 SEQ CHAPTER \h \r 1Freedom to Kill vs. Freedom of Speech about Killers
On February 8, 2010, eleven members of the Muslim Student Union at the University of California at Irvine were arrested after repeatedly interrupting a speech by Israeli Ambassador Michael Oren (www.democracynow.org/2010/2/9/headlines, at 10:25) co-sponsored by the UCI Law School and Political Science Department, on the grounds that this visit is part of Israel’s PR strategy of sending academics and diplomats to gloss over its war crimes in Gaza. Following the disruption, the students were arrested and are now being threatened with punishment as severe as expulsion.  I sent the following message to the UCI Chancellor and Dean of Students: 
It is a disgrace that UCI is threatening to punish students with class failure or suspension for this protest. You are inviting a well-justified lawsuit. I am only disappointed that so few students participated, and only Muslims, since human rights and compliance with international law should concern all Americans. The small and ethnically homogeneous group of protesters is a testament to the low level of student awareness regarding the Middle East at UCI, and apparently among key administrators as well. 

The student objections to a law school presentation by any representative of Israel are entirely justified in view of Israel’s long-continuing violations of international law. The obvious defect in this event was failure to provide a rebuttal address, leaving rebuttal to interrupting students incapable of making coherent points of argument. Thus, dismissing their justified anger and cryptic shouted rebuttals as “drama” was entirely unfair. Had there been a scheduled opposition speaker this would have been unnecessary. 

This is especially ironic, sponsored by a school of law in which reasoned debate is held sacred. Setting aside the students’ First Amendment rights which a public institution - as such operating under color of law - cannot abridge, I would suggest that an appearance by Mr. Oren should not have been structured as an uncontested address and could have been justified only if confronted in a legal debate forum addressing any of the following issues:
· 
Israel’s refusal to honor the Palestinians’ right of return established under Articles 13(2) and 17(2) of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, affirmed by UN Resolution 194 of 1948, and agreed to by Israel as a condition of its 1949 admission to the UN; 
· 
Israeli violation of another 14 of the 28 substantive articles comprising the Universal Declaration of Human Rights; 
· 
The illegality under the UN Charter, to which Israel is bound as a UN member state, of Israel’s 1967 invasion and subsequent occupation of land from three other sovereign states, falsely justified as a pre-emptive attack against imminent threat; 
· 
Israeli refusal to withdraw from the occupied territories in compliance with UN Resolution 242; 
· 
Israeli violation of 4th Geneva Convention prohibition against transfer of an occupier’s populations onto occupied land; 
· 
Israeli violation of 4th Geneva Convention prohibition against acquisition of land by force, manifested in the settlements, Jewish-only roads, and apartheid wall; 
· 
Israeli violation of 4th Geneva Convention duties to preserve the culture, protect the population, and assure the welfare of an occupied population; 
· 
Israeli violation of 4th Geneva Convention prohibition against collective punishment of an occupied population; 
· 
Israeli violation of 4th Geneva Convention prohibition against extra-judicial punishments of persons under occupation; 
· 
Israeli violation of 4th Geneva Convention duties to provide legal protections and judicial due process for persons under occupation; 
· 
Israeli violation of 4th Geneva Convention duties to protect the rights and safety of women and children under occupation; 
· 
Israeli commission of war crimes in Lebanon and Gaza in 1982, 2002, 2006 and 2008-09, documented by Amnesty International, the United Nations, and other international agencies; 
· 
Israeli failure to comply with over 100 UN resolutions of censure, condemnation or direction to desist from an internationally prohibited activity. 
Documentation of all the above is well established in the public record, with descriptions accessible at www.al-nakba-history.com.
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