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The Divestiture Movement

Ronald R. Stockton
To understand a political movement we have to look into the past.  The current controversy between Jews and Presbyterians hearkens back to two earlier movements in the 1980s called divestiture and solidarity. The divestiture movement wanted universities and other institutions to sell their stocks in companies that operated in South Africa. Many universities and churches have billions of dollars  in the stock market. Most allow  those within the ‘family’  to raise issues about a particular investment. The annual meeting was often the point where such  issues were raised. 

The South African divestiture movement worked in tandem with (and sometimes at cross-purposes to)  other movements such as the academic boycott of South African universities and the effort to get corporations to provide better working conditions for their black workers, the so-called Sullivan Principles.
 There was also a separate disinvestment movement that called for companies to sell off or close down their operations in South Africa. All of these movements were private and were distinct from governmental trade sanctions or export/import restrictions.

I was myself involved in the South African divestiture movement in a modest way. In the early 1980s when the University of Michigan Regents met on the Dearborn campus, I spoke to them about this issue.
 I said the conflict was very complex and would generate exceptional violence in the future and that the University should not be entangled in what might happen. While most of those dying were Black, the danger was greater than that. The white populations were also at risk. I thought Nadine Gordimer had it right in her elegant novel, July's People, that the state structure could crack, with chaos and civil war resulting and millions of refugees pouring into neighboring lands. I thought American and European investments were making the regime feel irrationally confident and less likely to negotiate. I did not want all that blood on our hands and said the university should distance itself from the regime by selling its holdings.

The Regents were polite but one Regent gave me all the arguments that had been generated by the opponents of divestiture: our investments were helping Black people, ANC guerrillas were  engaging in violence against civilians (which was sometimes true), and American investments were empowering the moderate middle classes so they could promote reform.  

What I knew but did not acknowledge was that the outspoken Regent was very close to the South African regime. In 1980 I had violated the academic boycott of South African to spend part of my sabbatical in that country. Along the way, I met an individual who asked if I knew Regent X. He said he had hosted him during his all-expenses-paid visit to South Africa. It was a few years later in the Muldergate scandal, which brought down the President of South Africa, that we learned what we had suspected all along, that  whole sectors of American society had been penetrated by the South African regime. An example was a chain of small-town newspapers based in Michigan that ran editorials clearly written by the South African Information Office. One such paper was in Dearborn.

In time,  the Regents reversed themselves  and divested from South Africa.
 By the time it became obvious the regime was in trouble,  politicians across the country were saying  they had supported Nelson Mandela and majority rule all along.  The Regent I mentioned was not re-elected.
The South African divestiture movement may have achieved four results:  First, it embarrassed  white South Africans who found themselves turned into “the polecats of international politics," as a South African friend put it. This embarrassment weighed heavily upon them and spurred reformist elements within the country. Second, it put pressure on American and European companies operating in South Africa to provide scholarships, salary increases and promotions for their Black employees, as well as community development funds for their neighborhoods. Third, it caused some institutions and corporations to distance themselves from the regime. This shocked the ruling elements and forced them to  open their eyes to the reality of their dilemma.  And finally, it provoked a discussion in this country of policies that many leaders preferred not to discuss. As an educator, I was particularly active in promoting that last goal.

In the end the regime negotiated a transition to majority rule that avoided the civil war I had feared. Whether the divestiture  movement played a role in that  I cannot say,  but I think it did.

The Solidarity Movement

The second movement relevant to the current situation was the solidarity movement. While the divestiture  movement was mostly made up of white liberals, students, mainline Protestants, progressive Jews, and some Black leaders, the solidarity movement was mostly Catholic in nature.
  It focused upon the oligarchic regimes of Central America and the death squads that often conducted massacres of peasants.  The logic of the solidarity movement was that individuals would volunteer to put themselves in harm’s way to protect innocent people. Not to put too fine a point on it, but they knew  that when white people were present, peasants were less likely to be massacred. I admired those people, some of whom were killed. Their greatest impact, however, was not the lives they lost or saved, but the fact that when they returned they went from church to church and from event to event discussing their experiences and informing people of the situation in those countries.  In a democracy, public discussion of policy  is always good even if the authorities don’t want it.  

Convergence

These two techniques—divestiture and solidarity—have converged around the Israeli/ Palestinian situation. The International Solidarity Movement was formed in 2001 by people supporting the Palestinians. Two key personalities were a young Palestinian Israeli--a Christian from the Detroit area--and her Jewish fiancé.
  His parents, who live in New York City, received so many death threats they had to evacuate their house.  Passions around this issue are very high. 

The contemporary American-based Solidarity Movement organizes an annual meeting to discuss the situation in that troubled land and to support divestiture. One of their first meetings was on the Ann Arbor campus. Wherever they have gone, they have met enormous resistance from Israeli-support groups. The universities where they meet have come under exceptional pressure as they are deluged with allegations that the movement  is anti-Semitic, endorses terrorism, and calls for the elimination of the Jewish state. President Lawrence Summers of Harvard said those students and faculty on his campus who endorse  divestiture are anti-Semitic and support organizations “later discovered to be terrorist.”   Summers is  worried about a coming Kristallnacht  (government-instigated massacres and expulsions of Jews) in our land.
  The inflammatory rhetoric is exceptional.

The Presbyterian Involvement

The Presbyterian Church has long been involved in the Arab world.  Over 150 years ago, they  sent educators into the region and founded  the American University of Beirut and the American University of Cairo.  The denomination has supported an Israeli-Palestinian settlement based upon land for peace (Jewish and Palestinian states side-by-side) and the right of Palestinian refugees to return to their homeland or be compensated, the co-called Right of Return.
  They have  renounced violence against Jewish and Palestinian civilians (terrorism, if you will) and have  renounced Anti-Semitism. 

Jewish-Presbyterian relations have  been strained for some time.  In the 1980s the Presbyterians criticized the Israeli invasion of Lebanon and endorsed a two-state solution to the Israeli-Palestinian conflict well before Yitzhak Rabin and Shimon Peres won Nobel Peace Prizes for a similar position.  Relations had recently  been strained even more by the decision of the Philadelphia Presbytery (using some  denominational monies) to support a ‘messianic’ congregation that tried to blend Hebrew culture and identity with Christian faith.
  Even though  Presbyterians had affirmed the integrity of the Jewish faith and had disassociated themselves from so-called ‘supercessionist’ theology--the belief that the Church had replaced the Hebrew covenant and that redemption for Jews would come through conversion—many Jews saw the very existence of this congregation as derogatory or even threatening.
   In a separate incident, a  Presbyterian delegation visiting Lebanon had  met with a Hezbollah-related sheikh.  One of the  delegation, retired Pittsburgh Theological Seminary ethics professor Ron Stone, had said the meeting was ‘much more gracious’ than one with a Jewish group a few weeks earlier.  Although the two Presbyterian officials who organized the meeting were terminated by the denomination (amidst great controversy), there was still smoldering resentment from Jewish leaders.
  

In June, 2004 when the Presbyterian church entered the divestiture debate many Jews saw it as a predictable escalation.  After debating  the Israeli occupation of the Palestinian territories,
 the  General Assembly  adopted a series of resolutions that changed the dynamic of Jewish-Presbyterian relations.
  One resolution criticized Israel’s security barrier, its so-called fence or wall, which penetrated Palestinian territory.  Another criticized Christian Zionism, declaring that it incorrectly interprets Biblical texts to put today’s Israel at the heart of Christian theology.  The third  authorized its Mission Responsibility Through Investment (MRTI) committee   to begin a ‘phased selective divestment’ from its $8 billion retirement and endowment funds of companies operating in Israel.
  One probable target was the Caterpillar Corporation which makes 64-ton D-9 armored bulldozers.
  From September, 2000 until November, 2004 the Israelis leveled 4,100 Palestinian homes, causing great suffering.
  On March 16, 2003 Rachel Corrie, a college student from Evergreen College in Washington placed herself at risk by standing between an Israeli bulldozer and a Palestinian home in Rafa, Gaza where the Israelis had been systematically leveling homes to create an empty zone.  The bulldozer ran over her and killed her. If you type her name into Google, you will find a host of sites telling her story, including her last letter to her parents.
 In 2005 Rachel’s parents filed a negligence lawsuit against Caterpillar
 and another against the Israeli government.
 

The actual wording of the divestiture resolution is significant because it was often   seriously misstated.
  It called for “a just and equitable solution” to the conflict, rooted in “international law, human rights, the sanctity of life, and dignity of persons, land property, safety of home, freedom of movement, the rights of refugees to return to their homeland, the right of people to determine their political future, and to live in peace and prosperity.”  It  called upon the US to be “an honest, even-handed broker for peace,”   endorsed the four-party diplomatic “Quartet,” and referred to the Geneva Accord as “a useful and practical approach” to a settlement.   It called for direct negotiations between Israelis and Palestinians and supported the idea of an international force to stabilize the region.  It said “The occupation must end; it has proven to be at the root of evil acts committed against innocent people on both sides of the conflict.”  It declared that “horrific acts of violence and deadly attacks on innocent people, whether carried out by Palestinian ‘suicide bombers’ or by the Israeli military, are abhorrent and inexcusable by all measures, and are a dead end alternative to a negotiated settlement of the conflict.”
  The Mission Responsibility Through Investment Committee (MRTI) was instructed  “to initiate a process of phrased selective divestment in multinational corporations operating in Israel… and to make appropriate recommendations to the General Assembly Council for action.”

The Jewish Reaction

Reaction to the resolution was strong with some commentators using inflammatory words  or  misstating  what the resolution  said.  Four texts illustrate the intensity of feeling.  First,  Alan Dershowitz of Harvard University wrote an  op-ed piece in the Los Angeles Times (August 4, 2004) saying the church had committed a ‘moral sin’ and calling the resolution “immoral, sinful and bigoted.” It would allegedly create a “blacklist” of all corporations making or investing $1 million a year in Israel and would “divest from any company on the list,” exempting only those dealing in education,  social welfare or construction..  “The Presbyterian resolution effectively calls for the end of Israel” by endorsing  the right of refugees to return to Palestine or be compensated, therefore “turning Israel from a Jewish state into another state with a Palestinian majority.”  The resolution “encourages the continued use of terrorism by Palestinian leaders.”  

The Anti-Defamation League issued a statement on August 26, 2004 calling the divestiture resolution “offensive and distressing…. To assert that there is a moral equivalency between the racist policy of apartheid and the efforts to protect the citizenry of Israel is unconscionable… to further suggest that the same technique used to break the racist policies of apartheid, that of divestiture, be employed against those doing business with Israel is to support that inaccurate and unjust moral equivalency.”
  Regarding the Hebrew congregation, “Targeting Jews for conversion to Christianity is an insult to the Jewish people.  History has shown us that the backdrop for intolerance toward Jews in Europe, culminating in the Holocaust, was the absence of Christian respect for Judaism’s legitimacy.”  Later, ADL Director  Abraham H. Foxman said to a Presbyterian official that  the  resolution plays down  terrorism. “What galls us is that it’s based in morality.  You wrap it in the moral ‘Truth’ and it’s moral hypocrisy…Where is your divestment of Arab states who refuse to recognize the legitimacy of the Jewish people?  Where is your sanctioning of the corporations who support them?  Are you talking to those who have the materials for suicide bomb chemicals—are they on your list?”
 

A widely-read religious position was by Rabbi Ira Youdovin of Chicago, the Executive Vice President of the Chicago Board of Rabbis
  He said  the resolution constituted a “declaration of economic warfare against the state of Israel.”  The word ‘evil,’ as in the phrase that the occupation was “at the root of evil acts committed against innocent people” referred only to Israeli deeds and  meant that “no Palestinian action, no matter how horrific, is categorized as evil.” He noted that the resolution did not  use the word “terrorism” to describe suicide bombings.  “But if blowing up Israeli children on a Tel Aviv bus is not an evil act and a terrorist act, then what is it?”  He said the PCUSA had a long-standing “two-pronged strategy of demonizing Israel while whitewashing Palestinian terrorism…laying the groundwork for imposing divestment.”  Referring to a background Historical Synopsis  the church developed for study groups, he said  “anti-Israeli forces” had set about to ‘fabricate a narrative in which Israel is the sole evildoer and the Palestinians are innocent victims.”  He questioned whether the church had “become an apologist for demented killers who strap explosives to their bodies and go off to murder innocent men, women and children on school buses or in pizza parlors, or who are gathered for a Passover seder?” Speaking from a ‘personal perspective’ he said the Historical Synopsis focused upon political events in Europe as the driving force that created  Zionism and  ignored “the centrality of the land of Israel and Jerusalem to Jewish hopes, prayers and religious observance for millennia…”  This is the  logic by which Yassir Arafat denied “Jewish historical claims to the Temple Mount.”  Rabbi Youdovin said  the occupation is “being used to excuse the reawakening of demons” and to ignore “homicidal ideologies” among the Palestinians.  Finally, he says the Presbyterians “ignore the incontrovertible fact that this catastrophe is the product of many causes and that there is guilt enough to share between all parties.  People of conscience must act in awareness that the singling out, magnifying and sanctifying of Jewish sins has always been at the core of the terrible evil that we know as anti-Semitism.  Failing in this awareness, you cross a line that people of good conscience dare not cross.”   

On September 25, 2004 Congressman Howard Berman (D-Ca) wrote an open letter (signed by 13 other members) calling the resolution  ‘irresponsible, counterproductive, and morally bankrupt.”
    It said “Palestinians and their extremist allies continue to seek the destruction of Israel,” which  has a “fundamental obligation” to “provide security for the Israeli people.”  Divestiture would penalize Israel “for acting in its own self-defense” and would “provide encouragement for those that seek to de-legitimize the very existence of the Jewish state.”  The letter endorsed  the “security fence,” saying it will “provide real physical security” and ‘create the conditions necessary for a two state solution in which the legitimate aspirations of both Israelis and Palestinians can be satisfied.”   A parallel letter to the  Commerce Department called for economic sanctions, urging the Department  to “investigate the national boycott campaign against Israel, shut down the illegal divestment campaigns and impose the appropriate penalties.”  It is ominous  that both parties through their Whips signed this intimidating and threatening appeal for legal action.  The Zionist Organization of America claimed credit for drafting  the letter.    

Some Personal Observations

Let me offer some personal observations, which will probably not completely satisfy anyone active on these issues.
  In my mind, the situations in South African and Central America are not the same as  the situation in Israel. To take one significant difference, the Afrikaaners of South Africa were a people with a strong sense of identity rooted in a religious heritage, but they were not a nation. The Jews, in contrast, are a national people. Transforming South Africa into a democratic regime for all peoples was logical and constituted a means of saving both whites and  blacks in that bloodied land.
  In the current conflict, the most pressing need  and most plausible solution  is not to dismantle the Israeli state or expel the Palestinians (who are also a national people) but to secure both Israel and Palestine by moving  the Israeli army and Jewish settlers out of the Palestinian territories and allowing  the Palestinians to have their own state within the 1967 boundaries or some mutually negotiated variant thereof.  I  see some hope in the pre-Sharon Taba formula of 2001, negotiated by  the Labor  government and the Palestinian Authority.
   A fragmented, mini-state under Israeli influence,  in Gaza or part of the West Bank,  does not offer much  hope.  

Israel and Palestine are at great risk of mutual destruction. They are caught up in a  death grip of fear and hatred that has the potential to spiral out of control, to destroy both of them, and to drag others down into their wake, including our own country.  I do think the Israeli regime hopes the ongoing support of the American government and the American Jewish population will enable them to hold onto major sections of the West Bank and East Jerusalem. In March when the Sharon government announced  a major expansion of housing to link the West Bank settlement of Ma'ale Adumim to East Jerusalem (a project either ongoing or suspended according to which Israeli news report you read), Mr. Sharon's spokesman said, "We are cementing our control of Jerusalem,"  by which he meant East Jerusalem.   Soon thereafter,  a Jewish settler group took over a hotel in the Christian quarter of old Jerusalem from its owner, a place where by historic agreement only Christians are allowed to own property without a special waiver. This is a formula for disaster.

There is no doubt that the  Israeli occupation of Palestinian territories is destructive, has done exceptional harm to the Palestinian people,  and is putting both Israelis and Palestinians at great risk of future harm.   This conflict has become  a  wellspring of pathological violence that is destabilizing the whole region, producing strong anti-American feelings and actions, and is driving the creation and recruitment of  violent, extremist elements  among  Jews, among Arabs, and even within  our own country.  If this conflict escalates,  not only will Jews and Palestinians suffer but our own homeland will  suffer  more than it already has.
    Sorry to say, our own government has not always played a positive role.  If  the divestiture movement can help break this logjam and  head off a monumental human disaster for  Jews and Palestinians, not to mention Americans, then that is to the good.  
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The Presbyterian Divestiture Vote

From the beginning it was obvious that this divestiture vote was going to be very significant.  I  routinely printed out  statements by the various parties and last summer put those  materials into an article that was just published.  I want to tell  you what I learned. 

First, the motive: The impulse of those who wrote that overture was less to get involved in politics than to take a position on behalf of their faith. Presbyterians have been involved in the Middle East for a century and half, primarily as educators.  They created the American University of Beirut and the American University of Cairo.  Their ‘mission’ has been to build up and protect the Christian community but also to build up the Arab people.  When Israel was created in 1948, they supported that state and called for an Israel living within secure, internationally recognized borders.  They also called for justice for the Palestinians. After 1967, when Israel occupied the remnant of Palestine and began to settle that land,  and particularly after 1978 when the Israeli army entered Lebanon, Presbyterians  began to call more persistently for Israeli pullbacks  and for a negotiated settlement.  After 1977,  the General Assembly passed overtures in 18 of  25 years questioning  Israeli action, calling for Palestinian rights, or suggesting changes in U.S. policy.  The human rights issues were clear--home demolitions, detentions, check points, identity cards, land confiscation, uprooting of trees, and a pervasive military presence.  But religious leaders have additional concerns. Someone from the St. Augustine Presbytery, where the overture originated,  defined their goal:  

The purpose of the divestment action is not punitive or vindictive, and not directed at Israel at all.  We thought it was an issue of moral consistency in which the intended beneficiary is the church itself.  For 30 years we have been calling for fair treatment of the Palestinians and an end of the occupation and yet we had investments in companies that profit from that situation and its attendant violence.  We believe that the church is in a stronger moral position to articulate the call for peace and negotiation if we do not profit by our investments from the things we decry with our theology.  The simple truth is that neither the corporations who do business in Israel nor the government of Israel itself will notice any meaningful economic impact from the loss of Presbyterian investments. But perhaps the world will notice that there is a group of Christians willing to accept some level of corporate sacrifice in the interests of peace in this tormented region. 

The Jewish Response


Jews saw this resolution very differently. They saw it as an  attack on Israel, its legitimacy, and its right to defend itself.  At a time when suicide bombers were killing civilians, they could not believe Presbyterians did what they did.   Some  described themselves as ‘outraged’ or “incensed.”  James Rudin of the American Jewish Committee said the vote  constituted “a real threat to the economic life and security of Israel.”  Rabbi Yodovin of the Chicago Board of Rabbis said it was a “declaration of warfare against the state of Israel.”  Alan Dershowitz of Harvard said  it “calls for the end of Israel” and “encourages the continued use of terrorism.”  The Anti-Defamation League called the resolution “offensive and distressing” and rooted in “moral hypocrisy.”  Some statements involved outright fabrication. Dershowitz said the overture required divestiture from almost every large company operating in Israel.  America’s premier Jewish newspaper, the Forward, reported that “In an unprecedented victory for pro-Palestinian activists, leaders of the largest Presbyterian denomination officially equated the Jewish state with apartheid South Africa and have voted to stop investing in Israel.”  

Many Presbyterians were stunned by the vehemence of these statements, describing them as “hyperbole that makes it hard to have a productive conversation” and  even “vilification.”   But  the most disturbing statement was by Howard Berman and 13 other members of Congress. Berman and his allies (including the Democratic and Republican Whips) wrote  an open letter calling the overture  “morally bankrupt.”  They  said Palestinians and their “extremist allies” were seeking “the destruction of Israel” and that the resolution would “de-legitimize the very existence of the Jewish state.”  They urged the Commerce Department to “investigate the national boycott campaign against Israel, shut down the illegal divestment campaigns and impose the appropriate penalties.”  (By way of information, federal law prohibits corporate boycotts of Israel  and provides for severe  penalties).

 Clifton  Kirkpatrick wrote a strong response to this, but  that was not enough.  Berman and his colleagues are members of Congress.  Their assault upon a Christian denomination acting on its faith was a serious violation of the separation of church and state.  I must say, I think Presbyterians are entirely too genteel for their own good.  As soon as that letter was written, every Presbytery should have sent delegations to visit every single member of Congress.  You should have asked if the Whip who signed that despicable letter was speaking for the party and whether the member of Congress would  issue a statement condemning the letter.  You can bet that those on the Jewish side would have stood up for their own team, as they should have.  Pardon my bluntness, but why Presbyterians just sit there and allow themselves to be kicked, I do not know. 

Presbyterian and Jewish Perspectives 


In their 1967 Confession, Presbyterians looked to healing the world through the reconciliation of enemies. Jewish leaders have often asked,  “why are you singling out Israel when there are so many offenders in the world.”  In fact, if you look at  GA resolutions over the decades,  you will find that many countries have been subject to criticism or even divestiture--Nigeria, Sudan, Columbia, China.  The list goes on.  Significantly, the country most often mentioned is our own.  Presbyterians have been very critical of the U.S., of its failings to the poor, to women, to children, to the illiterate, to the abused, to the environment, to the world community.  Jesus  advised that believers  look to the moat in their own eye before they note the speck in the eye of another.  Presbyterians have certainly honored  that teaching.

Presbyterians  are seldom aware of how Jews view the world. I once had a wise friend, 20 years my senior, tell me that  “A century ago, someone wrote that a Jew is an exposed nerve. We still are.”  I thought about that when I read a 1992   study by the American Jewish Committee on  what it called the “Jewish worldview.” As they put it,  Jews see “threat and vulnerability” in the Middle East,  “peril and weakness” in the US.   Pro-Israeli activists “view the US as a battlefield…an arena with friends and enemies.”  There is “traditional and historic Jewish mistrust of other groups with strong religious or group-oriented commitments.  The ‘historical mythos’ of American Jews sees anti-Semitism as most prevalent among conservative nationalist and religious groups…”   Jews are “uniformly and by a wide margin” most concerned about Blacks and religious conservatives, but are less concerned about mainline Protestants.  The 2004 vote  was a shock to Jews, coming from a group that did not fit their categories.  

Abraham Foxman and others also expressed concern that  Israel was being treated as “morally equivalent”  to lesser states, especially South Africa. This reflects another element of how Jews view the world.  They see themselves as a people  chosen by God to survive and to adhere,  at least in their higher hopes, to principles of justice.  Israelis believe their army practices what they call the ‘purity of arms.’  It only uses its weapons when it has no alternative,  for defense, with concern for human casualties,  and with  restraint.  As they saw it, in 2004 they were under assault and were defending themselves.  Those watching the Israeli invasion of the West Bank and the destruction of the Palestinian Authority in 2002  had  difficulty understanding how they could  believe that, but perhaps before we become too judgmental we should remember  all those Americans who insist that the United States has never fought an aggressive war, but only uses its armed forces for defense, to protect innocent people, or to spread democracy, freedom and free trade.  Americans and Israelis are not all that different in their worldviews.

Roundup

Presbyterians have a tradition with great integrity.  The 1967 Confession says that  “In every age,” there is “a present witness to God’s grace in Jesus Christ.”  The theme running throughout that Confession is reconciliation, “healing the enmities which separate men from God and from each other.”  Reconciliation “is the ground of  peace, justice, and freedom among nations.”  Believers are obligated  to “pursue fresh and responsible relations across every line of conflict, even at risk to national security, to reduce areas of strife and to broaden international understanding.”  

The reform  tradition has always sent Presbyterians into the real world, the world of politics and conflict and social injustice.  Your resolution was instinctively right:  That occupation is generating violence, even pathological violence, against innocent people, Jewish and Palestinian.  Many who supported those resolutions hoped  they would  open the negotiation process (which Mr. Sharon cancelled in 2001).  Presbyterians  believe a negotiated settlement will save both the Jews and the Palestinians.  Many Jews agree with you and have doubts about Israeli policy.  According to a 1992 study by the American Jewish Committee,  41%  of Jews thought the word “racist” applied to Israel and 74% thought  “chauvinist” did.  Position yourself so those people see you as allies.

Remember also that Jews feel a sense of affinity with their state. Most feel an obligation to support it,  especially when it seems under attack.  Many have a disturbing fear that Israel might  fail or that someone with a dirty bomb in a backpack might make it to downtown Tel Aviv.  Many  Jews feel that Israel could not survive on its own, and without American support its future would be in doubt.  When you see a statement  that selling stocks  constitutes “economic warfare” that  could “destroy” Israel, recognize that such views are bizarre, but are truly felt.  

The danger in this conflict is very great, for both Jews and Palestinians.  The plight of the Palestinians is especially tragic, a thorn in the eye of God.  They are at great risk, but there is also risk to our own country.  According to a 2005 study by the Anti-Defamation League, 68% of all Americans believe we are more likely to be targeted for another  September 11-type  attack  because of our support for Israel.  The public still wants us to support Israel, but 64% of the public and 89% of the foreign policy elite want our government to be neutral so we can  bring about a settlement. (CCFP, 2004).  

Your overture produced a major shift in the nature and parameters of the debate over US policy.  Within a year, several major denominations made statements  on  divestiture or ethical investment.  These included elements of the Episcopal Church, World Council of Churches, United Methodist Church, United Church of Christ, the  Anglican Consultative Council,  and the Evangelical Lutheran Church in America. 

If these actions sent a message that Israel  cannot count indefinitely upon support from the US for the occupation, then perhaps the Israelis will take a step back from national suicide, perhaps the Palestinians will survive, and perhaps Presbyterians made a small dent in a major problem and will have taken a small step towards peace.  

Note: Someone present in the room was the chair of a major Presbyterian committee. She was going directly to Louisville to meet with Presbyterian officials .  She asked to take my talk so it could be copied and shared with those people. 

� Leon Sullivan of the General Motors Board developed the Sullivan Principles calling for fair employment practices, strategies of promotion, and others changes by American companies operating in South Africa.


� Institute for International Economics found that in 2005 the US had sanctions on 26 countries accounting for half the world’s population.  They estimate that these sanctions work approximately 13% of the time. 


� I was also on the local  board of the International Defense and Aid Fund,  considered a terrorist front group by the  South African government, and  wrote an article for Transafrica Forum, a  publication supporting  divestiture. See also ‘Thoughts of a Former Terrorist,’  University Record, December 9, 2002.  


� John McGoff owned a chain of local newspapers including the Dearborn Press and Guide.


� In 1978 the Regents voted to sell stock  of companies not in compliance with the Sullivan Principles.  In 1982 the state legislature required that state universities divest of companies operating  in South Africa.  In April, 1983  the Regents voted 6-2 to divest in spite of the constitutional independence of the University.  


� Although many Black leaders were arrested for sit-ins at the South African embassy, few Black students were involved in the divestiture movement. Later, Jesse Jackson rebuked a group of students for sitting on their hands and asked why white students had to stand up for Black people. I don't have an answer but I suspect the reasons are  complex and that Black students were neither indifferent nor entirely to blame.


� Adam Shapiro and Huwaida Arref are now married.  Huswaida has said to be a member of ISM requires only  two things: that you believe  the Palestinians have the right to freedom  as expressed in various UN resolutions and  you will use only non-violent means to resist the occupation.  


� Richard Bradley, Harvard Rules, 2003 has a lengthy discussion.  The  talk is on the Harvard web site. 


�UN Resolution 194 of 1949 affirmed the right of Palestinian refugees to return to their homes or be compensated.  The principle of  a  ‘right of return’ is part of the  Clinton proposals of December, 2000,  the Israeli-Palestinian Taba talks of January, 2001, discussed below, and the Bush Roadmap. 


 


� The focus was upon non-religious Jews and those from mixed marriages.  See  Christian Century:  Jason Byassee, “Can A Jew be a Christian?  The challenge of Messianic Judaism.”  May 3, 2005, 22-27. 


� By  2005 the denomination  ended financial support for Avodat Israel and the Philadelphia Presbytery ended its status as a ‘new church development’  effective June 30.  Reverend Andrew Sparks said  Avodat Israel  would be  independent  of  PCUSA.  His  leadership of Messiah Now Ministries continued to be  a ‘validated’  ministry.   In terms of membership,  the congregation was not a success.     


� Kathy Lueckert was Deputy Director of the General Assembly Council and Peter Sulyok was director of the Advisory Committee on Social Witness Policy.  Reaction  to their dismissal varied.  Many Presbyterians were angry that the meeting took place at all while others were angry that the two had been terminated.   


� The main issues of concern were home demolitions, detentions, check points, identity card systems, land confiscation, targeted killings (which  kill 3-4 innocents  for each  hit), and a pervasive military presence. 


� The Presbyterian web site (PCUSA.org) has extensive documentation.  Christian Century published an   informative debate February 8, 2004.  “Money, Morals & Israel: An Exchange,”  30-38.  Participants were Vernon S. Broyles III, PCUSA associate for corporate witness, Barbara Wheeler,  Presbyterian dissenter and President of Auburn Theological Seminary, and Rabbi Ira Youdovin, Executive Vice President of the Chicago Board of Rabbis. 


� MRTI  has operated  for 30 years.  It  has divested  from companies involved in gambling, tobacco, environmental damage, and South Africa, as well as more specific divestitures from companies operating in Sudan, Nigeria, and Central America.  MRTI was  to come up with five companies  by June, 2006 to forward to the Presbyterian General Assembly Council (cabinet)  for consideration


� One  question was whether  the vote would encourage others.  In the following year, Lutherans rejected divestiture but  the United Church of Christ and United Methodist Church considered it.  In June, 2005 the Anglican Consultative Conference recommended that its 38 national churches with 77 million members review their portfolios for companies profiting from or supporting  the occupation or Palestinian violence (Haaretz 6-26-05).  An official summarized their concerns:  “We are fearful that the Christian presence in the Holy Land is dwindling.  Our constituency are the Palestinian Christians. They are losing ground every day, they can’t go to work, can’t go to church.  So the well-off and educated are leaving Palestine and the community is drying up.”  Daniella Peled, “Anglican Church look at divestment sparks concern among British Jewry,” Jewish Telegraph Agency, June 17, 2005.  


� Haaretz, November 24, 2004.  A report by B’tselem, an Israeli human rights group, found that during the Al Aqsa Intifada from September 29, 2000 until January 15, 2005 4,384 persons died.  3385 were killed by Israelis,  999 were killed by Palestinians.  Summarized by BBC News, February 8, 2005. 


� After her death, Rachel’s emails were published in full in The Guardian in Britain and in Harper’s, and extensively excerpted in The Washington Post.  


� Rachel’s aunts have  also been active.  November 7, 2003 Caterpillar opened an engineering laboratory at Iowa State University and  Aunt Colette Brodersen appeared.  “There can be no way that Caterpillar is not aware that the machinery they sell to Israel is used to demolish civilian homes, to demolish olive groves.  I would ask Caterpillar to be socially responsible.  I believe that somewhere in every employee of Caterpillar there is probably some compassion for the human rights of others.”  Washington Report,  J/F, 2004. 


� The Israeli suit was to force an investigation.  According to Mr. Corrie (speaking in Detroit, June 20, 2005) Ariel Sharon  promised  a ‘thorough, credible, and transparent’ investigation with all evidence turned over to the State Department.  The investigation exonerated the driver but nothing was turned over.  After protests, a State Department  official was allowed to see the files.  Secretary  Powell’s Chief of Staff  wrote the Corrie family  that the standards of investigation were not ‘thorough, credible, and transparent.”  


� In July, 2004  Stated Clerk Clifton Kirkpatrick issued a pastoral letter defining  the  positions of the denomination:   “The Presbyterian Church (U.S.A.) has consistently supported the existence of Israel within legitimate and secure borders, and prayed for its security and well being.  It is, however, the conviction of the Presbyterian Church (U. S. A.) that ‘the security of Israel and the Israeli people is inexorably dependent on making peace with their Palestinian neighbors, by negotiating and reaching a just and equitable solution to the conflict.’”  Regarding past actions, “The PC (USA) regularly published an annual report regarding human rights around the world, and has spoken specifically about issues of justice related to North and South Korea, Rwanda, Taiwan, Central American states, and many others, including the United States.”  Regarding violence, “Acts of hate and terror inflicted on innocent children and youth, women and men of Israel and the larger Jewish community must be unequivocally condemned and vehemently abhorred.  This is in no way inconsistent with speaking out about the political and military violence of the Israeli government or the militant activities of Israeli settlers” (Pcusa.org,  accessed  June 2005). 


� This phrasing echoed a statement in April 5, 2002 by  Stated Clerk  Reverend Clifton Kirkpatrick:  “We grieve the loss of innocent lives of Israeli civilians killed by suicide bombings, and condemn those acts as abhorrent.  We do not believe that acts of violence will ultimately create a climate in which Israelis and Palestinians can live together in security” (PCUSA.org  accessed  May, 2005). 


�  On August 5, 2005 MRTI recommended “progressive engagement” with  Caterpillar (for its equipment used in demolishing houses and building roads in the occupied territories), Motorola (for developing wireless encrypted communications for use in the territories and for being a “majority investor in one of Israel’s four cell phone companies”), ITT Industries (for supplying “communications, electronic and night vision equipment used by its forces in the occupied territories”)  and United Technologies (for providing helicopters used in targeted killings).  They included Citigroup, saying it had a relationship with a bank that was  funneling money from Islamic Charities to  families of suicide bombers.  The companies reacted strongly.  Citigroup said the allegation was “an outrage.”  Caterpillar said: “for the past four years, activists have wrongly included Caterpillar in a publicity campaign aimed at advancing their much larger political agendas.  Over that same period of time we’ve repeatedly evaluated our position, as have our shareholders, and determined that while the protests occasionally succeed in getting headlines, they neither change the facts nor our position.”  United Technologies:  “UTC has been widely recognized as an ethical and responsible corporation.  Work on military programs is stringently regulated by the U.S. government, and UTC complies wholly with all policies and related regulations.”  David Elcott, director of interreligious affairs of the American Jewish Committee, said the action was ‘morally reprehensible.”  Rabbi Abraham Cooper of the Simon Wiesenthal Center, said it was ‘functionally, anti-Semitic.”  Rev. Clifton Kirkpatrick of PCUSA said “It’s not a campaign to divest from the state of Israel.  We’re fully committed to the state of Israel.  But it is a campaign to divest from particular activities that are doing damage and creating injustice and violence, whether that’s the building of the separation barrier, construction, related to the occupation, or weapons and materials that lead to suicide bombings.”  PCUSA has $60m in the five. NYT, 8-6-05. 





� Many critics accused the Presbyterians of drawing a parallel with apartheid.  There was no mention of  this  in the resolution and the Presbyterian website (accessed May, 2005) specifically rejects such comparisons.       


� The initial statement was posted on the ADL website.  The subsequent statement was in ADL Frontline, Winter/Spring, 2005.  


� Christian Century, Op cit, 34-36.  Broyles was allowed to respond.  


� The representatives were Howard Berman (D-Ca), Gary Ackerman (D-NY), Eric Cantor (R-Va), Barney Frank (D-Ma), Tom Feeney (R-Fl), Mark Kirk (R-Il.), John Lindner (R-Ga), John Lewis (D-Ga),  Deborah Pryce (R-Oh),  Linda Sanchez (D-Ca), Lamar Smith (R-Fl), Henry Waxman (D-Ca),  House Majority Whip Roy Blunt (R-Mo), Minority Whip Steyn Hoyer (D-Md).  Feeney, Lindauer and Pryce are from the 52 Presbyterians in Congress;  Berman,  Ackerman, Cantor,  Frank, and Waxman are Jewish. The Presbyterian response of September 27, 2004 is on their website. Forward, October 1, 2004 quoted the letter as saying “The Presbyterian Church has knowingly gone on record calling for jeopardizing the existence of the State of Israel,” a sentence not in the letter.   


� Regarding my own position, I have not endorsed a  divestiture resolution being sent to my Regents.  At the same time my small stock club has  an ethical investment policy and I would speak against  purchasing Caterpillar stock.  I would not honor an academic boycott against  Israeli or any universities. 


� Israeli Meron Benvenisti  outlined some non-parallels.  In South Africa, the two sides shared a religion, interacted with each other, were economically interdependent, and  had a  preponderance of non-white populations  (in comparison with the near parity in Israel/Palestine).  The South African government also funded and supported the so-called Bantustan or Homeland  republics and many whites felt  uneasy about the morality of government policy.  (“Apartheid misses the point, Haaretz, May 19, 2005).   Others see parallels.  As Nelson Mandela put it when he first met Yasser Arafat,  “we are both dealing with  a unique form of colonialism.”  In other words,  both societies were governed by transplanted European populations that considered themselves indigenous.  These populations hold  nearly exclusive power and  most of the land (87% in South Africa, 93% within Israel, nearly  30% in Gaza and  60% in the West Bank).  Laws tend to separate the populations and maintain the inequitable relationship, and the regime  is creating a so-called independent state that will be  non-viable and subject to domination.  Parallel  laws and policies  are  identity cards, residency permits, family separations, detentions, demolitions, population movements, land confiscations.  Both regimes had  exclusivist ideologies. 


� The discussion focused upon the 1967 border as the basis of negotiations, land swaps to compensate for annexed settlements, the division of Jerusalem into two capitals, and five options for refugees (settlement in place, third country settlement,  compensation, symbolic nominal returns to Israel itself, and unlimited right to return to Palestine).  Anyone who wants a copy of those discussions can contact me. 


� The Detroit Area Study of 2003 showed that 56% of the population felt that Israeli policies towards the Palestinians were a plausible explanation for why the attacks of September 11 occurred.  An ADL study about the same time found that 73% of Americans thought we were more likely to be attacked again because of our support of Israel ("Poll: Almost half of Americans see Israel as threat." AP, 12-18-2003).
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