
20:11:22 Jasper Liles: Hello everyone. Welcome to the first of two judiciary hearings regarding an email sent
by the Association of Amherst Students last semester regarding the conflict in Israel- Palestine at the time.
We're going to start by hearing from the complainants in the matter, who are presenting a statement.
20:12:19 Emma Daitz: Thank you JC for organizing this hearing.
On Tuesday, May 18th at 12:01 PM the Association of Amherst Students sent out an email to the
entire student body regarding the conflict in Israel/Palestine. The email was sent as an official AAS
communication from the official AAS email address. We have filed a judiciary complaint against the sending
of the aforementioned email on the grounds that it violates the AAS constitution. Members of the Judiciary,
over the course of the next few minutes we will walk you through exactly how this email is unconstitutional.
The Senate authorized the misuse of the AAS email to take an exclusionary position on a geopolitical issue,
exceeding its mandate as the representative body of Amherst students. The email itself is repugnant to the very
purposes granted to it by the preamble of the Constitution and the values statement: to respect and hear the
voice of every student in the spirit of learning and the free exchange of ideas. We as Amherst students cherish
these principles because it is necessary to the processes of legitimate democratic governance, but more
critically, to the essence of the liberal arts education. First of all, this is a blatant misuse of the AAS email
address and mailing list. As stated in section 20 of the bylaws, the AAS email account may only “be used for
official AAS purposes.” AAS itself states that its purpose is to “represent the student body and be a liaison
between students and administration.” This begs the question: was this email sent in accordance with the
Senate’s representative function? Did it conform to the laws and values set forth by AAS itself? To answer this
question, we look to the preamble of the AAS Constitution whose purpose is to affirm the principles AAS
should embody and to ensure fair representation for all students. Representation must be fair and done in
partnership with the ideals established by the preamble and the values statement. The email in question was
sent in violation of these principles without consideration of the essential fair representative duty AAS must
perform. The Constitution tasks the Senate with “representing the issues of their respective constituencies by
informing the Senate of how different policies and issues shall affect their communities and declaring that
stance through their vote.” It is endowed with certain powers and duties to perform this function. Under Article
I Section C, the first duty of the Senate is to “Actively seek and voice the opinions and ideas of their respective
constituencies.” The email assumes representation of all students but no effort was made to perform this
essential duty. The voice of some students was loudly broadcasted while others were suppressed. There was no
fair representation. The Muslim student association was officially involved and had their opinions heard and
sponsored by AAS. However, no Jewish student group was consulted in writing this email. The Muslim
students on campus were represented by the Muslim student association, as they should be, but the Jewish
equivalent, Hillel, was not consulted. Senators clearly made no effort to perform their legitimate function as
representatives, aiming only to express the ideology of a few of its members. The Constitution states that the
Senate represents “the Student Body to the Faculty, administration, and the community at large.” In this
circumstance, the Senate redundantly represented the student body to itself. The email was sent to each
constituent student, not to any external entity or persons. This only confirms that the Senate was expressing its
private views divorced from any intention of fair representation.As we laid out in great detail, in the official
complaint sent to the Executive Board and Judiciary Council, the email itself violated the Preamble of the
Constitution of AAS. It disregarded the responsibility to pursue the ideals of all without denying the ideals of
one by prioritizing one set of opinions while completely invalidating and undermining another. It disregarded
the responsibility to establish a community in which each individual is accepted and encouraged to participate
by silencing and alienating countless student opinions and identities. It disregarded the responsibility to
promote the free interaction and exchange of ideas by denying any dissenting opinion or possibility for
dialogue.In the time since the filing of the complaint the minutes from the AAS meeting of May 17th, the day
before the email was sent, have been released and they reveal the true extent to which the constitution, as well



as the wellbeing of the entire student body, was completely neglected. AAS violated the values of respect,
learning, and integrity by prioritizing the ideals and interests of one group of students over
another—preventing the possibility for learned discourse and obstructing the process of honest and fair
communication between AAS and its constituents. The AAS statement of values which is supposed to guide
their mission of representing student voices, claims that the second most important ideal is respect. More
specifically, “respect for all members of the community, to ensure that everyone’s voice is heard, that everyone
feels welcome, and that our actions promote and protect everyone’s needs.” Yet in the present circumstances,
this respect was not accorded to the Jewish community. By consulting the MSA AAS understood the
Israel/Palestine conflict to have religious significance. Yet they made the conscious decision to only consult
with one of the affected religious parties.When a member of AAS questioned the fact that the Jewish students
had been completely excluded from this process even though the subject matter of the email directly affected
them, he was silenced. The diverse group of Jews on campus were reduced and replaced, without even being
consulted, to the opinion of one senator. Clearly, in this instance, AAS did not equally represent different
student groups and identities on campus. The Jewish students were disrespected and were deprived of their
right to represent themselves.Students being fairly represented within AAS is a right, not a privilege— one that
can never be denied.The minutes also reveal to what extent the value of learning and exchanging ideas was
ignored by reducing a complex issue to simplicity. It was extremely disappointing to see AAS simply accept
the position offered in the letter without considering other views or engaging in a dialogue about the veracity
of its content. There was no attempt or even desire to hear another perspective. As representatives of the
student body, AAS members have a responsibility to educate themselves on issues about which they are
writing the students—especially when such position papers are so infrequently sent. Here the possibility of
hearing other sides of the same story and sending out a nuanced and balanced email was preemptively rejected.
We are an extremely diverse campus, which means we will and should have diverse opinions. Yet AAS made
no effort to seek out any diversity of opinions before sending this email to the entire campus. They were
negligent in their duty to promote education, learning, and the free exchange of ideas. Finally, perhaps most
gravely, the value of honesty, integrity, and transparency was transgressed. As revealed by the minutes, AAS
did not write the letter; nor did they discuss or edit the content of it other than“grammatical suggestions.” The
letter was presented to them and they signed it. Originally, they were going to co-sign and sponsor a letter
written by MSA and MENAA. However, for some reason the original authors of the letter: MENAA and MSA,
were ultimately removed from the email, and their participation in the crafting of the email was not
acknowledged. Thus, AAS embraced a narrative on the matter from a specific group of students without
hearing from other affected groups and shared it in their official capacity as coming from them. AAS worked
with two student groups in secret and did not disclose the collaboration to the student body. This utter lack of
transparency and integrity is unacceptable and must be addressed. Ultimately, this was a rushed and
intellectually dishonest action that silences the already marginalized Jewish voices on campus and denies their
identity. My identity as a Jewish student was attacked; I did not feel accepted or welcomed by my school or the
very students that claim to represent me. This is not about the politics of the conflict. It is about an unfair
process and a lack of fair exchange of ideas and representation. AAS is supposed to represent all students and
failed miserably to do so, and at a minimum, the affected students deserve an apology.
20:20:47 Mason Quintero: Members of the Judiciary Council: I'm going to take some time to walk you
through the effects that this email had on me, and many members of the Amherst Jewish community. I'm going
to give you a little bit of context about where I was when I received the letter. At the time, I was studying at the
Hebrew University in Jerusalem. I was in the library with a few friends from the city, when the sirens started.
We quickly made our way to the stairwell and stayed there for about 10 minutes, as we heard explosions off in
the distance. My family friends who live in Ashdod close to the southern border, had to shelter multiple times
every single day, and frequently in the middle of the night during those 11 days. And, I feared for them every



single day. I'm not the only Amherst student with people that they love and care about living in Israel. I talked
to a number of students who were talking to their families in Israel every day during the fighting, or to make
sure they were okay physically and mentally. A couple of days after the initial rocket attacks, a stabbing attack
occurred in Tiberius, a city in the north. It happened mere feet away from my sister and she called me. She was
running away from it and I feared for her life, as we both knew that it could have been her. I laid awake that
night and cried at the thought of losing her. However, real and present danger for Jews did not end at stabbings,
car-rammings, and rockets in Israel. Throughout the world, there was a rise in antisemitic attacks during the
month of May. Jews were attacked on the streets of New York, Los Angeles, and London. A group of cars,
drove through a predominantly Jewish neighborhood in London screaming through bullhorns kill the Jews and
calling for horrible crimes to be committed against Jewish women. These are only a small fraction of the
crimes committed against us around the world. Since the world was so scary, many of us turned to our usual
safe haven, social media, however, that had also become a scary place for Jews. We saw post after post boiling
down a complex geopolitical issue. One that dozens, if not hundreds of scholars have spent their entire lives
working on. We saw that boil down to a few slides on Instagram. What I saw largely claimed that there was no
need for discourse on this topic because one group of people was entirely in the right and one group of people,
was entirely in the wrong. I also saw a number of hurtful posts come from this community: The Amherst
community, some of which came from people that I respect and care about deeply, which made it hurt even
more. When reading the email sent by AAS, I quickly saw that none of the things scaring me and many other
Jews were mentioned, or even alluded to. I felt like I was going crazy that the fear I felt for myself, and many
of the people that I love and care about were portrayed as illegitimate.
In the days immediately following the email I received messages from dozens of Jewish Amherst students,
expressing similar concerns. Many of them told me it made them feel isolated and seriously negatively affected
their mental health. Many of them expressed fear about showing pride in their Jewish identity on campus, a
feeling shared by Jews across the country, as evidenced by a recent survey by Hillel and the Anti-Defamation
League: 15% of Jews in college felt a need to hide their identity and 6% felt unwelcome in student groups
because they were Jewish. 80% of Jewish students say they feel pride in their identity, but only 62% say that
they feel comfortable expressing that pride publicly. That is an 18% difference. No one should be afraid to
show their identity, but this email contributed to an environment on campus, where Jews were and are.
20:24:56 Jasper Liles: Thank you to you both for your statements. I would just like to make it clear for the
record that Mason is not an official party to the complaint but is here as an accessory to the complaint to
provide context about the effects of the email and give his statement. Now, unless there's any further
statements that you would both like to make, I think we'll proceed with questions from the Judiciary if that is
all right.
20:25:32 Emma Daitz: Okay.
20:25:34 Jasper Liles: So, Judiciary members just raise your hand or give me a look, and we'll go from there.
Yes, Alex.
20:25:43 Alexandre Jabor: All right. So, my first question is just a quick clarifying one for Emma, on behalf
of the complainants. In this case, just to clarify, are you approaching JC and this constitutional complaint, as a
group of individuals or representing Hillel.
20:26:22 Jasper Liles: For the record, can you unmute and repeat your statement?
20:26:29 Emma Daitz: We are not representing Hillel or any other student groups.
20:26:39 Jasper Liles: Another thing I was wondering about is: so, in this statement you reference, a new
piece of evidence is the minutes, which we haven't seen yet as they weren't a part of the complaint. Is there any
way that we can access those or like, just get the day of what senate meeting it was from just so we can look
over it ourselves?



20:27:08 Emma Daitz: Yeah, so the reason they weren't included is because they were released after the
complaint. I have one copy here and I can also email it to all of you right now if that's easier if you want( to
each member). May 17. Yeah, it's page seven I believe, or Section seven.
20:27:28 Jasper Liles: I think we should be able to access it. Thank you.
20:27:47 Eli Maierson: Thank you both for coming. You mentioned that at a minimum you'd like an apology.
What else would y'all want if we ruled in your favor?
20:28:02 Mason Quintero: We would both like for AAS to express to us that going forward, they will be very
cognizant of Jewish community issues, as there have also been a few other issues this year that have come up
where the Jewish community has felt as if their interests were not represented by AAS. And more generally,
going forward if AAS is going to send emails such as these commenting on complex political or geopolitical
issues that they make sure to understand their constitutional duty to be educated and hear all sides of the story
and make sure all student interests are represented in whatever communication they send out.
20:29:04 Taz Kim: So, you guys talked about the representation of opinion in the email, specifically the third
paragraph. And could you just highlight what you believe in the email sent was opinion?.
20:29:43 Emma Daitz: Just to clarify, you mean, which parts of the email that was sent out were opinion and
not fact?
20:29:50 Taz Kim: Yeah.
20:29:51 Emma Daitz: So the biggest issue is that, I mean obviously this is a very complex situation and it's
very hard to represent all of the facts in such a short letter.
20:30:01 It seemed like there was no attempt to recognize all the facts. For example, the violence on one side
is very thoroughly discussed but not the violence on another. A lot of the violence that Mason was describing
and that a lot of Jews and Israeli citizens face is from Hamas, a terrorist organization that is based in the
region, and Hamas was not mentioned once the letter at all. Whereas, if you would speak to most Jewish
students, Hamas is one of the most important parts of the conflict— something that would necessarily be
mentioned.
20:30:55 Mason Quintero: Yeah. Another thing is that letter explicitly says that the Israeli government—
Let's see, here we go. Israel does nothing to stem violence against Palestinians from extremist Israeli settlers.
And while I might agree that Israel does not do enough to do that, they literally two days ago arrested Israeli
settlers for committing violence against Palestinians, so to say that they're doing nothing is untrue. And it is put
there as fact.
20:31:14 Emma Daitz: Another really important point is in the sentence: this matter is about an oppressed
group, and an oppressive state actor. That boils down the conflict to basically two groups oppressed and
oppressor, when we all know that it is much more complicated than that. There are some obviously oppressive
actions taken by the government and when compared to the Palestinian people there is a big power imbalance
obviously because one is a state and the other is not, but that sentence is just overly simplistic and completely
delegitimizes any other interpretation of the scenario when you present it that way. It just it's not an accurate
representation of the conflict which most scholars agree on.
20:31:53 Mason Quintero: One other thing that I would like to add is that the sources given, one of them
being Decolonize Palestine—and I will admit I've read decolonize Palestine, I've learned a decent amount from
it, and I understand why AAS did that—however,  I've had a number of conversations with anti-Zionists and
people who would agree a lot with what the Decolonize Palestine has to say. Very few if any of them would list
Jewish Voice for Peace as one of their top two resources. And so a lot of Jews upon reading that Jewish Voice
for Peace was one of the resources given felt that that was inappropriate, and there was very little need to use
that as a resource. Also in the email it feels a lot like it is a one-off piece, where they talk about how great
decolonizepalestine.com is and don't really say anything about Jewish Voice for Peace except that it is a good
resource.



20:32:48 Emma Daitz: Additionally, they mentioned that the Israeli government is seeking to ethnically
cleanse an indigenous population, but totally disregard the fact that Jews are also indigenous to the land which
is basically where the conflict stems from, and the term ethnically cleanse is not one that everyone agrees with,
not one that everyone uses, it's a very one-sided term used to describe this conflict.
20:33:17 Jasper Liles: Are you guys finished? Yeah, okay.
20:33:20 Unidentified JC Member: Yeah. So, I mean, reading back on the as minutes, it seems to be kind of
incongruous the things that were said, at least not on behalf, but about some of the viewpoints that people
might share from Hillel and other Jewish members or campus. Is there any certain viewpoint that Hillel has on
the matter at hand?
20:33:49 Mason Quintero: I want to make it clear that I’m not here as a representative of Hillel. That being
said, Hillel recently released a statement in response to the email and there is nothing else  I'm going to say on
behalf of the Hillel community.
20:34:11 Jasper Liles: This is just a clarifying question regarding the statement: so it seems like one of the
claims was not necessarily that Hillel should definitely have been consulted but that if MSA was consulted it
makes sense for Hillel to also be consulted. Is that correct?
20:34:32 Mason Quintero: Yes. I would also like to add, I think that Judaism is relatively unique in that it is
an ethno-religion. I believe that, even if it was just MENAA that was consulted ideally Hillel would have been
consulted as well. Certainly, because I'm saying you know they were both consulted and not just consulted, but
actually wrote the letter, so Hillel certainly should have been consulted. Yes. The reason being that the biggest
association representing Muslims on campus is MSA, and the biggest association here for Jewish students on
campus is Hillel, that's why we made the comparison.
20:35:14 Alexandre Jabor: So this is a bit more of a specific question based on the statement that you made.
In the same way you do mention that in the infrequent position papers in the past there is a need to balance
viewpoints, and to not seek out a diversity of opinions and inform itself before sending out these emails is
negligent of AAS. And I know also in response to a question you did say that moving forward if AAS is going
to send emails on political or geopolitical issues, they have a duty to be fully informed. In regards to that, Do
you believe that this also extends to the previous emails and correspondence that AAS has been sending on
other issues that affect student identity groups on campus  about conflicts that happen outside of the Amherst
community, but that do have some bearing on the lives of students here on campus? So, do you believe that
that duty also extends to those emails, and do you know what exactly what that might look like, for example
with some of the emails that were sent in the past, concerning, you know, discrimination against African
American students at UMass or the Black Lives Matter protest, or racism against anti Asian Americans and in
the US?
20:36:41 Emma Daitz: Yeah, for sure. So I think that there's a duty to be well informed in all prospective
matters when sending emails, regardless of what the conflict is when sending emails regarding political issues,
geopolitical complex things like that. In terms of the previous email that AAS sent the ones you describe are
also the ones that I found. I don't see those emails as a comment on geopolitical situations, those are comments
on hatred. Those are comments on things that like there is no other side,, there's no other side to racism. This is
not an issue of hatred, this is not an issue of racist attacks, this is a geopolitical conflict that they chose to take
a side in. I don't have access to all of the emails that were sent but those are the ones that I've received. I don't
recall there being any that stem from a geopolitical conflict, rather just hatred.
20:38:03 Eli Maierson: I'm looking at the Hillel email now. So in the Hillel statement there is a sentence in
there that says— I'm sorry. Give me one second to find it—Hillel is not a political organization or this
statement is not meant to be political. And so, if it's not a political organization, there's no sort of consensus
view on the subject. I'm wondering what consensus y’all think they would have reached had Hillel been a
consultant in writing the email, and how representative that statement would have been.



20:38:36 Emma Daitz: I think just based on my knowledge MSA is also not a political organization and they
were consultants, but obviously there's more to the question.
20:38:55 Mason Quintero: I think, at the minimum, it would have been helpful to at least know that this email
was coming because it took a lot of us by surprise and as I mentioned earlier, it was very hurtful to many
members of the Jewish community. That being said, there's definitely disagreement among members of Hillel
in terms of political positions on this conflict. However, I honestly don't know what that process would have
looked like if we would have been given the letter and been free to make edits or if some members
representing Hillel would have sat down with members representing MSA and MENAA to write that letter. I
think that the final product really depends on what that process looks like. And it's really hard to tell,
considering that process did not happen. And the most important point is that there would have been a larger
group of students that would have been represented and would have had a chance to have their voices heard.
But we weren't even given the chance to do that.
20:39:52 Unidentified JC Member: So, basically, it seems as if what was said in the minutes, regarding any
affiliation Hillel might have had with this and the concerns that you guys are bringing up are very different.
Um, but I'd urge you to, you know, consider under right under the Preamble in the section labeled Composition
of the Association of Amherst Students, it says the Senate shall be comprised of senators elected by each class
to represent their views, and ultimately those of the entire AAS. Could this not have been an oversight in terms
of representation and then an issue with representation in Senate, rather than the jurisdiction of Senate to send
that kind of email?
20:40:34 Mason Quintero: If AAS was the group that had written the letter then I would agree with your
point that it was a matter of representation in AAS. However it was not AAS that wrote the letter, it was MSA
and MENAA that wrote the letter, and AAS essentially claimed authorship. And that is one of the larger issues
that we see in terms of constitutional violation. And quite frankly, I find that to be a little bit intellectually
dishonest. So the representation doesn't fit exactly—it wasn't about AAS representation, it was about what
groups were consulted—ultimately, that’s what it boils down to.
20:41:04 Maya Foster: Yeah, just as a follow-up to that, I totally understand your point. So first of all thank
you guys, both for all the things that you shared. And so just to clarify had the organization, or had the letter
been written by your student representatives and had been presented as such, would that have been the same
level of transgression.
20:41:26 Emma Daitz: I don't think that that's really relevant to the situation just because that isn't the
circumstances. There's no way to know exactly how it would have been I mean: it would have been different.
I don't exactly know how we would have reacted but the complaint was also filed before the minutes came out
so there still would have been a problem it just would have been a very different statement that would have
been read.
20:41:51 Maya Foster: Yeah, I guess my question was more about the importance of content, as opposed to
the importance of authorship, and how important each of those elements is to you and so that's why I asked the
question, thank you for your answer.
20:42:09 Mason Quintero: I think they're both super important, but I think if the matter of authorship was
handled correctly then the matter of content would not have been such a problem. And so that's why I think
we're focusing a little bit more on the authorship—that seems a little bit more egregious to us because if that
had been fixed then very few if any of these problems would exist.
20:42:35 Alexandre Jabor: So just to clarify on that point, um, say if it had been written by the Senate, not
written by another group and signed by the Senate, and the same thing happened: the Senate voted
unanimously to pass it and the language was exactly the same, then the complaint would be different. And I'm
just wondering how that plays in, especially because the language of the complaint itself makes claims about
the content, specifically, of the letter. I'm just trying to understand if the bigger issue is the authorship versus



the content. Would this complete have still been filed had the content been exactly the same but the authorship
been different.
20:43:17 Emma Daitz: Well the original thing that you received was before we knew for a fact that MSA
wrote the letter and we still believed that the letter being sent from the email address and being signed AAS
violated the constitution because it did not support the entire student body: it denied the ideals of some and
only focused on those of another. It did not promote the free exchange of ideas. And it did not respect all the
students’ voices on this campus. The minutes coming out reveal a full other set of issues that show the
unconstitutionality this email presented, but before we knew about that, there were still some severe issues
with the email which are all laid out in the original complaint, which we filed on May 22nd which I believe
everyone has.
20:44:08 Mason Quintero: Not only that but as long as the content of the email was the same, the effect on
the Jewish community at Amherst would have also been the same and I think that in and of itself was
problematic enough to address.
20:44:24 Jasper Liles: Just building on this kind of discussion, another issue which I think you both sort of
alluded to, but maybe we haven't addressed directly, is the issue of brevity. In our understanding, this is a very
complex issue and I can understand how in a page-long email, it may be impossible regardless of the content to
capture that. So I guess, is that a concern for both of you as well as that this issue is, there's so many sort of
different bases of knowledge required to address this, that something so short, can't really capture a full
significance.
20:45:14 Emma Daitz: I mean that is part of the issue. The AAS email is supposed to be used for official
purposes and based on my understanding of the Constitution, which obviously isn't official at all, I was just
having trouble seeing how commenting on geopolitical issues in any way constituted official AAS purposes.
And so I think the bigger issue, rather than just the brevity of the email is what AAS is doing when it comes to
sending emails like this, especially if they don't represent the entire student body. But, I think, a way that that
could potentially be addressed as some sort of recognition that this is not a presentation of all the sides and is
very short, and therefore, it is an oversimplification of the conflict. Something to sort of say this is, you know,
one-sided and doesn't present the entire story and is going to inevitably not include all the facts because it’s so
short.
20:46:08 Mason Quintero: Yeah, I think it's important to mention that and as well as that, there's very little if
any acknowledgment of how complex the situation is in the email, nor do they address the fact that they cannot
say all the facts of the problem in the email. It seems very clear that not only was there no attempt to really try
and address all the perspectives but that problem isn't addressed in the email itself.  It really seems like AAS
sent this and it seems almost like a definitive, this is what the deal is.
20:47:04 Jasper Liles: Do we have any more questions from the council?
20:47:10 Jasper Liles: Give us a second.
20:47:31 Alexandre Jabor: So, the way I'm also seeing this is kind of amending the original complaint using
the statement to make it a bit of a larger complaint since in the statements you've made you mentioned the
minutes, and that stuff wasn't released when the complaint was filed. I just first wanted to check if my
understanding of that is correct that some of the new points you brought up into statements are kind of in
addition to the complete concerning the minutes and the issues of authorship.
20:48:01 Emma Daitz: Yeah, I can also send this to you guys at some point so you can look it over. But yeah,
so a lot of what I said was just clarifying and reiterating what was said in the complaint and the second part
was sort of expressing the new concerns and unconstitutionality that emerged based on the minutes.
20:48:16 Alexandre Jabor: Alright so, following up from that, this is just a quick clarifying question in terms
of that second part of the statement you made. You said that the Senate, sending an email only to students in
the way that this email was sent was an exercise, kind of, of its private view and not part of its function which



is either representing the Amherst community or acting as an accessory to the administration. I'm just
wondering, you know as a representative for the complainants, in your view, when it comes to other
communications: when these communications are only directed at the student body itself and not either as a
liaison to the administration or to the community at large, is that also the same reflection of the private view or
is there a difference there. Like if AAS sends an email that can be about a teach-in or a walkout or something
like that, is that AAS exercising its private purview, even if the email was passed by a vote in the Senate, you
know, just walk me through how you see that.
20:49:31Emma Daitz: Um, well I think if they're sending an email about a teach-in or a walk-out, those are
two distinct things. It's sort of an invitation to the Amherst student body to participate in these things rather
than sort of, like, forcing their ideas and opinions on a situation. But the purpose of the email doesn't fall into
this category because it's not, it's not a presenting of their opinion, it would just be promoting a walk-out or
teach-in event, and that was obviously not the purpose of this email. And I would like to note, that there was a
sentence at the end that said that there will be a teach-in but that is clearly not the purpose of— it is very clear
that that was just a little something to be added.
20:50:31 Eli Maierson: Mason you cited a lot of personal and familiar experiences with antisemitism in your
testimony, and I hope all is well and I sympathize with you. I'm wondering what connection you're drawing
between these experiences, and the email that was sent by AAS because the email that was sent by AAS has a
sentence in the second paragraph: We must not conflate critiquing the Israeli government or settlers with
antisemitism. We condemn antisemitism in all forms. We mourn the Israeli civilian lines that have been lost.
I'm wondering what connection you're drawing between antisemitism on campus or in the larger world and the
email that was sent by AAS about the Israeli government.
20:51:15 Mason Quintero: That's a very good and valid question. First off, I made that somewhat clear in
talking about the effect that the email had in terms of not addressing any Jewish student concerns. Many Jews,
Jewish students at Amherst during that week and a half in May felt very isolated and scared and the
email compounded that. They were worried for their families, not only in Israel but on the streets of cities in
the United States and in Europe where there were many antisemitic attacks. Again, this isolation and fear was
compounded by the email which absolutely lacked any mention of those problems. It's very nice that AAS
doesn't want to conflate critiquing the Israeli government or settlers with antisemitism, but that doesn't change
the facts on the ground, there is absolutely a correlation between the conflict in May and a rise in antisemitic
crimes: I believe it was over 200-300% between April and May. So there is a correlation there whether or not
AAS would like to attribute it to that. I'm also glad you brought up that second paragraph because I find the
sentence: “We mourn the Israeli civilian lives that have been lost and we condemn the Israeli occupation that
has caused this violence” to sound a little bit like victim-blaming. I really can't imagine that in any other
conflict, where civilians are killed, that in the same sentence where those civilian lives are mourned the
government would be blamed. I really think that it should have been a “We mourn Israeli civilian lives”. Full
stop. “And we also condemned the Israeli occupation”, and that was just something that bothered me and I
wasn't gonna bring it up but you brought up that second paragraph.
20:53:10 Maya Foster: I guess one of my questions is, I think I might you talked a little bit about how this is
an issue that is clearly very complex, which it obviously is. But you also talked a little bit about how other
emails that AAS has sent have been less complex and about less complex issues—like of course we should
condemn hatred and of course we should condemn oppression. And I'm wondering, what do you define as a
complex email that has passed the complexity that AAS should be able to address.
20:53:48 Mason Quintero: I think the point wasn't to say that the other issues aren’t complex—sorry, let me
rephrase. I think what makes this more complex and requires AAS to have taken into all views is the fact that
there is MSA, MENAA, and Hillel on campus. Whereas, when we're talking about issues of racism, there are
groups of people of color and there are no groups of racists on campus that they could address and ask what



their opinions are, and there is a reason that there is no official group of racists on campus that they can
address those problems with. And so I think that is what makes it clear cut in terms of how they can take all
those viewpoints into account.
Emma Daitz: Also, this isn't an instance of some attacks based on hatred. That's not what this is, this is a
conflict between two parties that has been going on for 70 years. This is a conflict that has been going on for
years and it has no bearing on the daily functions of Amherst, and that's obviously not what the letter was
about. I see how it's hard to sort of distinguish, how it’s hard to explain the differences between the two but it's
like very quickly, in our heads, there’s a difference. I also believe that, for issues of violence against Asian
Americans or violence against people of color, those groups on campus should be consulted in emails, which
I'm not quite sure if they were or not.
20:55:49 Unidentified JC Member: So, do you think Hillel should be the group consulted on matters of the
Israeli government? Like should Hillel speak for the actions of the Israeli Government and MENAA speak for
the reality of living in Israel-Palestine?
20:56:15 Emma Daitz: I agree that you shouldn’t necessarily have Jewish people speak for Israel because
obviously Jewish people are not responsible for the actions of the Israeli government. But the Muslim
community isn't responsible for the actions of Palestinians in Israel either, and if you're going to assume that
this conflict has some religious significance, you have to admit that it has religious significance on both sides,
you can't just pick one. But if you're going to acknowledge that there is a religious significance to one side you
have to acknowledge that there's legit significance to the other.
20:56:43 Eli Maierson: I kind of would like a little bit of a clarification on the importance of physical distance
because you mentioned, not this last question but in the question prior to that that one of the major differences
is the issue of racism is domestic and Israel's like not even in this hemisphere, but y'all yourselves have also
cited the importance and/or the impact of the language in the email and of the situation that's, that's sort of
transpired in America, so like, no matter what's going on in Israel, that has effects here. So, I'm kind of
confused if the physical distance of Israel is an important factor in this case or not, or what the importance of it
is in the validity of AAS sending out this email or not.
20:57:23 Emma Daitz: It's not so much the distance, as a distinction between a geopolitical issue, and an
ethical domestic one. And also I think Mason’s point was more that like the situation, the reaction of people in
the United States to the situation that's going on, has affected. Jews living in the United States, unfortunately,
so if you were going to deal with the situation, you have to also acknowledge that.
20:58:20 Joshua Kim: So, at least from what I'm seeing I'm kind of seeing this as, you all are kind of
approaching this from three prongs: the first one being authorship, the second one being content, and the third
one being the fact that both groups weren't consulted. If you had to choose a problem, if you will, that was the
most egregious, or the one that you would like to see if AAS apologize for specifically or one that you care
about more than the other two, which would it be?
20: 58:56 Mason Quintero: Could you just specify, and restate the three prongs?
20:59:15 Joshua Kim: The first one is the content of the email itself. The second one is the whole authorship
issue that came up in the minutes, and then the third one is the fact that both groups, weren't consulted.
20:59:32 Emma Daitz: The biggest thing about the complaint, if anything, is that the values that were set out
in the Constitution were completely disregarded and neglected, and I think that choosing what the three biggest
issues in the constitution are that were neglected is difficult. There is a commitment to respecting equal
representation, honesty, transparency, and integrity, and learning, and the free exchange of ideas, and between
choosing one of those three values that is the most important and most egregious that's been violated, it's really
hard to choose. I don't even know which one I would pick if I could pick one. But I think that the bigger focus
is that the values of the Constitution were completely disregarded, and these are the ways in which it was.



20: 59: 21 Mason Quintero I think that the issue of authorship and consultation are pretty similar. And I'm not
going to say that that is more important than the contents of the email, I want to make it very clear that's not
what I'm saying. What I am saying is that I think if that issue had been addressed back in May when the email
was sent out the contents of the email would not have been problematic. And so moving forward if the issues
of authorship and consultation are fixed in similar communications coming out from as there will be little to no
issue about the content.
21:00:51 Maya Foster: I just have a quick clarifying question. So, I think you talked a little bit about the
resources that were provided and the importance of which resources specifically were emphasized or not
emphasized. And what I kind of wanted to touch on is that from reading this email as an outsider, it seems to
me like they have chosen resources that they tried to represent equally both sides of the situation. And I
understand that that's maybe not how it is accurately represented. But I also see that these two resources,
specifically Decolonize Palestine and Jewish Voice for Peace are presented equally as valid and important, and
so I'm wondering what you would have liked to see in terms of representation, providing
resources that represent another side?
21:01:58 Emma Daitz: The Anti-Defamation League is a very reputable organization, and Jewish Voices for
Peace has been declared antisemitic by the Anti-Defamation League which is obviously not a word that anyone
should use lightly so I think that it's really important to note.
21:02:14 Mason Quintero: I mean the literal sentences in which they introduce these resources are, “We hope
you use this moment to critically examine both your education and the news you consume. We recommend
decolonizepalestine.com to start learning the history of the region and its current status. We also recommend
Jewish Voice for Peace for more information.” Very vague. It does feel like there's a slight difference in terms
of how much they recommend the two things. And I think that what you said earlier as an outsider you saw
that as they tried to send a balanced message. I think that's exactly what was attempted to be portrayed in the
letter and I think that is very misleading and I think that may have been done intentionally So, possibly
because Jewish Voice for Peace has the word Jewish I imagine that people read that as “oh they're giving a
resource that takes that side into account,” but Jewish Voice for Peace represents a very very small minority of
Jews in the United States.  I felt uncomfortable with the fact that that is the resource that they use because,
again, I've had a number of conversations with anti-Zionists and people who disagree with me on this topic,
and they have sent me a number of resources and I cannot think of a single time or one, aside from this email,
that someone has sent me a resource from Jewish voice for peace.
21:03:56 Unidentified JC Member: So Mason, you were not a part of the writing of the email, is that correct.
So, Emma, can you talk to me about the process of this email to step back a little to how it was created, who
these people are. And like, just like how you guys crafted that email.
21:04:17 Emma Daitz: The complaint?
21:04:21 Unidentified JC Member: Yes, the complaint.
21:04:30 Emma Daitz: I mean I'm sure people received the email. I was very shocked so I started reaching
out to people who I believe would be equally shocked: the first people I reached out to were Nate and Gordon
who are signed on the email because I just happened to know them personally better than the other people.
And I was like, this is really problematic: I want to submit it a complaint will you guys help me. And they
were like: Yes, absolutely. And then I reached out to and was in contact with Jackie, who put me in contact
with the rest of the signatories on it because she sort of put us in touch because we all felt the same way.
And then you know we shared the document and all worked on the complaint and then once we finally agreed
that it was done, we sent it in.
21:05:25 Baylar Ratzan: I just want to acknowledge that I felt similarly and that I know a lot of other people
did as well. I’m not sure if I’m allowed to be speaking right now, so just cut me off if I’m not. Amherst is my
home, and I knew that I wanted to be here and be part of the conversation, but I also want to acknowledge that



a really big part of me was afraid to sign on to the complaint because of the rhetoric that has been raised in the
U.S. but also on campus. The conflict is very emotional and people are dying, and many Americans are
invested in a very simple view of it. I really wish that this had been taken as an opportunity to have a
discussion because we’ll be influential in the future: we’re studying here and we’re preparing to enter the
world to be leaders in it.
21:08:31 Jasper Liles: Thank you for sharing that. This is not necessarily a part of our official capacity as the
Judiciary Council, and that's fine. So I just want to share to anyone listening in about any of this, or in the
hearing anywhere in the room, that if they have anything that they would like to share with the community that
I'm available. Email me, set up a zoom call with me or any of the other members and we can talk about it.
That's not something that we necessarily have to do but definitely would like to do that if people have any
thoughts.
21:09:11 Mason Quintero: To speak a little bit to what Baylar was just saying it's been referenced a couple of
times that I was not a signatory on the original complaint. And the reason for that was I did not want any more
focus on the Israel-Palestine conflict on campus, because I was worried that it would simply bring more
antisemitism to campus. However, now that the hearing is happening, I felt that given my relatively unique
perspective, I should be there. There were a lot of other people who were consulted on the email but didn't feel
comfortable or safe enough to actually officially sign it.
21:10:09 Alexandre Jabor: Yeah, this is the last question on my list of my notes. But one thing that I'm just
wondering, and I want to get your viewpoint on this. So, the email does start out by talking about what was
happening at the time in the Al-Aqsa mosque, which is the third holiest site in Islam. I know, if we’re talking
spatially that this is a very important area for more than just one religion. And I know that there are a lot of
sites around, even you know a couple blocks around that area that are very important to multiple religions. Just
in terms of what was going on in the focus of that period of conflict on the mosque itself: do you think that in
any way changes MSA participation, or MSA reaching out to participate in this email, given that there was
stuff directly happening in and around the third holiest site in Islam.
Just as a clarification.
21:11:05 Mason Quintero: Yes, it is valid. MSA had a reason to write this email or want to be consulted on
this problem because as you said Al-Aqsa mosque is the third holiest site in Islam. However, I think it is
important to note that the Al-Aqsa mosque is built on the Temple Mount, which is the single most important
and holiest site in all of Judaism, where Jews are not even allowed to pray at all. So I think the same reason
that would give MSA a reason, very much gives Hillel reason as well. As I said, the ongoing crisis in the
Israel-Palestine region is not a religious issue, which doesn't really make sense given especially that they
consulted with MSA in the email.
21:12:27 Jasper Liles: Do we have any more questions from the JC? Going once, going twice. Okay, well
thank you so much to everyone who spoke and shared. I hope that this meeting felt productive and felt like we
were hearing you adequately. If anyone has follow-up questions either from our side or from your side, I hope
that we can communicate with each other about that. We had a couple of impromptu participants in the
meeting if they could just email me or come see me right after this, just so we can make sure that when we put
up the transcript it reflects adequately what both of you said. That’s it. Thank you all so much. This meeting is
adjourned.


