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the notion that you just put out withthe idea
of sexual harassment? Sexual harassment
often times is basically speech that creates a
hostileenvironment. By thatrationale, then,
the codes barring sexual harassment should
be thrown out, since it’s basically just a
speech violation.

C. Allen: Maybe they should be.
Aaron Nelson, student body president-

elect: I absolutely do not think we should
restrict speech. I’m glad we do not have a
hate speech code on this campus, and Ihope
we continue not to have one because it is
important that everybody express all oftheir
views. When we encounter tldngs that would
be defined as hate, speech, things that are
intimidating, we respond loudly, we be-
come organized and we reply that those
kinds ofthings are not tolerated not that
they’re illegal—but that people don’t think
they’re acceptable in an environment such
as a university. Not everything is protected
speech. IfIthreaten tokill somebody, that’s
not protected. My harassing somebody is
not protected. Mycausing intimidation spe-
cifically, ifthat’s my intent, to a specific
individual or to agroup—l don’t think that
is necessarily protected. We ought to speak
as freely as we are able.

Laura Streitfeld, graduate student : I’m
not sure ifhate speech is not the right way to
define some things that have been going on
on campus. Part of the problem with some
of the things that have happened, such as
the swastikas appearing, is that there is no
accountability. Ifspeech is intended to be
inflammatory, then I feel that, in order to
engage in dialogue, it would help if the
people speaking would take responsibility
for the inflammatory nature ofwhat they’re
saying. Idon’tbelieve that prohibiting speech
gets to the root of the problem. Some ofthe
types of acts that have happenedbringto my
mind, where do these things come from? A
lot of these things happen in anonymity,
and they seem to happen out of a fear of
reprisal, or fear of coming right out and
saying they are hateful.

Darin Diner, interim Hillel director: I
think when you come into areality of say ing
whether or notspeech was “intended” to be
hateful in any way or form, how is that at all
protected? Aaron (Nelson), you said there
may be an exception for speech that may be
psed as “intending” to do some harm. I’m
wondering ifpeople have any thoughts on
intended speech; for example, something
that most people would consider protected
free speech but the perpetrators of that
thought, or that action or that publication,
know in their hearts that this is meant to
provoke some sort of anger. For example,
the cartoon that was published in The Daily
Tar Heel last week. That, I think, many
people saw as intending to provoke many of
those scared feelings.

Chris Yates, student: We’ve leapt into
asking how to respond or how not to re-
spond to hate speech without really defin-
ing what hate speech is. So I’dask that we
backtrack for a moment because Ithink we
share the same position on, terms, but don’t
explain the difference in them.

Laura Harris, student: Ihad the oppor-
tunity to go and listen to the Pit talk last
Friday. And I was aware that the people
who were speaking and those they were
speaking to was achoir, and it’s unfortunate
that that’s what I’mseeing in this room, too.
But those who have committed these crimes,
they’re not coming forward. Is there a par-
ticular personality of individual who does
this? Do we know who the enemy is?

Lt. Williams: The person who did the
swastikas is not well-informed about what
the symbol is that they were trying to utilize.
(The swastikas on the library books were
drawn backwards.) So we have a person
who wants to cause dissent, or was at the
fringe, but they’re not an activist because an
activist knows the symbolism associated
with that group. So it’s maybe a fringe
wannabe, but we don’t believe from a law
enforcement perspective that itwas a hard-
core activist. We believe it was someone
who wanted to stir up dissension in the
University community and did avery good
job ofit.

Seth Shelden, student :Ithink that crimes
don’t necessarily represent the proportion
of hate. The people (who drew the swasti-
kas) probably don’t blow what they’re do-
ing, they’re justmore vocal. Byresponding
to them, we may not be responding to who
we really want to respond to. Iwould ques-
tion how important it is to find the original
perpetrators and respond to them as op-
posed to responding to the community.

Brian Weinants, student: Back to Chris’
Ofates) question, are we saying hate speech
is targeted speech? Speech targeted specifi-
cally to incite some feelings of some sort?
When people call me a faggot, that strips me
of my name, my history, my friends, my
family, everything. That is focusing in on
onepart ofmylife, and yes, whenlhearthat
it makes me angry. I consider that hate
speech, even thoughthey may be wellwithin
their rights tosay that. So is that what we’re
defining as hate speech, as targeted speech?

C. Allen: The central problem with hate
speech and hate crimes lies in the fact that
you cannot nail down a real definition. It’s
like beauty; it’s in the eyes of the beholder.
Hate speech to me would be something
different from probably everyone else in the
room. That’s the way it would be for every-
one here.

My personal definition of hate speech—-
and Iwouldn’t want to try tostop the person
from saying this an example would be a

column at The Daily Tar Heel, last Decem-
ber, written by an columnist who wrote in
his Christmas wish list that he would like to
plowmeup with dynamite. Nowthat’shate
speech, but that’s my personal definition. It
wouldn’t fall under any of the guidelines of
the proposed policies because it's not di-

rected at my race, my gender, my religion or
anythinglike that, but ifwe 'regoing to look
at hate speech and have this nice neat label
forit, that is the problem with trying tocome
up with a definition.

That’s whythe solution is more speech.
Ifsomething outrageous happens, such as a
crime like the defacing of these library ma-
terials, we have things in our legal terms to

address that: it’s called property law. If
someone goes out and kills someone be-
cause of their race, we have something to
protect society against that: it’s called mur-
der, manslaughter, whatever the juiy de-
cides is the appropriate charge. Those are
onthe books. When you get right down to
it, every type ofviolent crime committed is
a hate crime. No one goes out and kills
someone because they love 'em. It just
doesn’t happen.

Nelson: Beauty, as Mr. (Charlton) Allen
said, is an important thing that we all be-
lieve in. We wouldn’t dismiss the fact that
there are things that are beautiful sheerly
because we can’t define what is beautiful.
I’dlike to talk more about the speech itself
and what to do when we
encounter hate speech,
however you define it.
We must speak loudly
and let people know that
these kinds ofthings are
intimidating and are
things we’ve got to pay
attention to,whetheryou
think it’s hateful or not.

Horne: When does
hate speech become less
of an issue ofthe free ex-
change ofideas and more
an issue of harming the
individual and societal in-
terests? Let me mention,
in that context, that there
are a number of laws in
U.S. society that restrict
free speech. There are
laws against libel and
slander. Are we saying
there should be no restric-
tions on speech whatso-
ever, even with regard to
criminal law?

Diner: Iwant to speak
on that, but Iwantto jump
first back to what Aaron
(Nelson) said. Ithink I’m
going to change ‘hate
speech’ to ‘ignorant
speech’ for a second. Be-
cause I think when we

look at what has hap-
pened onthis campus, not
only in the last couple of
months, but going back
to the fraternity memo, to
... the cartoon that was
published in the DTH;
and when I met with Ms.
(Ashley) Gamer (Caro-
lina Review editor) and

professes to be inclusive and a welcoming
environment for people with all back-
grounds, the most important thing is to try
to promote understanding and to try to get
the majority of people to go to something
likeundergraduate diversity training. Some-
thing of that nature would address on a
more personal level how people are going to
interact in a diverse climate.

Home: Do you feel the same way about
restrictions on sexual harassment, which is
basically a speech offense, so to speak? That
it shouldn’t necessarily be punished, but
you should educate the parties involved is

better?
Streitfeld: No, as I said, ifit crosses the

line into intimidation and it limits people’s

“Hate speech is a problematic
phenomenon for a very simple reason: who

determines what is hate speech?ln an
ideal world,for me, hate speech would be

counteracted by more speech. ”

CHARLTON ALLEN
Carolina Review Publisher

“ When we encounter things that wouldbe
defined as hate speech ... we reply that

those kinds ofthings are not tolerated...
that people don t think they''re acceptable
in an environment such as a university. ”

AARON NELSON
Student Body President-Elect
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Mr. (Charlton) Allen afierthe Aaron Nelson
incident inthe Carolina Review. I, as well as
everyoneelse, keep hearingthe words, ‘Well,
wedidn’treallyknowthatit was going todo
this.' There’s something inherent in that we
keep hearing this.

I’m not saying that we all have to be
wonderfully, 100 percent sensitive, PC
trained people. Butwe as a community, and
especially in a University community

....

what I would say is more important is that
people say, ‘Ididn’t realize it was going to
provoke such anger.’

Horne: What are the consequences of
those actions? Do you feel there should be a

hate speech clauseintheUniversity code, or
what about a hate crime code?

Leslie Humphrey, DTH classified ad-
vertising director: Let me just say that I
work at The Daily Tar Heel, but I’m not
here because of The Daily Tar Heel.

This is an issue that Ifeel strongly about.
As far as a hate crime code goes, I would
definitely support that on a college campus
because my experience has been that hate
crimes are extremely damaging, fatal in
some cases. When Iwas at UNC-G, there
was a man livingin the dormitorywho was
gay and lived in an all-male dorm, and the
men decided to attack him. They used hate
speech, they called him afaggot; they did all
kinds of things. They also burnt his door
down in his dorm. A week later, he jumped
off the top of the library. Idon’t know how
itwas investigated, but you’llnever get me

to believe that it wasn’t because he was
harassed.

Ho me :Keep inmind thatl’mjusthereto
ask provocative questions. The opinions I
am expressing are not necessarily my own.

One thing I don’t understand is that there
seems to be this consensus that hate speech
should be protected. But something like
insider trading, basically that’s not protected
speech. That’s a criminal violation.

Humphrey: That's greed speech, nothate
speech.

Home: Are we saying that greed speech
should send people to jail, but hate speech
should go untouched? Are we saying hate
speech should be any more exalted than
other kinds of speech? Ifso, what is the
rationale behind saying so?

Streitfeld: Ifspeech is harassing or threat-
ening or intimidating, it is up to the law to

decide where itbecomes harassment or stalk-
ing or whatever. It’s alot more important to
look at the roots of it than to punish it after
the fact. It’sfine to talkabout limitingspeech,
or you can talk about responsible speech,
but it seems that in a state university that
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feeling of being welcome in a library or
being able to take a class without repercus-
sions, then there should be some kind of
consequence there. But I don’t feel like
that’s the place to start. There’s a root out
there that we’re not getting at, and we need
to try.

Doug Nadler, student: In response to
what you just said, I feel uncomfortable in
the Undergraduate Library. I just have a
problem that up until a month ago Ifelt fine
on this campus. And now I have trouble
going to the library. Ifeel threatened. There
were swastikas on my campus, a campus
that Ithought was beautiful; something like
this doesn’t happen. Something like this
doesn’t happen to me, doesn’t affect me,
and then all of the sudden it does.

Yates: We should begin by acknowledg-
ing that freedom of speech does come with
costs. A cost of free speech is that hate
speech will exist. That may include feeling
uncomfortable and feeling offended. But
none of us has a right not to be offended.
None ofus has aright not to feel uncomfort-
able.

We want to uphold the constitutional
right to speech, yet we want to oppose hate
speech at the same time. While we can’t
prosecute someone for hate speech in a

traditional politicalrealm, we certainly can
shun them socially. We can avoid respect-
ing them or even acknowledging them. That
begins with a willingness for us as a univer-
sity community to admit that some things
are right and some things are wrong.

Home: So you would be against laws
that punish slander, libel, defamation?

Yates: Those three words themselves
take the idea of speech to anew level. In a
newspaper, libel threatens someone’s ca-
reer or public image. The ambiguity of civil
hate speech is slightly different from the
sharpness of libel speech.

Nelson: To Mr. Yates, Idon’t think the
line is that clear. You say we have a right not
to be slandered, a right not to be libeled, not
to be harassed, not to be threatened. IfI
threaten you, that's illegaland I’llbe taken
to court for that. But a right not to be made
uncomfortable and the right not to feel
threatened, where’s the line between that?
You describe libel as limitingsomebody’s
chances of success or their public percep-
tion. We all want to protect the Carolina
Review, but ifanything is aimed at limiting
my success or my public perception, then
that’s something. But I think that ought to
be protected. So where do we draw the line?
We can’t allow all speech, for example,
sexual harassment. What’s the difference

between sexual harassment and racial ha-
rassment and religious harassment? I’mnot
sure where Istand now. Sexual harassment
is something we should not allow, but what’s
the difference between that and racial and
religious harassment?

Horae : So you’re saying we should pun-
ish sexual harassment but be a bit more lax
about these other things?

Nelson: I’msaying that’s what we seem
tobe saying, and that makes me uncomfort-
able, it seems inconsistent. Who is to define
what’s threatening?

Home: There’s a debate in the law about
sexual harassment. Some courts say the
standard is what a reasonable woman in
that situation would consider to be sexual
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harassment. Keep in mind that with regard
to any sort of law, judges or juries have to
make a determination every day.

Justin Williams, DTH staff develop-
ment manager: The Supreme Court has
ruled that for a libelous cartoon, article or
photo, there has to be actual malice. There
must be proof that someone wanted to harm
someone specifically. Also, the greatest de-
fense to libel is truth. Should you say some-
thing that a person would take offense to, if
it’s actually true, that person willnot be able
to prove libel.

The Supreme Court has also made a

decision about who’s a public figure and
who’s a private figure. Especially when you
talk about being made to feel uncomfortable
in a situation where you choose to run for
public office, where you choose togo on the
record saying something, you then become
a public figure, which means you lose a lot
of your rights as a private citizen. The press
has a greater right to scrutinize your life,
both personal and publics. Some provisions
protect things that aren’t relevant to what
your public duty is, but there is a distinction
between public and private figures under
libel law.

Lt. Williams: I want to bring out that
hate crimes, hate speech they don’t just
affect the individual that is targeted. They
affect the entire community. North Caro-
lina law has a statute that addresses hate
crimes to bring upa higher degree ofpunish-
ment. The reason for that is because it does
affect the whole community. When we talk
about offensive, directive speech in law en-
forcement, we have to investigate the mo-

tive ofthe individual who perpetuates hate
speech because we have to see a specific
motive before we bring him to court. There
is a definite need for hate crime statutes

because they do affect the total community,
not just these individuals.

C . Allen : There should be criminal pros-
ecution for violence or intimidation when
something that shows real physical harm
occurs. Those laws are on the books. Ifyou
threaten someone, there’s a clear case for
criminal and civilaction regardless ofwhat
your motive is.

From what I’veseen, there are two differ-
ent types of (sexual harassment) cases: the
first is obvious sexual harassment, when an
intimidating environment is created for a
male or a female in the workplace. When
that occurs, there should be a strong statu-
tory solution, just as there is for racial and
religious discrimination in the workplace.
The problem is with something like a co-
worker asking a co-worker out for a date,

and there have been a number of cases
where that has been penalized as sexual
harassment. That’s where you start tread-
ing into dangerous waters where the First
Amendment is concerned.

Home: Is there anything we can do at
UNC to stop hate speech before it starts,
such as diversity workshops and sensitivity
training?

Streitfeld: There are numerous ways to
respond. Hate speech is a warning sign that
something isgoing onthat may, or may not,
lead to crimes. But there’s some undercur-
rent going on in the community. Looking at
The Daily Tar Heel, right after this event
with the Carolina Review, publishing this
cartoon that makes a comment about Jews

seems outrageous, and
I find it hard to believe
they couldn’t have
thought that might have
been offensive to
people.

J.WiHiams:Theedi-
torial page editor, the
editor and the editorial
board all believe the car-
toon was, in fact, refer-

ring to the Carolina Re-
view; itwas atongue-in-
cheek poke at it. And
the anger in the Jewish
community about the
Review, if that some-

howprovoked it further,
it was not meant to. No
one in their right mind,
especially a newspaper,
does things like this to

harm other people.
Should this come under
scrutiny again, the DTH
will certainly take an-
other look; there is a
heightened awareness
now ofhow news events
that we cover actually
affect the community,
and how our opinions
on the edit page affect
that they do go hand
in hand.

Home: Do you think
hate speech leads to an

increase in hate crime?
How should the news
media deal with it with-
out sensationalizing it?
What specific things can

be done to change the
current negative atmo-
sphere?

“Freedom ofspeech does come withcosts.
A cost offree speech is that hate speech will
exist. We want to uphold the constitutional
right to speech, yet we want to oppose hate

speech at the same time. ”

CHRIS YATES
UNC Sophomore

“Alot ofpeople have misinterpreted how
the cover was meant. But my

understanding at least ofthe stereotype is
ofa Jew with horns and not ofa Jew as

the devil. Allapologies to Aaron. ”

ASHLEY 6ARNER
Carolina Review Editor

Nadler: Yousaid that the DTH feels the
cartoon was wrong, that people misinter-
preted it and that it offended some people.
And yet maybe that was not your intention.
How come only the people in this room
know what your intentions were? There
really hasn’t been anything saying what the
cartoon meant. Alot ofpeople don’t under-
stand the cartoon.

J. Williams: I think there is an inherent
and sometimes publicized statement the
editorial page—that the reason whyit is an
editorial page and separate from the rest of
the paper and has always been that way is
because it reflects either the opinion ofan
edit board, the politicalviews ofreaders and
the campus or reflects the personal feelings
of columnists. That’s why that page has
been developed to be separate from what is
actually reported as the truth.

Nadler: Should people still think that
Mike Webb, the guy who drew the cartoon,
that he is anti-Semitic, that he thinks people
are big Jewish dorks?

J. Williams: No, I don’t think he in-
tended ever to portray that. He’s not anti-
Semitic and doesn’t think that. Again, he
was using it as a tongue-in-cheek reference
to what could have possibly been inter-
preted as other people’s views on this cam-
pus.

Diner: To jump back and answer your
question, Dr. Home, ofwhat is the journal-
istic responsibility, Ithink it gets back to the
inherent reason that we have to deal with
that issue for this campus, instead of one

that is rhetoric and theory what on this
campus we can do. I’msorry to focus on the
DTH, but it is an issue out there, also the
Carolina Review. What are their responsi-
bilities? And Ithink reporting on hate speech
is inevitable, but promulgating hate speech
is different. Ispoke at length with the editor
ofthe DTH after the cartoon was published.
He said that they were trying to say that
freedom ofinformation isn't necessarily al-
ways a good thing.

But what the journalists, the DTH may
have done inadvertently is to say, ‘Hah, we

can get away with it, ’and really that’s what
I took from Thanassis’ (Cambanis, DTH
editor) reaction. I said, with all respect, to
Chancellor (Michael) Hooker in his office a
few days ago. ‘Chancellor Hooker, themost
powerful person on this campus is the man
sitting in the editor’s office of the DTH.’ I
think what has happened with the publica-
tion of the DTH and the Review is to focus
the debate away from what are the conse-
quences and what can we do. Instead, it has
become this huge issue of what is the prob-
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lem. And I’mvery glad were going to have
this theoretical debate, but Iwant to know
what is going to happen. Ithink censure is a
very important word and one that we all
need toremember. Not censor, but censure.

Jordan: To directly answer your ques-
tion, ‘Does hate speech lead to an increase
in hate crime?' I think it combines a lot of
what I’veheard from the people here today.
Iwant to posit the idea that it's notthe hate
speech that is responsible for hate crime.
We can’t possibly turn around and say,
‘Wellthe solution to some of these prob-
lems is not to have any voices, to cutit off.’
Governments have tried throughout the
history of mankind toshutdown ideas. Those
governments have empirically fallen be-
cause ofthat. That is how you cure them, by
discussing them, not suppressing them, not
by pushing them under the surface, no mat-
ter how bad they may be.

Yates : What can be done? Itseems like a
really complex issue here, but the answer is
really quite simple. What we learned in
elementary school, or Sunday School for
some ofus, and that isdrivinghometheidea
of loving your neighbor as you love your-
self. Ifwe are going to survive as a commu-
nity, we are going to have to do that uncon-
ditionally.

Beth Glenn, student: Are those ideas
valuable in and of themselves to open dis-
cussion and discourse? Ifyou want to com-

bat speech with more speech, then ifyou
stood in the Pit and called me names and I
said, ‘Well, I’llcall names as well.’ Where
does that get us? When you talk about
drawinglines and acting responsibly, Iagree
with what you have to say. But I think
people are going to have to get to the point
where some things do notneed to have open
discussion in a community.

Ladell Robbins, Senior Class president-
elect: The thing that is missing about hate
speech is that in order to provoke discus-
sion, it needs to be phrased inan intellectual
argument, which is what isoccuning today.
Ifyou draw a swastika ona book, and Ilook
atit, it doesn’t provoke thought in my mind.
Itprovokes the thought that someone needs
to erase it offthe book. IfIwalk into a class
and I see ‘KKK’written on the wall, it
doesn’tprovoke thought. Itsays, ‘Hmmm...
someone needs to erase this wall.’

The thing that is important about today
is that we are debating the intellectual argu-
ments that go behind what we do on cam-
pus . Ifyou want totell me whyswastikas are
an important symbol, then you’ve left me
with something to think about. But ifyou
just give me a swastika, then you’ve left
nothing for me to think about except the fact

that here’s a swastika. Ifwe are going to
push various aggressive opinions on people,
then they need to be opinions that are bal-
anced in fact, that are balanced in reason,
that have some kind ofrationale behind
them, so that people can respond to them
with some kind ofrationale rather than just
blindly saying, ‘Nigger,’ and waiting for
somebody to come back at you with an
intellectual argument.

J. Williams: I want to make a clear
distinction, partly on defense of a lot of
people who work at The Daily Tar Heel,
that when you say journalist, you mean the
people who work on the edit page. Report-
ers have nothing to do with it.

Ashley Gamer, Carolina Review edi-
tor: I’dlike toclarify what the intention was
ofthe cover ofthe Carolina Review. Alot of
people have misinterpreted how the cover
was meant. But my understanding at least
ofthe stereotype is of a Jew with horns and
not of a Jew as the devil. All apologies to
Aaron. The picture was of Aaron as the
devil, not ofa Jew with horns. Aaron was
drawn that way because he’s at the opposite
end of the political spectrum from what we
are. Itwas acomment onhis politics andnot
on his religion. Ifanyone has taken offense
to that, I’msony. Itwas not intended to be
anti-Semitic or to be in any way a comment

on the fact that he is a Jew.
Nelson: There’s no hard feelings,

Charlton and Iare sitting next to each other
here. To the DTH, this is fantastic that
they’ve held this and I think that it is has
been important. What I’ve heard, is (the
DTH saying), ‘Why is everybody so pissed
off at us about our coverage of what hap-
pened? What is the anger that’s going on
campus?’ Alot of it has to do with percep-
tion. The perception is when you see this,
calling a character with a huge nose, a ‘big
Jewish dork,' is just not the most fantastic
thing in the world. I understand that the
editorial page doesn’t have the responsibil-
itynot to offend. That’s fine.

The other thing is why was there no
coverage on the swastikas in the library if
the DTH knew at 9 p.m.? And I’ve heard
that’s not enough time. There was no dis-
cussion that day. And people were kind of
angry that there wasn’t that coverage. And
Ithink the other thing is spotlighting. They
were highlighting people’s duties when we
speak to people about what they thinkabout
anti-Semitism or about freedom of speech
that they wouldn’t spotlight other people.
Or the Carolina Review that says, “The
difference withNelson is simple. He’s Jew-
ish,” spotlighting my religion and how it
must have affected my votingrecord. Darin
will tell you himself that I’vebeen to Hillel
twice. But the perception is reality.

I’m glad we’ve had the chance to dear
some of these things up here. Ihope every-
body takes the message out to the rest ofthe
people about what we’ve discovered here,
which is that everybody in here is pretty
much dedicated not to have any hate speech
crimes, but also similarly dedicated to
speaking out against speech that offends
them. There’s a lot ofpower in words and
a lot ofpower in what the DTH prints and
a lot ofpower in what they say. People just
need to be careful of that, be responsible
and respectful. Idon’tthinkit’sbadto have
campus diversity training even though si-
rens and whistles do go off in more conser-
vatively minded people. We’re not brain-
washing anybody, and I think it’s impor-
tant that people know that when they say
they are going to ‘Jew someone down,’
that’s actually offensive. ... You didn’t
know that the horns were going to pro-
voke, but itprovoked me.
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