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AFFIRMATION 

Katherine M. Franke, an attorney duly admitted to practice law in the Courts of 

the State of New York, states the following under penalty of perjury: 

1. I have been retained pro bono to make this motion on behalf of proposed amicus

curiae Defending Rights & Dissent pursuant to 22 N.Y.C.R.R. § 1250.4(f). As 

such, I am fully familiar with the facts and the circumstances from the information 

furnished by my client pertinent to this issue and as set forth below. 

2. The proposed brief in support of Petitioners-Respondents is submitted on behalf of

the Defending Rights & Dissent identified therein, an organization based in the United 

States that works to defend fundamental rights to political speech and association. 

3. This Affirmation is submitted in support of Defending Rights & Dissent’ motion

for leave to submit a brief as amicus curiae regarding Fordham University’s 

improper decision to deny club recognition to Students for Justice in Palestine 
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(“SJP”), as inconsistent with fundamental values of democratic participation and 

academic freedom. 

4. Specifically, amicus curiae seeks to underscore that the Dean of Students’ decision to

reject Petitioners-Respondents’ student club application is not warranted. Indeed, to the

contrary, university administrators should commit themselves to creating and

defending academic settings for robust engagement with, learning about, and debate

with a wide range of viewpoints on matters of public concern.

5. As set forth in the attached proposed brief, proposed amicus curiae is seeking for

this Court to uphold the lower court’s application of the arbitrary and capricious 

standard in Fordham University’s unreasonable exercise of discretion in declining to 

recognize SJP, allowing for the improper politicization of peaceful activism. 

6. Simply put, Respondent-Appellant deviated from usual practice and failed to

adhere to its own institutional values and rules by undermining the very idea of 

democratic engagement and a right to political speech and association of its 

students. 

7. A copy of the proposed brief is annexed hereto as Exhibit A.

8. For these reasons, Defending Rights & Dissent respectfully seeks this Court’s
permission to file the attached amicus curiae brief.

Dated:  November 13, 2020 

Respectfully Submitted, 
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Attorney for Amicus Curiae Columbia 
Law School 
435 W. 116th Street 
New York, N.Y. 10027 
Tel (212) 854-0061 / Fax (212) 
854-7946 kfranke@law.columbia.edu 
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MOTION, AFFIRMATION, and CERTIFICATION are in accordance with the 

rules pertaining to this certification. 

Dated: November 13, 2020 
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BRIEF OF AMICUS CURIAE DEFENDING RIGHTS & DISSENT 
IN SUPPORT OF PETITIONERS-RESPONDENTS 

STATEMENT OF INTEREST 

Defending Rights & Dissent is a national organization dedicated to 

fulfilling the promise of the Bill of Rights, particularly the right to political 

dissent.  One of our core organizational values is the idea that freedom to dissent 

is essential to a functioning democracy. As such, we place a special emphasis on 

defending the right to engage in political expression. This is, in part, because of 

our own history. Our organization traces its founding back to the time when 

individuals were summoned to testify before the House Un-American Activities 

Committee. In addition to being founded by victims of McCarthyism, our 

organization was subjected to illicit surveillance by the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation.  
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Our work aims to defend a robust conception of participatory democracy 

by defending fundamental rights to political speech, assembly, and protest.  We 

work to combat governmental and non-governmental efforts to censor speech and 

political action in both public and private contexts.  A particular focus of our 

work has been to combat efforts to silence political speech in educational 

contexts, including efforts to curtail free speech and academic freedom rights of 

students.  We are committed to the idea that a robust democracy depends upon 

the rights of students to learn about, debate, and engage a wide range of ideas. 

As a domestic civil liberties organization, we do not take positions on 

international issues like the Middle East conflict. We do, however, support the 

right of all people to speak out freely, especially in academic contexts. When it 

comes to a topic like US foreign policy, we believe rigorous debate is essential 

for our democracy. We also recognize the devestating impact on our democracy 

of the tactics used by individual and organizations seeking to impose a political 

orthodoxy – such as McCarthyism in the 1950s and 1960s, and more recent 

political movements seeking to silence policital speech they oppose – and 

actively strive to prevent a repeat of that history.  

Amicus curiae Defending Rights & Dissent has a strong interest in the 

issues raised in this appeal as they strike at the core of rights fundamental to the 

healthy democracy: students’ rights to political speech and political association. 

As an expert in fundamental rights to speech, dissent, political association, and 



7 

historical efforts to censor, silence, or abridge those rights, amicus curiae 

Defending Rights & Dissent offers this amicus brief to help guide the Court’s 

review of the appeal from the trial court’s ruling in Petitioners’ favor. 
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ARGUMENT 

Amici appearing in support of Respondent-Appellant have argued that 

Fordham University is justified in restricting campus speech and political 

association to one side of an active political debate in the US because conferring 

club status upon student applicants “Students for Justice in Palestine” (SJP) 

would necessarily pollute Fordham’s learning environment with bigotry toward 

Jewish students, and that the students seeking club status would most certainly 

engage in violence, harassment, and other activities that violate Fordham 

University’s codes of conduct.  Amici appearing in support of Respondent-

Appellant make this argument deploying innuendo, demonstrated falsehoods, and 

gross stereotyping. 

This kind of smear tactic is reminiscent of a range of contexts in the US 

where public and private officials sought to curtail speech and political 

association on matters of public concern around which there is strong 

disagreement.  Most importantly, there is no credible evidence of these 

allegations in the record in this case.  Rather, the fear-mongering engaged in by 

amici such as the Zionist Organization of America, traffics in untruths, bigoted 

stereotypes, and innuendo in order to fabricate a marketplace of ideas in which 

they alone have a monopoly on speech, having silenced parties who hold views 

different from their own.  There is no evidence in this record that the student 

Petitioners-Respondents will engage in any of the violent acts conjured by amici, 
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nor that the protected political speech and public education that they would 

undertake on behalf of the human rights of Palestinians would be necessarily 

anti-Semitic.  It is our firm belief that no student should be persecuted, harassed, 

discriminated against, or suffer violence on account of their identity, political 

views, speech, or association.  Rather, university administrators should commit 

themselves to creating and defending academic settings for robust engagement 

with, learning about, and debate with a wide range of viewpoints on matters of 

public concern that respects a rich diversity of identities and viewpoints.  In 

effect, by refusing the confer club status on SJP-Fordham, the university has 

created a one-sided forum for debate on its campus regarding a matter that is 

being debated much more openly in other universities, in Congress, in the media, 

and indeed even in Israel and Palestine.  This action amounts to the university 

taking sides in a matter of public concern and censoring the viewpoints with 

which it disagrees. 

This kind of insubtantiated fear-mongering undermines the very idea of 

democratic engagement and a right to political speech and association.  So too, it 

undermines core values of academic institutions.  Defending Rights & Dissent 

was founded to object to very similar fear-mongering in the 1950s and 1960s. 

Actual and suspected members of the Communist Party, along with those who 

opposed the actions of the House Committee on Un-American Activities (sic), 

were falsely vilified as anti-American, terrorists, and a threat to public welfare 
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and safety.  The ACLU was founded in the 1920s in response to the abusive 

practices deployed by the government to fight the so-called Communist threat. 

Defending Rights & Dissent emerged in 1960 to defend the right to dissent from 

abusive policies by the US government.  From our vantage point today, the 

political persecution of that period is uniformly condemned as unconstitutional 

and understood as having posed an extreme threat to democracy and American 

values.   

When our organization and our allies protested the actions of the United 

States government to identify and punish actual and supposed Communists in this 

country, we weren’t exhibiting bias toward the people of the United States, but 

rather were objecting to specific government policies that punished political 

speech and association.  Protesting the actions of a state, whether it be the actions 

of the United States government, or as is relevant to the case herein, the state of 

Israel, is not the same thing as hatred toward the people who make up the 

majority of citizens in that state.  Almost every government across the globe has 

been criticized for its human rights record, and/or the way in which it treats a 

political/racial/religious/ethnic minority. Consider examples such as the Burmese 

government’s persecution of Rohingya Muslims, the Chinese government’s 

treatment of Uyghurs and political dissidents, the Turkish government’s refusal 

to recognize the Armenian genocide, the Iranian government’s persecution of 

people of the Baha’i faith, or the Ugandan government’s “kill the gays” law. It 
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would be a perversion of this history to treat political speech critical of Myanmar, 

China, Turkey, Iran, Uganda or Israel as forms of national origin or race 

discrimination rather than a time-honored form of political protest against 

violations of human rights. 

Many advocates for justice in the Middle East point to a wide range of 

human rights violations committed by the State of Israel that include: the illegal 

50-year occupation of the West Bank, Gaza, and East Jerusalem in violation of,

among other legal texts, the Fourth Geneva Convention relative to the Protection 

of Civilian Persons in Time of War of 1949; the wall constructed by the Israelis 

that has been found by the International Court of Justice to violate multiple 

provisions of international law;1 the forcible dispossession and exile of 

Palestinians from their property and territory in 1948 with no right of return or 

reparation; military campaigns directed by the state of Israel against Palestinians 

living in Gaza that violated rules of proportionality, targeting of civilians and 

civilian institutions (such as hospitals, schools, water supplies, sewer systems 

etc.), and use of chemical weapons; and discrimination against Palestinians living 

in the state of Israel itself; among other charges of violations committed by the 

Israeli state against Palestinians.  Disagreement exists among legal scholars, 

1 Legal Consequences of the Construction of a Wall in the Occupied Palestinian Territory, 
2004 I.C.J. 131 (July 9, 2004) available at https://www.icj-cij.org/public/files/case-
related/131/131-20040709-ADV-01-00-EN.pdf (accessed November 12, 2020). 
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jurists, and relevant public officials about the merits of these claims, yet these 

claims have gained legitimate attention and concern in respected international 

legal bodies and tribunals.  None of these claims, however, are premised upon an 

animus toward the Jewish people, but rather concern the actions of a state, in this 

case, the state of Israel.  They raise serious matters of public concern that land in 

the core of political speech protected by the First Amendment, by international 

law, and by fundamental principles of academic freedom.  To reduce a political 

movement that seeks to hold a state accountable to international legal rules to a 

form of bigotry insults the very idea of international law and those who seek its 

enforcement.  Surely this robust political debate should be allowed to take place 

on a university campus, as do other contentious debates around issues such as 

climate change, immigration policy, reparations for slavery, to name only a few 

examples. 

Student groups such as SJP have as their mission the defense of the human 

rights of Palestinians, which includes condemnation of human rights abuses 

committed by the state of Israel.  It also includes, for some, a rejection of certain 

versions of the Zionist political movement, grounded in the philosophy that God 

intended the territory traditionally known as “historical Palestine” as belonging to 

the Jewish people as their homeland.  Some Jews support this philosophy, as do 

some Evangelical Christians who believe that the gathering of the Jews in Israel 

is a prerequisite for the Second Coming of Jesus.  But a diverse group of people, 
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from a range of religious traditions, have also been opposed to political Zionism, 

including many Jews.  Some Orthodox Jews believe that Israel can only be 

regained miraculously. They view the present state as a blasphemous human 

attempt to usurp God’s role, and many actively work to dismantle the secular 

state of Israel.  Some Reform Jews oppose political Zionism, or the notion that 

Israel is a Jewish homeland, because they reject Judaism as a national or ethnic 

identity and renounce any messianic expectations of the advent of a Jewish state. 

Still other Jewish people opposed political Zionism and the founding of a Jewish 

state in Palestine because they saw it as a threat to efforts to facilitate citizenship 

and equality for Jews living outside Israel/Palestine.2  And some Jewish people 

believe that political Zionism actually violates Jewish values.3 To be sure, there 

may be some people or groups who oppose political Zionism for anti-Semitic 

reasons, but to condemn all people who hold and/or voice anti-Zionist views as 

necessarily anti-Semitic is patently false and contrary to the historical record.  

Both Jews and non-Jews support the Zionist justification for the state of Israel, 

and both Jews and non-Jews oppose it. 

2 See generally, Walter Laqueur, A History of Zionism (Schocken Books, New York 1978); 
Mike Marqusee If I Am Not For Myself: Journey of an Anti-Zionist Jew (2010); Naomi 
Zeveloff, “How Steve Bannon and Breitbart News Can Be Pro-Israel — and Anti-Semitic at 
the Same Time”, The Forward (November 15, 2016), available at 
https://forward.com/news/israel/354402/how-steve-bannon-and-breitbart-news-can-be-pro-
israel-and-anti-semitic-at-t/, (last accessed November 12, 2020); Jack Ross,  
Rabbi Outcast: Elmer Berger and American Jewish Anti-Zionism; Chomsky Reader, Peck, 
James (ed.), (1987) 7. 
3 See e.g. Judith Butler, Parting Ways: Jewishness and the Critique of Zionism (2012). 

https://forward.com/news/israel/354402/how-steve-bannon-and-breitbart-news-can-be-pro-israel-and-anti-semitic-at-t/
https://forward.com/news/israel/354402/how-steve-bannon-and-breitbart-news-can-be-pro-israel-and-anti-semitic-at-t/
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Contrary to the arguments made by amici supporting Respondent-

Appellant, there is ample evidence from campuses across the country that 

students defending the rights of Palestinians have experienced harassment, 

censorship, discrimination, and even violence from individuals and organizations 

seeking to defend political Zionism.  In order to understand the circumstances 

under which Fordham refused to confer club status on Students for Justice in 

Palestine-Fordham, it is important to understand the harassment endured by 

supporters of Palestinian rights, from fellow students, from university officials, 

and from external advocacy organizations. Supporters of Palestinian human 

rights face an atompshere of repression and intimiditation that is reminiscent of 

the abuses of the McCarthy-era. 

The Zionist Organizaton of America has written threatening letters to 

university presidents demanding that events concerning Palestinian rights be 

canceled, even when they have no idea of what the speakers will say.4 

Lawmakers have proposed making blacklists of organizations or individuals who 

support political boycotts for Palestinian rights so that they may be denied certain 

government benefits.5 Students groups, faculty, and events supportive of 

4 Zionist Organization Attempts Censorship of Columbia Workshop on Israel/Palestine, 
available at https://ccrjustice.org/home/blog/2015/06/22/zionist-organization-fails-censor-
columbia-university-workshop-israelpalestine (accessed on November 11, 2020); Zionist 
Organization Fails to Censor Columbia University Workshop on Israel/Palestine, available at 
https://www.huffpost.com/entry/zionist-organization-fail_b_7639874 (accessed November 10, 
2020). 
5 “Anti-Boycott Legislation Around The Country,” Palestine Legal, available at 

https://www.huffpost.com/entry/zionist-organization-fail_b_7639874
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Palestinian rights at both public and private colleges have been the targets of 

outside campaigns or administration attempts to restrict their speech. Supporters 

of Palestinian rights are often demonized or vilified as being anti-Semitic or 

supporters of terrorism. Extreme, but not uncommon, versions of this equate any 

speech supportive of Palestinian rights as being inherently anti-Semitic or akin to 

terrorism. 

In 2013 an event was scheduled at Brooklyn College featuring scholar and 

University of California Berkeley Professor Judith Butler and Palestinian activist 

Omar Barghouti. The topic of the event was the use of Boycotts, Divestments, 

and Sanctions (“BDS”) as a means for achieving Palestinian human rights. While 

the event was organized by student groups, including Students for Justice in 

Palestine, it was co-sponsored by the Brooklyn College’s Political Science 

Department. This was in line with the department’s policy of cosponsoring 

student events regardless of viewpoint so far as they had some academic value.  

Opponents of BDS responded by working to get the department to rescind 

its co-sponsorship or force the college to cancel the event altogether. These calls 

came not just from members of the community or civil society, but elected 

officials. Multiple elected officials, including a sitting member of Congress, 

publicly called on the department to rescind its co-sponsorship of the event. 

https://palestinelegal.org/righttoboycott (accessed October 26, 2020). 

https://palestinelegal.org/righttoboycott
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Others, including a group of New York City Councilmembers, went so far as to 

threaten to cut funding to the school.6 Ultimately, the event went on as scheduled. 

In 2014, Steve Salaita was hired to join the faculty at the University of 

Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. Salaita left his job as a tenured professor at 

Virginia Tech in order to take the position. Two weeks before he was set to begin 

his new job, the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign terminated Salaita 

due to tweets he had made about Israel’s military operations in Gaza. This was 

condemned by the American Association of University Professors as a violation 

of academic freedom.7 To this date, Salaita has not been able to find a job in 

academia.8  

In 2019, University of Massachussets Amherst hosted a panel on “Not 

Backing Down: Israel, Free Speech and the Battle for Palestinian Human 

Rights.” Ironically, a group of anonymous students brought a lawsuit to attempt 

to prevent the panel from taking place. This request was denied by a judge and 

the case was ultimately dismissed. The panel ended up taking place.9 

6 Mairav Zonszein, “Attack on NY ‘boycott Israel’ panel threatens academic freedom,” +972 
Magazine (February 6, 2013) available at https://www.972mag.com/attack-on-ny-boycott-
israel-panel-threatens-academic-freedom/65500/ (accessed October 28 2020).  
7 “AAUP Takes UIUC to Task for Apparent Summary Dismissal,” American Association of 
University Professors, available at https://www.aaup.org/import-tags/steven-salaita (accessed 
October 26, 2020). 
8 Emma Pettit, “‘Ousted’ From Academe, Steven Salaita Says He’s Driving a School Bus to 
Make Ends Meet,” The Chronicle of Higher Education (February 19, 2019) available at 
https://www.chronicle.com/article/ousted-from-academe-steven-salaita-says-hes-driving-a-
school-bus-to-make-ends-meet/ (accessed October 28, 2020). 
9 “UMass Amherst: Lawsuit Attacking Free Speech Event,” Palestine Legal (December 13, 
2019) available at https://palestinelegal.org/case-studies/2019/5/31/umass-amherst (accessed 

https://www.972mag.com/attack-on-ny-boycott-israel-panel-threatens-academic-freedom/65500/
https://www.972mag.com/attack-on-ny-boycott-israel-panel-threatens-academic-freedom/65500/
https://www.aaup.org/import-tags/steven-salaita
https://www.chronicle.com/article/ousted-from-academe-steven-salaita-says-hes-driving-a-school-bus-to-make-ends-meet/
https://www.chronicle.com/article/ousted-from-academe-steven-salaita-says-hes-driving-a-school-bus-to-make-ends-meet/
https://palestinelegal.org/case-studies/2019/5/31/umass-amherst
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One of the panelists was Roger Waters, a former member of the band Pink 

Floyd, who has been outspoken in his support of Palestinian rights. As a 

musician, Roger Waters still tours and performs music publicly. In 2017, Waters 

played at the Nassau Coliseum. Nassau Country passed a law forbidding 

contracts with those who boycott Israel. As part of his support for Palestinian 

rights, Waters has publicly expressed support for calls to achieve Palestinian 

human rights by boycotting Israel. In the run up to the concert, a New York State 

lawmaker publicly called for it to be cancelled by county officials citing this law. 

A private attorney also threatened to bring legal action against the venue for 

similar reasons.10  

The Zionist Organization of America filed a complaint with the OCR 

concerning Rutgers University. Much like with other complaints conflating 

political speech about Palestine with anti-Semitic discrimination the complaint 

was dismissed.11 The Department of Education found the complaint unfounded 

and dismissed it.  However, following an appeal by the Zionist Organization of 

America this complaint was reopened under controversial circumstances.12 

October 28 2020). 
10 Jake Offenhartz, “Roger Waters Shows Will Go On Despite Nassau County Anti-BDS 
Law.” Gothamist (September 13, 2017) available at  https://gothamist.com/news/roger-waters-
shows-will-go-on-despite-nassau-county-anti-bds-law (accessed October 26, 2020). 
11 “DOE Dismisses Baseless Complaint” Palestine Legal (September 16, 2014) available at 
https://palestinelegal.org/news/2014/09/16/1708 (accessed November 9, 2020). 
12 Erica L. Green, “Education Dept. Reopens Rutgers Case Charging Discrimination Against 
Jewish Students” (September 11, 2018) available at 
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/09/11/us/politics/rutgers-jewish-education-civil-rights.html 
(accessed November 10, 2020). 

https://gothamist.com/news/roger-waters-shows-will-go-on-despite-nassau-county-anti-bds-law
https://gothamist.com/news/roger-waters-shows-will-go-on-despite-nassau-county-anti-bds-law
https://palestinelegal.org/news/2014/09/16/1708
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/09/11/us/politics/rutgers-jewish-education-civil-rights.html
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In addition to federal complaints, complaints have been filed at the local 

level. Following complaints by the Zionist Organization of America that Students 

for Justice in Palestine were responsible for anti-Semitic discrimination at the 

City University of New York (CUNY), CUNY opened an official investigation. 

Similar to OCR investigations, this investigation found that many of the incidents 

brought to its attention were political speech. According to the final report of the 

investigators, “much of what we have reported is protected speech. Die-ins, mock 

checkpoints, and the SJP banner may offend some, but the First Amendment does 

not permit a public university to take action against them.”13 

The Zionist Organization of America in its intial complaint explicltly 

called for Students for Justice in Palestine chapters to be banned. The 

investigators responded to this by stating that their investigation “does not 

support that action.”14 Going further, they stated there was a “tendency to blame 

SJP for any act of anti-Semitism on any CUNY campus.”15    

Supporters of Israeli policies are entitled to the same level of First 

Amendment protections as supporters of Palestinian human rights. However, the 

behavior described above far exceeds spirited or even contentious debate. It is an 

13 Barbara Jones & Paul Shechtman, Report To Chancellor Milliken On Allegations Of Anti-
Semitism 20 (2016), available at https://www.cuny.edu/wp- 
https://www.cuny.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/page-
assets/news/newswire/assets/CUNYReport.pdf (accessed November 11, 2020). 
14 Id. at 23-24. 
15 Id.   

https://www.cuny.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/page-assets/news/newswire/assets/CUNYReport.pdf
https://www.cuny.edu/wp-content/uploads/sites/4/page-assets/news/newswire/assets/CUNYReport.pdf
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attempt to use official channels of power, such as state legislatures, college 

administrations, or civil rights oversight bodies to censor their opponents.  This 

includes the Zionist Organization of America and StandWithIsrael, who have 

submitted amicus briefs in this case.  While the record has shown the Fordham 

Students for Justice in Palestine is independent and autonomous, amicus have 

made arguments about the actions of other Students for Justice in Palestine 

groups. These arguments are largely repetitions of past claims arguing for the 

censorship of Palestinian human rights supporters. 

Petitioners-Respondents in this case filed a motion opposing the Zionist 

Organization of America’s motion for leave to file an amicus brief. In their 

motion, they cited the Zionist Organization of America’s brief as containing 

“verifiable falsehoods that do not appear in the Record.”16 These include, but are 

not limited to, the Zionist Organization of American’s characterizations of an 

investigation into anti-Semitism at the City University of New York and a Title 

VI complaint filed by the Zionist Organization of America’s about University of 

California Irvine.17 Both of these events are referenced above. As the Petioners-

Respondents note, the Zionist Organization of America’s represents the 

investigation into anti-Semitism at the City University of New York as affirming 

allegations that Students for Justice in Palestine engaged in anti-Semitic 

16 Pet’rs’ Opp’n to ZOA’s Mot. for Leave to File Amicus Br. 1. 
17 Id. at 2. 
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incidents, when in fact the report vindicated Students for Justice in Palestine.18 

While the Zionist Organization of America mentions its own complaint filed 

against the University of California Irvine, it neglected mention that the 

complaint was dismissed by the OCR.19 In both instances, much of the activity 

about which the Zionist Organization of America complained was found to be 

political speech protected by the First Amendment.  

While the instant case is about the decision by Fordham to deny official 

recognition to Students for Justice in Palestine, this decision occurred in a larger 

context. This context includes an environment reminiscent of the abuses of the 

McCarthy-era. Supporters of Palestinian human rights have not only been falsly 

demonized and vilified, but those in political opposition to their aims have sought 

the intervention of official or quasi-official bodies to silence them. It is therefore 

paramount to take into account the atmosphere of intimidation and censorship 

that Palestinian human rights supporters face.  

CONCLUSION 

The court should recognize that fundamantal values of democracy, 

including rights to political speech and association, would be furthered by 

fostering robust debate and learning about the rights and interests of both Israelis 

and Palestinians in academic contexts.  Arguments that falsly portray Palestinians 

18 Id. at 2-4 
19 Id. at 6. 
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and those who support Palestinians’ human rights as necessarily anti-Semitic and 

violent are using a well-worn tactic deployed by those who seek to preemptively 

silence their opponents by demonizing them.  We saw this tactic used by 

McCarthyites seventy years ago, and by white supremacists and segregationists 

who opposed the civil rights movement during the same period.  The court should 

not coutenance the use of similar smear tactics in this context, especially when 

they are used to undermine academic freedom and the robust exchange of ideas 

on a college campus. 
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