist and call for the 
destruction of Israel: Now, therefore, be it  

Resolved, That the Senate-- 
(1) reaffirms its steadfast support for the State of Israel; 
(2) supports Israel's right of self-defense and Israel's right to take appropriate 
action to deter aggression by terrorist groups and their state sponsors; 
(3) urges the President to continue fully supporting Israel as Israel exercises its 
right of self-defense in Lebanon and Gaza; 
(4) calls for the immediate and unconditional release of Israeli soldiers who are 
being held captive by Hezbollah or Hamas; 
(5) condemns the Governments of Iran and Syria for their continued support for 
Hezbollah and Hamas, and holds the Governments of Syria and Iran responsible 
for the acts of aggression carried out by Hezbollah and Hamas against Israel; 
(6) condemns Hamas and Hezbollah for exploiting civilian populations as shields 
and locating their military activities in civilian areas; 
(7) urges the President to use all available political and diplomatic means, 
including sanctions, to persuade the governments of Syria and Iran to end their 
support of Hezbollah and Hamas; 
(8) calls on the Government of Lebanon to do everything in its power to find and 
free the kidnapped Israeli soldiers being held in its territory, and to fulfill its 
responsibility under United Nations Security Council Resolution 1559 (adopted 
September 2, 2004) to disband and disarm Hezbollah; 
(9) calls on the United Nations Security Council to condemn these unprovoked 
acts and to demand compliance with Resolution 1559, which requires that 
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Hezbollah and other militias be disbanded and disarmed, and that all foreign 
forces be withdrawn from Lebanon; 
(10) urges all sides to protect innocent civilian life and infrastructure and strongly 
supports the use of all diplomatic means available to free the captured Israeli 
soldiers; and 
(11) recognizes that thousands of American nationals reside peacefully in 
Lebanon, and that those American nationals in Lebanon concerned for their 
safety should receive the full support and assistance of the United States 
government. 
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EFFECTIVE MESSAGES

SECTION FIVE 

N“ISRAEL TAKING SIGNIFICANT STEPS TO PREVENT

CASUALTIES AS HIZBALLAH HIDES BEHIND CIVILIANS”

N“ISRAEL TAKES DEFENSIVE ACTION IN LEBANON”

N OP-ED/TALK SHOW TALKING POINTS 

N PRO-ISRAEL SOUND BITES

N DEVELOPMENTS IN LEBANON



 

 
 

August 1, 2006 

Israel Taking Significant Steps to Prevent 

Casualties as Hizballah Hides Behind Civilians 
The government of Israel is taking extraordinary precautions to prevent civilian 
casualties in Lebanon as it exercises its legitimate right to self-defense. Israel’s 
military risks the lives of its own soldiers and eliminates the advantage of surprise 
every time it warns civilians about potential strikes. While Israel has expressed deep 
regret over the tragedy in Qana and all civilian casualties in Lebanon, Hizballah has 
launched thousands of rockets with the sole purpose of killing and terrorizing civilians, 
cynically using Lebanese civilians as human shields for its terror operations. The 
international community, led by the United States, must ensure the full implementation of 
U.N. Security Council Resolution 1559 if calm is to be restored in Lebanon and along 
Israel’s northern border. 
 

Israel goes to extraordinary lengths to prevent civilian casualties, often 
placing its own soldiers at greater risk as a consequence. 
• Israeli forces have given up the element of surprise and put their own soldiers at risk by 
repeatedly warning residents of southern Lebanon, including Qana, through leaflets, 
phone calls and radio announcements to leave certain areas being targeted by Israel. 
• Israeli pilots have aborted scores of operations that they felt would have caused 
inadvertent civilian casualties. Every Israeli pilot and soldier is instructed to withhold 
fire if he believes civilian lives may be at risk. 
• Despite the increased risk to Israeli soldiers, Israel has used only a fraction of its air 
power, choosing instead to use limited incursions by ground forces to attack Hizballah 
targets as a way to minimize civilian casualties. 
 
Hizballah deliberately operates from within civilian areas to launch rockets at 
Israel with the sole purpose of killing and terrorizing Israeli civilians. 
• Hizballah has deliberately hidden its forces and weaponry in residential neighborhoods 
and villages in order to use the local residents as human shields. Hizballah launched 
more than 150 rockets from Qana prior to Israel’s targeting of the area. 
• U.N. humanitarian chief Jan Egeland last week called on Hizballah to stop “cowardly 
blending ... among women and children. … I don’t think anyone should be proud of 
having many more children and women dead than armed men.” 
• Hizballah has launched more than 4,000 unguided rockets and mortars at Israeli 
towns and villages, indiscriminately hitting homes, businesses and other civilian 
buildings. 
• Hizballah is firing Syrian-made rockets containing hundreds of metal ball bearings 
capable of ripping through steel. The ball bearings—regularly used in suicide bomber 
vests—serve no purpose other than maximizing civilian casualties. 
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Israel Acting to Prevent Casualties as Hizballah Hides Behind Civilians, continued 

• Since Hizballah began launching rockets at Israel, more than one-third of the country has lived 
under constant threat of Hizballah attacks. More than 700,000 residents of Israel’s northern 
communities are now living in bomb shelters, while 300,000 have fled to areas further south. 
 
Israel is taking steps to allow humanitarian aid to reach Lebanese civilians. 
• Israel suspended its air campaign in southern Lebanon on Sunday for 48 hours in order to allow 
residents to leave the area and humanitarian supplies to reach those in need. Dozens of trucks 
loaded with food and medicine have already left Beirut for southern Lebanon. 
• Israel has allowed the Beirut airport and Lebanon’s seaports to be reopened for the delivery of 
humanitarian supplies despite the possibility that Hizballah could use the humanitarian efforts as 
cover to rearm and resupply. 
• In order to facilitate humanitarian supply convoys, Israel has allowed a senior U.N. officer into 
its military command center to coordinate in real time with Israeli officials. 
 
The international community, led by the United States, must now ensure that U.N. 
Security Council Resolution 1559 is enforced and Hizballah is disarmed. 
• U.N. Security Council Resolution 1559 calls for “the disbanding and disarmament” of Hizballah 
and demands that the Lebanese government deploy its military to take control over the southern 
part of the country. 
• Implementing a cease-fire without disarming Hizballah will likely ensure a similar conflict at a 
time of Hizballah’s choosing. Secretary of State Condoleezza Rice said a cease-fire would not be 
sufficient “if that cessation of violence is hostage to Hizballah’s next decision to launch missiles 
into Israel or Hamas’ next decision to abduct an Israeli citizen.” 
• Any potential international force introduced into Lebanon can only serve an effective role if it 
has a clear and strong mandate to help the Lebanese government disarm Hizballah and prevent 
the terrorist group from rebuilding its military capabilities. 

 
Basic Facts Summary 
• Israel goes to extraordinary lengths to prevent civilian casualties, often placing its own soldiers 
at greater risk as a consequence. 
• Hizballah has violated every rule of war by deliberately operating from within civilian areas—
putting Lebanese civilians at greater risk—to launch rockets at Israel with the sole purpose of 
killing and terrorizing Israeli civilians. 
• Israel is taking additional steps to allow for humanitarian aid to reach Lebanese civilians. 
• The international community, led by the United States, must now ensure that U.N. Security 
Council Resolution 1559 is enforced and the terrorist group Hizballah is disarmed. 
 
440 First Street NW 
Suite 600 
Washington, DC 20001 
Tel 202-639-5200 
Fax 202-639-0630 
www.aipac.org 
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July 13, 2006 

 

Israel takes defensive action in Lebanon to rescue kidnapped 
soldiers and deter Hezbollah attacks from across the border 

 
Hezbollah, a terrorist organization based in Lebanon, yesterday attacked an Israeli patrol 
in Israel, across the Israeli-Lebanese border. Terrorists killed three Israeli soldiers, 
severely wounded two others, and abducted two soldiers.  An Israeli tank attempting to 
come to the rescue hit a mine and exploded, killing the tank’s four crew members.   
 
Israel immediately responded with air and artillery attacks against Hezbollah positions in 
the area, and against critical bridges and infrastructure—to prevent Hezbollah from 
taking the kidnapped soldiers farther and getting supplies and reinforcements from Syria 
and Iran.  Hezbollah has since launched rockets at numerous Israeli cities, including 
Haifa, Safed, and Nahariya, killing and wounding civilians 
 
Prime Minister Ehud Olmert issued a statement saying that Israel regards the attacks as 
an “act of war” and holds the government of Lebanon responsible for the unprovoked 
aggression. Foreign Minister Livni, in a separate statement, said that “there is an axis of 
terror and hate, created by Iran, Syria, Hezbollah and Hamas that wants to end any hope 
for peace. The world cannot let them succeed.” 
 
The White House issued a statement condemning Hezbollah’s terror attacks and holding 
Hezbollah’s sponsors, Iran and Syria, responsible for the violence. 
 

Israel must defend itself against the aggression from Lebanon 
 

� Israel withdrew its troops from Lebanon in May 2000, fully complying with Security 
Council resolution 425, as the UN Secretary General and numerous Security Council 
resolutions. There is no justification whatever for yesterday’s unprovoked attack 
across the Lebanese border against Israeli troops based inside Israel. 

 

� While Israel has fully complied with resolution 425, the Lebanese government has 
not. It has failed to establish effective control over Southern Lebanon, and to assure 
peace and security along its border with Israel, as resolution 425 requires.  Instead, it 
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has allowed Hezbollah and other terrorist organizations to use Southern Lebanon as a 
springboard for repeated attacks against Israel, and to array over ten thousand missiles 
aimed at Israel along the border. The government of Lebanon bears full responsibility 
for terror attacks perpetrated from its territory against a neighboring state.  

 
 

� Today’s attack was only the last, and the most severe, in a series that Hezbollah has 
perpetrated across the UN-recognized Israeli-Lebanese border.  

 

� Hezbollah, sponsored by Iran, is the quintessential international terrorist organization. 
It introduced suicide bombing into the Middle East, and has carried out numerous 
suicide bombings against military and civilian targets; it has abducted foreigners and 
held them hostage for years; it has close ties with other terror organizations and has a 
global reach; it carried out the gruesome 1983 bombing of the barracks of U.S. and 
French members of the Multinational Force in Lebanon, killing hundreds of soldiers; 
it was responsible for the bombing of both the Israeli embassy in Buenos Aires in 
1992 and the AMIA building in 1994, which killed and injured scores of innocent 
civilians; and it continues to attack Israeli targets, including civilian targets, across the 
border between Israel and Lebanon. The United States regards Hezbollah as a terror 
organization and placed on its terror list.  

 

� Iran and Syria share responsibility for the volatile situation along the Israeli-Lebanese 
border, and specifically for the current crisis. These countries stand at the pinnacle of 
the world’s state sponsors of terrorism – harboring, financing, training, and arming 
Hezbollah, as well as Hamas and Islamic Jihad. Iran has equipped Hezbollah with 
more than 10,000 surface-to-surface missiles that are aimed at Israel along the 
Lebanese border, that are now being used to attack population centers in Northern 
Israel. Syria allows these and other weapons and equipment to be shipped across its 
territory to Hezbollah in Lebanon.  

 

� Iran and Syria’s support of international terrorism blatantly violates UN Security 
Council resolutions – particularly resolution 1373, which prohibits states from 
harboring, sponsoring, and financing terrorist organizations. Iranian and Syrian 
support of Hezbollah brazenly violates Security Council resolution 1559, which calls 
for dismantling all armed militias in Lebanon.  

 

� In responding to the unprovoked assaults, Israel is exercising its right of self-defense, 
enshrined in the UN Charter. Israel has the right – and obligation – to defend its 
citizens against unprovoked attacks by jihadist organizations committed to destroying 
it.  Israel also must demonstrate that the unprovoked attacks are futile, and will exact 
a serious cost.  Israel cannot simply respond tit-for-tat to the terrorist aggression that 
seeks to destroy it.  It must try to eliminate the existential threat.  Otherwise, it would 
end up restraining itself until Hezbollah and Hamas—and their sponsors—were 
strong enough to destroy Israel—or at the very least deeply and lastingly damage it.  
Neither Israel, nor any other country, is required to do that.   
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� Hezbollah’s attack was not directed only against the State of Israel. As any terror 
attack, it was a direct assault on regional and international peace and security.  The 
goal of Hezbollah and the countries that support it is to impose their own brand of 
fanatical totalitarianism in as many countries as possible.  Israel’s current fight against 
Hezbollah and Hamas—sponsored by Iran and Syria—is a major battle in the global 
terrorist war.  The international community must take determined and concerted 
action against the scourge of terrorism.  

 

� Israel continues to make assiduous efforts to avoid civilian injury—a daunting task, 
inasmuch as Hezbollah deliberately place themselves and their rockets and other 
armaments within civilian populations—in flagrant violation of international law.   

 

� We fervently hope for the swift release of the abducted Israeli soldiers and their safe 
return to their families, and an end to the violence and tragedy that terrorists and 
rejectionists are bringing to the region. 

 

AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE 

OFFICE OF GOVERNMENT AND INTERNATIONAL AFFAIRS 

 

Talking points on the Qana bombing 

 
    July 30, 2006 

 
In responding to press and other inquiries, and in your ongoing inter-group, 
political and diplomatic advocacy efforts, please refer to the following talking 
points on the tragedy in Qana, Lebanon. 

 
- We regret the terrible loss of life in Qana – and extend our condolences to the 

grieving families, and our sympathy and hopes for a speedy recovery to the 
wounded. 

 
- The civilian casualties in Qana are further innocent victims of the terrorist war 

launched by Hezbollah. 
 

- In Qana and elsewhere across the Hezbollah strongholds of southern Lebanon, 
Lebanese civilians are dying because they are being used as “human shields” 
by Hezbollah, a practice forbidden under international law. (The same 
occurred in last week’s mistaken and regrettable bombing of a UNIFIL 
outpost – in an area used by Hezbollah to launch attacks against Israel.)  

 
- From densely populated residential areas, Hezbollah terrorists fire their 

Syrian- and Iranian-made rockets – and, so far, they have fired thousands – 
into northern Israel, killing scores of Israelis and driving a million residents 
into bomb shelters. 
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- Israel’s defensive response has been restrained and targeted – going after 
rocket launchers, weapons caches, and Hezbollah outposts, not after Lebanese 
civilians. Israel has repeatedly warned civilians to evacuate before defensive 
strikes. Israel has opened relief and evacuation corridors in Lebanon while 
conducting its necessary defensive campaign against murderous rocket 
attacks. 

 
- Until Lebanon is rid of the jihadist, Iranian-financed, and heavily armed 

Hezbollah state-within-a-state – an unfulfilled requirement of UN Security 
Council resolution 1559 – there can be no restoration of peace and security on 
the Lebanese-Israeli border, nor resumption of the important task (begun after 
Syria was forced out two years ago) of building a free, prosperous and 
democratic Lebanon. 
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Op-ed/Talk Show Talking Points on Israel’s Military Campaign 

 
Following is list of concise arguments to use in op-eds and on call-in talk shows.   
  
• Israel is acting in self-defense, just as the United States would if a thousand rockets had been 

launched at our cities and our soldiers had been kidnapped. 
  
• The attacks by Hezbollah and Hamas are clear cases of aggression.  Both come from areas -- 

Lebanon and Gaza -- that Israel has completely withdrawn from and were attacks into 
sovereign Israeli territory.  Sometimes the Middle East is confusing, but this is not one of 
those times. 

  
• “Disproportionate force” is a code word for “I don’t like the Israeli retaliation, but I can’t 

think of a legitimate reason to criticize it.”  Over a thousand rockets have been launched at 
Israel’s cities, raining down indiscriminately on civilians.  Israel’s actions to end the threat of 
rocket attacks are entire legitimate. 

  
• Israel is targeting Hezbollah, not the Lebanese government.  UN Security Council resolution 

1559 (2004) called on the government of Lebanon to disarm Hezbollah and deploy its army 
in the south of Lebanon.  Instead, Hezbollah has become part of the government.  Lebanon 
must assume its responsibility and disarm them.  Israel’s attacks are weakening Hezbollah 
and will help achieve this goal. 

  
• Israel wants co-existence with the Lebanese people and with the Palestinians, but Hezbollah 

and Hamas do not want peace.  They will only be satisfied with the destruction of Israel, and 
we cannot allow that. 

  
• Hezbollah cannot be allowed to return to Lebanon’s southern border and choose when to 

threaten Israel.  Allowing Hezbollah to return to the status quo would be a victory for them 
and encourage other radical Islamic terror groups. 

  
• The Iranian and Syrian regimes are the state-supporters behind Hezbollah and Hamas, and 

they must be pressured by the international community.  All four are enemies of the United 
States as well.    Israel will be restoring deterrence, so that terrorists and their masters know 
that there are consequences.  There must be zero-tolerance for terror. 

  
• The international community has shown great support for Israel’s right to self-defense.  

President Bush said, “Israel has a right to defend herself. Every nation must defend herself 
against terrorist attacks and the killing of innocent life.”  The G8 (the US, Britain, Canada, 
France, Germany, Italy, Japan, and Russia) also collectively declared their support for Israel’s 
right to self-defense and clearly lay the blame for the fighting on Hezbollah and Hamas. 
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• Israel is at the forefront in the War on Terror.  Its fight protects and advances US interests.  
The muted response and outspoken criticism of Hezbollah in much of the Arab world reflects 
the importance of what Israel is doing for the region and the struggle against Islamic 
extremists. 
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In discussing the current situation in Israel, make the following points:  
  
- Israel fully withdrew from Lebanon in May 2000 as an act of peace and goodwill.   
 
-The Lebanon-based terror group Hizbollah crossed an international border and acted 
against a sovereign state when it attacked northern Israel, killing at least eight soldiers 
and kidnapping two others.   
 
- Rather than disarming Hizbollah, as required by the United Nations Resolution 1559, 
Lebanon has simultaneously allowed the terrorist group to maintain its arsenal and to 
serve in the Lebanese parliament and government.   
 
- Hizbollah’s acts constitute an unprovoked act of war against Israel. 
 
-Israel made painful sacrifices when it dismantled settlements and unilaterally  
withdrew from Gaza last year. 
 
-Since Israel’s withdrawal from Gaza, Palestinian terrorist groups have launched 
over 500 rockets at vulnerable Israeli cities surrounding the Gaza Strip.  Despite repeated 
appeals by the Israeli government, the Palestinian Authority has done nothing to stop 
these attacks on Israel or to prevent the smuggling of arms, including Katyusha rockets, 
from Egypt.   
 
-The attacks from Lebanon and Gaza on the sovereign state of Israel represent a  
coordinated attempt by Hamas and Hizbollah, and their state sponsors of terror, Iran and 
Syria, to undermine regional stability and destroy any hope of peace.  
 
-Like the United States and other sovereign nations, Israel has the right and duty to 

defend itself from attacks– the killing and kidnapping of its soldiers and the firing of 
rockets against its civilians.   
 
- Israel’s continues to strive for peace with its neighbors and the safety and security 

of its citizens.  
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The Israel Project Releases Updated Messaging 

Based on TIP's latest research and the latest events in the Middle East, here are talking points you can use 
in radio/TV interviews, letters to the editor and op-eds: 

1. Israel wants peace and did not start this war. 

2. Israel left all of Lebanon 6 years ago and all of Gaza this year – and got more than 1,000 rockets shot at 
them and other terrorist attacks from people who want to destroy Israel. 

3. Israel is a democratic country where Christians, Muslims and Jews have rights such as freedom of 
speech, religion, and the right to vote. Sadly, now people of all religions in Israel are under attack by 
Hezbollah, Hamas and their Iranian backers. This is especially true in Haifa which is a model city of 
coexistence and tolerance. 

4. Iran’s President has said that he wants to “wipe Israel off the map” but defeating Israel is only a small part 
of his goals. The President of Iran has also said: 

• “Have no doubt… Allah willing, Islam will conquer what?  It will conquer all the mountain tops of the 
world."  

• “We must prepare ourselves to rule the world.”  
• That he would share nuclear technology with other Islamists  

5. Since this war started more than 2,000 rockets have been shot into Israel. What would other countries do 
if thousands of rockets were fired into their country? How much worse would this crisis be if Tehran had 
given nuclear material to Hezbollah? 

6. Israel does not want to harm any civilians and goes to great lengths to protect them. However, terrorists in 
Lebanon intentionally hide inside highly dense civilian areas. When rockets are being shot at Israel from 
those areas Israel has a moral obligation to stop them. 

7. Israel longs for a time when there can be two states living side by side in peace, but the terror must end 
for this to happen. Israel must finish this defensive action so that Israel can live free of terror and 
Palestinians and Lebanese can build successful nations where their people can have hope and opportunity. 

8. More than 1,000 rocket attacks occurred BEFORE Israel's current defensive effort. 

9. Keep and announce a running tally of rockets, deaths, injuries, and evacuations from before the current 
defensive effort and since it began. 

10. Draw as many analogies of the Hezbollah rocket attacks as possible -- e.g., imagine how the U.S. would 
respond if it was hit by 1,000 rockets from Mexico (similarly, rockets from France to Germany, from India to 
Pakistan, from Iraq to Iran, etc.).  Measure the distance from Hezbollah launch points to, say, Haifa, and 
draw analogies to and from specific cities (e.g., Mexico City to San Antonio). 
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11. The U.S. responded (by toppling a government in Afghanistan that was harboring al Qaeda) after it was 
hit with four airplanes (compared to 1,000 rockets and more than 20 years of war on Israel's border from 
Hezbollah). 

12. Israel is not using excessive force: 

• What Hezbollah has done is kidnap Israeli soldiers and rain rockets and mortar shells on innocent 
Israeli civilians. What Israel has done in response is act in self-defense. And I don't quite know 
what the argument about proportionate force means here.  

• Was Israel entitled only to kidnap two Hezbollah operatives and fire a couple of rockets aimlessly 
into Lebanon?  

• Israel has lived under the terrorist threat of Hezbollah for years, and these most recent attacks 
have given it the legitimate right, the same right America would have if we were attacked, to deal 
with the problem. And that's what they're doing.  

13. On Israel destroying Lebanon's infrastructure and killing innocent civilians: 

• The government of Israel is exercising the utmost care in the conducting its military operations to 
avoid innocent Lebanese civilians and to avoid damage to the democratic government of Lebanon. 
And Israel, being a responsible democratic state itself, is trying to carry that out.  

• The government of Israel quickly accepted the request made by the U.N. Secretariat to open a 
humanitarian corridor into Lebanon. Even as hostilities continue, innocent civilians in Lebanon are 
being provided for.  

Proven Pro-Israel Sound Bites 
 

These statements work for all pro-Israel spokespeople.  At the same time, they gain 
effectiveness when spoken by younger spokespeople and/or women with American or 
British accents. Americans react more favorably and are more likely to agree with women 
and younger people.     
 

� Israel is committed to a two-state solution, where both Israelis and Palestinians 

can live side by side in peace.  Israel realizes that it needs to share responsibility 

with the Palestinians for the conflict and for the damage to innocent lives.  Israel 

wants the pain and suffering to end, and is committed to working with the 

Palestinians toward a peaceful, diplomatic solution where both sides can have a 

better future. 

� Israel is a modern democracy and America's ally in the Middle East. All Israeli 

citizens—Christians, Muslims, and Jews—have freedom of religion and the right 

to vote. Ten Arabs and eighteen women are in Israel's parliament, and both men 

and women have access to education, modern health care, and good jobs. Israel, 

like the U.S., is a democracy based on freedom and equality.  

� Israel made painful sacrifices and took a risk to give peace a chance.  They 

voluntarily removed over 9,000 settlers from Gaza and parts of the West Bank, 

abandoning homes, schools, businesses, and places of worship in the hopes of 

renewing the peace process. 

� We look forward to a time when Palestinian children are raised to be doctors, 

teachers, and business people—and not suicide bombers. 
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� We ask the Palestinian leadership to end the culture of hate in Palestinian 

schools, 300 of which are named for suicide bombers.  Palestinian leaders should 

take textbooks out of classrooms that show maps of the Middle East without Israel 

and that glorify terrorism. 

� Day after day, Palestinian authorities push a culture of hate that encourages even 

small children to become suicide bombers.  Thousands of Palestinian children 

have been sent to more than 300 public schools that are named after terrorists.  

Palestinian public television uses Sesame Street–type programming to glorify 

suicide bombers. 

� Despite making an overture for peace by withdrawing from Gaza, Israel 

continues to face terrorist attacks, including rocket attacks and drive-by shootings 

of innocent Israelis.  Israel knows that for a lasting peace, they must be free from 

terrorism and live with defensible borders. 

� Despite Israel’s overture for peace, Palestinian leaders refuse to disarm the 

terrorists and are even letting Hamas participate in the Palestinian elections this 

January.  Hamas has been allowed to re-arm for their goal of Israel’s 

destruction, and weapons are being smuggled into Gaza by the thousands. 

�  “As a matter of principle, Israel will sit down, negotiate and compromise with 

those that wish all the peoples of the Middle East to live together in peaceful 

coexistence.  Egypt made peace with Israel.  Jordan made peace with Israel.  And 

both agreements still live on today.” 

� “Israelis know what it is like to live their lives with the daily threat of terrorism.  

They know what it is like to send their children off to school one day and bury 

them the next.  For them, terrorism isn’t something they read about in the 

newspaper.  It’s something they see with their eyes far too often.” 

� “Israelis don’t want to sign a meaningless agreement that isn’t worth the paper it 

is printed on.  They want something real.  If there is to be a just, fair and lasting 

peace, Israel needs a partner who rejects violence and who values life more than 

death.” 

� “As a matter of principle, the world should not force Israel to concede to those 

who publicly deny their right to exist and call for their annihilation.” 

� “Right now, today, there are still terrorist groups like Hamas, Islamic Jihad, and 

the Al-Aqsa Martyrs Brigade that the Palestinian Authority has either been 

unable or unwilling to curb—and Israelis continue to die because of it.” 

� “Just as the American government is pledged to secure life, liberty, and the 

chance to pursue happiness for us, so must Israel’s government guarantee that its 

citizens will be secure and free.” 

People in Israel depend on us. 

Together, we can use strategic communications to make Israel and all Jews safer and more secure. 

For more information go to www.theisraelproject.org 
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Talking Points—Developments in Lebanon 

July 24, 2006 

 

Background 

 

• Israel evacuated Lebanon in May 2000 – a move recognized by the United 
Nations.  The Israeli withdrawal was conducted in coordination with the UN, and, 
according to the UN, constituted Israeli fulfillment of its obligations under 
Security Council Resolution 425 (1978). 

 
• The Lebanese government is obligated under UN Security Council Resolution 

1559 to deploy its army along the southern border, disarm Hezbollah and 
maintain order; however, despite repeated complaints from the United States, the 
UN and Israel, this has not taken place. 

 
• On July 12, Hezbollah terrorists fired rockets from southern Lebanon into Israel 

killing three Israeli soldiers and they also crossed the border to kidnap two 
soldiers, Udi Goldwasser, 31 and Eldad Regev, 26.  Four more Israeli soldiers 
were killed when their tank apparently drove over a land mine.  Hezbollah, which 
is a party in the Lebanese government, also fired rockets into Northern Israeli 
towns, including Shlomi, resulting in injury to civilians.   

 
• Israeli defense measures in Lebanon are not against the people of Lebanon and 

Israel has no intention of maintaining a long term presence inside of Lebanon.  
The Israeli operations are intended to expel Hezbollah from the country, thereby 
empowering a free and democratic Lebanon, a safe Israel and a more peaceful 
region. 

 
 
Hezbollah 

 
• Syria and Iran give Hezbollah “State Capabilities.”  Iran supplies weapons to 

Hezbollah and no other terror organization has these types of missiles.   
 

• Before September 11, 2001, Hezbollah was responsible for more American deaths 
than any other terrorist group. 

 
• Hezbollah was responsible for the 1983 bombings of the US Marine Corps 

Barracks in Beruit, Lebanon, brutally murdering 241 United States service men 
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and women.  The survivors and victims of this attack sued the government of Iran 
for their leading role in the attack and won. 

 

Israel’s Military Response  

 

• Israel’s goals are to prevent Hezbollah missiles from reaching Israel, the return of 
the Israeli soldiers (no conditions will be made for their release) and the 
enforcement of Security Council Resolution 1559, calling on Lebanon to fulfill its 
sovereign duties to dismantle all terror organizations.  Israel wants Lebanon to 
have complete control of their territory and will try to encourage this as much as 
possible. 

 

• Israel is targeting southern Lebanon to destroy the Hezbollah infrastructure.  
These are limited raids, not full-scale invasions 

 
• Israel attacked the airport in Beirut, causing light damage by hitting runways-not 

the control tower or the terminals-in order to hinder the possibility of them using 
air transportation.  On land, Israel has targeted strategic bridges to Syria in order 
to prevent supplies sent from Syria and Iran from getting to Hezbollah.  In fact, 
last week (7/18) Israel hit one convoy coming from Syria to Lebanon. 

 

• Israeli operations have destroyed an estimated 50 percent of Hezbollah’s arsenal. 
 
• Israeli military operations are coordinated with the utmost precision, in an attempt 

to protect innocent lives.  Israel targets Hezbollah by hitting specified targets.  
Israel is working to protect Lebanese infrastructure, such as water, electricity and 
fuel refinement factories.   

 

• The IDF has expanded its pinpoint operations in southern Lebanon with tanks and 
infantry, looking for Hezbollah terrorists, bases and weapons with the sole goal of 
clearing the area, and pushing back Hezbollah forces so they cannot get within 
rocket range of Israel. 

 
Israel’s Humanitarian Response 

 
• The loss of innocent civilian life on both sides of this conflict is a tragedy.  Israel 

is taking extreme care to reduce the risk to the Lebanese civilian population. The 
IDF drops leaflets urging residents in specific locations in southern Lebanon to 
avoid certain Hezbollah installations, and to evacuate their houses and relocate in 
northern Lebanon or Syria for the time being in order to avoid civilian causalities.   

 
• Israel has enabled foreign governments to evacuate their own citizens from 

Lebanon. 
 
• Israel has blockaded Lebanon via the sea, land and air to prevent Syrian weapons 

from entering Lebanon, but Israel is allowing humanitarian aid organizations to 
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enter and assess the situation of the Lebanese civilian population.  The Lebanese 
people are not Israel’s enemies and it has no intention of seeing a humanitarian 
disaster in Lebanon. 

 
• Israel has been in contact with foreign governments, with the UN agencies and 

with relevant NGOs to try to facilitate the flow of humanitarian aid to Lebanon.  
 

• On July 20 Prime Minister Olmert, Defense Minister Peretz and Forgein Minister 
Livni approved the establishment of a "humanitarian corridor" between Lebanon 
and Cyprus. 

 
Israel’s Principles of a Diplomatic Solution 

 

• The unconditional release of abducted soldiers Udi Goldwasser and Eldad Regev 
and their return to Israel. 

 
• A halt to the firing of rockets at residents of the State of Israel and at Israeli 

targets 

 

• The full and complete implementation of UN Security Council Resolution 1559 
including the disarming of all armed militias, the extension of the sovereignty of 
the Lebanese Government over all its territory and the deployment of the 
Lebanese Army along the border with Israel. 

 
The Diplomatic Alternative:   

 
• Israel anticipates the arrival of Secretary Rice to the region and welcomes a 

comprehensive diplomatic effort in addressing the current crisis.  Israel knows 
that ultimately there needs to be a diplomatic solution to the current crisis, not a 
military one. 

 
• Israeli officials have stated that they look forward to working with the 

international community to explore the possibility of an International Force 
deployed in southern Lebanon.  Israel wants to participate in defining the 
characteristics of such a force in the hopes that it will be fair and efficient.  For 
the past 26 years, International Forces in southern Lebanon have proven to be 
ineffective.  
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ORGANIZATIONAL INITIATIVES
AND CONTACTS

SECTION SIX 



Aish HaTorah 
 

Hasbara Fellowships 
www.israelactivism.com     

 
Point of Contact: 
Pnina Baim 

Program Coordinator 
Phone: (646) 365-0030 
Fax: (212) 391-7630 
E-mail: pbaim@aish.com 
 

2006-2007 Initiative(s):  
Activist Alerts 
Hasbara Fellowships sends out news alerts every other week.  These alerts address current 
misconceptions and charges leveled against Israel, as well as concise and persuasive talking 
points with which to respond to such claims. 

 
Obsession: Radical Islam's War Against the West 
Obsession: Radical Islam’s War with the West, is a one-hour documentary using primary source 
video clips to examine the shockingly real threat to the West from radical Islam.  Obsession 
unveils the depths and dynamics of this raging war, connecting the dots of many world conflicts to 
show that there is one global front linking them together.  Hasbara Fellowships will be screening 
this film on university campuses across North America this year, as well as providing programs 
for students to take an active role in raising awareness regarding the threat of global terrorism.  
Please contact us to set up a screening on your campus. 
 

Tables in a Box: Hizbullah and Hamas 
Hasbara Fellowships offers tabling materials, including postcard sized handouts and fact sheets, 
on a number of topics, all available on our website.  One of our tabling campaigns, "Terrorism," 
focuses on the threat Hamas, Hizbullah and other terrorist organizations pose to the entire 
Western world. 
 

Flags for Humanity 
Flags for Humanity is an innovative initiative designed to highlight Israel's humanitarian 
contributions to the global community.  An attractive campaign of display boards and factsheets, 
Flags for Humanity describes how Israel has provided medical, technical and personnel aid to 
needy countries throughout the world. 

  
Please Contact: Natalie Menaged at nmenaged@aish.com for more information about these 
initiatives. 

 

Aish HaTorah / Hasbara Fellowships is an apolitical, international network of Jewish 
educational centers, providing opportunities for Jews of all backgrounds to discover the 
wisdom and beauty of their heritage.  
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Alpha Epsilon Pi Fraternity and Foundation 

(AEPI) 
 

www.aepi.org  
 

Point of Contact: 
Phil Brodsky  
Lorber Director of Jewish Programming 
Phone: (317) 876-1913 
Fax: (317) 876-1057 
pbrodsky@aepi.org  
 
 

2006-2007 Initiative(s):  
Israel Amplified 

Alpha Epsilon Pi in coordination with Alpha Epsilon Phi and the Charles and Lynn Schusterman 
Family Foundation present Israel Amplified a two day Israel engagement conference for Greek 
students. More than 90 students from all across North America will be gathering to discuss what it 
is that makes Greek organizations distinct and how those characteristics relate to Israel 
engagement. The conference is meant as a starting point for the participants of a year long 
initiative in which they will lead the way on their campus to engage their chapters and their Greek 
community with Israel. Throughout the school year AEPi and AEPhi will continue to work with the 
participants and help them plan three pro-Israel initiatives on campus. These initiatives will be run 
for Greeks by Greeks, but will look toward other pro-Israel groups on campus for cosponsoring 
opportunities.  

 
Greeks for Israel 
Alpha Epsilon Pi will target several campuses this year to work closely with their Greek 
community to establish Greeks for Israel Coalitions. These coalitions will be made up of 
approximately seven student leaders coming from AEPi, traditionally Jewish Greek organizations, 
and other fraternities and sororities. The goal of forming such a coaltion will be to work with 
campus pro-Israel groups, AIPAC cadres, JCSCs at Hillel, and others to engage the Greek 
community as a whole with Israel. The coalition will focus on identifying strong Greek leaders and 
inviting them to get involved with the pro-Israel movement on campus, as well as working with 
organizations planning pro-Israel programs to better engage a Greek audience.  
 

 

Alpha Epsilon Pi Fraternity was founded to provide opportunities for the Jewish college 
man seeking the best possible college and fraternity experience. We have maintained 
the integrity of our purpose by strengthening our ties to the Jewish community and 
serving as a link between high school and career.  Alpha Epsilon Pi seeks to provide the 
opportunity for a Jewish man to be able to join a Jewish organization whose purpose is 
not specifically religious, but rather social and cultural in nature. Alpha Epsilon Pi is a 
Jewish fraternity, though non-discriminatory and open to all who are willing to espouse 
its purpose and values. 
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American Israel Public Affairs Committee 

(AIPAC) 
 

www.aipac.org  
 

Point of Contact: 
Brian Jaffee 
Leadership Development Deputy Director
Phone: (202) 639-5334
Fax: (202) 347-6760

bjaffee@aipac.org  
 
 

2006-2007 Initiative(s):  
Responding to the Current Middle East Crisis 
With the need for strong U.S. resolve and steadfast support for Israel more important than ever, it 
is imperative for AIPAC to deliver the campus as a tangible political asset to the wider pro-Israel 
movement. This school year, AIPAC-trained student activists will reinforce community efforts to 
secure Israel’s right to defend itself by harnessing the political support of campus leaders who 
understand the value of the U.S.-Israel alliance. AIPAC campus activists will encourage Student 
Government officers, College Democrat and College Republican officials, ethnic and religious 
campus group leaders, as well as pro-Israel professors to meet with their Members of Congress, 
pass supportive SGA resolutions, influence Democratic and Republican Party policies and 
platforms, circulate pro-Israel petitions, issue leadership statements of solidarity, and write pro-
Israel editorials and op-eds. Pro-Israel student efforts will not only raise awareness, attract 
attention, and affect the opinion climate on campus – their subsequent accomplishments will also 
make an impact on American support for Israel beyond the campus. 
 
 

American Israel Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) is America’s pro-Israel lobby.  
AIPAC’s mission is to advance the U.S.-Israel Relationship through effective political 
action.  AIPAC’s Leadership Development Department and Schusterman Advocacy 
Institute (SAI) educates and trains young leaders in pro-Israel political advocacy, and 
encourages them to become politically active.  Students involved with AIPAC bring their 
Members of Congress to campus, promote voter registration, work on political 
campaigns, build relationships with other student leaders, and learn how to effectively 
advocacte for a strong U.S.-Israel relationship. 

AIPAC’s premier training opportunities for campus activists include its annual Policy 
Conference and Summer and Winter Saban National Political Leadership Training 
Seminars in Washington, D.C.; AIPAC’s Summer Internship Program; and Capital to 
Capital: AIPAC’s birthright israel trip.   

AIPAC works with six portfolioed activists on 60 Showcase Campuses, as well as 
AIPAC on Campus Contacts on more than 150 additional campuses.   
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American Jewish Committee (AJC) 
 

www.ajc.org  
 

Point of Contact: 
Rebecca Neuwirth 
Director of Special Projects 
Phone: (212) 891-1403 
OR (212) 751-4000 ext:403 
neuwirthj@ajc.org 
 
 

2006-2007 Initiative(s):  
AJC Campus Programs at Cornell, Princeton & More 
American Jewish Committee’s programs on college campuses include Lectures, Advocacy 
Training, Interreligious Work, etc. 
 

The American Jewish Committee (AJC) works to advance pluralism and strengthen 
inter-group relations at home and abroad; and promote a secure and democratic Israel.  
AJC pursues these goals through public policy advocacy, national and international 
programs, and extensive research.  AJC carries out its efforts in schools and 
universities, synagogues, churches, and community centers, city and state legislatures, 
and business and civic associations.  In addition, AJC works with foreign leaders and 
groups around the world to promote its objectives and respond to global concerns. 

AJC has a host of outreach programs for students at the high school and college level.  
These programs aim to educate students about Israel, American Jewish affairs and 
Jewish cultural life, and to provide resources to help students respond to intimidation on 
campus.   
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American Jewish Congress 

   
http://www.ajcongress.org 

 
Point of Contact: 
Allyson Rowen Taylor 
Associate Director of Campus Advocacy 
Phone: (310) 309-5147 
E-mail: ataylor@ajcongress.org 
 

2006-2007 Initiative(s):  
American Jewish Congress Initiatives 
The Campus Section of the American Jewish Congress specialized in Internet surveillance, and 
finding out groups, professors, classes, conferences and all aspects of bringing anti Israel, anti 
Semitic conflicts and exposes them and works with the appropriate professionals to get balanced 
dialogue. We work with student groups, Deans, Provosts, and Regents to try to make sure that 
we protect free speech for all, but that Jewish students are never threatened, intimidated, or 
demonized by poor marks for being vocally supportive of the Jewish State. 
 
We provide speakers to the campus, and work with other groups to co-op projects. We feel that 
working together is imperative, and builds strength not only for our individual organization, but for 
the Jewish community. We also fund academic conferences in Israel to bypass Academic 
Boycotts, such as the AUT/NAPHTE boycott from England Last year. We anticipate that they will 
attempt again to exclude Israeli academics from the community, and by sending both European, 
Israeli, and Arab professors who are working together to create benefits for humanity vis-à-vis  
scientific discoveries, we feel that this cooperation between us can build not only scientific 
discoveries that benefit humanity, but build bridges of peace. We will be working on this again in 
preparation for the vote against Israeli professors that will be taking place in Britain May 31st, 
2007. 
 
Please contact: Allyson Rowen Taylor at ataylor@ajcongress.org for more information. 

The American Jewish Congress was established in 1918 by the renowned Stephen 
Wise, in response to Jewish suffering after WWI and today is one of our nation's most 
prestigious and powerful Jewish defense and policy advocacy agencies. Perhaps best 
known for its role in defending Constitutional protections against the state establishment 
of religion, it is sometimes referred to as the "Attorney General of the Jewish People."  

With over 50,000 members nationwide and offices in New York, Washington, Jerusalem 
as well as eight regions in the United States, it is an effective voice in defending Jewish 
interests both here and worldwide. 
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 American Israeli Cooperative Enterprise 

 (AICE)  
 

www.JewishVirtualLibrary.org  
 

Point of Contact: 
Dr. Mitchell Bard 
Executive Director 
Phone: (301) 565-3918 
mgbard@aol.com  
 
 

2006-2007 Initiative(s):  
Education about the Conflict 
AICE will focus its efforts on providing resources and materials to educate students about the 
current conflict.  

 
AICE is a leading content provider for students and organizations interested in Jewish history, 
culture, and politics, and offers training on how to use this information. 

• THE JEWISH VIRTUAL LIBRARY 
The Jewish Virtual Library (www.JewishVirtualLibrary.org) is a one-stop shop for answers to any 
question you might have about any subject from anti-Semitism to Zionism. This award-winning 
site has more than 10,000 entries and 5,000 maps, photographs and other graphics. The Library 
also includes the Virtual Israel Experience, an educational tool and virtual tour of Israel designed 
especially for students going on Birthright and other trips to Israel. 

• MYTHS & FACTS 
We are committed to arming students with the information they need to respond to the very 
difficult issues raised on the campus. The single best resource on the subject of the Arab-Israeli 
conflict is Myths and Facts: A Guide to the Arab-Israeli Conflict by Mitchell Bard. M&F is available 
online in our Library, where it is regularly updated. We have also published a paperback edition. 
Students may also join a listserve to receive weekly Myths & Facts. AICE's Israel Education 
Initiative produces one page fact sheets on major issues such as the Palestinian "right of return," 
the Bush Plan, and the status of Jerusalem to arm students with backgroundon current events. 
AICE and Barad Entertainment have teamed to produce On One Foot: a Middle East Guide for 
the Perplexed or How to Respond on Your Way to Class, When Your Best Friend Joins an Anti-
Israel Protest. This pocket-size, 75-page book provide three short responses to the 52 toughest 
issues students face along with a brief paragraph on the history of each issue. It also contains 
maps, a bibliography, and a web-ography. 

• ADVOCACY TRAINING 

AICE’s Director, Dr. Mitchell Bard, is one of the most popular and sought after speakers for 
campus and community events.  During the school year, he will be increasing his efforts to speak 
about myths and facts of the Arab-Israeli conflict and to provide training sessions for students 
interested in learning how to be proactive in making the case for Israel and responding to critics.   
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Anti-Defamation League (ADL) 
 

www.adl.org  
 

Point of Contact: 
Gary Levin 
Director of Campus and Confronting Anti-Semitism Initiatives 
Phone: (714) 979-4733 
Fax: (714) 979-4138 
glevin@adl.org 
 
 

2006-2007 Initiative(s):  
Current and Future Leaders' Mission to Israel 
ADL will sponsor a mission to Israel for politically active college students 

 
Confronting Anti-Semitism on College and University Campuses 
Empowering Jewish students to respond proactive and reactive to anti-Semitism and anti-
Israel/anti-Zionist rhetoric 
 

Advocating for Israel: An Activist's Guide 
What you need to know: 
1. To make Israel's case 
2. To counter anti-Israel Misinformation 
3. To fight for Israel's security 
http://www.adl.org/israel/advocacy/ 

  
The Anti Defamation League was founded in 1913 to combat anti-Semitism and all forms 
of bigotry.  In doing so it seeks to enhance and protect the interest of the campus Jewish 
community.    
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 BlueStar PR  
 

www.bluestarpr.org   
 

Point of Contact: 
Jonathan Carey 

Director 
Phone: (415) 543-6300 
Fax: (414) 777-8525 
E-mail: jc@bluestarpr.com 
 

2006-2007 Initiative(s):  
YOZMA 
An innovative approach for students to promote Israel on campus.  Yozma, BlueStar PR’s new 
student leadership initiative, can provide students with training that will transform them from 
political novices into savvy, strategy-minded campus leaders.  Along with training, students will be 
given BlueStarPR's groundbreaking tools (posters, DVDs, postcards, etc.) necessary to create a 
more positive atmosphere vis-à-vis Israel on campus.  
Please contact: Pini Altman at pa@bluestarpr.com for more information about Yozma 

 

BlueStar PR is a new non-profit organization. We produce visual media that strengthens 
existing efforts to gain popular support and interest for Israel and Judaism. We partner 
with individuals and organizations to create positive and educational posters, 
advertisements, and learning materials available for widespread distribution. Our goal is 
to shape public opinion through knowledge and understanding. 
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 The David Project Center for Jewish Leadership  
 

www.davidproject.org   
 

Point of Contact: 
Lesley Patterson 

Campus Coordinator (New York) 
Phone: (212) 472-3720 
E-mail: lesley@davidproject.org 
 

2006-2007 Initiative(s):  
Understanding the Arab-Israeli Conflict  

The growing ideological assault against Israel on college campuses has resulted in an 
increased recognition that Jewish students need educational programs which will empower them 
to confront and respond to anti-Israel and anti-Jewish bias.  The David Project Center for Jewish 
Leadership pioneered an Israel Advocacy workshop that enables students and educators to 
understand the complexities of the Arab-Israeli conflict in ways that promote critical thinking, 
inquiry, discussion, historical accuracy, moral decision-making and activism.  We did this with the 
conviction that educating Jewish students to become confident, courageous and effective 
advocates for Israel is an imperative for the development of Jewish leadership and the survival of 
the Jewish State.  

Our curriculum takes a unique approach in that it goes beyond facts, teaching students 
how to critically analyze information and ideas which unfairly depict Israel as the cruelest of 
nations and the primary cause of conflict in the Middle East.  While providing students with the 
fundamental facts necessary for being effective advocates, it provides them with a way of thinking 
about the Arab-Israeli conflict that can help them deal with new and unexpected challenges they 
may face in the future.  By learning how to think about the conflict, students gain confidence and 
are more likely to speak up for Israel. 

 

Advocacy Skills Training 
The David Project’s workshops empower participants with a unique historical, political, and moral 
framework for understanding and communicating to others the nature of the Middle East conflict.  
The workshops incorporate key values and logic that shape moral judgments about the conflict 
and utilize easy-to-use techniques that enable students to advocate for Israel.  In addition, the 
David Project advocacy workshops focus on engaging in constructive discussion in a hostile 
environment. Our approach combines a conceptual strategy of reframing to a broader context 
with advocacy skill building.  We offer a proactive method that allows our Israel advocates to 
control the agenda and focus attention on the key issues. 
 
Please contact: Rachel Berman at rb@davidproject.org for more information about this 
initiative. 

 

The David Project works with students to develop strategies for combating anti-Israel 
sentiment in and outside of the classroom.  We provide consulting services and 
educational workshops which train students to become articulate Israel advocates, 
distribute films such as, The Forgotten Refugees, and Columbia Unbecoming, and lead 
seminars for college students. 
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Hamagshimim 

   
www.hamagshimim.org   

 
Point of Contact: 
Stacey Berkowitz 

Director 
Phone: (212) 303-4582 
Fax: (212) 303-4572 
E-mail: sberkowitz@hamagshimim.org 
 

2006-2007 Initiative(s):  
WUJS Institute in Arad  
The WUJS Institute in Arad is the new long term Israel program of Hamagshimim Hadassah. 
WUJS is an international program in Israel, Hebrew and Jewish studies for college graduates and 
young professionals.  Our half-year program offers intensive Hebrew language instruction at 
beginners through advanced levels, and courses with an outstanding faculty in Israeli politics and 
society, Jewish history, independent art studies, and religion. Our holistic approach to education 
emphasizes hands-on activities including weekly field trips, overnight hikes, meetings with Israeli 
peers and volunteer options that allow students to experience the country in the most creative 
and exciting manner possible. Participation on long term Israel programs is the best way to 
support Israel. 
 
Please contact: Susan Pultman, National WUJS Coordinator at 
spultman@hamagshimim.org; 212-303-8176 
 

Hamagshimim Israel Fellowship 
The Hamagshimim Israel Fellowship, Hamagshimim’s flagship program, offers six weeks of 
leadership training by specialists in media, debate, and education coordinated by Hamagshimim 
students. The program is adapted to the needs and interests of each campus.  Through sessions 
focused on Israeli society, history, economy, culture, politics, advocacy and more, students take a 
deeper look at Israel from the inside.  Students work with Hamagshimim professionals to custom 
design the Israel education that they receive through HIF. 
 

Zionists in Action 
Zionists in Action puts the activism back into the University Zionist movement. By focusing on 
social action campaigns, we hope to inspire Zionists to help make the world a better place. As 
part of this campaign, students are selling Zionist t-shirts for $5 that say "This is what a Zionist 
looks like" on the front and "Any Questions?" on the back. All of the money goes to Hadassah 
Hospital. 
 

Daniel Pearl Music Days 
The Daniel Pearl Foundation promotes cross-cultural understanding through journalism, music, 
and innovative communications. Hamagshimim chose to become involved with the Daniel Pearl 
Music Days, which use music to create cross-cultural understanding and awareness. This 
campaign will focus primarily on bringing Muslim and Jewish students together to create a more 
pleasant and open atmosphere on campus. 
 

 
Project Shinui 
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Project Shinui connects students on campus with grassroots organizations in Israel in social 
action campaigns. Project Shinui provides students with the opportunity to help strengthen 
Israel's democracy and to promote freedom, social justice, and equality for all of Israel's citizens. 
Working side by side with Israeli activists, students will gain first hand knowledge of the 
complexities and challenges facing Israeli society. 
 

Lone Soldier Program  
A chayal boded or a Lone Soldier is any soldier serving in the Israeli Army whose parents do not 
live in the country or cannot take care of them for one reason or another. The  army and the State 
provide certain services and privileges to these soldiers, but Hamagshimim has chosen to do 
something more. Several times a year a group gets together to organize and send letters and 
packages to these young men and women. The project currently serves about 150 English 
speaking soldiers who are either Young Judaea graduates, part of Garin Tsabar (American/Israeli 
Scouts who come to serve in the army) and others who have found the warmth of Merkaz  
Hamagshimim. 
 

Amirim 
Amirim is a three to six week program where college students and young professionals live with 
other volunteers and contribute in the local community. Amirim is a unique program that provides 
structure as well as the freedom to experience Israel on your own. The program includes 
volunteer placement in Bat Yam, weekly trips around Israel, evening cultural and educational 
programs, and a three day hike at the end of each session.   

Hamagshimim, the University Zionist Movement of Hadassah, is a pluralistic, non-
partisan, peer-led movement that strengthens Zionist and Jewish identity by 
emphasizing the centrality of Israel in the lives of all Jews. As members of 
Hamagshimim, students make a difference in the world through the four pillars: Get Back 
to Israel, Zionist Activism, Social Action, and Aliya. 
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 Israel Program Center (IPC) 
 

www.israelprograms.org     
 

Point of Contact: 
Ilya Sandler 
North American Director of Student Affairs and Volunteer Programming 
Phone: (212) 318-6136 
Fax: (212) 318-6145 
E-mail: ilyas@jazo.org.il 
 

2006-2007 Initiative(s):  
AMHSI High Scool program  
The Israel Program Center will host a 2 month study abroad for High school kids starting 5 times 
a year  

 
Birthright plus program 
The Israel Program Center will host a special 3 week session in winter and summer combining 
several of our programs into a short 3 week session for a "taste of Israel." 

 

Join hundreds of fellow young Jews this year in Israel.  As advocates for the State of 
Israel on the college campus and in the professional workplace, it is extremely important 
to understand the experience of daily life in Israel. This is your opportunity to participate 
in Israeli society, and create or strengthen your powerful bond with the Land of Israel. 
The programs are extremely affordable and represent the opportunity of a lifetime. 
Please contact the Israel Program Center to register for one of our amazingly popular 
programs. 
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Jewish Council for Public Affairs 

(JCPA) 
 

www.jewishpublicaffairs.org    
 

Point of Contact: 
Rachel Lerner 
Director, UJC/UJA Israel Advocacy Initiative 
Phone: (212) 684-6953 
E-mail: rlerner@thejcpa.org 
 

2006-2007 Initiative(s):  
JCRC Education 
Encouraging CRCs to reach out to campus leadership to arrange briefings and to discuss 
strategies for the fall.  Students can utilize CRC’s as a resource in dealing with the current 
conflict. 
 
Please contact: Stephanie Hausner at shausner@thejcpa.org for more information. 

 
For over half a century, the JCPA has served as an effective mechanism to identify 
issues, formulate policy, develop strategies and programs, and has given expression to 
a strongly united Jewish communal voice. The JCPA has a unique position and 
structure. Through our network of 13 national and 122 local equal and independent 
partner agencies (usually called Community Relations Councils), the JCPA serves as a 
catalyst that heightens community awareness, encourages civic and social involvement, 
and deliberates key issues of importance to the Jewish community.  (See our website for 
a list of member agencies.) 
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   Jewish National Fund (JNF) 
 

www.jnf.org  
 

Point of Contact: 
Rebecca Khan 

Campus Programs Manager 
Phone: (212) 879-9305 ext. 248 

Fax: (212) 288-7475 
E-mail: rkhan@jnf.org 

 
2006-2007 Initiative(s):  
Operation Security Blanket 
Fundraising for emergency efforts in the North: 
1) Emergency Response Equipment - purchase emergency response vehicles/fire trucks, 
bulletproof vests and helmets for firefighters and emergency response personnel. 
2) Security Roads by Lebanon and Gaza - security roads to protect the citizens of the region as 
they travel to work and school.  
3) Summer Camps - send Israeli children who have been cooped up in bomb shelters to its 
summer camps in central Israel. 
 

Caravan for Democracy 
1) Host lectures and programs for Caravan fellowship campuses that address the current 
situation.  
2) Provide non-Caravan campuses with programming options that address the current situation. 

 
JNF to Send 800 College Students to Help Renew Israel’s Northern 
Region 
 
Answering the needs of the Jewish homeland, Jewish National Fund will send 800 college 
students to volunteer in northern Israel during their spring break vacations this March to help with 
JNF’s Northern Renewal Campaign. 
 
Two trips of 400 students each will go March 8-18 and March 15-25, to correspond to most 
universities’ spring breaks. 
 
As a result of this effort, guest houses across the region -- now suffering terrible economic losses 
from the war -- will be full, forests cleared and replanted, environmental clean-up provided, bomb 
shelters refurbished, and parks rebuilt.  
 
“The environmental disaster that this region is facing has still not been fully calculated,” said 
Russell F. Robinson, JNF’s Chief Executive Officer. “As caretakers of the land of Israel for Jewish 
people everywhere, we need to respond with our sweat as well as our pockets. These students 
will make a substantial impact on the region both physically by the work they accomplish, and 
spiritually by showing they care.” 
 
This trip will be JNF’s second annual Alternative Spring Break connecting college students to the 
land and the people of Israel by working in projects benefiting communities.  Last year students 
had the time of their lives while experiencing what the early pioneers of Israel experienced: 
building the land of Israel. 
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Now, 800 students will have the opportunity to again perpetuate the legacy of their ancestors.  
“Our great-grandparents planted these forests,” said Ben Sack, who participated in last year’s 
Alternative Spring Break and is a senior at The University of Central Florida. “Then what took two 
generations to mature, was destroyed in a matter of weeks. Now it’s up to my generation to 
rebuild it. We are the fourth generation of Israel’s builders and our participation is as important 
today as it was 60-70 years ago. 
 
“As a past participant on JNF’s Alternative Spring Break, I saw first-hand the absolute necessity 
of developing Israel,” he said. “Now, with this current crisis, that need has grown exponentially. 
JNF’s Spring Break in the north will to help Israel achieve its needs for safety, security and 
prosperity.” 
 
Once accepted, students will be required to raise a minimum of $800, through a personalized 
fundraising website (similar to those used in walk-a-thons), by asking friends and family to 
support their efforts for the Northern Renewal campaign.  Funds raised above that will go towards 
the overall $50 million international campaign that JNF is launching to rebuild and restore the 
eco-system and communities destroyed by rocket attacks. 
 
Flanked by two Shabbatot – the first up north, the second in Jerusalem – the students will spend 
a full week volunteering.  While days will be filled with hard but fulfilling work, nights will be filled 
with entertainment, music, and fun. The groups will also interact with the people they are helping 
and hear from environmental experts and scholars to better understand the ramifications of the 
devastation.  
  
For more information, contact Rebecca Kahn at 212-879-9305 x248 or rkahn@jnf.org. 
 

Jewish National Fund, founded 100 years ago at the Fifth Zionist Congress, is the 
caretaker of the land of Israel.  The JNF College Activists Department is the student arm 
of the Jewish National Fund. Our programs build student activists and leaders, while 
building awareness and support of Israel on college campuses through a variety of 
initiatives. 
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KESHER/Union of Reform Judaism (URJ) 
 

www.keshernet.com 
 

Point of Contact: 
Lisa David 

Director 
Phone: (212) 650-4078 
E-mail: ldavid@urj.org 

 
2006-2007 Initiative(s):  
ARZA KESHER Fellows 
To engage Reform and progressive college students in Israel-related activities. The Fellowship 
consists of college students who work on campuses across North America as the "Israel Chair" 
leading the Reform chavurot in Zionist and Israel related activities.  These range from engaging in 
Israel advocacy on campus to promoting student programs in Israel to being the Reform Zionist 
voice in pluralistic settings. 
 

KESHER Israel Institute  
This intensive seminar is designed for Reform college student leaders seeking a deep and 
intensive engagement with Jewish learning in the spiritual and historic settings of our people, 
Jerusalem and the desert. The program begins in Jerusalem and then journeys deep into the 
desert, the setting for where Bnei Yisrael became a nation. The program is designed to help 
participants develop leadership skills and practical Judaic proficiency. Throughout the seminar 
close attention will be paid to examining issues of spirituality, personal growth and connection 
with the Jewish people. This curriculum will benefit both the individual as well as the larger 
Reform Jewish community on the college campus. The program is scheduled for December 27, 
2006 through January 7, 2007. 
 

KESHER in Israel 
In an effort to reach out to and support Reform College Students who choose to study abroad in 
Israel, KESHER has partnered with the Hebrew Union College and the Saltz Educational Center 
to provide a range of activities and programs in Israel to supplement their academic experience. 
From a weekend Shabbaton to a Lunch and Learn with HUC students visiting the campus of 
Hebrew U, Reform students have the opportunity to connect with others studying on long term 
programs, and to experience Israel within a Reform context. More information and a program 
calendar can be found online at www.keshernet.com/israel 

KESHER Israel Connection/birthright israel Program 

The KESHER Israel Connection, a free ten-day tour of Israel, is a gift from Taglit-birthright israel. 
This program is open to 18-26 year olds who have never been on an educational study program 
or organized peer group tour of Israel.The Reform Movement believes that a fundamental aspect 
of a healthy Jewish identity is a relationship to Eretz Yisrael (the land of Israel) and optimally a 
love for Eretz Yisrael. Based on this belief, the TAGLIT-birthright israel: KESHER Israel 
Connection program provides participants with an opportunity to travel the land of Israel and 
connect with the people of Israel, all within a uniquely Reform/Progressive ideological context. 
Examining issues such as social justice, a commitment to pluralism in Israel and the Diaspora, 
and our personal connection with historical and modern Israel through hands-on activity and 
discussion, participants will find a variety of ways to explore their own Jewish identity. Visits to 
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historical sites, a mifgash with Israeli young adults, liberal worship experiences, social outings, 
and educational programming provide a transformative experience and open a dialogue for 
participants to discuss their relationship with Israel. 

KESHER is the Reform movement’s college outreach program, engaging students 
through campus chavurot and events and supplementing these experiences with an 
annual College Convention, e-mail networks, and summer/winter trips to Israel.  
KESHER's Web site is updated regularly with information and resources to support 
Reform Jewish life on campus.  KESHER's Etone database/webzine assists 
congregations in staying in touch with their students and allows students to find other 
Reform Jews on campus. To assist in funding Reform campus events, Kesher, in 
conjunction with the North American Federation of Temple Brotherhoods, offers grants 
to students and Hillel professionals. KESHER works closely with other arms of the 
Reform Movement to provide comprehensive Israel programming resources on campus. 
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Leading Up North 

In response to the conflict that has traumatized Israel’s north, the ICC, in partnership with 
the Center for Leadership Initiatives, is launching Leading Up North. This ten-day winter 
break trip will place 500 student leaders, including over 150 students representing ICC’s 
diverse member organizations, as volunteers in cities, towns, and national parks to repair 
damage and to provide emotional support to the residents of the North.   

ICC believes that leadership must be demonstrated through initiative and action. It is the 
responsibility of leaders to mobilize in times of crisis and to galvanize others by 
modeling service and helping heal physical and emotional trauma. By providing 500 
student leaders, the opportunity to participate in real engagement in Israel’s North, the 
ICC is seeking to express solidarity with the Israeli people.  

The ten-day trips will involve repair of cities and towns, bomb shelters, and forests which 
have been devastated by the violence. A specially tailored educational curriculum will be 
offered by scholars-in-residence with expertise in service learning. 

Participants in Leading Up North are being recruited by the ICC member organizations 
and other Jewish communal organizations in North America. 

Funding for Leading Up North is being provided by philanthropist Lynn Schusterman. 

For more information about Leading Up North, please contact Erielle Reshef at 
ereshef@israelcc.org.  
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Anti-Defamation League 
http://www.adl.org/main_Israel/ADL_Action.htm 

Crises in Israel: ADL in Action  

Since the latest unprovoked attacks against Israel on its northern border and the escalation of 
hostilities on Israel's southern border, ADL's 30 regional offices across the country are fully 
engaged in a range of activities related to the current crisis.  Working both behind the scenes and 
in the public domain, the League's professional staff and lay leaders are mobilized and taking a 
proactive role in organizing and participating in events of solidarity and support for the Jewish 
state and people in this time of crisis, while responding to unfair and biased criticism of Israel's 
military actions against the terrorist groups Hamas and Hezbollah. 

Here are some of the ways ADL is working every day to rally critical support for the Jewish State: 

Solidarity with Israel Rallies: Across the country, ADL has worked closely with local Jewish 
federations and institutions and others in the community sympathetic to Israel's plight to get out 
their numbers in shows of strength and solidarity with Israel.  The rallies, attracting in some 
instances thousands of people, have been addressed by leading members of Congress, Jewish, 
Christian and other interfaith leaders, mayors, governors, and community leaders, showing the 
multiplicity and diversity of voices in the United States who strongly support the Jewish State's 
just campaign to stop the terrorist attacks and ensure the security of its people.  Just a sampling 
of some of the cities and regions who, working alongside ADL, have organized community-wide 
rallies or briefings in response to the crisis include:  New York, Dallas, Chicago, Boston, Austin, 
Washington, D.C., Denver, south Florida, Las Vegas, Los Angeles, Albuquerque, San Francisco, 
St. Louis, Connecticut and Seattle.  

Providing interviews, context, and reaction to local newspapers and broadcast media and 
responding to editorials and op-eds.  Opinion articles and letters from ADL have appeared in 
various national, regional and local newspapers.  ADL's staff continues to monitor media 
coverage of the crisis as the news from the region unfolds and changes daily. 

Solidarity Ads: Various regional offices have taken out ads in their local newspapers, in some 
cases co-signed with others in the community, again showing the strong local support for Israel.  
At the national and international level, ADL's pro-Israel ads have appeared in The New York 
Times, The Washington Post and the International Herald Tribune. 
 
Monitoring Anti-Israel Demonstrations:  Both at the national and local level, ADL is monitoring 
and reporting on the activities of anti-Israel activists, as well as extremist organizations on the far 
left and right that routinely use outbreaks of violence in the Middle East as a pretext to spread 
hateful anti-Semitic canards and stereotypes, or to spread misinformation or disinformation about 
the state of Israel and its history. 

Working with the Bush Administration and a bi-partisan group of members of Congress to 
ensure America's steadfast support for Israel never wavers.  This includes applauding those 
government leaders, such as President George W. Bush and Secretary of State Condoleezza 
Rice, who have taken a strong stand in support of Israel's right to self defense. ADL's Washington 
Government and National Affairs Office is keeping abreast of all Israel-related developments 
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inside the Beltway.  And the League's International Affairs team is reaching out to leaders around 
the world to make Israel's case and urge their support. 

Providing round-the-clock updates on the League's Web site at www.adl.org.  In the days and 
weeks ahead, as the situation in the Middle East changes on a daily basis, ADL will be providing 
updates, commentary and context on its Web site, tracking the voices of key decision-makers 
around the world in response to the crisis, monitoring the Arab media for anti-Semitic images, and 
updating the League's body of research on terrorist groups and leaders and their supporters and 
backers in the region, including in-depth backgrounders on Hezbollah, Hamas, and the Iranian 
regime's anti-Semitic and anti-Israel statements.  In addition, staff in ADL's Israel Office will offer 
commentary on the situation and mood in Israel through periodic ADL Jerusalem Journal reports. 

ADL stands mobilized, committed and ready to serve the public and Israel's needs for the long 
haul, as the crisis in Israel continues to develop at this critical juncture for the Middle East.  For 
more information on what you can do to help Israel, contact your local ADL Regional Office. 
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Standing By Israel 

The House and Senate overwhelmingly passed resolutions strongly backing Israel’s right to self-
defense and condemning Hizballah and Hamas—and their sponsors Iran and Syria—for launching 
unprovoked acts of war against the Jewish state. The resolutions, sponsored by bipartisan leaders in 
both chambers, also call for Hizballah to be disarmed and for the full weight of American financial, 
diplomatic, and economic sanctions to be imposed on Syria and Iran. The House passed the measure 
410 to 8 while the Senate approved the resolution unanimously. Please thank your members of 
Congress for supporting Israel at this critical time. Text of these resolutions is available at 
http://www.aipac.org/action/ 
 
 
Outlawing Hizballah 

Letters are circulating in the House and Senate urging the European Union (EU) to designate 
Hizballah as a terrorist organization, a move that would eliminate its ability to openly fundraise 
throughout Europe. Led by Reps. Elton Gallegly (R-CA) and Robert Wexler (D-FL) and Sens. Gordon 
Smith (R-OR) and Bill Nelson (D-FL), these letters address the EU’s failure to properly designate and 
outlaw Hizballah despite continuing rocket and missile attacks on Israeli civilians, and the murder of 
hundreds of people around the world since 1982. Please urge your representative and senators and to
sign the letters. Text of these letters is available at http://www.aipac.org/action/ 

 
 

Sanctioning Syria 

Reps. Ileana Ros-Lehtinen (R-FL) and Eliot Engel (D-NY) are currently circulating a letter in the House 
of Representatives urging the president to impose the full range of potential U.S. sanctions on Syria 
for its continuing support of Hamas and Hizballah. While the president has imposed some sanctions 
on Syria under the 2003 Syria Accountability and Lebanese Sovereignty Restoration Act, increased 
pressure on Syria from additional U.S. sanctions is needed to hold the Syrian regime accountable for 
its continuing support of terrorism. Please urge your Member of Congress to sign the Ros-
Lehtinen/Engel letter. Text of the letter is available at http://www.aipac.org/action/ 
 
 
Thwarting Iran's Nuclear Program 

The House of Representatives on April 26 overwhelmingly passed the Iran Freedom Support Act 
(IFSA) by a vote of 397 to 21. The bill renews and strengthens existing sanctions aimed at curtailing 
funds Iran has available to pursue nuclear weapons. The bill, led by Reps. Ileana Ros-Lehtinen (R-FL) 
and Tom Lantos (D-CA) also urges support for democratic forces in Iran and calls for American 
divestment from foreign companies investing in Iran's petroleum sector. The Senate version of the 
bill, S. 333, sponsored by Sens. Rick Santorum (R-PA) and Evan Bayh (D-IN), currently has 58 co-
sponsors. Please thank your representative for voting for the bill and urge your senators to co-
sponsor S. 333. Text of the legislation is available at http://www.aipac.org/action/ 
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Undercutting Hamas 

Both the House and Senate have overwhelmingly passed the Palestinian Anti-Terrorism Act, which 
prohibits U.S. aid to and contacts with the Hamas-led Palestinian government until it renounces 
violence, recognizes Israel's right to exist as a Jewish state and accepts all previous Israeli-Palestinian
agreements. The House passed the bill by a vote of 361 to 37, while the Senate unanimously 
approved the legislation. The bill, introduced by Reps. Ileana Ros-Lehtinen (R-FL) and Tom Lantos (D-
CA) in the House and by Sens. Mitch McConnell (R-KY) and Joseph Biden (D-DE) in the Senate, allows
humanitarian assistance to the Palestinians to continue. Please thank your representative and 
senators for voting for the legislation. Text of the legislation is available at 
http://www.aipac.org/action/ 

  
  
  

Supporting Foreign Aid 

The House of Representatives overwhelmingly approved $2.46 billion in aid to Israel as part of the 
fiscal year 2007 foreign aid bill. The bill, which passed 373 to 34, provides Israel with $2.34 billion in 
military assistance, $120 million in economic aid and $40 million to assist Israel in absorbing 
refugees. Please thank your representative for supporting aid to Israel and urge your senators to vote 
for aid to Israel. Text of the legislation is available at http://www.aipac.org/action/ 

  
  
  
   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
30 Ideas for Action: 
Middle East Crisis 

 
• Invite student leaders to discuss Iran/Syria/Hezbollah/Hamas over coffee and dinner. 
• Bring a member of Congress to speak with student leaders about the current crisis 

in the Middle East.  
• Bring student leaders with you to lobby members of Congress about the current 

crisis in the Middle East. 
• Submit op-ed pieces to campus newspaper and local news publications.  
• Pass a student government resolution condemning Hezbollah and denouncing Iran 

and Syria for their roles in the current crisis.  
• Circulate a petition focusing on Iran/Syria/Hezbollah/Hamas. 
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• Have College Democrats and College Republicans co-sign a letter to the campus 
newspaper condemning Hezbollah.  

• Distribute ribbons to student leaders to display their solidarity with Israel. 
• Produce an educational video with clips of Ahmadinejad’s speeches, and deliver 

copies to campus leaders.  
• Initiate a letter signed by Fraternity/Sorority officers and other student leaders 

supporting Israel’s right to defend itself. 
• Staff a table at campus events with relevant pieces of legislation, as well as 

information on ways to influence legislation.  
• Start Iran/Syria/Hezbollah/Hamas congressional letter writing campaign. 
• Organize a phone bank with students calling their Members of Congress about the 

current crisis. 
• Develop an ad campaign highlighting U.S. attempts to thwart Iran’s nuclear 

ambitions and reasons why this issue is so important for American security and 
world peace. 

• Host a roundtable discussion with student leaders led by a professor who is an 
expert on Iran/Syria/Hezbollah/Hamas. 

• Wear engagement T-Shirts or buttons that will compel people to acquire the 
meaning of the item. 

• Use an enlarged map of Iranian missile capabilities as an educational tool, and 
display the map on campus or use as part of a traveling educational presentation. 

• Distribute pamphlets explaining connections between Iran, Syria, Hezbollah, and Hamas. 
• Run an ad in your school newspaper supporting Israel’s right to defend itself, co-

sponsored by respected campus leaders and organizations.  
• Host a blogger coffee or dinner, and invite an Israel expert to the event.  
• Encourage statements from faculty about Israel’s right to defend itself. 
• Track rocket hits on a map of Israel, and display the map on campus or use as part 

of a traveling educational presentation. 
• Encourage professors to write supportive op-eds in campus and national newspapers. 
• Hold a 24-hour jam-a-thon to promote education on the current crisis. 
• Create a campus leaders organization in support of Israel dedicated to lobbying 

elected officials. 
• E-Mail news updates to campus leaders – updates can be customized depending 

on which aspects of the crisis individual leaders want to learn more about.  
• Send letters to Members of Congress thanking them for supporting pro-Israel legislation.  
• Organize an event for local USY/BBYO/Young Judaea activists to share 

information about the current crisis. 
• Make a presentation about the current crisis in Political Science, International 

Relations, Middle East Studies, or other related academic classes.  
• Host an Israel Update by a pro-Israel professor or AIPAC professional. 
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Yozma: An innovative approach for students to 
promote Israel on campus. 
 
The Need: 
College students who are supporters of Israel have faced tremendous adversity over the past 
several years. Many were ill prepared for the onslaught of anti-Israel rhetoric, and continue to 
experience difficult challenges in both the classroom and on the campus plaza. The situation has 
deteriorated on some campuses to the point that faculty members now stand accused of harshly 
mistreating pro-Israel students. Lacking a promising strategy for reversing the trend, Jewish 
students often retreat into isolation. Yozma is the Hebrew word for initiative, as in to take 
initiative, or an initiative itself.  Yozma, BlueStar PR’s new student leadership initiative, can 
provide students with training that will transform them from political novices into savvy, 
strategy-minded campus leaders. Along with training, students will be given the groundbreaking 
tools necessary to create a more positive atmosphere vis-à-vis Israel on campus. Undeniably, 
other organizations have attempted to motivate students to advocate for Israel – but not always 
with much success. The popularity of BlueStar PR’s groundbreaking resources removes the 
necessity to motivate or cajole students. Our starting point with most students will be the efficient 
harnessing of already existent desire for collaboration with our organization. Seeing that students 
are overall receptive and surprised by Israel’s achievements, Jewish student activists will be 
encouraged and strengthened by the positive response to their efforts. They will feel that their 
voices are finally being heard. 
 
 
Our Response: 
BlueStar PR uses affinity-marketing techniques to align Israel with a host of “attractive” 
attributes that resonate well within liberal enclaves and on college campuses (since anti-Israel 
sentiments are more prevalent within those communities.) Through provocative visuals that build 
knowledge and understanding, we highlight Israeli successes in the areas of democratic 
governance, technological innovations, reforestation, freedom of the press, assembly and speech 
and minority rights. BlueStar PR does not engage in negative or aggressive campaign design.  We 
seek to bolster Israel’s image without denigrating other groups. In fact, BlueStar PR materials 
could be used to facilitate the process of building bridges with other groups on campus. BlueStar 
PR designs have tested highly effective among liberals participating in focus groups held 
throughout the United States. These focus groups have been organized and funded by top 
professionals in the field. 
 
How Yozma Works: 
To ensure a successful campaign, Yozma workshops will be offered on college and university 
campuses. BlueStar PR will work with Hillel and student activist groups to ensure success. The 
innovative workshops will combine activism based on successful litigation tactics with persuasive 
visuals. It is a winning strategy whose time has come. During the workshop, a BlueStar PR 
professional will discuss how the Plaintiffs (anti-Israel forces) have succeeded in convincing 
liberals (who typically sympathize with the underdog) that Israel is chiefly to blame for the 
continuation of the cycle of violence in the Middle East. Students will learn how to make a 
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powerful case for the Defendant (Israel) by humanizing the Jewish State without attacking the 
Plaintiff’s character in ways that intentionally elicit new feelings of sympathy for the underdog’s 
plight. Students will also be instructed in tactics of successful activism by a seasoned political 
organizer and journalist on staff. The workshops will set goals vis-à-vis the student body and will 
offer a strategy to reach those goals using BlueStar PR eye opening resources. 
 
What You Will Receive: 
Upon completion of the BlueStar PR Yozma Student Leadership Initiative, students will be 
eligible to receive an unlimited supply of customized BlueStar PR posters, postcards, DVDs and 
support for campus newspaper advertisements. These resources will be provided at no cost to 
students, enabling them to reach as wide an audience as their expertise and commitment will 
allow. Students themselves, through consultation, will choose which BlueStar PR resources they 
wish to deploy on their campus. 
 
Program Goals: 
Students completing the Yozma program will learn how to communicate Israel’s achievements to 
fellow students. Since most of the information will be new to their peers, unreported by the media 
and absent from their lecture halls, curiosity will be common, arguments will be few. The Jewish 
students themselves will feel encouraged and strengthened by the positive response to their 
efforts. Their voice will be heard. 
 
BlueStar PR, a new nonprofit organization, produces visual media to build understanding and 
popular support for Israel and Judaism.  See our free posters online at:www.bluestarpr.com 
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Cultivating Student Leaders 
o In October 2003, students at Columbia University asked The David Project to 
document their experiences with professors in the Middle East Studies department who 
intimidated and harassed pro-Israel students, and with the generally hostile climate 
toward Israel on campus. Student complaints to the administration had been rebuffed. As 
a result, the issue garnered national headlines, a professor was officially reprimanded, 
and a new grievance procedure was adopted. 
 
o In March 2006, a student activist at the University of Michigan who attended a David 
Project advocacy session asked us to help him oppose a divestment petition. Our campus 
support staff flew to Michigan, and helped organize pro-Israel constituents to craft a 
strategy. With our encouragement, the student signed up to debate the petition. We 
helped define the issues and plan an approach. After five speakers had defamed Israel, the 
student activist spoke forcefully against the divestment campaign’s singling out the 
JewishState for condemnation. The divestment petition was defeated. 

• Structural and strategic approaches – The David Project recognizes that 
structural issues on university campuses are the main source of anti-Israel 
problems. Many good pro-Israel organizations focus on promoting speakers and 
programs which are valuable, yet fail to address the core structural problems: 
 

o Faculty members who promote a biased political agenda 
o Problematic sources of funding of Middle East studies departments 
o Uninformed donors and university constituents (alumni and trustees) 
o Outside organizations who create an environment of intimidation 
o University administrations insensitive to pro-Israel concerns. 
o Silence of pro-Israel faculty and unwillingness to support students 
o Lack of leadership skills among Jewish students to create positive change 
 
In addition to helping students make Israel’s case more effectively, we seek to address 
these underlying structural issues. As illustrated by our successes at Harvard and 
Columbia, our strategy supports students’ efforts and provides strategic thought to pre-
existing problems. The key to our approach is three-fold: clearly understand the problem 
which involves detailed research, listen to students’ (and faculty) concerns, and build 
long term relationships which create a sense of trust among the various parties. 
• Quick response – In many cases, pro-Israel students do not have the luxury of advanced 
warning of anti-Israel events or initiatives. They need to devise sound strategies within 
days or even hours. Drawing on our experience and resources, we are able to provide a 
quick response. We help students strategize about effective actions, offer a host of 
resources, and in acute cases come to their campuses to work with them. 
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The David Project’s array of resources: 
• Our educational workshops offer a concise, systematic approach to understanding the 
Arab-Israeli conflict. Rather than train students to refute lies and distortions, our 
approach focuses on the values and logic that help make Israel’s case. We offer easy-to-
use tools and techniques to help students become more effective advocates. Our 
educational workshops can be delivered as a 90-minute lecture or as a three-hour 
interactive session. 
• The Campus Fellows program is an intensive week-long summer seminar in Boston. 
Participating college freshmen and sophomores as well as high school seniors from 
around the country are exposed to the highest level of scholarship, and are trained in 
advanced strategies and skills for effective campus activism. All costs – transportation to 
Boston, lodging, food and materials – are fully subsidized. Campus Fellows participants 
become part of our national network of campus leaders. They return to their schools 
equipped with knowledge, skills, resources, and continuous David Project support. 
• Campus Fellows qualify for our Senior Fellows program which focuses on leadership 
development and consists of an integrated set of conferences, seminars, Israel trips and 
web-based learning. This advanced programming expands the skills and knowledge 
acquired during their initial training and builds on their subsequent experiences. 
•Consulting and sustained support – Whether you feel Israel has been portrayed unfairly 
in your campus paper, or you are looking for effective ways to respond to anti-Israel 
professors or students, The David Project provides you with expert consulting and 
support. Drawing on our national experience, we work with you to develop effective 
advocacy strategies and support your work with information and resources. The David 
Project provides students with: 
o 24-hour hotline 
o Onsite visits 
o Speakers 
o Research services 
o Film presentations with guided discussions  
o The Forgotten Refugees is a groundbreaking 49-minute documentary about the mass 
exodus of Jews from Arab countries and Iran in the 20th century. Beginning in 1945, 
nearly one million Jews indigenous to the region fled ancient communities, some older 
than 3000 years. Two-thirds of these Jews were taken in by Israel where they today 
constitute more than 52% of Israel’s population. The film provides students with 
information about this little-known aspect of Middle-Eastern history. The David Project’s 
analysis and discussion goes beyond the history, to explore the issues raised in the film: 
the historic status of Jewish communities in the Middle East and North Africa, Israel’s 
largely non-European composition, refugees in the context of the Arab-Israeli conflict, 
and more. o oColumbia Unbecoming is a 35-minute documentary featuring interviews 
with students and their Hillel Rabbi at Columbia University who describe how professors 
in the school’s Middle East department harassed and intimidated pro Israel students – 
inside and outside the classroom. The articulate, emotional testimony shines a light on the 
growing anti-Israel atmosphere on American campuses, and explores ways in which 
students, professors and administrators can create a safe campus environment and require 
rigorous academic standards. Our presentation of the film takes Columbia as a case study 
to examine the problems within the University and Middle Eastern Studies departments. 
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We discuss the strategies at Columbia that were more – and less – effective, and look 
more closely at the present situation there and at other campuses. We emphasize the 
importance of courageous campus leadership, the necessity of challenging lies, half-truths 
and propaganda in the classroom, and the strategic power of building a broad coalition.  
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Instructions: 

1. Israel is in crisis and the Honorable Daniel Ayalon, Israel’s Ambassador to the U.S., has 
asked all Americans to send letters to their newspapers to explain Israel’s position and 
build world opinion to put pressure on the terrorists to release Israel’s kidnapped soldiers. 

2. We are forwarding you a draft “letter to editor” that you can use as a basis for your letter. 
With the advent of the Internet age, it is increasingly difficult to wage letter campaigns 
because newspapers see identical letters when they are sent to other papers. Therefore, it 
is best if you take this letter and paraphrase it into language you are comfortable with, 
without losing the sense or changing the intent. The letter you write must be no longer 
than this letter! 

3. If you are not able to do so and feel that you must use this letter, as is, under no 
circumstances should you send it to more than one newspaper in your area. Please pick 
the most influential paper, probably a morning daily or your Jewish paper, and send it 
only to that paper. 

4. It should be sent to the letters editor by e-mail. (You can research the name and e-mail 
address of that person on line or by making a phone call to your newspaper.) 

5. When you send it by e-mail, attach a note saying that you are offering this letter as a 
member of the community. You must include your full name, home address and phone 
number, as they may wish to verify that you wrote the letter. 

6. As this letter complies with Hadassah’s policy on this issue, you may use your Hadassah 
affiliation (chapter president, region president, etc. etc). 

7. TIMING IS EXTREMELY IMPORTANT. THIS SHOULD BE SENT BEFORE 
SHABBAT ON FRIDAY, JULY 14. 

 
If you have any questions about this protocol, please contact Roberta Elliott, Director of Public 
Affairs, at (212) 303-8153 or relliott@hadassah.org. 
 
To the editor: 
 
With Israel besieged on both its northern and southern borders, it is important to understand that 
this increased violence was caused by illegal acts perpetrated against Israel by Hamas and 
Hizbollah. It has been almost a year since Israel painfully withdrew from Gaza, yet last week, 
Hamas terrorist snuck over the border to capture an Israeli soldier. In 2000, Israel pulled its troops 
entirely out of Lebanon. Yet, in an eerily parallel, illegal action, on Wednesday, Hizbollah 
terrorists – launching their activities from Lebanon, a sovereign state that sanctions their 
operations – violated the UN-designated border between Israel and Lebanon, killing seven 
soldiers and kidnapping two. Responding to these acts, Israel is justifiably defending itself on two 
borders today. 
 
We urge all nations of good conscience to strongly condemn these acts of brutality against Israel. 
Nations of the world must bring extreme pressure on these terrorist organizations and their 
sponsors, Syria and Iran, to effect an immediate release of Israeli hostages and ensure that no 
further acts of aggression occur against Israel. 
 
Your name, town and Hadassah affiliation 
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Support Israel Petition 

 
Israel is facing a crisis. We need to be sure that world leaders recognize Israelʹs 
right to exist within safe and secure borders, work to return Israelʹs kidnapped 
soldiers and pressure Hezbollah to stop their attacks on Israel. 
 
This petition with your comments will be sent to the United Nations: 
To: The Honorable Kofi Annan, Secretary‐General of the United Nations  
 
Dear Mr. Secretary‐General,  
 
In light of the violence affecting the people of Israel and Lebanon, we 
respectfully ask that you join us in clearly and immediately reaffirming the right 
of Israel to defend its citizens and ensure its security in the face of relentless 
attacks, killings and kidnappings by Hezbollah.  
 
We urge you to do everything in your power to help secure the release of Israelʹs 
abducted soldiers and to implement UN Security Council Resolution 1559, which 
requires establishing Lebanonʹs sovereignty and the authority of its government 
throughout the country; the disbanding and disarmament of all militias; and the 
deployment of the Lebanese army along the border with Israel.  
 
Thank you for your attention. 
 

 
Go here to sign the petition: 

 
http://www.hillel.org/supportisrael/?ref=home 
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SUBSCRIBE TO THE 
www.israelcampusbeat.org  

The Israel Campus Beat is a weekly e-newsletter featuring concise summaries and links to key 
Israel-related hard news, analysis and opinion pieces compiled from American, Israeli, Middle 
Eastern and European media, campus media and think tanks.  Primarily, it includes articles 
authored by students and other members of the university community, reports on current Israel-
related issues on campus, links to important Israel-related internet sites and pertinent reports from 
the general media related to Israel and the campus community.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
30,000 people on more than 700 college campuses in 30 countries read the Israel Campus Beat 
every week.  The Israel Campus Beat is a partnership between the Israel on Campus Coalition and 
the Conference of Presidents of Major American Jewish Organizations. 
 
 

Visit the ICB at: www.israelcampusbeat.org  
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“What can I do now to help the people of Israel?”  

This is the question each of us is asking as we follow the events unfolding in Israel. We anxiously 
watch our televisions and computers and we feel the urgent need to demonstrate support for the 
State of Israel in this moment of crisis. We worry about the 600 NFTY youth in Israel, and what they 
are learning from this experience. And we mourn the loss of innocent civilian life this conflict is 
causing on both sides.  

Now is the time for us to stand with Israel in solidarity. There is much to be done — and much you 
can do to show Israel that we care. To help you as you organize efforts in your local communities, 
KESHER, the Union for Reform Judaism and ARZA have prepared these resources. 

 
Visit the blog at http://blogs.rj.org/israel! 

KESHER students are invited to contribute to the Blog. Please e-mail the URJ staff to let them 
know of your interest. 
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ADDITIONAL ONLINE
RESOURCES

SECTION EIGHT

N EMBASSY OF ISRAEL AND CONSULATES OF ISRAEL

N PERTINENT WEB SITES

N ICC MEMBER ORGANIZATIONS WEB SITES

8



Embassy of Israel and Consulates of Israel 
 
Embassy of Israel  
Washington D.C. 
Jurisdiction: (Not limited to) Washington D.C., Maryland, Virginia    

https://www.israelemb.org/  

 
Consulate General of Israel Mission to the Southwest 
Houston, TX 
Jurisdiction: Texas, Oklahoma, Louisiana, New Mexico and Arkansas. 
http://houston.mfa.gov.il 
 

Consulate General of Israel  
Atlanta, GA 
Jurisdiction: Alabama, Georgia, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, & Tennessee 

http://atlanta.mfa.gov.il/ 
 

Consulate General of Israel  
Los Angeles, CA 
Jurisdiction: Arizona, California, Nevada, Colorado, Wyoming, Utah  

http://www.israeliconsulatela.org/ 
 

Consulate General of Israel to the Midwest 
Chicago, IL 
Jurisdiction: Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North 

Dakota, South Dakota, Wisconsin 

http://chicago.mfa.gov.il/ 
 

Consulate General of Israel  
Miami, FL 
Jurisdiction: Florida, Puerto Rico 

http://miami.mfa.gov.il/mfm/web/main/missionhome.asp?MissionID=74& 
 

Consulate General of Israel  
Philadelphia, PA  
Jurisdiction: Pennsylvania, Ohio, Kentucky, West Virginia, Delaware and Southern New Jersey 

http://philadelphia.mfa.gov.il/mfm/web/main/missionhome.asp?MissionID=75& 
 

Consulate General of Israel  
Boston, MA  
Jurisdiction: Massachusetts, Main, New Hampshire, Rhode Island, Vermont   

http://www.israelemb.org/boston/  
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Consulate General of Israel  
New York, NY 
Jurisdiction: New York, New Jersey, Connecticut   

http://www.israelfm.org/?states=NC+CT+Northen%20NJ?Consulate=NY  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Pertinent Websites: 
 
Aish HaTorah 

• Read four firsthand accounts from civilians under attack in 
Safed at WAR BLOGS 
(http://www.aish.com/jewishissues/israeldiary/War_Blogs.
asp) 

 
American Jewish Committee 

• Read about Hizbollah in their new publication Hezbollah: 
The Face of Global Terror 
(http://www.ajc.org/site/c.ijITI2PHKoG/b.685761/k.CB97/
Home.htm) 

 
Daily Alert 

• (http://www.dailyalert.org/) 
 
Israel Defense Force 

• (http://www1.idf.il) 
 
Israel Ministry of Foreign Affairs 

• (http://www.mfa.gov.il/mfa) 
 
Ha'aretz Daily Newspaper 

• (http://www.haaretz.com/) 
 
The Jerusalem Post 

• (http://www.jpost.com/) 
 

The Reut Institute: From Vision to Policy  

• (http://www.reut-institute.org)  
 

GIYUS 

• (http://www.giyus.org)  
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Israel on Campus Coalition Member Organizations Israel on Campus Coalition Member Organizations Israel on Campus Coalition Member Organizations Israel on Campus Coalition Member Organizations WebsitesWebsitesWebsitesWebsites    
Aish HaTorah: Hasbara Fellowships www.israelactivism.com  
Alpha Epsilon Pi Fraternity (AEPi) www.aepi.org  
American Israel Public Affairs Committee 
(AIPAC) 

www.aipac.org  

American Jewish Committee www.ajc.org  
American Jewish Congress www.ajcongress.org  
American Israeli Cooperative Enterprise 
(AICE) 

www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org  

Americans for Peace Now (APN) www.peacenow.org  
Anti-Defamation League (ADL) www.adl.org  
*BlueStar PR www.bluestarpr.org  
CAMERA www.camera.org  
Charles and Lynn Schusterman Family 
Foundation 

www.schusterman.org  

Conference of Presidents of Major 
American Jewish Organizations (COP) 

www.conferenceofpresidents.org  
 

*The David Project www.davidproject.org  
Hamagshimim Sponsored by Hadassah  www.hamagshimim.org  
Hillel: The Foundation for Jewish Campus 
Life 

www.hillel.org  

Israel Program Center (IPC) www.israelprograms.org   
*The Israel Project  www.theisraelproject.org  
Israel University Consortium (IUC) www.israelstudy.net 
Jewish Council for Public Affairs (JCPA) www.jewishpublicaffairs.org  
Jewish National Fund (JNF) www.caravanfordemocracy.org  
KESHER-Union for Reform Judaism 
(URJ) 

www.keshernet.org  

KOACH-Union for Conservative Judaism 
 

www.koach.org  

Media Watch International (MWI) www.mwio.org  
StandWithUs (SWU) www.standwithus.org 
Union of Orthodox Jewish Congregations 
of America (OU) 

www.ou.org/public  

*Union of Progressive Zionists (UPZ) www.unionofprogressivezionists.org  
United Jewish Communities (UJC) www.ujc.org  
USD Hagshama of the World Zionist 
Organizations  

www.wzo.org.il/usd 
 

Yavneh Olami www.yavneholami.org  
Zionist Organization of America www.zoa.org  
*Affiliate Members 
 



Wonderful! 
 
What do you need to proceed, and how much lead time do you need? 
 
Is there a charge to make personalized labels? 
 
Can we get a bigger price break if we were to order more bags?  If so, how many bags to get a 
lower unit price? 
 
We're very interested in working with you on this, and greatly appreciate any consideration you 
can give to our non profit organization. 
 
Thx 
 
@ 
 
At 02:31 PM 07/19/2006, you wrote: 
 

With pleasure @ 1.65 per bag and we can personalise the label as well. 
  
Moshe Grawitzky 
Its Delish 

 

  
Hi Moshe, 
 
Is it possible for us to purchase the 50 bags of mixed fruit & nuts directly from It's 
Delish? 
 
This way - it will save me from having to go to half a dozen different stores to try 
to find what we need. 
 
Any discount you can offer will be much appreciated. 
 
Thank  you in advance for your assistance. 
 
Regards, 
 
Alan 

 







From: Alan Tolkoff <Alan_T@LNSPensions.com> 
Subject: College Outreach Pesach Mailing & THANK YOU 

 

Greetings All 
 
I hope this finds everyone well, as we prepare for Pesach. 
 
Earlier this week, we mailed Pesach Packages to our out-of-state and out-of-country service 
persons and students, containing the following:  

• a box of matzo,  

• a canister of macaroons,  

• either a box of chocolate covered matzo, a box of chocolate covered marsh mellows, OR 
a box of candied jelly's.....depending on their request,  

• a beautiful, personalized card, prepared by & donated to us by Miriam & Bob Carroll  
(THANK YOU!),  

• (we are placing one of the cards in the Men's Club display case so that you can take a 
look at it) ,and  

• a copy of the attached "Remember & Tell" reading, written by a Men's Club member for 
the FJMC Keruv initiative. This can be shared during the Seder, as appropriate.  

We will mail the packages to our in-state students next week. 

I also want to take this opportunity to ask you to join us on Wednesday, March 28 @ 7:45, when 
Allyson Taylor will again join us and bring us up to date on the "goings on" on college campuses 
across the country. 

WEDNESDAY, March 28, 2007 at 7:45 PM 
For Parents AND their College Students 

 
– We are pleased to bring dynamic speaker and Associate Director & co-founder of 
StandWithUs, Allyson Rowen Taylor, back for continued discussion on Campus Anti-Semitism 
and the tools to respond: Tolerating Intolerance. 
 

U:\Alan\Archive\2007\Pesach Mailing.doc 



March 24, 2006 
 
 
John Porter, Store Manager 
Albertson’s Market 
22840 Victory Blvd. 
Woodland Hills, CA 91364 
 
Re: Albertson’s Donation to College Outreach 
 
Hi John: 
 
Once again, thank you for your & Albertson’s generosity and support of our program. 
 
Here is a copy of what I was thinking of having placed in our temple’s e-news letter. I 
wanted to run it by you, to see if you wanted to make any revisions. Let me know via 
return fax.  My office fax number is 818 889-1055, my cell is 818 613-0320. Thanks 
 
*************************************************************************************** 
 
I need to share something with you. 
 
About two weeks ago, I walked into my local Albertson's (on Fallbrook & Victory) to pick 
up a prescription at the pharmacy. I noticed they had a huge display of all the Passover 
stuff, hosted by a representative of Streit's and the new store manager. 
 
I walked over and introduced myself, and told them I was our temple's College Outreach 
Chairman. I told them we had 40 kids (37 students and 3 young adults serving in the 
military), and I asked if they could help us by donating 40 boxes of chocolate covered 
matzos (Hey - it's what some of the kids asked for!). 
 
Without hesitation John (Porter, the new store manager) said yes! 
 
Last night, I picked up 40 boxes of chocolate covered matzos and received a promise of 
help whenever we needed it. 
 
Please join me in welcoming John to our community, and please patronize his store. 
They have a great selection of goodies and ingredients for Pesach. And John reminded 
me to look of the coupons in the Albertson's flyer. 
 
Thanks for your time and continued support. 
 
 
Alan Tolkoff, College Outreach Chair 
STS Men's Club. 
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This is what you’ve been waiting for!  The first newsletter from STS College Outreach! 
 
Do you wonder what life might be like at a different campus?  You know, the school that you decided not to go to?  There's probably someone from 
STS who's going there, and you’re at the school that they decided not to go to!  Why not get filled in, and fill them in, on the details?  We're actively 
seeking articles from students on campus life.  Maybe you have some inside info on Hillel that you can share.  Perhaps you have noticed strong pro- 
or anti-Israel sentiment.  You might be in the process of pledging a Jewish fraternity or sorority.  Or maybe you've found a source for kegs of 
Macabiah beer.  Inquiring minds want to know, and we'd like to share your information with your fellow STS expatriates. We can accept columns on 
paper or via email. Snail mail your masterpiece to STS Men’s Club (7353 Valley Circle Blvd., West Hills, CA 91307), or email it to 
alan@LMNandS.com.  If you suffer extreme pride of authorship and prefer not to have your work edited, please let us know. 
 

In each issue, we will include a poem or lyric 
that will set the theme of the issue. This issue, 
the theme is one you share with your parents: 
Rite of Passage.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
You, who are on the road, must have a code 
that you can live by. 
And so become yourself because the past is just 
a good bye. 
Teach your children well.  Their father's hell did 
slowly go by. 
And feed them on your dreams.  The one they 
picks. 

 

(Teach Your Children, cont.) 
 
The one you'll know by. 
Don't you ever ask them why.  If they told you you 
would cry. 
So just look at them and sigh, and know they love 
you. 
 
And you, of the tender years  
can't know the fears that your elders grew by, 
And so please help them with your youth.  
They seek the truth before they can die.  
Teach your parents well. Their children's hell will 
slowly go by. 
And feed them on your dreams.  The one they 
picks. 
The one you'll know by. 
Don't you ever ask them why.  if they told you you 
would cry. 
So just look at them and sigh, and know they love 
you. 
 
 
 

Truthtelling 
-- by Rabbi Richard Camras 
 
 We hope this newsletter finds you in 
good spirits, healthy, and enjoying the 
fullness of college life.  I want to thank our 
Men’s Club and their efforts in keeping our 
college students connected with the 
synagogue.  In this first issue of the 
newsletter, I want to introduce you to a 
program we are doing this year at the 
synagogue. In conjunction with our Year of 
Torah (we are writing a new Sefer Torah in 
honor of Cantor Avrum and Marion 
Schwartz) our Adult Education committee 
has created the Mitzvah/Midah of the 
Month.  A midah is a Jewish value.   

Teach Your Children 
 

Crosby, 
Stills, 
Nash, 

& Young 

 Whereas Universities pride 
themselves on being philosophically 
relativistic when it comes to ethics, 
 

  



 
(Rabbi Camras, cont.) 
 
 Judaism is predicated on the existence of  
an absolute right and wrong.  There are 
long lists of values that define who we are 
and how we should act in all situations in 
life.  These are our middot.  To name a few: 
humility, guarding our tongues, courage, 
generosity, hospitality, justice, mercy, 
rebuke and truthfulness.   
 Let’s take a look at this last midah 
emet or truthfulness.  We know that 
Judaism holds truth telling to be of supreme 
importance.  Take for example the famous 
incident from the Talmud regarding Rabbi 
Safra.  “It is told of R. Safra that he had an 
article to sell, and a certain man came to 
him while he was reciting the Shema and 
said, “Let me have the article for such-and-
such a price.”  When R. Safra did not 
answer (because one should not interrupt 
the Shema) the would-be purchaser, 
thinking that R. Safra was unwilling to sell 
for the price offered, kept increasing the 
amount, saying, “Let me have it for more 
money.”  After R. Safra finished the Shema, 
he said, “Take the article at the price you 
mentioned first, for I was willing to sell it to 
you at that price.”   
 This remarkable story reminds us 
how wrong it is to deceive another person.  
Even when it is not our intention to deceive 
and we might derive benefit from our 
seeming passivity, we must be  

 
straightforward and honest.  Does this 
mean that it is absolutely forbidden to lie?  
Here is another source from the Talmud.  
Our masters taught:  How does one praise 
a bride while dancing attendance upon her?  
The school of Shammai says: Describe the 
bride as she is.  The school of Hillel says: 
Describe the bride as beautiful and full of 
grace.  The school of Shammai retorted to 
the school of Hillel: But suppose she is 
lame or blind.  Is one to say, “O bride, 
beautiful and full of grace,” seeing that 
Scripture declares, “Keep thee far from a 
false word” (Exod. 23:7)?  The school of 
Hillel replied to the school of Shammai:  In 
your opinion, if a man has made a bad 
purchase in the marketplace, should a 
friend praise it to his face or belittle it?  
Surely he should praise it to his face.  
Hence, the sages inferred that a man 
should always endeavor to be pleasant to 
other people. 
 We learn from this source that telling 
the truth is not an absolute in Judaism.  We 
can lie in order not to hurt another person.  
Creating peace amongst our fellow humans 
is more important than being absolutely 
truthful.  If it embarrasses another or 
causes undue pain, we can fib. 
 The challenge regarding observing 
the midah of emet is in knowing when to be 
honest and when to fib.  The many sources 
within our tradition help us to sort out the 
gray areas.  I hope that while you are in 

 
college, you will have opportunities to 
discuss these issues and strive to always 
make the right choices when confronted 
with an ethical dilemma.   
 I look forward to hearing from you all 
when you return for Winter Break and hope 
to see you at our house on Friday January 
6th at 6:30 pm.   
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Don’t Forget! 
 

This little newsletter is designed for
you.  We want it to meet your needs.
We’re old, and can’t even remember
what year we attended college, let
alone what our needs were.  So
please help us to do a better job by
sending your comments and
suggestions to alan@LMNandS.com.
See you next month! 
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Blueprint Negev…It’s Not Just a 

Dream 
 
-- by Joyce Sachartoff, Community Event 
Coordinator, Jewish National Fund 

Did you know that only 8% of the 
population of Israel lives in 60% of 
it’s land?  Do the math…more 
than half the country almost 
empty!  About 70% of Israelis live 
within the triangle of Haifa, Tel 
Aviv and Jerusalem.  This makes 
housing prices prohibitive for 
young families just starting out. 

The 60% of mostly unpopulated land is in 
the Southern Region.  The South however 
contains six cities.  These include Be’er 
Sheva, a thriving metropolitan city of 
200,000 people and the beautiful beach city 
of Eilat. The Negev Desert covers 4,633 
square miles of the south and has some of 
the most stunning vistas in the world.  
Within the Negev is the Arava Valley, which 
stretches from Northern Africa through the 
Negev Desert.   
 
For 104 years JNF has been the caretaker 
of the land of Israel.  Jewish National Fund, 
in Israel known as Keren Kayemet L’Israel, 
has engaged in a new initiative called 
Blueprint Negev.  Our objective is to  

 
develop the infrastructure that will support 
both new and existing communities, 
creating educational and recreational tourist 
sites, preparing the soil for agriculture and 
building reservoirs.  One of our major 
projects is the building of the Hatzeva 
Reservoir in the Arava Valley of the Negev.  
This reservoir will bring life giving water to 
the surrounding agricultural communities.  
JNF has completed over 170 water projects 
in Israel so far, with a total of 300 as our 
eventual goal. 
 
What can you do?  Learn all you can about 
JNF’s work in Israel, especially as we are a 
non-political organization.  Come volunteer 
at the “JNF for Israel Day” phone-a-thon on 
November 20, 2005.  Participate in our 3rd 
annual “Walk for Water” on March 26, 2006.  
Visit the JNF website at www.jnf.org and 
the “Walk” website at 
www.walkforwater.org.  When you visit 
Israel, look for the blue, white and green 
signs that signify a JNF/KKL project.  You 
will be amazed at how many you see 
throughout the land of Israel.  Thanks to our 
donors, our “footprints” are everywhere! 
 
 
 
 

Seventy-Two Miles and a Lifetime 
Away 

-- by Parvin Benoun 
 
 So many “thank you”s to G-d for 
helping her (and us) in her accomplishment!  
Eighteen years (+ 9 months) of preparation 
has been rewarded.  She is off to college.  I 
am so proud of her.  I am so happy.  Happy?  
Then what are these tears for?  What is this 
heartache? 
 Tears boiled out of my eyes those first 
few days.  “What is happening here?”  I kept 
asking myself.  “Why am I reacting like this?  I 
just saw her on Sunday!”  
 People ask me what college she has 
gone to.  “UC Irvine,” I say, trying to swallow 
the knot in my throat.  “Oh,” they respond 
accusingly, “but she is not that far.  Why are 
you crying?” 
 Then I realized that it is not the 72 
miles (yes, I measured it) that separate us that 
makes be cry!  The fact is this is just the 
beginning of all the changes yet to come.  She 
is gone.  She does not live here anymore.  Up 
to now, when she went away she was away 
from “home,” and “home” is where she would 
be returning.  Now, “home” has become “my 
parent’s house.”  And now, she will be coming 
here not to come home, but to visit.  Yes, this 
is what makes me so sad.  Whether I want to 
or not, I have to let go.  Whether I realized it 
before or not, the separation has happened. 
 Of course, this is just the way it should 
be.  I moved thousands of miles away.  Leila’s 
children will move out one day.  And it will be 
my job to remind her, just as my mother 
reminded me, that this is just another precious 
time of our lives that we should cherish and be 
thankful for. 

  

http://www.jnf.org/
http://www.walkforwater.org/
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Welcome! …… or Welcome Back! 
This newsletter is the brainchild of Rabbi Camras, and the work of STS Men’s Club College Outreach & its many contributors. More importantly, 
it is YOUR newsletter. We need your input to make this meaningful. Our hope is to help keep you connected to STS, your faith, and your friends. 
The political climate on campuses and in classrooms is changing, not necessarily for the better.  
 
Here are some issues you might be concerned about: 
Interfaith relationships, evangelical and campus-sanctioned missionaries, student groups promoting anti-Semitic messages, professors 
professing their view as the only view instead of encouraging fair and open discussion, and administrators allowing hate speech to go unchecked 
under the banner of academic freedom. 
 
To help you deal with these issues, we have enlisted the experts. In this introductory edition, we provide some resources to help you deal with 
some of the issues mentioned above, that you may face during your tenure in academia. We hope you’ll stay connected, become an advocate 
for Israel, and increase your personal commitment to Social Action and Justice. 

         Alan Tolkoff, Chairman 
         Shomrei Torah Synagogue Men’s Club College Outreach 
         Alan@LMNandS.com
 

        IN THIS ISSUE             

 RESOURCES 
• Jews for Judaism – counters on-campus missionaries 
• StandWithUs – How to stand with Israel 
• CAMERA – Keeping an eye on the media 

 
 MESSAGES FROM – 

• Rabbi Richard Camras, Shomrei Torah Synagogue 
• Dennis Praeger, syndicated radio talk show host 
• Robert Braitman, M.D., International Pres. –  

Federation of Jewish Men’s Clubs 

WE HAVE A CONTEST! 
    $10 iTunes Gift Card to the first student or service person who can 
  answer the following 3 questions: 
 

1) Tell us Rabbi Richard P. Camras’s middle name? 
2) What year was the Balfour Declaration? 
3) What is “friendship evangelism”? 

 
The answers are located in the articles, or in their links. Be the first to 

email Alan@LMNandS.com with the correct answers. 

mailto:Alan@LMNandS.com
mailto:Alan@LMNandS.com


JEWS FOR JUDAISM 
has been keeping Jews 
Jewish for over 20 years. 
We are a modern-day 
David fighting Goliath, 
counter-acting the  

multimillion dollar efforts of deceptive cults and missionaries that target 
Jews for conversion. 
 
Each year these groups spend more than $250 million in a worldwide 
effort to convert Jews. They have created an infrastructure of professional 
and lay missionaries who are highly trained in the most sophisticated 
techniques in Jewish evangelism. These techniques focus on deceptively 
presenting evangelical Christianity in the guise of Judaism, usurping 
Jewish symbols, terminologies and traditions. Tragically, more than 
275,000 Jews have succumbed to their efforts. 
 
This threat is exacerbated by millions of evangelical Christians who 
zealously share their faith with friends, students, roommates, teammates 
and business associates. It has become common practice for these 
evangelicals to use a deceptive Jews for Jesus tactic of telling Jews that 
they can be Jewish and Christian at the same time. This trend is supported 
by a recent survey and found that someone who tried to share another 
religion with them has approached 67% of Jewish students Additionally, 
the overwhelming majority of JEWS FOR JUDASIM counseling clients are 
Jews who have converted due to the influence of a close friend. 
 
JEWS FOR JUDAISM is the leading International response to this threat 
to Jewish survival. Our inspirational educational programs and life-saving 
counseling services are a positive resource utilized and endorsed by the 
entire spectrum of the Jewish community. Each year thousands use our 
services and resources. 
 
Our dynamic educational programs inoculate against missionary efforts, 
teach critical thinking skills, provide tools for coping with peer pressure  
and bolster Jewish pride. Our Crisis Counseling uses a warm and open-
minded approach that successfully reunite families, helps individuals  
confused by missionaries and cults and rescues those who have been  
lured away from Judaism. In addition, our International centers provide 
18,000 client services and receive more than 300,000 unique visits to our 
website http://www.jewsforjudaism.org each year. If you have questions, 
please contact Rabbi Zalman Kravitz at Zalman@jewsforjudaism.org

10 Ways for Students to 
Stand With Israel 

By Roz Rothstein 

1. Visit Israel.  Join a student study-abroad 
or travel program, after you check out the group’s 
agenda and make sure that you are like-minded.  
Check out Hasbara Fellowship and all the various 
Birthright programs or semester and yearlong  
study programs even if your campus doesn’t offer 
them. 

2. Educate yourself and your campus on the issues.  Many students and 
professors lack information or harbor misconceptions about the facts, and you can 
help shape their opinion.  VERIFY information before you send it out on the Internet! 
3. Expose anti-Israel campus speakers.   When your college or campus  
 group hosts and anti-Israel speaker or event come prepared with material to discredit 
their arguments.  Visit   www.stand4facts.com. 
4. Monitor and write brief, timely, respectful, informed letters to your 
campus paper.  Write letters and full op-eds.  Even a few sentences, expressing  
your feelings in a timely manner is helpful.  If you can, join the campus paper’s  
editorial board to be sure the pro-Israel message is heard. Go to CAMERA and  
Honest Reporting for guidance. 
5. Buy Israeli-made goods whenever possible.  Ask your local markets to 
make Israeli goods available on their shelves.  Check the StandWithUs website for  
online stores, under the links tab. 

6. Bring Positive Israel Programs/Speakers to your campus. 

7. Attend and help organize pro-Israel rallies on campus.  When  
anti-Israel events (and rallies) are held on campus, show up with friends, signs and 
materials and offer an alternative voice.   Check the StandWithUs.com website under  
the flyers and signs tab for free materials. 

8. Consider an “Invest in Israel” campaign – materials available on 
StandWithUsCampus. Go to: Flyers and then look for fence topics 

9. Highlight Israel’s innovations.  Discover the numerous sites that offer 
startling information on how Israel helps the world in the fields of medical research, 
computer technology, environmental research and agricultural development.  
See  Israel21c.org and  

10. Become a StandWithUs Fellow for your campus.  Help keep the  
students on your campus up to date on the new programs and materials available 
through StandWithUs, Contact our office for more details – 310-836-6140

http://www.jewsforjudaism.org/
http://www.jewsforjudaism.org/
mailto:Zalman@jewsforjudaism.org
http://www.stand4facts.com/
http://www.camera.org/
http://www.honestreporting.com/
http://www.standwithus.com/
http://www.standwithuscampus.com/
http://www.israel21c.org/bin/en.jsp?enPage=HomePage


 
 
 
 
 

Guidelines for Activism on Campus 
The most effective way to counter false and propagandistic charges is to arm yourself with the facts! And 
then use them.  

Israel's detractors often twist or invert history or skew current events to wrongly blame the Jewish state for 
every imaginable offense. Fortunately, many of the bogus allegations are easy to refute if you know the 
facts. Here are some basic ways to be informed and effective: 

1) Educate yourself by reading and learning (for example, see Myths and Facts on line), get up-todate news, 
polls and interviews at www.imra.org.il, More links can be found in CAMERA's links section. Lots more 
recommended reading can be found on the attached list.)  

2) CAMERA on Campus is a publication designed for students to provide strategies for action and basic 
facts to counter misinformation and distortion about Israel and the Middle East. Combining student 
submissions and analyses on such topics as UN resolutions, land and water issues and terrorism, CAMERA's 
student newsletter is distributed to more than 400 campuses across North America. See the current issue of 
CAMERA on Campus. 

SUBSCRIBE TO CAMERA ON CAMPUS!

3) Educate others. If a college publication prints distorted and inaccurate articles, urge the editor to print 
corrections and to run articles conveying Israel's mainstream perspective.  

4) Submit your own op-ed pieces and letters to campus newspapers, magazines and other publications. If you 
have visited Israel, write about your experiences in the country. Emphasize the difficulty of life in a nation 
constantly under terrorist threat – the guards protecting every building, café, movie theater and event.  

5) Join the staff of the newspaper and encourage others to do the same. 

6) Monitor campus publications. How many editorials, articles, letters and photos give the Israeli version of 
events versus the Arab version? Keep track for a month. If there is a significant Preston imbalance, contact 
the editors to share your concerns. 

7) Create your own college radio program or be a guest on an existing one. 

8) Hold events and workshops that will educate others. Invite knowledgeable speakers to educate and 
motivate others. Learn from the activities, experiences and strategies of students on other campuses (see 
articles below from CAMERA on Campus). Create educational posters, bumper stickers, flyers. Run 
informative videos. 

9) Encourage sympathetic faculty members and alumni to write letters and articles for campus publications.  

10) Forge alliances with sympathetic and supportive groups. 

11) Document campus problems by collecting distorted or incendiary literature distributed on campus. 

http://www.jewishvirtuallibrary.org/jsource/myths/mftoc.html
http://www.imra.org.il/
http://www.camera.org/index.asp?x_context=27
http://www.camera.org/index.asp?x_context=18
http://www.camera.org/index.asp?x_context=29


CAMERA on Campus (continued) 

12) Insist that the president or chancellor of the university unequivocally denounce defamatory attacks 
against Jews if these occur, thereby signaling to all the campus community that anti-Semitic and anti-Zionist 
bigotry will not be tolerated. Senior officials of colleges and universities are obligated to ensure a safe and 
tolerant environment. 

13) Challenge the use of mandatory student fees if they support anti-Semitic/anti-Zionist events or groups. 

14) Consult national agencies such as CAMERA, AIPAC, American Jewish Committee, ADL, ZOA, JINSA 
to provide additional in-depth information to combat bias on campus. 

16) Remember the words of Prime Minister Benjamin Disraeli in a speech in 1851: “Justice is truth in 
action!” 

Copyright © 2002 by the Committee for Accuracy in Middle East Reporting in America. All rights reserved. 
This column may be reprinted without prior permission 
 

  
 
We continue our tradition of trying to find 
a poem or song lyric to distract you from 

the daily grind. This time, we offer a 
prayer. 

 
Forever Young 
by Bob Dylan 

 
May God bless and keep you always, 

May your wishes all come true, 
May you always do for others 

And let others do for you. 
May you build a ladder to the stars 

And climb on every rung, 
May you stay forever young. 

 
May you grow up to be righteous, 

May you grow up to be true, 
May you always know the truth 

And see the lights surrounding you. 
May you always be courageous, 

Stand upright and be strong, 
May you stay forever young. 

 
May your hands always be busy, 
May your feet always be swift, 

May you have a strong foundation 
When the winds of change shift. 
May your heart always be joyful, 
May your song always be sung 
May you stay forever young. 

 
Copyright © 1973 Ram’s Horn Music 

 

Greetings from the FJMC! 
 
This year I was privileged to be a delegate to the World Zionist 
Congress in Jerusalem. It was an extraordinary event, bringing 
Jews from all corners of the world and from all across the spectrum 
of Jewish thought and belief. I’ve written elsewhere about my many 
wonderful impressions and memory of the Congress. 
 
One of the most lasting impressions for me though, was the 
involvement by so many young adults in Jerusalem. One of the 
results of the prior Congress was a requirement that each 
delegation have 25% of its delegates under the age of 30. The 
energy and vitality of the members of these delegations was 
palpable! 
 
In our own Conservative/Masorti movement I met several young 
men and women who are active in Marom. Marom is the young 
community of the Movement, from which spring many of its future 
leaders. Marom offers a forum for students and young adults who 
wish to express their Judaism in ways that are unavailable in any 
other organization. Marom serves as a testing ground for non-
affiliated young native-Israeli and immigrant Jews to find their place 
within Judaism. 
 
What excited me about this was the freshness of the message. 
Marom is not trying to get young adults to “fit in” to established 
communities and programs, but to give our youth a forum in which 
to express their Judaism. 
 
I am delighted to see this new initiative by Rabbi Camras and the 
STS Men’s club. The Federation of Jewish Men's Clubs is thrilled to 
be able to be available to you through our many programs. I wish 
you well on your Jewish journeys. 
 
Shana Tova! 
 
ROBERT E. BRAITMAN, M.D. 
President, Federation of Jewish Men's Clubs 

http://www.camera.org/
http://www.aipac.org/
http://www.ajc.org/site/c.ijITI2PHKoG/b.685761/k.CB97/Home.htm
http://www.adl.org/default.htm
http://www.zoa.org/
http://www.jinsa.org/home/home.html


(Editor’s note:  While we don’t always agree with what Dennis has to say, he’s always provocative) 

When young Jews major in anti-Semitism 
By Dennis Prager, Dennis Prager's nationally syndicated radio show is heard daily in Los Angeles on KRLA-AM (870). He may 
be contacted through his website: www.dennisprager.com. October 9, 2005   Op-Ed Los Angels Times – Sunday Current 
 

AMERICAN JEWRY is experiencing a cognitive 
dissonance the likes of which it has never known.  
 
To illustrate, consider my recent lecture in Virginia Beach, 
Va.: "Anti-Semitism at the Universities: What Can We Do 
About It?" 
 
It is very significant that a mainstream (i.e., largely 
secular and liberal) Jewish organization (the Jewish 
Community Center) would fly a speaker from across the 
country to speak on anti-Semitism at universities.  
 
To understand how significant, one must appreciate how 
much Jews revere the university. 
 
First, education has a religion-like status in both religious 
and secular Jewish life. And the university is romantically 
thought of as the temple of education.  
 
Second, the university is regarded as the key vehicle to 
professional success, also a great value in Jews' lives.  
 
Third, the university is the most secular of all major 
institutions, and many Jews believe in secularism as 
much as Orthodox Jews believe in Judaism.  
 
Fourth, for many Jews, happiness is largely dependent 
on deriving nachas (Yiddish for "pride and joy") from their 
children, and nothing gives them more nachas than being 
able to tell people that their child attends a prestigious 
university. 
 
Yet universities have become society's primary breeding 
ground for hatred of Israel. This hatred is often so intense 
that the college campus has become a haven for people 
who use anti-Zionism to mask their anti-Semitism. 
Moreover, anti-Zionism itself is a form of anti-Semitism, 
even if some Jews share it. Why? Because anti-Zionism 
is not simply criticism of Israel, which is as legitimate as 
criticism of any country. Anti-Zionism means that Israel 
as a Jewish state has no right to exist. And when a 
person argues that only one country in the world is 
unworthy of existence — and that happens to be the one 
Jewish country in the world — one is engaged in anti-
Semitism, whether personally anti-Semitic or not. 
 
Not long ago, on my radio show, I invited a UCLA student 
who, on the occasion of Israel's birthday, had written a 
hate-filled article about the Jewish state in the Bruin, the 
school newspaper. I asked her if she had always been 
anti-Israel. She said that as a Jewish girl growing up in 
Britain, she was actually a Zionist who had visited Israel a 
number of times on Jewish student trips there. 

"What changed you?" I asked. 
 
"The university," she responded.  
 
That sort of transformation may be what inspired Harvard 
University's president, Lawrence Summers, to deliver a 
speech in which he identified the university as replacing 
the far right as a center of anti-Semitism. "Where anti-
Semitism and views that are profoundly anti-Israeli have 
traditionally been the primary preserve of poorly educated 
right-wing populists," he warned, "profoundly anti-Israel 
views are increasingly finding support in progressive 
intellectual communities. Serious and thoughtful people 
are advocating and taking actions that are anti-Semitic in 
their effect if not their intent." 
 
The vast majority of pro-Israel Jews, secular and 
religious, liberal and conservative, know this. That 
explains the lecture topic I was asked to speak about in 
Virginia to a largely secular and liberal Jewish audience. 
 
To make matters worse for many Jews' psyches, not only 
has the institution they most revere turned out to be a 
moral wasteland and the most congenial place for 
enemies of the Jewish people — and of the United States 
(but that is another story) — at the same time, the people 
whom many Jews have most feared, conservative 
Christians, have turned out to be the Jews' most loyal 
friends. That the secular university is bad for Jews, and 
conservative Christians are good for Jews, is more than 
enough cognitive dissonance for a Jew to experience in a 
lifetime. 
 
The 9/11 tragedy and the Jew hatred coming from within 
the Islamic world have enabled most committed Jews to 
see the world realistically. But Jews whose sociopolitical 
(i.e., left-wing) identity and values trump their Jewish 
identity and values do not acknowledge this. Jews for 
whom liberalism has become a surrogate religion — and 
who therefore do not wish to acknowledge a god that 
failed — will not acknowledge the moral failure of the 
university, and they will find every reason to dismiss 
support from conservative Christians as somehow 
illegitimate. 
 
This cognitive dissonance among Jews is of enormous 
significance to both Jews and non-Jews. As more Jews 
rethink their commitment to secularism, the left and their 
embodiment in the university — without abandoning their 
commitment to the less fortunate — Jewish and 
American life will change dramatically. For the better. 

http://www.dennisprager.com/


A Lesson From Ben 
by Rabbi Richard Camras 

I’ve only recently discovered Books on 
Tape. This is not to say I didn’t know they 
existed. I have bought any number of 
such books as gifts for others. But I had 
never bought one for myself -- that is, until 
recently. 

It started with a desire to listen to 
something that I would never pick up and 
read. Now, mind you, I am a voracious 
reader. Stacks of books clutter my 
nightstand and I’m always in the middle of 
several of them at once. Usually, during 
the year, I read non-fiction that relates to 
what I may be teaching, or books on 
subjects that offer scholarly insights into 
the world of Jewish lore and learning.  
Summertime is when I read all of the 
fiction, mysteries, science fiction and 
fantasy—none of which particularly relate 
to my profession, but are my passion 
nonetheless. Yet, that still leaves so many 
other books I would love to read if only I 
had more time. 

Enter: Books on Tape. My first book was 
John Adams by David McCullough. 
Intrigued by the Revolution and our 
nation’s history, I followed with a second 
of McCullough’s books, 1776.  

 

 

 

 

My next book will be Benjamin Franklin, 
which is wonderfully appropriate as this is 
the tercentenary (300) year of his birth. 

Celebrations, tours, books, music 
programs and more are all planned to 
celebrate one of our greatest founding 
fathers’ impact on our wonderful nation. 
Many of us are familiar with his Almanac 
and its inspiring wisdom, his inventions 
which changed our world and his 
significant role in helping establish this 
country. What fewer of us are aware of 
was Franklin’s passionate concern for the 
welfare and betterment of our society. 

For example, did you know that Franklin 
helped found America’s first public 
hospital (Pennsylvania Hospital), the 
Union Fire Co (Philadelphia’s first 
volunteer fire brigade), and the 
Philadelphia Contributionship (America’s 
first property insurance company). His 
concern for public safety and welfare was 
reflected in his campaigns to improve 
urban sanitation, invent a better street 
lamp, and safer fireplace. 

As concerned as he was for public 
welfare, Franklin equally had a fervent 
desire to improve himself. One only needs 
to read his almanac to mine from it myriad  

 

 

 

pearls of wisdom which frame a course of 
action for ethical behavior. A favorite of 
mine, “I should have no objection to go 
over the same life from its beginning to 
the end: requesting only the advantage 
authors have, of correcting in a second 
edition the faults of the first.” 

Franklin is offering the very essence of 
what Judaism’s purpose is for the month 
of Elul. Immediately preceding Tishrei, the 
month we celebrate Rosh Hashanah and 
Yom Kippur, Elul provides us time to 
begin the arduous work of self-reflection; 
time for us to take an accounting of our 
relationships with parents, children, 
spouses, and friends; time for us to 
assess where we may have let others and 
ourselves down and begin the process of 
righting such wrongs; and time for us to 
set out on a path of teshuvah, repentance 
to assure that our days in shul will be 
meaningful, well spent, productive days 
that allow us a second chance without any 
of the faults from the first edition. 

I hope your month of Elul was as 
productive as Ben Franklin would have 
wanted and may we continue to learn and 
be inspired from the wisdom of our 
ancestors! 

SAVE THE DATE! 
We will have a special program at STS for college students and their parents on 

Wednesday, December 20th:  “all it takes for evil to triumph is good people to do nothing”
Join Leila Beckwith (Scholars for Peace in the Middle East) and Allyson Taylor (American
Jewish Congress) for a roundtable discussion on how Campus Hate Speech is promoted by
your tax dollars, and what you can do to stop it. 
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Remember the package we sent to you for the High Holidays? It contained a tzedaka box for you to fill, and an invitation from Rabbi 
Camras to come to his & Carolyn’s home for Shabbat dinner on Friday, January 6. We hope you are able to attend this dinner and 
discussion. If you haven’t already done so, please RSVP to Alan at alan@LMNandS.com before you come home for winter 

break…..preferably by December 15. In preparation for discussion that night, here is a partial quote from an article we would like you to read. Just 
click on the link and it will download a small pdf to your pc. Community Service Learning: Pursuing Jewish Ideals of Compassion and Justice  
 
“Acts of kindness and of charity are important, but citizenship in a democratic society requires more than civic decency. To repair the world, students have to 
learn how to create, evaluate, criticize, and change public norms, institutions, and programs.” “It's like a rowboat, one oar is compassion and the other is 
justice. If you don't keep both going, you move in a circle. Judaism and Jewish ideals of social action can help to reinvigorate the quest for both compassion 
and justice and ensure that neither is ignored on the road to a better society.” 
 

 
The Bright Side of Faith 

by Rabbi Richard Camras 
 

The article found in the Opinion section of the LA 
Times on October 1, 2005, written by Rosa Brooks 
was entitled The Dark Side of Faith. She begins by 
stating rather unequivocally, “It’s official: Too much 
religion may be a dangerous thing.” Using a recent 
study, which looked at the correlations between 
levels of popular religiosity and various quantifiable 
societal health indicators in 18 prosperous 
democracies, including the United States.  
 
The study found that most religious democracies, 
exhibited substantially higher degrees of social 
dysfunction than societies within the larger 
percentages of atheists and agnostics. The U.S.- 
which has the largest percentage of people who 
take the Bible literally and express absolute belief 
in God (and the lowest percentage of atheists and 
agnostics) - also has by far the highest levels of 
homicide, abortion, teen pregnancy and sexually 
transmitted diseases. Fortunately at one point in 
the article Brooks says that the correlation could 

be that “high levels of social dysfunction fuel 
religiosity, rather than the other way around." And 
she adds that, “correlation is not causation.” One 
final point in the article highlights how those who 
claim to be within the most religious category, tend 
to read the Bible literally. They take their 
instructions on life, particularly within the moral 
framework of their life, directly from biblical 
sources. And because they read the Bible literally, 
they claim to have exclusivity on truth. The 
dangers of such a belief structure are quite 
apparent. If I were certain of what I hold to be true 
is indeed true, then I would want everyone else to 
hold that truth as well.  
 
There are so many places to quibble with the study 
but I just want to focus on one; one that speaks to 
who we are as Conservative Jews, and how we 
approach our sacred texts. We Jews are known as 
the People of the Book. However, what is impor-
tant to understand is that “Book” isn’t referring 
necessarily to the book, i.e. the Bible, but rather, all 
the books of Judaism; the Bible, the Talmud, the 
Midrash and the volumes of halachic (legal) codes 
that define who we are, what it means to be a Jew, 
and how we should live our lives. 

True, the Bible is the basis of these other books, 
but it is only the starting point. Our religious 
tradition is based on a multiplicity of readings of 
our Holy Scripture. There is no one truth, no one-
way to understand the Bible, just as there is no 
absolute way in which we are to understand God’s 
will. Being human means living in a dynamic ever-
changing relationship with our sacred texts and 
therefore our understanding of what God wants 
from us.  
 
To be called the People of the Book requires us to 
live our lives as learning Jews, grappling with our 
texts in light of the changing world around us. We 
view our texts as timeless, adding our own 
understanding from the generations of Jewish 
students and teachers who came before us. While 
you have so many opportunities at University to 
study a variety of interesting and moving subjects, 
 I hope you will not neglect your Jewish studies as 
well. As you have become more intellectually 
mature, you need to explore Judaism at a more 
sophisticated level to understand the depth of its 
meaning. Take advantage of Jewish studies 
courses and be true to the name, the People of 
the Book. 

 

mailto:alan@LMNandS.com
http://www.democraticdialogue.com/DDpdfs/Contact.pdf


Words change. Their meaning, their usage, their use-
fulness, their texture and sound. They each are like a living 
being – subject to selection pressures of isolation, mutation, 
and changes in the environment of language & culture. 
Evolving and resonating through time and place through 
Natural Selection – words become extinct. 

 
Here is a poem we hope you will enjoy, about words. 

 
 
 

Ode to American English 
         Barbara Hamby 

 
I was missing English one day, American, really, 
 with its pill-popping Hungarian goulash of everything 
from Anglo-Saxon to Zulu, because British English 
 is not the same, if the paperback dictionary 
I bought at Brentano’s on the Avenue de l’Opéra 
 is any indication, too cultured by half. Oh, the English 
know their dahlias, but what about doowop, donuts, 
 Dick Tracy, Tricky Dick? With their elegant Oxfordian 
accents, how could they understand my yearning for the hotrod, 
 hotdog, hot flash vocabulary of the U.S. of A., 
the fragmented fandango of Dagwood’s everyday flattening 
 of Mr. Beasley on the sidewalk, fetuses floating 
on billboards, drive-by monster hip-hop stereos shaking 
 the windows of my dining room like a 7.5 earthquake, 
Ebonics, Spanglish, “you know” used as comma and period, 
 the inability of 90% of the population to get the present perfect: 
I have went, I have saw, I have tooken Jesus into my heart, 
 the battle cry of the Bible Belt, but no one uses 
the King James anymore, only plain-speak versions, 
 in which Jesus, raising Lazarus from the dead, says, 

“Dude, wake up,” and the L-man bolts up like a B-movie 
 mummy. “Whoa, I was toasted.” Yes, ma’am, 

I miss the mongrel plentitude of American English, its fall-guy, 
 rat-terrier, dog-pound neologisms, the bomb of it all, 

the rushing River Jordan backwoods mutability of it, the low-rider, 
 boom-box cruise of it, from New Joisey to Ha-wah-ya 
with its sly dog, malasada-scarfing beach blanket lingo 
 to the ubiquitous Valley Girl’s like-like stuttering, 
shopaholic rant. I miss its quotidian beauty, its querulous 
 back-biting righteous indignation, its preening rotgut 
flag-waving cowardice. Suffering Succotash, sputters  
 Sylvester the Cat; sine die, say the pork-bellied legislators 
of the swamps and plains. I miss all those guys, their Tweety-bird 
 resilience, their Doris Day optimism, the candid unguent 
of utter unhappiness on every channel, the midnight televangelist 
 euphoric stew, the junk mail, voice mail vernacular. 
On every boulevard and rue I miss the Tarzan cry of Johnny 
 Weismueller, Johnny Cash, Johnny B. Goode, 
and all the smart-talking, gum snapping hard-girl dialogue, 
 finger-popping x-rated street talk, sports babble, 
Cheetoes, Cheerios, chili dog diatribes. Yeah, I miss them all, 
 sitting here on my sidewalk throne sipping champagne 
verses lined up like hearses, metaphors juking, nouns zipping 
 in my head like Corvettes on Dexedrine, French verbs 
slitting my throat, yearning for James Dean to jump my curb. 
 

“Ode to American English” from BABEL, by Barbara Hamby, © by 2004. 
Reprinted by permission of the University of Pittsburgh Press. 

 



  

Jewish Learning: Who has time for that? 
By: Jenn Lorch -- Jlorch@ucla.edu
 
Jewish Learning. You may be shocked to hear this term while you are 
studying, and think to yourself, I don't have time for that, I have finals in 
two weeks. Or, you may be totally repelled by the idea, after all, you 
made it through six years of Hebrew school, your Bar/Bat Mitzvah, and 
maybe even took the extra step of going to confirmation or Hebrew High. 
What more could we possibly expect from Jewish college student who 
has made it this far on Jewish learning? The answer is simple, Jewish 
learning never stops. Jewish learning is not just learning about the weekly 
Torah portion, or Halacha (Jewish Law). Jewish learning is about 
applying your Judaism to your every day life.  
 
But we're college students, how can we apply the Jewish values with 
which we grew up to our hectic everyday lives? You don't even have to 
answer that, because I'll tell you. How many of us need to go to the 
market to get our own food, maybe not full meals, but just snacks? Before 
Shabbat last week, I strolled into Westwood to go to the market. Now 
Westwood, like many other college campuses is the home to a large 
population of homeless people. Outside of the market, with my one bag 
filled with a bag of chips, two persimmons, and a grapefruit, there was a 
homeless man begging for money. Some of us grew up giving money to 
homeless people, and some of us were told not to. However, some of us 
thought outside the box, and learned that if a homeless person was 
begging for money, and if the end desire was food, that maybe it be 
would better to just give that person some food. Yes, I know, we are 
college students. Some of us work, and some of us don't, but in Pirke 
Avot (Teachings of the Fathers), we are taught that we that we are not 
required to fix the problem, but we are obligated to do something. 
As I walked past him, I thought, not of the Pirke Avot teaching, but that I 
had two persimmons, and maybe if I ate only one over Shabbat, that I still 
other food to munch on. I obviously would not go hungry. So, I as I 
walked back and gave the man the persimmon, he was grateful, and 
accepted the persimmon with a very gentle "thank you." Homelessness is 
a major social concern, and me giving a piece of fruit to a homeless man, 
did not in any way shape or form fix a problem that faces our society. 
However, these small acts of kindness make us more aware of the 
broader issues that face our society. As college students, it is our duty 
to not just do something about these issues, but to actually learn 
about them, and find out how these problems can be solved.  

 
Hillels across the nation, among other organizations offer great ways of 
learning about these issues that allow us to actually take a stand on 
these issues. Homelessness is an issue that when really understood 
happens on many different ways. Homelessness is faced by soup kitchen 
volunteers, the Darfur Action Committee, and many more organizations 
on our campuses. However, it should be noted that each of these 
organizations may or may not be Jewish. It is our responsibility as college 
students of a new generation to incorporate Judaism into our everyday 
living.  
 
I encourage that each one of you take a hold of your own Jewishness. 
Walk into your campus Hillel and let them share with you what they can 
offer. Maybe you don’t want to be involved with tzedek and social justice. 
Maybe Judaism for you is going to the next AEPi party, or going to Hillel 
for Shabbat services and dinner.  
 
I want to tell you what brings me to my Hillel, KOACH, Conservative 
Judaism on campus. KOACH strives to bring educational, religious, and 
social programming to college campuses around the nation. The goal of 
KOACH is to bring together the Conservative Jewish community that we 
each had at shul when we were growing up. If it’s your thing, check us 
out at www.KOACH.org.  
 
Lastly, Hillel can only become your home away from home if you make it 
yours. So again, I encourage you to walk into your Hillel, find out what 
they have to offer, and take advantage of it. We can only really start to 
change the world, not as one individual, but as a community of 
individuals. And remember, Jewish learning is about living Jewish, 
forming that Jewish community so that together we can actually make a 
difference. 
 
For more information about Hillel on your college campus, check us out 
at www.hillel.org  
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How to Survive on a College Campus 
-- George & Flora Buchler 
 
 It’s been three months now since William took up residence at 
Davidson Hall on the Cal campus at Berkeley.  He shares a room with 
two other boys that’s only a bit larger than his old bedroom in Woodland 
Hills.  He shares a bathroom with 38 other students on his floor.  It’s 
college life! 
 
 Not just surviving, but thriving on a college campus takes some 
“sechel”, as well as a bit of an inquisitive and outgoing personality.  Here 
are but a few of the coping mechanisms that William and we have 
learned to make the transition to college life a bit easier. 
 

1. Come to an understanding early on with your roommates on 
how you will coexist together.  That includes the basics – 
waking and sleeping hours, housekeeping, music volume, visits 
from friends, etc.  If you don’t have peace in your new room, 
you will not be happy. 

 
2. Find an affinity group.  For William, it has been Hillel.  At 

Cal, Hillel does a wonderful job of bringing together Jewish 
students for a variety of social and religious experiences.  The 
best part according to William is the kosher hot dog barbecues 
– and yes he likes the girls he meets as well.  While Flora and I 
are big supporters of Hillel, if that doesn’t work for you, join 
something else – intramural sports activity, debate society, 
community volunteerism, etc.  Find students with whom you 
share a genuine interest. They will become your friends and 
make you feel comfortable, not alone and will help you lose 
some of the inevitable homesickness. 

 
3. Learn to ask for help.  There are so many questions when you 

arrive on campus – academic issues, living issues, community 
issues, financial issues, etc.  The list is endless.  Students who 
are not sufficiently outgoing and aggressive to seek advice, 
counsel and assistance from the many sources available on the 
campus will feel confused and disoriented with their college 
experience.  It’s time to lose the shyness! 

 

4. Find your favorite place to study.  In most cases, it will be a 
particular place in a library that feels most comfortable – 
perhaps it has good natural light, maybe the chairs are 
comfortable, the internet connections more convenient, etc.  
It’s important to the mind to be comfortable while coping with 
the academic stress of freshman academia.  Don’t study in the 
dorm --- it’s too noisy, too crowded, and should be a place to 
socialize, sleep and have fun. 

 
5. If you have any kind of medical issue – asthma, back 

problems, etc., it’s wise to check out the student health service.  
Find a doctor who knows all about your problem and check in 
with them before you have a flare-up.  Be sure you have at 
least a 30 day supply of any prescribed medications as well as 
a supply of over-the-counter medications, such as Tylenol, 
Sudafed, Claritin, etc.  You won’t want to go looking for these 
items when you’re sick and really need them! 

 
6. Lastly and most importantly, make wise choices.  Go to parties 

with kids who share your values.  Make your studies your first 
priority – everything else should come after that.  Maintain 
and strengthen your relationships with your family and 
friends; you can do that even when you’re away from home. 

 
One last hint – all of you Shomrei Torah “alums” are a spectacular 
group of kids – you take a back seat to no one.  Keep in touch with each 
other! 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ASPIRING AUTHORS WANTED! 
 
We’d love to hear your voices and publish them in Kesher.  
Whether you have anecdotes to share, advice to give, or 
political opinion to espouse, Kesher is the place to do it.  
Send your submissions via email to Alan Tolkoff at 
alan@LMNandS.com. 

  



Clampetts on Campus 
 
-- Adam Weisberg, Executive Director - Berkeley Hillel  
    aweisberg@berkeleyhillel.org
 
When the Beverly Hillbillies arrived in their new home they had everything 
to look forward to -- and nothing to hold onto.  How do you go from being a 
successful hillbilly to a first rate city slicker?  How do you parley the skills of 
shooting varmint, cooking possum stew and playing in a jug band into 
hobnobbing with movie moguls, driving fast cars and shopping at Bijan?  The 
Clampetts never really did fit in in Beverly Hills, but they managed to find 
their place on the California coast.  They might have gotten strange looks but 
their neighbors also liked and appreciated them – maybe even more so for 
their uniqueness.  And they did always seem able to teach all those smarty 
pants big city folks a thing or two. 
 
Now, I am not saying that Jewish college freshmen or Jewish students in 
general bear any resemblance to the Clampetts.  But isn’t it true that most 
college freshmen arrive about as green to the ways of campus as Jethro was 
to the ways of LA? 
 
And Jethro had it easy by comparison.  He came to Beverly Hills with a 
family that reinforced who he was and allowed him to stay that way if he 
wanted.  Uncle Jed was always there to help him out of a jam, Granny was 
there to cook him some frightening comfort food, and Ellie May was there to 
wrestle him to the ground when he got too big for his britches.  Not so 
college students.  All the safe, well-known, tried and true ways and 
experiences are left behind at home. 
 
I remember arriving at college.  I was one of more than 70 Cal freshmen from 
my high school graduating class, but I felt about as alone and anonymous as 
could be -- which was both the good news and the bad. I could drink too 
much and only be embarrassed in front of people I had just met, rather than 
people I had already been embarrassed in front of for the last four years.  I 
could sit quietly without anyone knowing my name; but being in a class so 
large that no one knew my name felt more isolating and less liberating than I 
hoped for.    
 
What I think all students realize fairly early is that college opens up a whole 
new world of possibilities.  But even as students we can only take advantage 

of some many possibilities at once.  And most of us need the support of 
community to feel fully able to make the most of the opportunities presented 
to us.   
 
That’s where I think Hillel comes in.  Jesse Gabriel, a former Cal student who 
graduated in 2004 said Hillel was important to him because it helped him 
“make Cal small.”  This is a guy who was the President of Cal’s student 
government.  He was plenty capable of creating community for himself and 
was never going to get lost in the crowd.  But Jesse understood that as much 
as he was going to be fully engaged in the life of the larger campus, he 
needed a place to call home, a place where people knew him and he knew 
them in a deeper way. 
 
There are many ways to make a campus small.  You can join an intramural 
sports league, the rock climbing club, a community service organization.  For 
Jesse and for many other students Hillel was and is the place to make a big 
university small.  For another student, Devora, Hillel was the right place to 
learn who she wanted to be as an adult.  And her experience at Hillel, rather 
than limiting her involvement on the rest of campus, actually enhanced it.  
Devora wrote upon graduating: 
 

“Hillel became an important place for me to explore, experience and 
take action as a person, a Zionist and a Jew.  The Jewish community I 
experienced at Cal was unlike any other in regards to its pluralism 
and constant striving to become an even more welcoming place for all 
Jewish students.  My college career was largely defined by my 
involvement at Hillel, and my experiences there influenced me much 
more than any class I took.” 

 
Jed Clampett never changed who he was to fit in better with his new home.  
And neither did Jesse or Devora.  But each of them was always open to what 
their new homes had to offer.  And each added to their new community their 
own wisdom and contribution.   
 
Here’s to the coming end of the fall term and a great winter break.  And 
here’s to your experience at Hillel and on campus, wherever you’re studying, 
being as positive and mutually supportive as were Jesse’s and Devora’s.  
(And the Clampetts in Beverly Hills). 
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A Simple Lesson…  
 

-- by Joyce Sachartoff, Community Event Coordinator, Jewish National Fund 
 
You’ve heard it all your lives…cooperate! Cooperate with your parents, siblings, 
teachers and so on.  Hopefully, as you move out into the world, enter the workplace and 
your relationships grow in number, diversity and complexity, the need for cooperation 
will become more apparent.  In a time when world leaders are searching for a solution 
to violent unrest on so many fronts, it can be argued that cooperation is a pre-requisite 
to peace. 
 
Outstanding examples of cooperation between unlikely partners exist in the Negev 
Desert in Israel. Joe Hess, Vice-President of Governmental Affairs for the Jewish 
National Fund, recently found himself in Petra, Jordan standing in the middle of rock 
and desert. Amazingly, he was looking at Wadi Mussa, a water treatment plant funded 

originally by the U.S. Forest Service. In 1989, 
JNF provided seed money for the formation of the 
International Arid Lands Consortium (IALC). The 
IALC sponsors research by scientist from Israel, 
Egypt, Jordan and the US, involving universities 
from these countries. During it’s most recent 
board meeting the possibility of involving 
researchers from Australia, India, Spain and 
China was discussed. Most fascinating is a 
planned project between Jordan, the Palestinian 
Authority and Israel in a joint effort toward a 
sustainable development opportunity. Now that’s 
cooperation. 

 
As a non-political organization the Jewish National Fund has the unique ability to create 
opportunities for disparate peoples to solve common problems in an environment of 
mutual cooperation. As you take your place in the world at large, as your voices ring 
with greater credibility, remember to let the simple but profound lesson of cooperation 
inform your lives.  
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“all it takes for evil to triumph is good people to do nothing” 
 
On Wednesday, December 20 @ 7:45 PM at STS, join Leila Beckwith (Scholars for Peace in the Middle 
East) and Allyson Taylor (American Jewish Congress, co-founder of StandWithUs.com) for a roundtable 
discussion on how Campus Hate Speech is promoted by your tax dollars, and what you can do to stop it.

 
Kenneth W. Stein, an Emory professor and director of the Emory Institute for the Study of Modern Israel writes: "Most Jewish 
students who arrive on campus know about holidays, traditions, customs, Bible and prayer, but...know little about the modern Israeli 
narrative. This presents a dangerous weakness, for if you do not know the story, you cannot tell it, and you certainly cannot defend it-
-even if you disagree with parts of it." 
 
Everyone involved with College Outreach is working hard to provide you with materials to become a more knowledgeable advocate 
for Israel and Judaism. 

         Alan Tolkoff, Chairman 
         Shomrei Torah Synagogue Men’s Club College Outreach 
         Alan@LMNandS.com
 

        IN THIS ISSUE             
 RESOURCES 

• Israel on Campus Coalition 
• Focus on Israel (pdf attachment) 

 
 FEATURE ARTICLES FROM – 

• “Shalom, Y’All – Rona Kremer 
• Rabbi Richard Camras, Shomrei Torah Synagogue 
• Leila Beckwith, Scholars for Peace in the Middle East 
• “Point/Counterpoint” on Chareidim 

– Lee Carter and Laura Tolkoff 

CONTEST! 
    There were no correct answers last issue. To make this worth your 
time, we have upped the ante: $25 iTunes Gift Card to the first student 
or service person who can answer the following 3 questions: 
 

1) Tell us Rabbi Richard P. Camras’s middle name 
2) Tell us the reference to “Jane you ignorant …..” 

3) Tell us the number of pages in the Focus on Israel 
pamphlet 

Be the first to email Alan@LMNandS.com with the correct answers.
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SHALOM, Y’ALL! SHALOM, Y’ALL! 
By Rona Kremer By Rona Kremer 
  
(Previously published in the October 2006 (Previously published in the October 2006 
Berkeley Jewish Journal) Berkeley Jewish Journal) 
  
 I would understand if y'all had difficulty imagining 
a girl reading Torah with a Southern twang, or a rabbi 
blessing fried chicken at Shabbat dinner. The girl's 
steady voice is not one often heard, and the rabbi's 
regional tradition is seldom understood. But the Southern 
Jewish experience represents a unique and integral 
perspective on what (else) it means to be a Jew in the 
American Diaspora.  
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 This is what I learned last summer while interning 
for the Institute of Southern Jewish Life (ISJL). 
 This is what I learned last summer while interning 
for the Institute of Southern Jewish Life (ISJL). 

My interest led me out to the rural gem of Utica, 
Mississippi, where I spent two months at the ISJL's 
Museum of the Southern Jewish Experience. If you've 
never heard of Utica, it's the site of Henry S. Jacobs 
Camp (affiliated with the Union of Reform Judaism).  
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As an intern, I did plenty of traditional museum-ish stuff 
like giving tours and cataloguing artifacts, but the most 
humbling and growth-inducing engagement was creating 
and putting on museum education programs for 
campers. 
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I offered these kids a part of the strong Jewish 
education and identity I acquired growing up in LA. They 
showed me the beauty of Jewish life and survival. And 
that's when it really hit me: education about Southern 
Jewry is not only important for those within that 
community, but for anyone who wants to understand 
more of what identifying as an American Jew could 
mean. In the bigger picture, it's a history any Jew should 
know to understand our historical trajectory. And in the 
really big picture, this story is about anyone with plural 
identities.   
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For these kids, being a Southern Jew means 
being proselytized and teased at school, sometimes by 
your friends. It means matzoh ball gumbo on the 
holidays, and African American cooks at temple making 
your brisket. It means driving an hour to Sunday School 
in Little Rock, Arkansas, or getting most of your Jewish 
learning at camp. It means being connected to many 
other Jewish Southerners through either blood or 
marriage, and closing down rural businesses started by 
your earliest immigrant ancestor. It usually means being 
Reform. It means a stifling lack of religious resources. 
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It means being forgotten by the rest of American 
Jewry. 

It means being forgotten by the rest of American 
Jewry. 

The pioneer Jews in the South came from 
England in 1733. Being refugees from the Spanish 
Inquisition, they were sent to Savannah, Georgia as part 
of a plan to start a colony of English poor there. Then 
came the immigrant waves, those oft-romanticized 
European Jews who roughed the sketchy ships on the 
high seas to reach the Economic Promised Land. They 
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Joe Erber and the late Meyer Gelman 
stand in front of the ark at Cong. 
Ahavath Rayim in Greenwood, MI, the 
last traditional cong. in the state. state. 
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came and they came. In the 1840's from Western 
Europe (notably German and Alsatian Jews came 
southward), and 40 years later, from Eastern Europe. 
Some arrived through the port of New Orleans and 
settled along the Mississippi River, then an invaluable 
means of attracting and transporting people and 
products. 
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The South beckoned with opportunity for 
peddlers to distribute wares that were harder to come by 
in the largely agricultural region. These merchants went 
by foot, by hoof, and by wheel, crisscrossing farms and 
plantations to scout out the best location to open up 
stores. The "Jew stores," as they were respectfully 
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named, successfully 
filled a significant 
economic niche. Jew 
stores were also unique 
in that they catered to 
blacks as well as 
whites; in fact, some 
stores specifically 
targeted African 
American clientele by 
offering products at 
affordable prices with 
humane customer 
service. 
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religiously distinct 
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groups came head to head WWF style. But this conflict 
shows one of those beautiful things about America: 
these Jews could not only keep whatever religious 
practice they came with, but could also mix their 
traditions, make and break compromises between them, 
and come out more or less a transformed whole. One 
super interesting example of this in the South was what 
went down between the western and eastern Europeans 
over Zionism. While the former hailed assimilation, the 
latter held onto their more flamboyant Judaism, including 
the cause of a Jewish state. After many a debate and 
division, the founding of Israel instilled pride in the Jews 
as a whole, as well as in their non-Jewish neighbors, 
who respected Israel‘s military and supposed heralding 
of the Second Coming. 
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Let's not forget what was going on with the rest of 
the country in between the two immigrant groups. Duh... 
the Civil War. As in the Union army, Jews fought for the 
Confederacy alongside their gentile friends. There's  
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Shalom, Y’All! (continued) 

 

 
evidence of quite a few Jews owning slaves, too (even a 
rabbi!). But the cool thing about the American Jews 
during the War of Northern Aggression (as it's 
sometimes called in the South) is that their bond as Jews 
overrode their regional differences. For example, when 
the South experienced a dearth of matzah during 
Passover, their Northern buddies were more than willing 
to deliver. 

As much as the Jews assimilated and integrated, 
the Civil Rights Movement of the sixties reminds us how 
shaky the acceptance of Southern Jews could be. On 
the one hand, Jews were generally well-received below 
the Mason-Dixon line. After all, the Bible Belt dwellers 
respected those who were as religious (and white) as 
they, not to mention that Jews were the descendants of 
the infamous "chosen" tribe of the Old Testament. On 
the other hand, Jewish people had a strong economic 
and sociopolitical relationship with African-Americans. 
Thus, although there were zillions of Jewish Civil Rights 
activists, very few Southern Jews were willing to risk 
siding with either blacks or whites. Bombings of the 
Jackson, Mississippi temple and a rabbi's home proved 
that Southern Jews weren't totally safe or accepted. 

In my opinion, intolerance of Jews in the South is 
best seen not in such overt acts, but in the degree to 
which Jews have felt they have had to conform.  

Jews have been no exception to the trend of 
urbanization since the 1950's. Small town Jewish 
communities have been slowly dying out, as their Jews 
moved into big cities in the South and elsewhere. You 
can just guess how the Jewish parents responded to 
this: they worried about their children finding marriage 
partners who were MOT (members of the tribe). One 
remedy: a Jewish summer camp, named after 
Southerner Henry S. Jacobs. Camper numbers have 
gone up to more than 400 this summer. The institution 
has been largely responsible for the formation and 
maintenance of Southern kids' Jewish identities. 

But even with a camp, Judaism in the South was 
still lacking rabbis, educators, archives, and collective 
cultural life. In 2000, the Institute of Southern Jewish Life 
popped onto the scene to provide all these services and 
much more. They sent rabbis and teachers to struggling 
Jewish centers, they put on a Jewish Cinema South film 
festival, run a museum (with a few more to come in the 
works), and document the living history of the region. 

While today's Southern Jewish community is in 
some ways much the same as ever, it lives on with a 
new structure that offers huge potential. Today, there are 
approximately 1.2 million Jews in the South, with the 
biggest center in Atlanta, with 140,000 to date. Though 
these are modest numbers, the people I met in the South 
are some of the most intensely committed and 
passionate Jews I have ever encountered. But there is 
so much more that they need from their fellow Jewish 
Americans in order to give all small-town Jews religious 
resources. Now that we at least know they exist, doesn't 
it just make sense for us all to reconnect? 

A letter from Rabbi Camras 
 
Dear students, 

I hope this letter finds you well and that you are 
enjoying school and working hard but not too hard. I want to 
share with you some of my thoughts and reflections on the 
last election; not so much about the politics of the election, 
but rather the process. For those who watch TV or read the 
newspapers, I am sure you were struck, as was I, by the 
amount of negative ads that persisted over the last few 
weeks and months. Instead of truly understanding the 
ideologically and philosophical differences of the 
candidates or initiatives, we were exposed to gossip, 
belittlement, irrelevance, and ad hominem attacks. I 
couldn’t help but think about what our tradition says about 
such verbal attacks. Preston 

In a wonderful book entitled, “Words that Hurt 
Words that Heal”, author and lecturer Joseph Telushkin, 
outlines the power and danger of speech. He finds, after 
researching the ethics of speech, that Judaism offers three 
categories, in ascending order, of how we can hurt people 
when we are speaking about them. The worst thing we can 
do is speak falsely about another that damages their 
reputation. This, I would imagine is not what most of us do. 
The second harmful act is to speak truthfully about another 
person that also damages their reputation. This one, 
unfortunately more people engage in. The most innocent 
thing we do, which according to our tradition is still consi 
dered gossip and therefore wrong, is speaking inoffensively 
about another person. The example that Telushkin offers is: 
I was at so and so’s party and it is amazing what they have 
done with their kitchen. What can be wrong with that? We 
have no idea how the person we say it too understands it. 
For example, “Oh you were invited to the party, why wasn’t 
I invited?” Or, “So really, they spent all that money on a 
new kitchen, is it any wonder when I solicited them for such 
and such an organization, they said they had no money.” 

Even if what we say is good, it can turn out to be 
damaging. There is a Jewish proverb that says, one who 
praises his neighbor in a loud voice in the morning, by the 
evening it will be thought a curse. Even when you begin by 
saying something nice about the person, over time it is 
natural to say something that isn’t so nice. Or what we think 
we say is nice is colored by the perceptions of another. Or, 
when brought into the public eye, under scrutiny, people will 
find something negative to say about you. Isn’t it true that it 
is easier to talk about someone’s negative qualities than it 
is to talk about their positive ones? 

Think for a moment to the last election. If I was to 
mention the name Mark Foley, what would be your 
immediate association? The great work he did as a 
member of our government, or the fact that he solicited a 
male page? What a shame that now and perhaps forever, 
Mark Foley will be associated with just this act.  

It is so important that instead of speaking about 
people, we speak about ideas. Try it. Take a day and really 
focus on what comes out of your mouth and for that matter, 
the mouths of others. See if you can spend one day not 
speaking about another, good or bad because of the 
possible ramifications. And walk away when others speak ill 
about someone else or even when they speak idle chatter. 
We cannot change the world, but we can change ourselves. 
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Anti-Zionism on College Campuses 
By Leila Beckwith, 

Professor emeritus in pediatrics, UCLA 

What does it mean to be a Jewish student now at an American college? There are some 
who think that American college campuses now provide a unique opportunity for Jewish 
students. The good news is that there is no more quota for Jews as students, faculty, or 
administrators. Jews hold high positions at many colleges/universities. Jewish Studies now 
flourish at many campuses, providing the chance for students, if they wish, to educate 
themselves in Jewish history, literature, philosophy, language, and culture. Some campuses 
host Israel Studies.  
 
But the bad news is appalling.  Anti-Semitic incidents, what the federal government and 
many states define as “hate crimes”, although rare, do occur on college campuses, including 
physical threats and violence against Jewish students and swastikas drawn on the doors of 
Jewish students. Hate/bias crimes are defined by the law as crimes against property or 
person in which the doer commits the offense because of the victim's race, ethnic origin, 
religion, sexual orientation, national origin, or disability. Thus, a crime against a person 
(assault, threats, stalking) or a crime against property (graffiti, vandalism) when directed 
specifically against a Jew, because he/she is a Jew, is a hate crime. Hate crimes are 
punished more severely than if bias does not exist, because the U.S. believes that bias 
crimes inflict a larger harm to the fabric of society than do personal crimes (i.e. those not 
targeted to a specific group). Such incidents should be reported to campus police, who are 
obligated to investigate. The college is then required, under federal law, to report such 
incidents to the U.S. Department of Education. The events may also be reported to the FBI 
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that keeps records of national hate crime activity. Anti-Semitism accounts for a majority of 
hate crimes motivated by religious bias in the U.S. 
 
More frequent and more pervasive than hate crimes on college campuses are lies, 
promulgated and accepted as truth, that vilify Zionism and Israel. Some colleges will be 
worse than others. The venom may morph into verbal attacks against all Jews. At that point, 
they become “hate incidents” or “hate speech” and can be reported to campus police but no 
action under state or federal law can be taken against the perpetrators. False charges 
against Israel of colonialism, racism, imperialism, human rights abuses and phrases about 
“the brutal Israeli occupation”, Israel’s “apartheid wall” may be made in classes, campus 
events, and by invited speakers, and accepted by many students and faculty as 
conventional wisdom. The charges derive from intellectual fraud, but go unchallenged by 
most college administrators. Simultaneously, the Islamist threat to Europe, Africa, Asia, the 
United States, and Israel is rarely mentioned. The rhetoric distorts the education of 
American students about the Middle East, violating the fundamental mission of a college to 
teach the truth. 

 

http://israeloncampuscoalition.org/


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Anti-Zionism on Campuses (continued) 

Mainly the anti-Israel/anti-Zionist discourse is not reasoned criticism of the policies of Israel but 
political proselytizing ----that is itself proscribed by the policies of most public universities that do
not allow public university resources to be used to advance a political agenda. By many
universities’ own rules of academic freedom and their own rules that define faculty misconduct,
political opinions can be expressed by faculty if they arise in the pursuit of scholarship but not to
advance a personal political agenda----nor to encourage political activism. When the rhetoric
does not adhere to standards of academic integrity, it compromises scholarship and impedes
teaching that should be concerned with the logic of facts, and not political ideology.  The effect---
even if not the intention—of such rhetoric may fuel a hostile/intimidating environment for Jewish
students. That does violate Title VI of U.S. civil rights law. Such a charge against the University
of California at Irvine, brought by the Zionist Organization of America on the behalf of Jewish
students, is presently being investigated by the U.S. Office of Civil Rights. Although university
administrations have the legal right to use their own free speech to identify bigotry on their
college campuses and to condemn it, and the U.S. Commission on Civil Rights, April, 2006, has
recommended that they exercise such moral leadership, mainly they remain silent. 

Students have other rights specified by the colleges they attend, in addition to those granted
under U.S. civil rights law.  But the asymmetrical power relationship between students and 
faculty make it unpleasant and difficult for students to exercise those rights. Students, at many
colleges, are allowed to express their own opinions, and to correct errors of fact in the
classroom. At many colleges, faculty are proscribed from marking down a student for stating
his/her views. Faculty also may be proscribed from introducing irrelevant political speech into
classrooms. If a faculty member violates these rules, consult the ombudsman if he/she exists on
your campus, or you may file a formal grievance.  Grievance procedures against faculty exist on
many campuses, but they may be difficult to implement, and often are stacked against students.

Organizations do exist to help students with such problems, but you may have to try several
organizations in order to receive assistance. In addition to Hillel, and the Anti-Defamation 
League, there are Stand With Us Campus, www.standwithuscampus.com, and Zionist 
Organization of America Campus, www.zoa.org/campus.htm. The Committee for Accuracy in
Middle East Reporting in America,  www.camera.org, has a section “For Students” that 
publishes guidelines for activism, and informative articles about campuses. 

Two other organizations that help students exercise their rights are Noindoctrination.org  and the
Foundation for Individual Rights in Education “FIRE”). NoIndoctrination.org,
(www.noindoctrination.org ) provides a forum for college students to report courses and
programs that in their opinion contain severe bias or amount to attempts at political indoc-
trination. The Foundation ( www.thefire.org) assists students who have been punished for their
speech. Cases may be submitted to FIRE’s website, and FIRE then determines how best to
assist the student, either through a letter to the college administrator, or to appropriate legal aid.

Jewish students do not need to remain silent. They do not need to tolerate lies against Jews, nor
a campus that makes them fearful of being Jews or supporters of Israel. 

Responding to One-Sided Lectures 
(From ICC) 

StandWithUs (www.standwithus.com) has developed 
a framework for responding to one-sided lectures 
against Israel, called WAARF response. 

W - WRITE to the greater Jewish community 
organizations (as well as non-Jewish pro-Israel 
organizations) when you hear about the one-sided 
classes or lectures being offered. Give everyone the 
date, topic and speakers. Some will attend with you. 
WRITE, also, to the schools administration, 
suggesting that they may not realize that they have 
invited a one-sided panel to address their students. 
Tell them that the community and supporters of the 
school will hold them accountable for the damage 
through biased presentations. Suggest that they 
immediately bring in a knowledgeable speaker with a 
more balanced perspective regarding the Middle East. 
Tell others to write. Give people the e-mail address 
for key staff at the school. 

A - ATTEND the lecture. Be there. Be a witness. 
Take notes. Tape the lecture. 

A - ASK pointed questions. In order to do this, you 
will need to be knowledgeable. Learn the facts. 

R - REVIEW the notes that you took at the lecture 
and write it up. Be fair. Tell the story.  

Don’t minimize, and don’t exaggerate. Send a copy 
to the pro-Israel organizations in your city. Send the 
story to publications. 

F - FOLLOW UP. Send notes to the administration 
expressing your disappointment in their decision to 
host unfair lecturers, as well as a copy of your report. 
Offer to bring in speakers who would give the other 
perspective. Stay respectful. Send a copy of the audio 
tape to the administration with a letter of concern, 
and some examples from the tape. 

 

http://www.standwithus.com/
http://www.standwithuscampus.com/
http://www.zoa.org/campus.htm
http://www.camera.org/
http://www.noindoctrination.org/
http://www.thefire.org/


 
 
 
 

In this issue, we have invited two students to choose a topic of mutual interest, research it, and share different points of view with us. A sort of
“point / counter point”.  They have chosen to tell us about the Chareidim. If you know nothing about them, you are in for a treat. A special 
“Thank you” and Yasher Koach from College Outreach to Laura Tolkoff and Lee Carter for volunteering their valuable time to do this. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

By Laura Tolkoff 
 
 Many Jewish students have a vague notion of the Chareidi.
They have probably heard the term in Israeli political discourse,
perhaps regarding Yigal Amir. They perceive that the Chareidi are a
sect of zealous Jews who do not adhere to the mandatory army
service, do not pay taxes, and yet obtain economic support from the 
Knesset. Reason enough to slight them as quacks, the lunatic fringe,
and perhaps cult-like, right? Wrong.  

We cannot simply discard the Chareidi as zealots based on
these suppositions. Though a recent poll revealed that 37% of Israelis
consider them “the most hated group in Israel,” we must come to
terms with the fact that one of Israel’s most ubiquitous problems is
identity politics, which underlie the fundamental divisions in Israeli
society. What is the significance of the Chareidi in Israel, and how has 
the group emerged as a target of social malice? 

“Chareidi” literally means the “God fearers.” It is a blanket term
that encompasses ultra-orthodox Jews; your everyday Chassid, neo-
orthodox Jews, many Sephardim, and non-Chassidic pietists such as 
the Misnagdim. Though they look like they just arrived from 1840, the
fact is that most of our great grandparents looked exactly like these
people. 

Several misconceptions are embedded in the hostile
connotation of the Chareidim. For instance, many believe that the 
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they are ant
a sect of a m
the Tzahal b
men, believi
marriage. In
Torah and G
the sanctity
emanating” 
victories and
fewer Chare
deferments a

By Lee Carter 

Jane, you ignorant…..let me set you straight! 

What does it mean to be a Charedi Jew?   

 In Hebrew Charedi means anxious. I feel that the word
anxious has a negative connotation. The Charedi say that the word 
is derived from Harada (fear, anxiety), which could be interpreted
as "one who trembles in awe of God" (Isaiah 66:2,5). My view is
that the Charedi are nothing more than a group of hypocritical
freeloaders. This group is considered to be the most theologically 
conservative form of Orthodox Judaism.  

Charedi Jews living in Israel are anti-Zionist. There are 
several reasons for this. The primary basis is the concept of Devine
intervention. They believe that complete Jewish political
independence can only be obtained when the Messiah comes.
Since the Messiah has yet to arrive what will they do in the
meantime?   

In addition to dressing in a fashion that is 200 years old, the
Charedi study torah. Charedi strongly discourage study outside of a 
yeshiva. In fact the only subject a member of the Charedi can
study besides torah is a vocational skill. To ensure the Charedi
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

fusal to serve the compulsory military duty is because
i-Zionist. In truth, that is only factual of the Neturei Karta,
inimal few hundred families. The Chareidi do not serve in
ecause they believe women should not fight alongside

ng in the traditional separation of men and women before
 addition, the Chareidi believe that their intense study of
od’s word contributes to Israel’s existence. They maintain
 of their “sacred studies” and insist that the “virtue
from this occupation is responsible for the Jewish military
 political successes. While it is true that proportionally
idi serve in the army, the Tzahal only issues 22,000
nnually— yet there are 250,000 Chareidim. 

values remain dominant in their lives; watching television, films,
and reading secular newspapers are strongly discouraged.  

Charedi are Israeli citizens, and every Israeli citizen is
required to serve in the military. The Charedi think of themselves
as separate and apart from everyone else, and hide behind the Tal
Law. This law (which is set to expire in 2007) exempts Charedi
Israelis who meet “very specific criteria,” from serving in the
military. Charedi political involvement can be historically linked to
David Ben Gurion, Israel’s first prime minister. He gave 400
religious scholars exemptions from the military. This had a direct 
affect on many aspects of life including buses not operating in Tel
Aviv on Shabbat.  

 



 
And this number—their sheer size—may be what irks Israelis the 

most. The Chareidi believe they are on a mission: to multiply. Not only is 
this a God-given command, but also a form or rebellion to the persecution 
they endured in the twentieth century. The ultra-orthodox Jews were 
easily identifiable with their paes and traditional garb; naturally, they were 
the first people whom the Nazis executed. Their surviving Tzadiks 
(rebbes) have since tried to reconstruct the community, and they have 
been so successful that “you can go to some neighborhoods in New York 
and you won’t hear a word of English, only Yiddish.” And if you believe in 
Jewish plurality, their existence—and their mission—is integral to the 
survival of Jewish peoplehood and culture.  

Size matters in Israeli coalition politics, and the Chareidi’s sizable 
populace can carry considerable weight in the Knesset. Ken Blady, a 
professor at the University of Judaism who was raised ultra-orthodox in 
Crown Heights, said “they sometimes wield more power than they actually 
have, so they will align themselves with whoever listens.” Secular Israelis 
worry that their goals will become too demanding of the Knesset’s 
agenda, particularly their budget.  
 Significant hostility has been imposed on the Chareidi as 
burdensome on the government’s coffers. Some make the accusation that 
they do not pay taxes. However, there is a “highly regressive” 17% tax on 
all goods and services in Israel, from which the Chareidi are certainly not 
exempt. 

 Some argue that the sect drains the state of money to support 
their religious schools. Similarly, the government and media frame the 
financial argument over Yeshivas so as to portray the Chareidi as self-
righteous and demanding. Their needs are seen as mutually exclusive 
compared to national needs, as if the “amount of money going to the 
[Chareidi] is sufficient to pay for all Israel’s defense, education, and health 
needs combined.” Only recently did the coalition parties secure an 
agreement that yeshiva funding will be a regular budget item, rather than 
dependent on budgetary reserves. This agreement will decrease the 
opportunities for the media to depict the community as insistently 
manipulating the treasury.  

Despite such ubiquitous half-truths perpetuated by media and 
much of the secular Jewish community, the Chareidi are not a deviant 
fraternal cult determined to create a fundamentalist Israel. The 
misconceptions about the Chareidi belie their goal to preserve their 
beliefs and lifestyle, so often maligned by insidious prejudice and fear. 
They represent yet another sect of Judaism, which is diverse and 
pluralistic, and should not command any correct or incorrect way of 
practicing the culture. 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

STUDENTS! 
 

In our recent survey, you told us you wanted to see more  
articles by students.  Please volunteer your valuable  

time to write and contribute! 
 
 

Don’t forget: 
 

December 20th

7:45PM @ STS 

The United Torah Judaism (the Charedi political party) has
had such a controversial role in Israeli politics that they have on
many occasions upset the NRP (National Religious Party, Israel’s 
orthodox political party.). The Charedi, who do not even recognize
Israel’s existence, demand accommodations like subsidies, and
medical care from Israel. They also have the chutzpah to ask
(muscle) cell phone companies in Israel to create special phones 
for them.  As a result, Israeli cell phone makers have designed a
cell phone with limited capabilities so that they will not be
distracted from their studies with text messaging, photos, etc. 
 

I do believe the Charedi take advantage of the state of 
Israel, however they do influence the Jewish people in a positive
way. They are family centered and they do continue the traditions
of our people.  Although I feel there are better ways of doing so. 
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Tu B’Shevat – the fifteenth day of Shevat – the New Year for trees, or as I like to call it, the original Earth Day. We celebrate by  
planting trees in, and eating fruit indigenous to, Israel. In cooperation with JNF, STS College Outreach has purchased  
40 trees to be planted in Israel:  one for each student and service person enrolled in the Men’s Club program. You  
will receive your Tree Certificate shortly.  

 
Tu B’Shevat also marks the beginning of a new tithing year. Tithing is of course, a component of tzadaka. Some of 
you met last month at the home of Rabbi & Carolyn Camras over a wonderful Shabbat meal to discuss in part, how 
best to use the money collectively raised in your tzadaka boxes. While no agreement was reached, I urge you to 
consider supporting your local Hillel. 
 
In this special issue of Kesher, we have articles by students, Rabbis and parents. Something for everyone! 

                             
 
By Rona D. Kremer – UC Berkeley - Sophomore 

 
Along with 8 other Berkeley Hillelites, and over 60 more Jewish 

participants from such universities as NYU, Brandeis, Binghamton, 
Wesleyan, I spent a week of my winter break "repairing and rebuilding" the 
hurricane-ridden Gulf Coast city of Biloxi, Mississippi. Sleeping between 
church pews beneath a stained-glass crucifix was an experience in itself, but 
the real fun took place up on the rooftops of devastated homes in an 
impoverished neighborhood not far from the ocean's mouth.  We worked in 
teams that brought together students from multiple campuses to re-roof 10 
houses over the course of our 7-day stay. With the guidance of retired 
construction workers from the Presbyterian Disaster Alliance, we stripped 
destroyed shingles, lay felt paper, and aligned new shingles to churn out 
happy new roofs for the needy. 

The trip was just as hands-on in respect to the myriad opportunities 
to interact with people involved at all levels of the Hurricane Katrina crisis: 
we heard from representatives from the Federal Emergency Management 
Agency (FEMA), which scantily supplies victims with tarps, temporary 
trailers, and ridiculously low financial support; we spoke to staff of Hands 
On USA (a volunteer organization that accepts just about everyone), as well 

as local religious leaders who worked for the local Interfaith Task Force 
and nationwide Presbyterian Disaster Alliance, we interrogated medical 
clinic and grocery distribution center volunteers, asked questions of local 
employees, learned from former and current residents, and shared 
experiences and motivations with other volunteers helping to rebuild 
homes. The visit was also Jewishly engaging, especially the celebration of 
Shabbat with Jewish students from across the country, as well as local 
Jewish and non-Jewish residents of the area. We also had a chance to get 
our hands on slot machines and a local jazz band at a newly rebuilt casino 
on Saturday night. 

As elaborate as the crisis response network might seem, it may take 
up to ten years to fully restore the Gulf Coast region's body and its soul. 
Regardless of how many pictures of debris we'd seen before coming to 
Mississippi, and despite our prior knowledge about the desperate situation 
there, we were taken aback by how much work still needed to be done. We 
remembered those newspaper shots of piled wreckage in our mind's eye, 
but we saw those images multiplied a thousand-fold when driving through 
miles of dilapidated buildings and waterlogged personal belongings. It felt 
almost overwhelming, even intimidating, but our experience proved the 
stereotype of southern gentility; people driving by our crews would stop to 



profusely thank us for our work, and thank Jesus for the blessing of having 
us there. What we did made a difference not only to specific homeowners, 
but the entire community absorbed our positive charge of support, and 
gained the hope that their lives would soon be made more whole, despite 
their tragic losses. As media coverage of the oft-homeless hurricane victims 
drastically subsides, one of the biggest needs of such communities is more 
volunteers. See if your Hillel is taking an alternative break to the Gulf Coast 
over spring or summer vacation, and if not, there are plenty of other 
organizations you can volunteer with (check out hilllel.org). May we all 
help to rebuild and repair in our own ways, to give back the lives and 
integrity of our fellow citizens. 
  ________________________________ 
 
By Rabbi Sue Laikin Shifron 
  Executive Director - Helene G. Simon Hillel Center 
 
 My bubbe died close to two years ago. Bubbe’s death was the 
end of an era for our family. Yet, her story and the lessons of her life 
are ageless and timeless and will live on through my life and my 
actions.   

She taught me, and probably all of us in my family, the 
fundamental Jewish concept of the importance of each of us and the 
meaning of true caring. I was talking with one of my friends and 
described how important it is to me that Hillel at Indiana University is 
a home away from home for Jewish students. I told my friend that 
creating a home is about making each person who walks through the 
door feel special and feel like they have someone who cares about 
them. It is not only about how the building looks, but also about how 
we treat everyone who walks through the door, having food 
available, creating a special atmosphere, and even delivering free 
matzah ball soup to those who are feeling under the weather. Bubbe 
knew and taught me by example what it means to create a true 
home and community. I have internalized this lesson that bubbe had 
exemplified. It isn’t about the shoes or clothes we wear, it is about 
spending time together and letting each other know that we matter. 
We care about every person and try to take care of each student at 

Hillel because every student matters and is 
important to us. Each one of us is priceless! 
are created in the Divine image. Each one of us
matters. Our lives count. Our lives matter. 

We 
 

 
Rabbi Jonathan Hecht said, “We live in a 

time where there is more information at our 

disposal than ever before. We live in a time where the mysteries of 
genetics are being unraveled. We are cloning sheep and making 
mice smarter. Using incredible technologies, we can view inside the 
human body without an incision. We can be in contact with others 
half way around the globe with cellular telephones”. We have more 
communication devices, bigger, better possessions, more shopping 
malls, more cars to drive so we can reach one another, yet there is 
far too much depression and loneliness in our society. Too many of 
us don’t know how, don’t make time to, or forget to connect with one 
another. 
  In our modern world, we sometimes forget the essential 
Jewish teaching that my bubbe exemplified, to remember that we 
are important and each person matters. Take the time to build 
relationships with those around us. Take the time to remember what 
is most important at the end of the day—that we have people in our 
lives that matter to us, that we are part of a community and a world. 
Ultimately it is the people, not the things in our lives that matter. 
When we find the essential divinity in every person, we find meaning 
in our own lives. 

There are 5485 verses in a Torah scroll, tens of thousands of 
words and more than 700,000 handwritten letters. If any one letter of 
the Torah is smudged or erased, that Torah scroll is pasul, not 
kosher. A Hasidic teaching holds that each letter of the Torah stands 
for one human soul. God needs each one to create sentences and 
books—the ideas and ideals—which lead to the transformation of 
the world and the effort needed to make dreams come true. Each of 
us has the potential to complete the world, and our presence is both 
vital and imperative. Just as every letter of the Torah is critical to 
understanding it and to its wholeness, so is each and every one of 
us important to the world. Every single letter has a soul. Each one of 
us has the potential to transform the world.  
 Each one of us has the ability to make a difference in this 
world and in the life of another person. Every one of can look into the 
eyes of those around us and remember that each person matters. 
Each one of us is a reflection of the Divine and we can show that 
everyday in the way that we treat ourselves and those around us. 
Just as Bubbe is my past, my ancestor, so I will be 
the ancestor of my children and their children’s 
children. The acts that we do today are the legacy 
of future generations. Our actions matter!!!! We can
make a difference and we will be remembered for 
those actions by future generations. 



Jewish Life at Northeastern University 
By Marcus Moché - Freshman 

 
Upon my arrival at Northeastern University last 
September, I was a bit apprehensive. After all, years 
of Hebrew School, sermons, and parental wisdom all 
warned me that college was a veritable cesspool of 
anti-Jewish sentiment. Moreover, all of these sources 
suggested I spend lots of time in the campus Hillel 
to "build up my defenses," as it were. 
 
Four months later, my opinion of Jewish sentiment 
on campus has been completely altered. I have 
encountered a total of zero anti-Jewish student 
groups, have had no problems with any individuals, 
and feel completely safe. This is a great comfort, 
since not every Jewish college freshman wants to 
nestle under the protective wings of Hillel. 
 
There are many ways to participate in Jewish life on 
campus without walking to Hillel everyday. For 
example, a group of Northeastern students, along 
with a group of students at MIT, sponsor "Jews on 
Ice," an organization which brings Jewish students to 
the Boston Common for free skating. There are 
other groups with more strategic goals, such as 
"Students for Israel," whose weekly chapter 
meetings include speakers from both sides of the 
Israeli-Palestinian conflict as well as lively debates 
with other faith-based organizations. Or, for those 
with an interest in Greek life, there are, indeed, 
Jewish fraternities. Alpha Epsilon Pi and Zeta Beta 
Tau are two examples. AEPi, in particular, conducts 
its pledge and initiation ceremonies in Hebrew and 
helps build a sense of brotherhood among Jewish 
students. There is even a kosher meal plan available, 
and many students take part. 
 
I was fortunate enough to have been part of the STS 
trip to Israel last summer, just before moving away 
to college. Though I'm not much of a meat fan 
myself, one of my memories will always be of my 
Dad and our friend, Al Alfasso, searching for the 
perfect schwarma. Just steps away from campus, on 
Huntington Avenue, is Boston Schwarma. It looks 
like it could be in Tel Aviv or Jerusalem... until you 
look more closely at the sign in the window: Strictly 
Hallal Meat. Boston has a large Arab and Muslim 
population; Boston will soon be home to one of the 
largest mosques in the United States. Nearly all of 
the convenience stores, markets, and liquor stores 
(or so I’ve been told) surrounding the Northeastern 
campus have female proprietors who wear the 
traditional Muslim head covering. It can be 
intimidating at times, particularly during times of 

Mideast tenseness. It is comforting to know that 
Brookline, erstwhile home of the Kennedy family and 
now the “Fairfax Avenue of Boston,” is a short ride 
away on the Green Line. 
 
Most of my friends at STS attended El Camino High 
or Calabasas High, both schools with large Jewish 
populations. I did not. My school was predominantly 
Asian. For a time, I was an honorary Korean! So for 
me, seeking out Jews has always been a required 
activity. As luck would have it, one of my two 
roommates is Jewish. Jewish life is where you find it, 
and I’ve always been able to find it without joining a 
“Jewish group.” 
 
Am I a member of Hillel? Yes, in the same way that 
many are members of synagogues. That is, I pay my 
dues and I attend services when the fancy strikes 
me. So parents, don’t despair if your college-bound 
kids have ignored your pleas to be part of Hillel. That 
doesn’t mean they’ve chosen to join cult. Perhaps 
they, like I, have found alternative ways to maintain 
their connections to Jewish life.  
 
 _______________________________ 
 
 

Father’s view of College and Tu B'Shevat 
By Morris Benoun 

 
What is a father thinking about when their son or 
daughter goes away to college? I reflected on my 
daughter’s life from that miraculous day she was 
born. Often mothers experience postpartum 
depression, but rarely does anybody claim that 
fathers get it too. I felt depressed about a week 
later not because of all the diaper changing but 
because I was thinking about how we are going 
fund four years of a college education! So after all 
the planning, soccer games, dance classes, track 
meets, campus visits, and finally high school 
graduation, I felt I was ready for the big 
departure. Obviously, was more than ready to get 
out of the house. Success!  
 
Now you are wondering what this has to do with 
Tu B'Shevat. College Outreach program is planning 
to plant a tree in Israel in your honor. Just as your 
parents planted seeds and nurtured you. So you 
are very similar to trees. Just remember not to 
stray too far away from your roots as you are 
experiencing college. May you be well and peace 
be with you. 



Dear Chevre, 
 
For those of you who joined us at our house 
a couple of weeks ago, we thoroughly 
enjoyed seeing you and hearing about your 
wonderful college experiences. For those of 
you who wished to join us but were unable 
due to scheduling, we hope to do this again 
in future years. Carolyn and I always love to 
hear about how you are doing at school and 
you are always welcome to email me at shul: 
mailto:rcamras@shomreitorahsynagogue.org
 
I was at the installation of the new President 
of the Rabbinical Assembly the other night 
where Rabbi Harold Schulweis spoke. He is 
the rabbi emeritus of VBS and one of the 
great rabbis of our generation. He has single-
handedly changed the nature of American 
Judaism. He began the Chavurah program at 
synagogues, started the para-professionals, 
began the Righteous Gentiles Foundation 
and has most recently began Jewish World 
Watch (JWW). The goal of JWW is for the 
Jewish Community to involve itself in a 
significant way in fighting worldwide injustice, 
genocide, and slavery etc. – all the ills of 
society. 
 
In beginning this organization, he focused his 
congregation on the Jewish values inherent 
in fixing the world. He reminded his audience 
that the first question asked by God to 
humanity was “aiyeka,” meaning where are 
you. Spoken to Adam and Eve after eating 
from the Tree, God wanted them to take 
responsibility for their actions. The first 
question asked by a human in the Torah is 
by Cain when responding to God’s query, he 
says, “Am I thy brother’s keeper?” Taken 
together, these questions form the basis of  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(Letter from Rabbi Camras, continued) what it 
means to be a Jew in the world. Yes we are 
our brother’s keepers; all our brothers and 
sisters. When we recite the words in the 
second paragraph of the Aleyun, “litaken 
olam b’malchut Shadai, to fix the world under 
God’s Rulership, we mention the whole 
world, not just the Jewish world. And God 
calls out to us daily, “where are we.” What 
have we done and what are we doing to 
rectify the evil in this world. 

 
 
 

To David, About His Education 
 

Howard Nemerov 
 
The world is full of mostly invisible things, 

And there is no way but putting the mind’s eye, 

Or its nose, in a book, to find them out, 

Things like the square root of Everest 

Or how many times Byron goes into Texas, 

Or whether the law of the excluded middle 

Applies west of the Rockies. For these 

And the like reasons, you have to go to school 

And study books and listen to what you are told, 

And sometimes try to remember. Though I don’t know

What you will do with the mean annual rainfall 

On Plato’s Republic, or the calorie content 

Of the Diet of Worms, such things are said to be 

Good for you, and you will have to learn them 

In order to become one of the grown-ups 

Who sees invisible things neither steadily nor whole, 

But keeps gravely the grand confusion of the world 

Under his hat, which is where it belongs, 

And teaches small children to do this in their turn. 
 

From War Stories: Poems About Long Ago and Now 
Reprinted by permission of Margaret Nemerov 

 
Living as we do in a global village, we cannot 
turn a blind eye to the horrific acts of murder, 
rape and dislocation of the people of Darfur 
and elsewhere. Our brothers and sisters are 
crying out to us and we must respond in the 
affirmative. Your voices on college campuses 
worldwide are essential in motivating our 
government to do something to stop the 
genocide in Sudan. As I write this, students 
at the UC campuses have been petitioning 
the Regents to divest from Sudan in protest 
to the crimes against humanity that are being 
perpetrated daily. Join in the protests. Raise 
your Jewish voices to become the 
conscience of the world and say stop. This is 
not behavior that anyone will stand for. 
 
Share with your friends and with us here at 
Shomrei Torah synagogue what you are 
doing to help fight injustice in this world. Join 
JWW, http://www.sswt.org/jewishworldwatch/
and make a difference. 
 
Wishing you all a meaningful, productive and 
worthwhile semester at school. 
 
B’shalom, 
 
Rabbi Camras 

mailto:rcamras@shomreitorahsynagogue.org
http://www.sswt.org/jewishworldwatch/


 

Trees and More 
By Joyce Sachartoff,  

Event/Campaign Coordinator, JNF 
 
So I’m at my desk at work, bleary eyed after the previous nights 4th Annual 
Jewish National Fund Tu B’Shevat Seder. Over 700 people attended, the 
headline entertainer was flown in from Israel, there was food (of course), a 
wine tasting, a fine art sale, raffle prizes, etc., etc. Now I’m sitting here with a 
mild case of brain freeze, trying to write this article, thinking, “OK, what’s the 
deal with trees?” There’s the “Tree of Life”, the “Tree of Knowledge”, the 
family tree and so on. Israel is the only country on the planet that ended the 
millennium with more trees than it started the millennium with.  Israeli 
astronaut Ilan Ramon, of blessed memory, asked that even more trees be 
planted. 
 
Certainly the tree is a treasure trove of symbolism. We eat its fruit; we take 
refuge in the shade of its branches. We plant a tree and its roots become our 
roots. This past summer, on my first trip to Israel, I saw mile after mile of 
orchards and I learned that where an orchard goes, a community grows. I saw 
forests and groves planted by JNF and reservoirs funded by JNF.  
 
Now the JNF embarks on a new initiative called Blueprint Negev. Along with 
the government of Israel, we will help make David Ben Gurion’s vision a 
reality. The JNF is committed to developing the agricultural infrastructure 
needed to sustain new and existing communities throughout the Negev. My 
family and I spent four days in the Negev and what we saw was amazing. We 
went to the ecological community of Kibbutz Lotan in the Southern Arava, 
home to over 160 men, women and children. There we met Steve, a pomelo 
farmer who came to the Negev 26 years ago from Long Island, NY. We visited 
Aleh Negev, a residential rehabilitation center for brain-damaged adults. The 
man who spearheaded and now runs this facility just happened to be the first 
soldier to set foot in Entebbe. He lost a brother in the war in 1968 and 5 family 
members in the Passover massacre in Netanya. His spirit and drive represents 
the modern day pioneers spirit that we found as we toured the Negev. 
 
In conclusion, when you support the vital mission of the Jewish National Fund, 
you validate the vision of the past and the dreams of the future. The direct 
result of over 100 years of work can be seen all over Israel. Just look for the 
blue and green signs that seem to be everywhere; they signify a JNF/KKL 
project funded by your parents, grandparents and maybe even your great-
grandparents. Keep it going people; it’s a family thing… 
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There is a blog gaining traction on the Internet and in the news media, written by a recent UCLA graduate who joined the military. His name is 
Mark Daily. You may have seen it. It’s basically an open letter answering the question why he joined the military. Of course, we are not 
suggesting you drop out of school and join the military, though finals week might make this seem like a viable option. His message is crucial to 
understand: kol israel aravim zeh ba zeh – all Jews are responsible for one another and by extension “don’t stand idly by the blood of your 
neighbor”, and even Hillel’s famous maxim “if I am only for myself what am I? If not now, when?” 
 
As Jews, we are required to take responsibility for our actions (and inactions), and ultimately the actions of others: we ARE, our brothers (and 
sisters) keepers. We don’t make the world a better place by what we say or believe….we do it by what we do. Tell us what YOU are doing. 
 
Sunday, October 29, 2006 
Current Mood:  Optimistic  
 
Why I Joined: 
 
This question has been asked of me so many times in so many 
different contexts that I thought it would be best if I wrote my 
reasons for joining the Army on my page for all to see.  
 
First, the more accurate question is why I volunteered to go to 
Iraq. After all, I joined the Army a week after we declared war on 
Saddam's government with the intention of going to Iraq. Now, 
after years of training and preparation, I am finally here. 
 
Much has changed in the last three years. The criminal Ba'ath 
regime has been replaced by an insurgency fueled by Iraq's 
neighbors who hope to partition Iraq for their own ends. This is 
coupled with the ever-present transnational militant Islamist 
movement, which has seized upon Iraq as the greatest way to kill 
Americans, along with anyone else they happen to be standing 
near. What was once a paralyzed state of fear is now the staging 
ground for one of the largest transformations of power and 
ideology the Middle East has experienced since the collapse of 
the Ottoman Empire. Thanks to Iran, Syria, and other 
enlightened local actors, this transformation will be plagued by 

interregional hatred and genocide. And I am now in the center of 
this. 

Is this why I joined?  
 
Yes. Much has been said about America's intentions in 
overthrowing Saddam Hussein and seeking to establish a new 
state based upon political representation and individual rights. 
Many have framed the paradigm through which they view the 
conflict around one-word explanations such as "oil" or 
"terrorism," favoring the one which best serves their political 
persuasion. I did the same thing, and anyone who knew me 
before I joined knows that I am quite aware and at times 
sympathetic to the arguments against the war in Iraq. If you 
think the only way a person could bring themselves to volunteer 
for this war is through sheer desperation or blind obedience then 
consider me the exception (though there are countless like me). 
 
I joined the fight because it occurred to me that many modern 
day "humanists" who claim to possess a genuine concern for 
human beings throughout the world are in fact quite content to 
allow their fellow "global citizens" to suffer under the most 
hideous state apparatuses and conditions. Their excuses used to 
be my excuses. When asked why we shouldn't confront the 
Ba'ath party, the Taliban or the various other tyrannies 
throughout this world, my answers would allude to vague notions 
of cultural tolerance (forcing women to wear a veil and stay 



indoors is such a quaint cultural tradition), the sanctity of 
national sovereignty (how eager we internationalists are to throw 
up borders to defend dictatorships!) or even a creeping suspicion 
of America's intentions. When all else failed, I would retreat to 
my fragile moral ecosystem that years of living in peace and 
liberty had provided me. I would write off war because civilian 
casualties were guaranteed, or temporary alliances with illiberal 
forces would be made, or tank fuel was toxic for the 
environment. My fellow "humanists" and I would relish contently 
in our self righteous declaration of opposition against all military 
campaigns against dictatorships, congratulating one another for 
refusing to taint that aforementioned fragile moral ecosystem 
that many still cradle with all the revolutionary tenacity of the 
members of Rage Against the Machine and Greenday. Others 
would point to America's historical support of Saddam Hussein, 
sighting it as hypocritical that we would now vilify him as a thug 
and a tyrant. Upon explaining that we did so to ward off the 
fiercely Islamist Iran, which was correctly identified as the 
greater threat at the time, eyes are rolled and hypocrisy is 
declared. Forgetting that America sided with Stalin to defeat 
Hitler, who was promptly confronted once the Nazis were 
destroyed, America's initial engagement with Saddam and other 
regional actors is identified as the ultimate argument against 
America's moral crusade.  
 
And maybe it is. Maybe the reality of politics makes all political 
action inherently crude and immoral. Or maybe it is these 
adventures in philosophical masturbation that prevent people 
from ever taking any kind of effective action against men like 
Saddam Hussein. One thing is for certain, as disagreeable or as 
confusing as my decision to enter the fray may be, consider what 
peace vigils against genocide have accomplished lately. Consider 
that there are 19 year old soldiers from the Midwest who have 
never touched a college campus or a protest who have done 
more to uphold the universal legitimacy of representative 
government and individual rights by placing themselves between 
Iraqi voting lines and homicidal religious fanatics. Often times it 
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of who live under the regimes that have, in my opinion, been 
legitimately targeted for destruction. Some have allowed their 
resentment of the President to stir silent applause for setbacks
Iraq. Others have ironically decried the war because it has tied 
up our forces and prevented them from confronting criminal 
regimes in Sudan, Uganda, and elsewhere. 
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n digesting this posting, please I

commitment to overthrow Saddam Hussein and his sons ex
before the current administration and would exist into our future 
children's lives had we not acted. Please remember that the 
problems that plague Iraq today were set in motion centuries ag
and were up until now held back by the most cruel of cages. 
Don't forget that human beings have a responsibility to one another 
and that Americans will always have a responsibility to the 
oppressed. Don't overlook the obvious reasons to disagre
the war but don't cheapen the moral aspects either. Assisting a 
formerly oppressed population in converting their torn society 
into a plural, democratic one is dangerous and difficult business
especially when being attacked and sabotaged from literally 
every direction. So if you have anything to say to me at the end 
of this reading, let it at least include "Good Luck". 
 
Mark Daily. 

My Blog

*  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 
 
hursday, January 17, unty Register reports T  2007 The Orange Co

that Army 2LT Mark Daily was killed in action in Iraq this week. 
An IED killed him and three of his soldiers in 
Mosul while they were serving with the 4th 
Brigade Combat Team, 1st Cavalry Division. 
2LT Daily joined the Army through UCLA’s 
Army ROTC program, graduating in 2005 as 
that program's Distinguished Military 
Graduate.



Want more information?  NPR has broadcast a whole week's worth of installments on the 
history of the sectarian divide in Islam – among the Shia and the Sunnis. "The United States 
is immersed more deeply than ever in the Muslim world's sectarian divide. A five-part series 
explores the split between Shia and Sunnis, from its origins shortly after the death of 
Muhammed in the seventh century to the modern-day upheaval in Iraq. The series is an 
attempt to provide some answers about the origins of the Sunni-Shia split in Islam, the 
religious and historical differences, how Iran became Shiite, and how the events of the past 
century have made the politics and conflicts involving Shiism so important in the lives of so 
many Americans."  Check out the transcripts at NPR Transcripts. 
 

*  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

College Outreach and STS have three free programs for you in March 
 
TUESDAY, March 6, 2007 at 8:00 PM 
Guest lecturer:  DANIEL PIPES 
Director of the Middle East Forum and a prize-winning columnist 
Topic: Vanquishing the Islamist Enemy 

Who is the enemy in what is called the war on terror? What are our war goals? Mr. Pipes argues 
that radical Islam (not “terrorism” or “extremism”) is the enemy; and that the West’s goals must be 
to (1) defeat it and (2) replace it with a moderate form of Islam. Daniel Pipes also makes the 
counter-intuitive argument that non-violent radical Islam is ultimately more dangerous than the 
violent sort. Along the way, he provides an in-depth analysis of radical Islam. 

Last month while speaking at UC Irvine, Mr. Pipes was disrupted by members of MSU (Muslim 
Student Union). Please see the attached response by the Zionist Organization of America. 
 
WEDNESDAY, March 28, 2007 at 7:45 PM 
For Parents AND their College Students 
 – We are pleased to bring dynamic speaker and Associate Director & co-founder of StandWithUs, 
Allyson Rowen Taylor, back for continued discussion on Campus Anti-Semitism and the tools to 
respond: Tolerating Intolerance. 

RIDAY, March 30, 2007 
or College Students 
 Rabbi Camras and Carolyn will again open their home to you for Shabbat dinner and 
iscussion. It’s a chance for you to catch up with them and each other. Time to be arranged. 

For Shabbat dinner, PLEASE RSVP
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 to Alan by March 22 at Alan@LMNandS.com  

*  *  *  *  *  *  *  * 

here is still time to submit your story telling us what you did over winter break to help make the 
orld a better place. Please e-mail them to me by April 15 so that we can publish your articles and 
ictures in the next Kesher. @ 

T
w
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…….Alan Tolkoff, Chairman 
…….Shomrei Torah Synagogue Men’s Club College Outreach 
…….Alan@LMNandS.com
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“Music has been my constant companion from the day that, as a sophomore in high school, I discovered classical 
music at a one-dollar Handel concert given by Alexander Schneider and his chamber group at Carnegie Hall. 
Through my life’s happiest and darkest moments, great music has been there to cheer me and console me, to 
bring me back to earth when I was flying too high, and to lift me when I had sunk too low. In my younger years, 
Schubert provided expressions of angst, Beethoven gave strength, and Mozart provided serenity; now in middle 
age, Haydn gives me refuge from life’s stresses, and Bach brings me closer to God." Dennis Prager 

 

by Emily Dwass 

Last month our college freshman daughter went into a mosh pit, 
where she got moshed, breaking her wrist in two places.  Her dad 
and I obviously weren’t happy about the injury, but we understood 
why it happened. She wasn’t there to intentionally get hurt; she got 
knocked over while doing something she loves, listening to a band. 
 
Our daughter has been into music for years, listening to it, reading 
about it and playing it on piano and guitar. At college, she has her 
own radio show. Although she doesn’t yet know what job she’ll 
pursue, it seems clear that music will help guide her on the road to a 
career. 
 
Figuring out what you want to “be” when you grow up isn’t always 
easy. When I was a college student and it came time to declare a 
major, I had no clue what to pick. I rapidly descended into meltdown 
mode, staying up all night, studying the course catalogue. Should I 
be a social worker or a teacher, a psychologist or a lawyer?  
 
It was my father, of blessed memory, who set me straight, advising: 

“Study something you can get excited about.” 
He explained that college wasn’t the time to 
worry about earning a living, it was a time to 
learn. He encouraged me to take classes for 
enjoyment, not for my future bank account. 

I followed his advice and chose the least practical major in the 
catalogue --- creative writing. I enjoyed every minute of those 
classes and still cherish the memories of studying with some 
wonderful novelists and poets. I went from writing short stories, to 
journalism school, to stints on newspapers and magazines. Not every 
job was fun, some were actually kind of awful. But each new 
experience was a valuable stepping stone in bringing me to a writing 
career in Los Angeles, something I never could have imagined back 
in college in Illinois. 
 
That’s what great about studying what you love --- it can lead you to 
unexpected places and adventures.  
 
I realize, of course, that not all parents are as enlightened as my 
father was. If every person in your family is a dentist, and you’re 
expected to one day join the family practice, you might not be 
greeted with enthusiasm when you announce that what you really 
want to do is go to Clown College. 
 
But if that’s what you want, or at least what you think you want, 
then you owe it to yourself to give it a try. 
 
Or, to put it another way, you should dance to 
the music that’s right for you.  Even if that music 
sometimes gets you knocked over in a mosh pit.  
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Thelonious Monk 

Stephen Dobyns 

For Michael Thomas 
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rom COMMON CARNAGE by Stephen Dobyns, 
 Stephen Dobyns, Used by permission of Penguin, 

 Group (USA) Inc. 

http://musicstore.connect.com/album/500/000/000/000/010/077/769/500000000000010077769.html
http://www.bluenote.com/detail.asp?SelectionID=10459


Smell the Roses 
by Joel Amromin 
 
Why are you in college? In addition to preparing for a career, 
another good reason is to broaden your perspectives and 
experience. But career preparation has become an all-
encompassing goal. As colleges and universities become more like 
high-end vocational schools, the concept of a “liberal arts” education 
has taken a second seat. 
 
The arts (fine art, music, theater, and dance) are critical to a society. 
President John F. Kennedy said “Together let us explore the stars, 
conquer the deserts, eradicate disease, tap the ocean depths, and 
encourage the arts and commerce.” To that end, he created the US 
Commission of Fine Arts. Unlike the United States, governments in 
Europe heavily subsidize artists and arts education. In recent years, 
however, the arts have taken a big hit in the United States, not only 
in all levels of education, but in the availability of reasonably priced 
art for the masses. Tickets for an opera or play in Los Angeles can 
easily run over $100 per seat. Tickets for a Stones concert can 
command even higher prices. 
 
So how can you do more to bring more of the arts into your life? You 
may be on a tough career track, but take some time for arts classes 
at your college or university. Just about every institution offers art 
and music appreciation classes. Many offer a wide range of music, 
theater, and dance performance classes.  
 
Here are some reasons to study the arts in addition to your regular 
studies. These examples relate to music, but can be generalized 
to other arts forms. 
 

• Studying music is fun, especially if you take a “practical” 
class, such as piano or guitar. Maybe having fun is the  
most important reason. There’s some truth to “All work and 
no play makes Jack a very dull boy.” If you don’t have fun 
now, you may not have the time for fun later. So, if you’re 
inclined, study an instrument or join a chorus.  

 

• A music appreciation class will enhance your enjoyment of 
music. Music is hard to define, but perhaps the best definition 
I ever heard was “Music is the principles of design applied to 
sound.” Pretty broad, isn’t it. In a music appreciation class, 
you’ll learn some of those principles. You’ll learn how to hear 
and appreciate the form and structure in music. Being able to 
identify these and other elements of music will make the 
music more enjoyable and meaningful and will prepare you 
for exciting discussions about music with others. Anecdote: 
Last night we went to a recital of Christopher O’Riley playing 
his classical piano interpretations of the late rock musician 
Elliot Smith’s music, including a short interlude of two George 
Harrison tunes. After the concert, while O’Riley signed a copy 
of his CD for us, I mentioned that the first Harrison tune, 
“Within You and Without You,” had a lot of Claude Debussy 
mixed into it. O’Riley was delighted by my comment and it 
created a bit of a relationship between us. 

 
• Studying music in the context it was written improves your 

knowledge in many other areas. Music appreciation includes 
learning how politics, religion, science, and other fields have 
shaped the music, and vice versa. 

 
• Music is a language. Learning this language facilitates 

learning of other languages, such as computer programming 
languages or math. It’s no coincidence that a very large 
percentage of computer programmers and mathematicians 
are also musicians. 

 
So while you’re working for a degree in an area like engineering, 
business, or political science, take some time to smell the roses. 
Study and enjoy music, fine art, theater, and dance. Make the arts 
an important part of your life. You’ll no doubt be a happier and better 
person for it. 
 
Now a quick word for the arts majors who are spending all their time 
in arts classes. Don’t forget to take some classes like science, 
philosophy, history, and business. It’s just as important for you to 
broaden your own horizons so that you’ll become the complete 
person others can become by studying your specialty. It works both 
ways.  



by Bob Carroll – FJMC Keruv Consultant 
 
When I was a young man, I spent a great deal of time exploring my inner 
self. I tried to find a place in this world by creating my own identity, which 
would allow me to stand apart from others; to be my own man. As I grew 
older, I thought that my place was not on an island, but rather in a 
community of like-minded people. I sought out those who shared my 
image of the world; people with similar politics and religion.   
 
Today I find myself seeking a better understanding of who I am by 
searching for a better understanding of my religion. I suppose that I’m 
taking a more “global” look at myself and how I relate to people. I’ve 
been reading some books lately that in an earlier stage of my life I would 
have ignored. In fact, when I was in college, I was so engrossed in my 
studies that I never would have thought of opening a book that was not a 
business or law text book. I regret that in shunning books like the ones 
that I’m about to list for you I stunted my own development. The books 
I’ve been reading lately explore the foundations of Judaism and the two 
other dominant Western religions, Christianity and Islam.  Each of these 
three religions share a common element; each is monotheistic and 
includes in its lineage our Patriarch Abraham. Regrettably, although each 
lays claim to Abraham and shares the concept of monotheism, the three 
religions are often at odds with each other. 
 
I started my current Judaic exploration with a book written by Bruce 
Feiler, titled Abraham; after all, since all three western religions claim 
Abraham as their own, why not start with him?  From there, I read Feiler’s 
books Walking the Bible and Where God Was Born. For me, each 
book significantly advanced my exploration of my religion, but still I was 
not grasping the importance that religion has played in human 
development. 
 
When I came upon a book by Richard Elliott Friedman titled Who Wrote 
the Bible? I began to develop a better understanding of the progression 
of religious development. The Jewish religion has experienced remarkable 
transformation over the thousands of years after Abraham. In reading 
Friedman’s book, I began to understand and appreciate how a religious 
belief system develops and benefits people, and through this under-
standing I developed a renewed sense of religious relevance; my beliefs 
grew stronger. 
 
 

 
Still, why are the three major Western religions, Judaism, Christianity and 
Islam, which share Abraham in their heritage and espouse monotheism as 
their core belief, in conflict with each other? With such basic elements in 
common one would expect that the religions would at least be more 
sympathetic toward each other. 
 
After God creates Adam, God pauses a moment and declares “It is not 
good for man to be alone.” It seems that God’s design for us holds that 
the ultimate fulfillment for human beings is through the relationships we 
form with other human beings. The foundation of all human relationships 
rests on the simple notion of mutual respect. After all, doesn’t each of the 
three Western religions teach that all human beings are created in the 
image of God? If we disrespect a creation of God, are we not 
disrespecting God too? 
 
My current read is The Dignity of Difference written by Jonathan Sacks, 
the Chief Rabbi of Great Britain.  Rabbi Sacks’ argument is that if we want 
to resolve our religious differences we must do more than search for 
common human values that we then passively accept; instead, we must 
learn to acknowledge and embrace differences between people.  We must 
do so starting with religion; at the very heart of monotheism.  When God 
sets out to create Adam, God says “Let Us create man in Our image, after 
Our likeness.” I often questioned the use of the plural reference to God in 
this text. Now I think I understand that God is using the plural form to 
acknowledge and embrace the difference that God creates in humans. As 
Rabbi Sachs says, “the challenge to the religious imagination is to see 
God’s image in one who is not in our image.”   May we all embrace 
this challenge to make this a better world. 
 
This is a forum of in-reach; to help us all remain in the embrace of 
Judaism. Over the course of the past year, we have sent articles and 
essays with the intention of helping people navigate a difficult time away 
from home. Our intention was to send a little bit of home with you 
wherever you travel. I hope you will take advantage of your time better 
than I did when I was young. Read.  Read more.  Read constantly. Read 
passionately so that you continue to grow as Jewish adults. 
 
( Bob has been active in Men’s Club and STS in one capacity or another as 
long as I have known him. In addition to being a Keruv Consultant, Bob is 
past president of STS Men’s Club, an officer in the Western Region of the 
Federation of Jewish Men’s Clubs, and a Jew by choice (as are ultimately, 
we all). He is also my friend and “reluctant” mentor. @ ) 



 
Congratulations to our 2006 Graduates 

and their families 
 
 

Yoni Blau, 
 Bachelor of Arts – Chemistry, with honors 
 Minor in Astronomy 

University of Southern California 
 (Dr. Nimrod & Sharlene) 
 
Tamara Leviton,  

Bachelor of Arts – Archaeology, with honors 
Minor in Theater 

 University of California at San Diego 
 (Susan) 
 
Ariana Mayman,  
 Bachelor of Arts – Sociology 
 Minor in Sport Management 
 University of California at Santa Barbara 
  Commencement Speaker 
 (William & Cheri) 
 
Sarah Tolkoff,  

Master of Science – Journalism  
Magazine Publishing 
Medill School of Journalism, 
Northwestern University 

  (Alan & Rachel) 
 
 
 

 

Thank You! 
 
As this is the last edition of “Kesher” for this academic 
year, I want to thank everyone who has contributed to this 
throughout the year. 
 
     i          i        i 
     I          I        I  

AA        AA      AA 
AA        AA      AA 
AA        AA      AA 

Ronnie & Joel Amromin 
Parvin & Morris Benoun 
Flora & George Buchler 
Rabbi Richard Camras 

Bob Carroll 
Emily Dwass 
Rona Kremer 
Jenn Lorch 

Joe & Marcus Moche 
Joyce Sachartoff and the JNF staff 

Rabbi Sue Laikin Shifron – Executive Director 
Indiana University Hillel 

Adam Wiesberg – Exec Director UC Berkeley Hillel 
 

Have a productive Summer! 
 

Alan Tolkoff, Chairman 
College Outreach 
STS Men’s Club 



Responders
1) Did you receive Kesher  during the 2005-2006 school year 33

57.1% Yes
8.6% No

25.8% No, but I wasn't in college last year
8.6% I don't remember

2) Do you receive other Jewish-themed newsletters via email? 32
55.9% Yes
44.1% No

3) Did you read at least one issue of Kesher  last year? 32
58.8% Yes
5.9% No

35.3% No, but I did not receive Kesher last year

4) Do you read "New Voices," the periodical written by and for
Jewish students that is mailed to you each quarter? 30

37.5% Yes
28.1% No
34.4% No, but I wasn't in college last year

5) Do you share Kesher  with your friends? 28
13.3% Yes
50.0% No
36.7% I have not received Kesher so there is nothing to share!

6) Do you share "New Voices" with your friends? 28
16.7% Yes
40.0% No
43.3% I do not receive "New Voices"

7) Which of these articles or contributors do you find interesting 20
or useful?  Please check your top 3

50.0% Advocacy organizations and resources
45.5% Guest writers from Hillel
72.7% Columns by Rabbi Camras
31.8% Articles by parents
81.8% Articles by students
4.5% Poems/song lyrics

8) Did you attend dinner at Rabbi & Carolyn Camras' home last year? 20
22.7% Yes, and I plan to attend again
0.0% Yes, but I do not plan to attend again

54.5% No, but I would attend if invited this year
22.7% No, and I don't plan to attend this year

SURVEY SAYS:



Date: Tue, 10 Oct 2006 16:19:06 -0700 
To: alan@lmnands.com 
From: Alan Tolkoff <alan@lmnands.com> 
Subject: College Outreach SURVEY SAYS: 
Cc: rcamras@shomreitorahsynagogue.org, rcamras@sbcglobal.net

 
 Greetings! 
 
If you have participated in our STS College Outreach Program survey.......we thank you! 
 
You have spoken - and we are listening. The raw results are attached.  Please take a look. 
 
At the very least, we learned that you want to see more articles by students.  We couldn't agree 
more. Now it's your turn: 
 
Please step up and write something that other students (and parents) will want to read, and learn 
from. 
 
Here are some ideas......(I'm sure your ideas will be better!) 
 
What have you done/going to be doing - to make the world a better place ....... 
......over the last 6 months? 
......over the next 6 months? 
 
        What other organizations are you involved with in support of Israel? 
 
In the next issue, we hope to have "point/counter point" columns by two of our students - where 
they will jointly choose a controversial topic....choose sides, and put forth their best arguments in 
favor of their respective side. 
 
We are asking for volunteers to do the same for future articles.  PLEASE LET ME KNOW 
if you are willing to pair up with someone you know (or don't know?) and do this for the 
February and April issues of Kesher. 
 
Here is everyone who is enrolled with an email address ....sorted by school. Don't be compelled 
to pair up with someone from your school, or even someone you know.....but please pair up. 

 

[ included contact list of all College Outreach students ] 

mailto:rcamras@sbcglobal.net


 

 

Rabbi’s Letters 



 

«Student» «Last»               September 15, 2006 
«Address» 
«Street1» «Street2» 
«City», «ST»  «Zip» 
 
Dear «Student»: 
 
How fortunate Shomrei Torah is to have such a committed group from Men’s Club to 
oversee our College Outreach program. And once again, I have the pleasure of 
sending out the first letter to introduce you to this wonderful program. For those of you 
who are returnees to college, you have experienced first hand the good work of this 
committee. Through the monthly newsletter, packages of goodies, occasional 
programs and educational material provided to you, our college outreach committee 
wants to stay connected to you and wants you to stay connected to Shomrei Torah.   
 
If there is anything you think we can do to improve upon the work of last year, please to 
not hesitate to contact Alan Tolkoff, the chair of the Committee. 
 
Last year Carolyn and I enjoyed having many of you to our home for a Friday night 
Shabbat dinner and we look forward to hosting you again this year. As we will be on a 
Sabbatical in the wintertime, we have moved the dinner to March 30th, which I believe 
corresponds to Spring Break for many of you. We hope to see you at our home. For 
any of you who are living in NYC, please let us know, as we are planning on spending 
a couple of month in Manhattan during the winter. 
 
As I write this letter, Israel is in the midst of fighting a war they did not start. World 
opinion is clearly against having Israel defend itself against the Hezbollah terrorists and 
Israelis have suffered many losses. I have no doubt, given the anti-Zionist culture at 
many schools, that you may find yourself in a difficult position trying to defend the 
actions of Israel. One of the goals of our College Outreach Committee is to provide you 
with material, support, and information on how to combat anti-Zionist rhetoric on 
college campuses. To that end the synagogue will be offering a program on December 
20th for you and your parents to attend. More information will follow.   
 
"all it takes for evil to triumph is good people to do nothing" 
 
Join Leila Beckwith (Scholars for Peace in the Middle East) and Allyson Taylor 
(American Jewish Congress) for a roundtable discussion on how Campus Hate 
Speech is promoted by your tax dollars ......and what you can do to stop it. 
 
Below are a number of links to help you become better informed about what is 
happening in Israel. 
http://www.danielpipes.org/ 
www.investigativeproject.org/ 
http://www.standwithus.com
http://www.camera.org/ 
http://www.jcpa.org/campus/

http://www.investigativeproject.org/
http://rs6.net/tn.jsp?t=h5oypxbab.0.9zg7p8n6.gwixszn6.36754&ts=S0197&p=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.standwithus.com
http://www.jcpa.org/campus/
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Page 2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hopefully, you will all be great advocates for Israel on your college campus. If you haven’t been to 
Israel, don’t miss the opportunity to join with Birthright for a trip this winter. 
 
I wish you a wonderful semester and look forward to hearing from you and seeing you often when 
you return from school. 
 
Shana Tova Tikatevu, 
Rabbi Camras 
 
Richard Camras 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7353 Valley Circle Boulevard, West Hills, California 91304    Telephone: 818-346-0811 / Fax 818-346-3956 
Religious School: 818-346-6106 / Early Childhood Education Center: 818-346-4979 

Website:  www.shomreitorahsynagogue.org 
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