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TOsAJC AREAR DIRHI‘I‘ORS, .I(:Rcs, FEDER ATIONS
FROM: Rgbbi llare H, Tanenbam ] : A ER

” SR
o ‘ ~
?

" DATE: Oct. 22, 1980 X ow “« ' a7 *
RE: PROPOSED MIDDLE EAST POLICY STATEIET OF ‘THCNATIONAL COUNCIL OF CHURCHES

As you know from our earlier memorande on this subject, our T
Interreligious Affairs Daﬁartmaﬁt has been working intensively with )
key staff members of' the National Council of Churches on the revision
of the NCC's draft ipodimy statement on the Middle East,.This ddcument

- 1w scheduled to be presented to the NCC General Board meeting around
November 6th in New York City, at uwhich Rabbi James Rudin and I will
be officiial fraternal ob SOTVErs, : 3

b )

In connection with the revigsion vrocess, the National Council of
Churches! Presidenty Dr, William Howard; went with two ICC staff membdrs
on a migssion to Israel to update his knowledge of the present situation,
AJC was asked to prepare his itinerary shich included meetings with
Prime Ministsr Belgin, lMayor Teddy Kollek add many others. The enclosed

~letter. m'qm Dr, Howard £o Bert Gold is interesting as haakgraun&.

¥ Regafding the draft document itself, there tiave been g number 3
of positive changes = but there remain a rumber of sighificant problems e
which we have communicaged to the hEghest levels.of the NCC leaderships
These problems are detailed below, and after refiecting on them, we
would Thexpsmikiwe urge you to communicate your concerns to your: key -
Protesfant and local Council of Churches contacts, especially those
who gerve-on the NGC's Governing Board,

Among the poaitive changes \shioh deserve to be acknawledgad are
the following: . .

a) The removal of the call on the Americam goverrment to enter
into dialogye with - the PLO wihtout their having maxdax gadven up the
PLO Covenant'!s dstermination to destroy Israel and commitment to violance
and terrorism,

b) The- ahange m attitude toward the Cemp David ggreement, whieh the
earlier draft called "fuddamenaally flaweds"

. ¢) The removal of the appeal mExk to the American government to
reevaluate its econamic and military aid to Isreel pending greater
"flexibility" by Israel on a number of issues - Palestinian autonomy,
Wost, Bank settlements, etc. ’

Uelcome as are these basic changes - and they should not be minimized-
there remain seriocus and substantial difficulties which we plan to press
-during the coming days on NCC leadership and on the Govermbapg Board 1tsslf,

Following is a 11}xe-hyulina anaylysis of the NCC document:
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Page 1 - There is a strong anti-Western, anti-Zmerican slant reflecting
a third world orientation; there is no meaningful indication
of Soviet penetration of the Middle Bast which deserves &t least
equal judgment. Even more troublescme, there is no acknowledgment
of the trynsformed role of the Arab oll powers who have consistently
sought to influence and intimidate American and Vestern policy-making
. regarding Israeland the Middle E,st through mz oil.and petrodollar
blackmail., (see also pe 2, 1. 30,%1_) )

1. 1} -~ Some reference to this powerful reality should be made in this way:
"The most recent-developments affecting theregion & the deepening
dependence of large and small nations outside thersgion upon the
reserves of ffossil fuels found in a number of the state inthe
region, which has brought unprecedented wealth through petrodollars
and actud or potentid world influence tocertainstates int he area =
works to exacerbate these tendencies.

Sone acknowledgment of the changed situation im the Middle R, st
as'& rosvlt of the Irag-Iran conflict, the ensuing realigmments,
and-the perspective this sheds on the inherent instability and
furbulerce in the area apert from the Israel-Palestinian conflict

UGS

ssanyx is now in order.

TG

Pe 35 1o 43, L, kS ~"Bven within each religions commmnity there are
differences, particularly on issues" change to ««"fa th, peoplehood,
land, and nation."” ;

1. y4-47 are badly formulated; they suggest that Israel is caught

up in a kind of religious tribalism while others in the area

km¥x have built national structures that are plurd istic. Something
. more accurate is required, such as, "It-is an historidal and religious

reality that some people define themeelves in terms of a religious

civilization in vhich religious faith expresses itself in & communal

géstnxx dimension of peoplehood centered in an ancient homeland,

yet retaining a pluralistic and universal outlook; others affim

a monochromatic view of their religious society with no theological.
or ideologicel conception of pluralism} others advocate & secular
gsociety in which religious pluralism is an expression of veoluntarism.

Pe 7 = 1. 148, 119 = "The role of the USA churches iz ito interpret and

be supportinve of the significant witness of Middle East churched," Obwiously,
the NCC has every right to affirm the need for closer ties wl th Sister
churches in the Arsb world. It is deeply troubling to us,hdwever, in view

of two realitles: a) A number of Arab Christian leaders reguarly preach
anti-Semitism as NCC peoplé learned first-hand; what will that do to
counter that horror? b) the Middle E,st Council of Churches have prepared
several strategy doduments-in recent years calling upon the NCC to interpret
their one-sided, pro-PLO positions through American churchess what safleguards
will there be to counter that strategy; ¢) what plans are there for

equdl cormunication Zmix wlth Xx Chrisfians in Isreel who msXmx 8lso have

a claim to have thédir "W tness" interpreted among Amer iden churches?

(applies also to p. 8. 1. 167=-17T)
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Pe 10 = 1. 226=228 « "smong the theologiral differences whieh produce
tension today are Jewish concepts of land, Christian concepts of
m%sgion, and Tuslim concepts of the relationx between religion and
state.

" This 1s a atmplistic formmlation of complex coneepts and
realibias and reduce the issues to caricatures, negative ones at that.
~There are in Iact uniyersal queztlons implied in thés nexmg of |
relationships between religlon; land, peoplshoed, netion, mission; stc.,
and 1t would be better stated that way,.

Pell, 1. 26} = small point but illustrative: the command to love vour
naighbor.as yourself is frau the book of Leviticus, origindly,

Pe 12 - 1, 283 - more anti-Americanigm - what's wrong with "furthering
one's own nationel secubity®; is there any place where soms positive
acknowledgment of Amorica's aid and generosity could take place?

These flashes of self-flepgelation.and Christian perfectionism -will
moke the document vulhersble to critifisn and even rejection by msny
Christiang 2s well as Jeus,

Pe 17 » gome reference to the ma jor effescts of the Irag-Iran cenflicb o
would be in order here (B.393) i e

De 19 = 1, i3 - On self-determination,thsre 13 need to make claar that 5
“existing states cannot be dastroyed or overthrown or undernined in t he
name of self-detormination,”

P.21 = "an ideal of. pluralism that is not fully reslized in the
7.8.A." = maybe true, but we!ll settlement for USA style plurslism .
in any of the Arab or Huslim countriss, - )

Ps 24 = 1, 587 =-Neced to insert important new fact that “tha oil
wealthy nations alao seek to influsence U.S. policy and the geopoliticsal
balances of power."mx

Pe 26 = 1, 617 - on reduction of arms race - on a universal gimultaneous
reduction by &l1l parties, and not self-righteously to ask for

unilateral disarmamsent by the U.8., Isroel, Address anpeal to the USSR
Arab nations, &as well as to ourselves.

pe 26= 1, 620 - FIRST YAJOR ISSUE: THT UN

b) "strengthen the role of the UN" - we cannot support such
an unqualified call in light of the transformation of the UN as the
major forun in the world today for the promulgstion of anti-Semitism,
an@i-Zionism, and anti-Israel propaganda, Ye can support acall for
a UN that adheres to itd own principles of "mot imeciting to violence
or hatred enginst any people or nation” (UN Declaration on Racisal
and Religious Intolersnace,) Suggest, "Strengthen the role of the UN
28 a peacekeeping and pescensking effort,”

Ps 27, 1653 - "baeause it desls with Palestinian people only as refugees,
S¥ie ZEaEptak ek Rataakintxk hss been insufficient in itself,"




£

JQ

o,
ru

- Nw ot

i
3

- as tha‘UN.ﬂ@ﬁx 2L,2, faxmarky and it is thoroughly ohe-aided and antie
ISEaal ss part of the UK canpeggn of labeling “Zionism as racism .

p2 "

D, 670 = Not "the Israeli governmont declared this not binding“ - a number
of -nations rejected it and daclaved it non-binding. - ;

1,685 = ."the ralestinien people themsevles have .not been a pyrty in
negotiations” - the truth is that the ralestinians have consciously
chosen not to involve themselves inthe negotiations,; &dlthough the Camp
Damid framework eEplicitly invited end ecourgsed their invelvenent,
repeatedly restated by “resédont Sadat, Pri<e _[linister Beigin, and
‘Presicent Carﬁer. o

1,686 = there is an establishod mechanism o mccomplish this - the o
Palestiniens thus far have chosen not to agree onm it, w

3. 687 « there is.an advocacy here of the PLO as “the only orgenized
voice.".In light of the Irag-Iran conflict and growlng reactions agai nst”
PLO by major Arab loaders, why does the HCC have to become their

for&rmost advocates? UWhy not;, in-the spirgt of democratic commitment;

oall- upon the Palestinians %o elect their lemdership and charge them -« .-

responsibility to- negoltate their intercsts, At the very least, state =T

first that the PLO must first cease to be a terroblst body asnd give
up its cammitment to violence before if ¢an be considered as representing
their actual membership of some 10,000 people.



DRAFT
October 20, 1980

-

To+ AJC Area Staff

From* Marc H. Tanenbaum

Subject. NCC Proposed Policy Statement on the Middle East

The .final draft version of the National Council of Churches'
Policy Statement on the Middle East will be voted upon at the

h-ICC’s'Govem:ing Board meeting in New York on November 6th.

While Jim, Judi and Inge diséussed their reactions to this

élc@ment togeth-e‘r, I asked each to submit a separate memo specifying
specific reactions and recommendations. Since time is of the essence, --
and we do not have time to coorldimté' the:se reactions into.a single
doc?,nnent }="I am attachlilg herewith copies of each of their responses. -
You will note there 1s much cozrmonjg‘romd, plus some differences in
;mance and suggesflon. Together, these memos will summarize the major
criticisms and c.onceﬁs of our department, and may help you in briefing

your own contacts within your commnities, particularly those who will

be going to the NCC General Board meeting.

@
,
\‘ ]
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NEW YORK (NC) — Sevnnl . the concept.of gFl.p mte to- he Council has seriously com-.

ewish oF have crit- established on horders of promised its potential role as a™
iciud 8 Israel ” - reconmllggcag&nt for ulnmee nnd
Churches’ The AJC accused the NCC of _‘aocial efor all

ataten;em -which’

me Cpmuﬁa ww[g ot Th& Nan:&al Agiwiah Commlﬁ-
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ss%ad\mwﬁua mm@ tiqn oﬁéevaral agencies,” ;
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S it ing Kingdom ofy major disservice to peace.” ° 7
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REDRAFT QOctober 20, 1980

Reverend William Howard

The NCC's revised proposed Policy Statement for presentation to the NCC
Governing Board on November 6-8, 1980 prompts the following observations in addition
to those made 1n my Tetter to you of August 6, 1980. That letter remains our basic
evaluation of the Policy Statement, including the recent revision Because the
current proposed Policy Statement retains or supplements passages that are of
speci1fic urgent concern, I must underscore these:

1. The Statement implicitly and without prior condition confers legiti-
macy on the PLO. The effect can only be to conf1r£:?he PLO that 1t need not really
abandon 1ts terrorist policies as a condition of acceptance and recognition. Surely,
by any code or standard of ethical and normative practice, the failure to make the
conferral of legitimacy on the PLO conditional to 1ts prior acceptance of the most
elemental requ1rements of civilized conduct 1s unwise, unjustified and morally 1n-
defensible. (1ines 685-695)

2. The core of the conflict 1s Arab refusal to recognize Israel. The
Palestinian problem was created by the Arab refusal to accept the partition of Pales-
tine as Israel did and their attack on the nascent state More than three decades
later, of the 21 Arab states, Egypt alone recognizes or even negotiates with Israel.
(1ines 629-632)

3 Self-determination for Palestinian Arabs (1ines 719-721) does not
depend upon some future unilateral action by Israel. A negotiating framework with an
agreed-upon timetable for the resolution of this 1ssue was provided at Camp David,
promising recognition of "the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people and their

Just requirements " Reports of Israeli positions 1n the recently resumed Autonomy



negotiations attest to Israel's genuine readiness to deal with her Palestinian
Arab neighbors on a basis of equity and reciprocity.

4. For these reasons, we believe the revised draft Policy Statement does
not advance the cause of peace by affirming recognition of the PLO as the "only
organized voice of the Palestinian people " (lines 687-688) Jordan's voice and

u;f)/ those of Israel's other Arab neighbors, including the Palestinian residents of the
Cigffyfwest Bank, must be heard 1n direct negotiations with Israel. The obligation of
those states and the Palestinian people to enter such negotiations should be the

thrust of your Policy Statement

Events in the Middle East since our earlier exchange of views have demon-
strated anew that the Arab-Israel conflict is nct the major destabilizing element
there We strongly urge a reformulation of your document which will take this
1nto account.

The foregoing concerns are conveyed to you at the direction of the Execu-
tive Committee of the NJCRAC, the national planning and coordinating body for
the eleven national and one hundred and seven Tocal member agencies comprising the
f1eld of Jewish community relations.

Sincerely, Bennett Yanowitz
Chairman



REDRAFT Oct. 15, 1980

Reverend William Howard 5

The NCC's revised proposed Policy Statement for presentation to the NCC
Gov8rning Board on November 6-8y¢ %Mb prompts thi following observations in additaion
to those made 1n my letter to ya;xaf August ?ﬂiiﬁﬁﬂ. That letter remains our basic
evaluation of the Pdlicy Statement, including the recent revision. Because the

current proposed Policy Statement retains or supplements passages that are of

specific urgent concern, I must underscore these:

€d Policy otatement (at lines 685-696) equates the State or
Israel, a sovereign nation, with the Palestipe ';eration Organlzéfaun, a seff

the Statement impl{&itly and without
PP

prior condition confers legitimacy on the PLO. The effect can only be to confirm the
PLO that it need not really abandon its terrorist policies as a condition of acceptance
and recognition. Surely, by any code or standard of ethical and normative practice,
the failure to make the conferral of legitimacy om the PLO conditional to its priorf

acceptance of the most elemental requirements of civilized conduct is unwise,

unjustified and wmorally ==d=mx indefensible. < M GQS "'">
-"T_').J.__ e &Ry @gbs\?_

2. The conflict

A
—DOTIE DR Jghe Arab refusal to recognize Israel. The Palestinian problem was created
by the Arab s@ refusal to accept the partition of Palestineﬁas Israel did} and

their attack on the nascent state. More than three decades later, of the 21 Arab

(29-$32)

states, Egypt alone recognizes or even negotiates with Israel. (
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3. Self-determination for Palestinian Arabs (lines 719-721) does mnot

._J - 3 Tra
1#Was, Jordan be d Jordan remains a sovereign h for Pales-
=/ A negotiating framework with an agreed-upon timetable for the

resolution of this issue was provided at Camp David, promising recognition of

"the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people and their just requirements."

Reports of Israeli positions in the recently resumed Autonom attest

nelghbors
to Israel's genuine readiness to deal ‘with her Palestinian Arabgs fofi a basis of

equity and reciprocity.

lL‘ S
; For these reasons, we believe the revised draft Policy Statement Te~

affirming recognition of the PLO as the "only organized voice of the Palestin-

ian peoplef (lines 687~6881. Jordan's voice and those of Israel's other Arab

\) M Qe |

neighbors 1nclud1ng the Palestinian residents of thews==ms, ahaaE§§FE§ mrect=bes
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heard in direct negotiations with Israel. The obligation of those states and the

Pelestinian people to enter such nego&iations should be the ecdd x ol your Policy

Statement.

. o

\ Since our earlier exchange of v1ews)

\ﬁ—-ﬁ
ent, Eients in the Middle East have demon-




?The foregoing concerns are conveyed to you at

the direction of the Executive Committee of the NJCRAC, the natiomal planning and
coordinating body for the eleven national and one hundred and seven local member

agencies comprising the field of Jewish community relationms.

Sincerely, Bennett Yanowitz
Chairman
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THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE

date October 21, 1980
to Inge
from Judy
subject \jpAC Letter to B1ll Howard

Charney called. Has to cancel lunch meeting tomorrow because he
can't get everybody together in one place at one time. He hopes to
accomplish some interagency agreement by means of a conference call.

I found the lettezf ané rﬁ‘%h the changes made in your meeting with
Selma and Abe. He agreed most of them improved the document considerably.
However, he says Phil Baum has some other suggestions and some may also
be forthcoming from ADL. In the meantime, he will phone these changes
around.

Incidentally, let me report a little byplay between me and Charney for
your information. He was a little troubled that the reference to Jordan
was removed. I said I didn't mind noting in the document that Jordan
was carved out of 80% of the Palestine Mandate set aside for a Jewish
homeland, but that calling Jordan a "sovereign homeland for Palestinian
Arabs'" was not exactly accurate and would certainly not wash with

NCC people. They may wish to reinstate the first part of that reference
to Jordan. I have no objection to that, 1f they leave out the rest

of the sentence.

JB:mr

W DUERJIOoUS S



Aeyon,

THE AMERICAN JEWISH COMMITTEE

DATE : /C>(Ei

TO: }M/FW«M

FROM: HAROLD APPLEBAUM

if For your information

For approval

Please Handle

Please talk to me about this
. Read and return

Returned as requested

Your comments, please

Per your request

SY
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The New Jersey Council of Churches

116 l\ionh Oraton Parkway @ Eas: Orange, New Jersey 07017 = (201) 675 8600
BLIND *COPRPY ,

October 3, 1980

Dr. Lonnie Turnipseed

National Council of Churches

475 Riverside Drive

New York, New York 10027 -

Dear Dr. Turnipseed:

Attached 1s my brief comment on the proposed Middle East policy statement
of the National Council of Churches. I trust that the Committee will take
into account the questions I have raised and the recomméndations made in
the final draft.

I made repeated efforts to reach you at New York and Washington this week

by phone, and also Rufus Cornelson, Dick Butler, and Joan Campbell. All of
you were away from your desks and not reachable by me. Otherwise, I would
have shared the content of the attached statement to you early this week, and
I trust that thas statement will still reach you in time to be considered in
the weighty decisions before you.

I wish you and the Committee a special grace of wisdom in writing the final
draft. The statement has the potential of being a reconciling instrument,
or just the opposite. i

Shalom, 5 &/{?Z

) e . .
“4’;%/\"5/‘ 77
Rev. Paul L. Stagg
General Secretary

PLS/as

cc: Dr. Rufus Cornelson
Dr. Richard Butler
Mrs. Joan Campbell

enc: Comments on Proposed Middle East Policy Statement

AFRICAN METHODIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH New Jersey Conference » AFRICAN METHODIST EPISCOPAL ZION CHURCH New Jersey
Conlerence » AMERICAN BAPTIST CHURCHES OF NEW JERSEY = CHRISTIAN CHURCH Northeasiern Area Association » EPISCOPAL
CHURCH Diocese of Newark Diocese ol New Jersey » GENERAL BAPTIST CONVENTION OF NEV: JERSEY = LUTHERAN CHURCH IN
AMERICA New Jersey Synod « OLD ROMAN CATHOLIC CHURCH » REFORMED CHURGH IN AMERICA Parvicular Synod of New Jersey = RE
LIGIOUS SOCIETY OF FRIENDS New York Yearly Meeling * THE SALVATION ARMY = UNION AMERICAN METHODIST EPISCOPAL CHURCH »
UNITED CHURCH OF CHRIST Central Attantic Conference » UNITED METHODIST CHURCH New Jersey Conferences = UNITED PRESBY
TERIAN CHURCHINTHEU S A Synod of tne Northeast




2 A BRIEF COMMENT
on
THE PROPOSED MIDDLE EAST POLICY STATEMENT 2

i Paul L. Stagg

The effort of the National Council of Churches to review its policy on the
Middle East and to formulate a statement to give guidance to the Council

and to 1ts member commissions in their relationship to the Middle East is
welcomed. The proposed statement of policy has much to command it. However,
there are a number of serious questions that must be raised and that should
be taken into account in the final document and its implementation.

One question has to do with who informs the policy statement. Although the
statement advocates a reconciling position to be taken by the National Council
of Churches vis a vis the various groups an the Middle East, the document
reflects the influence of prozArab-6hristians in the Middle East and does ot
take into account the views of other Christians in the area. Any balanced
position must take into accBunt all sides and not only those views that reflect
a pro-Arab position. Moreover, the most critical question has to do with the
existence and,securlty nglsrael, and on this question the basic anxiety of

the Jewish community has not been mddressed.

The second question has to do with the basic anxaety that Jewish people have,
an anxiety also shared by many Chrastians, with any advocacy of a Palestinian
state that _falls to.reject ;the Lo -covenant-to.destroy Israel\ Although the
document rzgﬁguizgs that advocacy of Palestinian ‘self-determination frequently
\»///’ amplies the vow to destroy Israel, it mever really addresses the-issue, The
result only heightens the anxiety both of Jewish people and their many friends
in the Christian community. Such a result is not compatible with the commend-
able intent of the National Council of Churches to play a reconciling role in
the Middle East. Surely any policy that fails to reject the avowed threat of
Al Fatah, the largest and most influential group in the PLO, to destroy Israel,
a threat repeated as recently as May, 1980, 18 not consistent with the demand
that the Arab states and the Palestinian Arabs recognize Israel as a Jewish
state with secure, defined, and recognized borders.
This really goes to the heart of the matter. Although the present document does
not mention the PLO, it leaves undefined the meaning of self-determination, a
meaning left in no doubt by the PLO when applied to the objectives of Pales-
tinians. In the context':gE1E:éEEEEE;EEEiBE:,hEnQmE5_E*EEQE_HEEE_£2£_llQEiQ:_h
ation-of—Isxael. There is an unease that the final document may mention the
PLO without demanding that organization to repudiate the Al Fatah covenant to
destroy Israel and to cease all acts of terrorism against Israel and its cita-
zens. If the PLO is included in the final text, it must be clear that the
National Council of Churches specifically demands that this policy be rejected
by the PLO.

Although other questions can be raised, I mention only one more. It has to
do with the conspicuous absence in the proposed document of reference to the
close relationship of Christianity and Judaism and of the fact that the
Christian faith 1s rooted in the Hebrew Scriptures, the only scripture that
Jesus ,whose parentage and heritage were Jewish, knew. Why are the historical
ies of Christians with the people of Israel not acknowledged? A Council that
wishes to be reconciling must certainly face that question. The theological,
historical, and pragmatic reasons for doing so are compelling.



A Brief Comment on the Proposed Middle East Policy Statement Page 2

In sum, it is hoped, and recommended that the final statement of the Council
will reflect the legitimate concerns of Israel and the Jewish Community, the
concern of Chrastisns in the Middle East who are pro-Israel as well as those
who are pro-Arab, and that it clearly reject any settlement that does not
specifically reject the Al Fatah covenant to destroy Israel and condemm acts
of terrorism against Israel. Moreover, Israel does represent a freedom

===~ movement of Jewish people and to fail to acknowledge this while recognizing
the PLO as a liberation movement is to take a distorted and one-sided position.
If the final paper 1s to move as a reconciling instrument, this distortion
mist be corrected. -

PLS/ as
10/3/80
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Original documents
faded and/or illegible
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Memo October 16, 1980

T0

e

NJCRAC Member Agencies
FROM : Jacqueline K. Levine, Chairperson, Ad Hoc Committee on the NCC

SUBJECT: Revised NCC Draft Policy Statement

The NCC has completed redrafting of its proposed Policy Statement on
the Middle East which 1t has shared with us for comment. On the Recommenda-
tion of the Israel Commission, which met Sunday, October 12 under the chair-
manship of Arden Shenker and Benjamin Gettler, the Executive Committee directed
that a letter under Bennett Yanowitz's signature be addressed to NCC President,
the Reverend William Howard, indicating our urgent concerms with the revised
document.

While there 1s evidence that the NCC drafting committee tried to
address issues we raised in our letter of August 6th with regard to the con-
cept of self-determination and the Camp David accords (which are not charac-
terized in the new draft as ''partial'), these accommodations have little or
no practical effect. ~ ~ e Ny B B

Instead, those elements our Ad Hoc Committee on the NCC had judged
positively in the first draft have been reversed. The call, in the first
draft, for recognition of Israel as a Jewish state is, in the current version,
a simple - but nonetheless a positive ~ call for recogmition of Israel. The
PLO, Israel's settlements policy, and Jerusalem, which were omitted in the
initial draft are now mentioned comspicuously. In particular, the implicit
recognition of the PLO in the current version 1s most distressing and the pri-
mary focus of the letter to Reverend Howard authorized by the Executive Com-
mittee on Monday.

Recommendations

We have previously alerted all communities in which members of the
NCC Governing Board reside to the names and addresses of such members, so that
they might be contacted personally for in-depth discussicn of the draft Policy
Statement. As well, we advised all communities to undertake an educational cam-
paign with denominational leaders.

The Israel Commission repeated and underscored this reccmmendation,
since there remain only three weeks until the draft is debated for adoption on
November 6, 7, B at the NCC's Governing Board meeting in New York City.

Every effort should be made to renew or initiate personal contacts.
While there are no tangible grounds to expect major positive changes, such
changes cannot be achieved unless there is an intensive one-to-one effort;
conversely, greater damage will surely be done if this effort is not pursued.

2 D=V NM N <D P> Mr— "0
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January 11-14, 1981 . Hotel del Coronado ¢ San Diego
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Polints for Interpretation

The principal grievance with the revised proposed Policy Statement
is its amplicit recognition of the PLO. This will be a prime focus of the
Executive Committee mandated letter now being drafted by agency specialists
for Bennett Yanowitz's signature. A copy of that letter will be forwarded
to you as quickly as possible, but 1ts absence should not inhibit you from
proceeding with arrangements to set up meetings with NCC Board members and
denominational leaders in your community. As noted before, because the pro-
posed Policy Statement strikes at Israel's position regarding Jerusalem, you
may wish to consult our previous communication of August 6, 1980 (enclosed)
which also details our positions concerning the key issues of self-determina-
tion and the Camp David peace process.

Additionally, the following points maght be emphasized:

1. It was the judgment of a small subcommittee of specialists who
met prior to the Commission meeting that the overall anti-United
States foreign policy tone of the document has been strengthened.
Where appropriate, this should be a focus in your discussion
with NCC Board members and denominational leaders.

2. The current draft unfortunately calls for a greater role for the
United Nations (line 620). The UN 1s a captive of the Arab (oil)
block and Soviet interests and, by its frequent and lopsided
attacks upon Israel has disqualified itself as a trustworthy,
impartial arbiter of peace.

3. The document would diminish the importance of UN Resolution 242,
which is the only mutually agreed-upon basis for peace. It
posits General Assembly resolutions and the October 1, 1977
U.S.-Soviet call for the resumption of the Geneva Conference as
international agreements of similar value (lines 648~664). It
gratuitously notes that Israel rejected the U,S.-Soviet call
without reference to the response of the Arab world, and, most
particularly, Anwar Sadat's emphatic reaction by undertaking
direct negotiations with Israel rather than accepting the 11l-
advised reassertion of a Soviet role in the Middle East.

Detailed, line-by-line analyses are being prepared by the American Jew-
1sh Committee and the Anti-Defamation League of B'nai B'rith, which they will
send to CRCs shortly. These should prove valuable tools in your interpretive
efforts,

All communities are urged to be in touch with Joel Ollander and/or
Charney Bromberg of NJCRAC to report on the impact of your discussions as well
as to raise any questions that may arise.

JKL*woc
101680
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issues of the Middle East.as well as the short range issuss, to be-informed -
about these concerns, and to -consider seriocusly the needs and yights of.tha-
pecples of the Middle Bast as well as those of the United States of Amsrica.

1. Self Determination

The Middle Bast is made up of states that came into being in a variety o{
ways: &s portions of ancaent eltp‘ims,. as tridbal kingdoms, as the creataon of
waestarn colonial powers, and as part-of a process of peoples asserting their .
independence. In some cases the national boundaries of these states bear lit-
tle resemblance to ethnic, reliquous or historical. considerations. When some
states were created, communities of natural affinity were put asunder. In gome
instances states dacking a sense of national identity were formed, thereby all
but guaranteeing . ainternal conflict and instability.. @ddi.tioq;l problems were
created .1n some cases by the imposition of forms of government whach did pot
reflact the consent of the-governed.

In the wake of western colonialism and the breakdown of the Ottoman Em-
pire, 1t was inevitable that these precaricusly constituted states would suf-
fer crases of identaity and conflicts \owrl sovereignty. Establashed states axe

continually being challenged by groups sharing historic, ethnic, cultural or

-religious bonds and therefore harboring. na't.liu_;ncl aspirations. Though the in-

herent legitimacy of such aspirations is recognized in international law--"All
peoples have the right to self-determinstion”l--the international cbmmunity

lacks both adequate criteria to dafine this raght in particular instances and

4

lunited Nations, “Internatiocnal Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural
Rights", Part I, Article 1. Also in United Nations, "Internatiaonal Covenant on
Civil and Political Rights®, Part I, Article 1, number 1.

4
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adequate procedures to achiéve psaceful and just implesientation. In these car~
cumstances, self-determination has too often been a concept without real sube-
stance aither in law or equity. This is particularly the case when aspirations
to self-determination involve conflicting claims to. territory. Therefore, a
peaceful resolution of these conflicting-aspiraticns lies in each party recog-
nizing the .nglit of the other to the s';lf-detemnat.xm it claims' for itself.
Recognizing this sense of "justice" is a-first step in megotiations. Establish-
ing criteria for determining “the justice of competing claims continues to be a
responsability of the internmational community. -Further legal mechanisms are
needed to adjudicate and implemant agreaments involving conflicting claims@q A
willirigness to negotiate and compromise’ is essential ¢6 finding peaceful solu~
tions that are recognized as just and provide a basis for reconciliation.

Tﬁose claiming’ the right to self-determination usually perceive thenmsélves
as the oppressed. Giving voice to the voiceless and provading sipport for the
powerless when their claims are believed to be just are practical ways the Na-
tional Council of the Churches of Christ, USA can express its commatment to °
justice. Therefore it is appropriate for the NCCCUSA and its membar communions - -
?0 assist tﬁ;:ae seeking recognition and protection of thsar rights to gelf-
determination and those international bedies acting to affirm such rights. This
assistance my include: providing forums wherein conflicting claims may be
aired in an atmosphere of concern for justice and peace, monitoring develop-
wents, fact-finding, theological reflection, and advocacy for human r:-.qhtfi-

Above all, the NCCCUSA seeks to be a minister of the reconciling love of

Jesus Christ--not another combatant in conflicts in which the victims are the

e

peoples of the Middle East. Raither than seeking to impose any -simplistic,
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TChristian” answer on Middle Bast conflicts, the HCCCUSA sees iteelf as a ser-

vant with resources of tims, taleat and treasure to share and a willingness to

minister sacrificially to meet others' needs and:to bear one another's burdens.
2. -The Rights of Minorities in Middle Eastern Cultures

The internaticnal community has dsveloped a“consensus recognizing certain
basie Humap rights and cbligations that all govarnments cws to their citizens.
This body of international law as based on the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights; the Interna-
tional Covenant on Ecopamiec, Social and Cultural Rights and other internation-
al and regional human rights agreements. %,

These rights fall into three broad categories. FPirst rare those concein~
ing the invielability and integrity of the persem, including such matters as
freedom from torture or crusl and inhuman treatment or punishment, arbitrary
arrest or imprisonment, denial of fair public trial and invasion of the home.
Second are the rights to fulfillment of basic human neads such as food, shel~
ter, health care and educaticn. Third are civil -and political rights includ-
ing freedom of sp‘nud:. press, assembly and raligion, the right to leave.one's
own country and to return, and the right of freedom freom discrimination bai;nd
hnpon race or sex. Y =

- Virtunally all governments acknowladge the validity of these rights. But, .
in no country is there full "compliance-with all the rights recognised in:inter-
natienal law. Human rights, haowaver, do not ex1st in a vacuum, scmetimes may
appear to be conflicting, and are understood differently in diffeximg cultures:
Even vhen the context suggests explanations for the.violations of human rights,

their sanctity must be upheld. .
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491 - A particular human rights problem in the Middls East concerns the-rights
492 ‘of munorities. Where the distinction between organized religion and the state
493 1s not affirmed, and where pecples define themselves and their political and
494 social structures in specifically religious terms, issues pg;taigxng to relig- .
495 ious minorities become-urgent. . ,
496 - . While 1t 1s neither right-nor wi?a nor possible for the peoples of the

497 West to attempt to define for others a single mode of dealing with the rights
498 of minorities, these rights must nevertheless be protected. A secular plural-
499 1st society would imply to many Middle Easterners religious indifference or

500 atheism. Historically, Miaddle Eastern states and societies whether specific-
501 ally theocratic.or simply dominated by one particular confession, have acknow--
502 ledgad the fact of religious pluralism by exercising tolerance for the communal
503 and/or personal status of minorrties. Religious minorities in Middle Eastern
504 states have not usually enjoyed all the legal rights of citizens who are mem— -
505 bers of the religious majoraty. At issue today is whether a minority ;hould
506 exist by "toleration" or whether by right of birth into national citizenship
507 they should-enjoy the same rights as adherents of the majority religion. This
508 debaté is growaing increasingly crucial as more states in the Maddle East define
509 themselves from a religious perspsctive.

510 The Naticnal Council of the Churches of Christ, USA recognizes that its
511 understandings of - human rights and majority-minority relations grow ou; of the
512 tradition that envisions @n ideal of pluralism that 1s not fully realized in ¥
513 the U.S.A The NCCCUSA does not deny the right of a majority to define itself

514 as-it wishes, whether this’be in térms of the separation of church and state

515 guaranteed in the Constitution of the U.S.A., or in religious terms. Neverthe=:
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less, whataver form may be chosen by the majority, the NCCCUSA-belisves that
the burdsn is on that majority to provide equal zights for citisens who say
therafore be placed in a minority status. Included within these rights is that -
of & minority group to practice its religion with the seme freedom as that-en-
joyed by the -adherents of the dominant religion or ideology. 4 )

Within this context, the NCCCUSA ;wtas with deep concern the duminution
of the Christian community of the Middle East in-recsnt years. Vital, living
churches which trace their beginnings to the sarliest Christian era are find-
ing their members are being deported or emigrating in increased numbers because
of turmoil of various types in the region. The NCCCUSA and its member comztm-
ions should support actions which contribute directly or imdirectly to the
strengthening of the Middle Bast Christian cosmumities.

The National Council of the Churches of Christ, USA recognizes that par-

ticularly in the Middle East guestions of rights of minorities and other human

‘rights issues often touch on serious guestions -of interfaith relationships.

Concepts such as “human raghts" may not convey precisely the sams meaning to
all who _claim sincerely to uphold them. Therefore, these questions shauldl;g.
igproached in a spirit of open &m, An appropraate task of the religious
cammunity alone or in cooperation with others committed to justice is to moni-
tor alleged violations of rights of minerity groups and to call to.task those
govarnmnts:mdiqroups whose record-demonstrates a disregard for minority
zaghts. The best proof of the integrity-of concern of the U.S.A. Christian
compunity will be given when it attends to viplations of rights by ats own qov-
ernments (natiocnal, state and local) and its own instatutions. What people in

the United States of America doc with yespact to human rights can well affect
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and influence the attitudes ‘and actions of the people of the Middle Bast. It -
1s the responsibility of indivaidual Christians, churches and ecumenical bodies ™ ¢
to persevere in raising these issues of viclations of human rights both in the .
U.S.A: and throughout the world. Where the perceived interests or actions of
the government of the U.S:A. or corporations may be contributing to the denial
of full achievement of human raghts in the-Middle East, Christians in the U.S.A.

have a special responsability. =~ '

-~ . 3. The Arms Race, Security and Justice ; ; .

The National Council of the Churches of Christ, USA has consaistently em-
phasized that lasting-peace with security depends on just international rela-
tionships. Whale security 1s a legitimate concern of individuals, of peoples
and of states, the concept of security is often used to justify the escalation
of armament technology’ and production at enormous expense in order, to achieve -
military superiority.”~ ' o ; b

Weapons in themselves cancnevér produce genmune and lasting security. Con-"
centration on the technical demands of the military without sufficient concern’

for the political, diplomatic and economic context in which the nations relate

558 is dangerous and can be counterproductive. w o £ o8

559°

¥ ow

‘The achievement of peace with justice and security must rest ultimately

560 on a recognition of the-mutuality of interests, rather than on the domination

S6l

562

563

564

565

of one nation or group by another, on the mutual enhancement of the quality of. °
life of the iaeopies of these nations 'rather. than on the exploitation of one- by
another. In this context, genuine security can only be founded on ‘cooperative - -
relationships of mutual trust. A United States of America's Middle Eastw;_:olicy

—gulded by those principles would seek not so much to preserve the status quo, L
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as to support processes of change in the direction of justice. It would re-
flect a broad conception of the U.S.A. national interest with a genuine concern
for the well-being of the peoples of the Middle Bast. It would support and
strengthen internaticnal agencies in efforts to overcome. econdmic-injustice,:
safeguard human rights and promote orderly and timely juridical and political
processes. » o

The strategic location of the Middle East and its tremendous energy re-
sources result in competition among the great powers for influence. The recent
acquisition of great national wealth through increased oil income has created

a lucrative market for arms sales. In this context, arms have been sold to off-

set balance of payments deficits. N

A -
il

The Middle East has become the most haavily armad region, apart from the

major powers, far exceeding the zest of the world in almost every measure.
Sance the early 1960s the average annual increase in military expenditures in
the Middle East has been nearly 20 percent, or about seven times the world av-
erage.

The United States is not alone at fault. Other arms producing states,
<both East and West, compete for influence in the region by supplying arms and |
é.l:ltary training. Superpower rivalries, ideological conflict and maneuvering
to assure oil supplies or strategic advantage lead to outside interference in
the internal affairs of Middle Eastern states. Transnaticnal corporations
seek to influence governmment policies in their own interest. All these factors,
many of them in conflict, create destabilization and slow efforts to improve
the guality of life of its people.

Ultimately, the people of the Middle East suffer severely from the eco-
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¢

nomic and social consequences of military buildups. For example, Saudi Arabia
ranks fourth in the world in per capita military expenditures and ranks 117th
in literacy; Jordan ranks-48th in per capita military expenditures and 75th in
literacy; Israel ranks third in per capita military expenditures and 38th in
literacy.2 So it is that the arms race imposes a massive injustice on the peo-
ples of the Middle East.

The United States of America, th'e Soviet Union and other arms producing
nations justify arms supply and resupply as a stabilizing factor in the Maddle
East. However, sericus attention must be devoted to defusing the explosive mix-
ture of oil, arms and power politics. Basic to development of a new context for
security would be a firm agreement by outside nations that no one or any group
of them will "seek to impose itself as dominant in the region. Efforts to pro-
tect what the major powers understand as their vital interests, when carﬂgd on
at the expense of the welfars--or even worse, the lives--of the.people of the
region, are unjust and immoral.

The potential for econcmic and social development of the Middle East is
greater than ever before due to the same increased oil revenues now financing
increased arms purchases. The entrance of the Middle East o1l producing nations
into world development organizations; as well as the creation of lending agen-
cies by Arab countries offer new opportunities for cooperation in development
of the resources of ‘the 'region “to benefit its pecples.

The National Council of the Churches of Christ, USA and its member commun-

¢ !

\

2Ruth Leger Savard, World Military and Social Expenditures 1979, Lees-
burg, Va.: World Priorities, 1979, p. 30. (World Priorities; Box 1003;
Leesburg, Virginia ~22075). ‘ ) .
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"ions should therefore support psacakeeping and peacemaking efforts which

a) seak to rsduce military preparedness to :t'ts proper limits and to sub-
ordinate it to the demands of justics and the work of raconciliation among peo-
pPles and nations;

b) strengthen the role of the United Naticns; " = i

c) mva rapidly toward substantial reduction and control of arms;

d) encourage the establishment of a nuclear-weapons-free zone in the re-

1
- e

gion.

Ls

" In addition, the National Council of the Churches of Christ, USA and its
mambexr communions, in cooperation with the World Council of Churches and the
Middle East c.omc:il of Churches, should support programs and projects simed at

economic and socaal 5ust:l.ce in the Middle East. - - e
4. Israel and the Pelastinians

A major destabilizing @lement in the Middls Bast continues to be the con-
£lict between two nationalisms, that of the Israeli Jews and that of the Pales-
tinian Arabs, as well as related conflicts involving surrounding Arab states,
all of which affect the relations of the entire region and the world. This con-

flict, while regionally focused, poses sufficient threat to world psace to de-

“serve special attention in any overall consideration of the Middle East. The

resolution of this Israsl-Palestinisn conflict would not eliminate all tension
nor potential conflict in the regien, but would remove & major source of insta-
bility and a major ‘threat to world paace.

At tha heart of any solution of the Israsl-Palestinian conflict is a recog-
nition that the struggle i1s between two pacples over the same terratory. Con-

flictang promises made to both Jews- arid Arsbs at the time of World War I by the
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great powars set the stage for the struggle of these two peoples. ?alestimaps
feel they have been deprived of their homeland and denied the right of self-
determination. Israelis feel they have legitimately acquired their homeland
for rebuilding a Jewish national life. Attempts at solution are complicated
because within each society there are differing concepts of the nature of re-
ligu;u& identification with the stat:e and the degree to which pluralism should
prevail. oy .
Numerous propesals have been put forth and forums suggested in which a
solution to the conflict could be achieved. In 1967, the Umited Nations Secur-
ity Council unanmimously adopted Resolution 242 which includes "respect for and
acknowledgment of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and politch; indepen-
dence of every State in the area and their right to live in peace within secure
and recognized boundaries free from thraats or acts of force", as well as
"withdrawal of Israeli armed forces fromhterritoxzes occupied in the recent

{June 1967] conflict". This resolution has been generally regarded as provid-

ing an acceptable basas for a resolution of the conflict between Israel and

.the Arab states. However, because it deals with the Palestinian pecple only

as refugees, it has been insufficient in itself.

In November 1974, the t_!m.tad Nations Ganeral nss_embhly adopted Resolution
3236 on Palestinian rights. This resolution affirmed the right of the Pales-
tinian- Arabs to self-detarmination, ‘national independence and sovereignty, as
well as their right to return to their homes and properties in what is now
Israel. As a General Assembly resolution, this document does not have th?-
sams force in practical terms as a Security Council resolution.

In Octcber. 1977, the United States of America and the Soviet Union, as
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co-chairs of the Geneva Peace Confersnce on the Middle East, issued a Joint
Cozmmunique calling for a comprehensive negotiated settlement of the conflict.
Specific reference vas made to insuring the borders between Israsl and neigh-
boring Arab states and for “insuring the legitimate rights of the Palestinian
people®. The Israeli government declared that this statement was not binding
on it.

The 1978 Camp David FPramework for Peasce provided new hope and evidence
that negotiation can bring an end to hostilities of long standing.- The Egyp-
tian-Israeli Peace Treaty of March 1979, resulting from the Camp David Frame-
work, at least temporarily reduced the likelihood of war in tha Middle East in
that the two stropgest milatary powers in the area resolved to settle differ-
ences through peaceful means. This significant:iachievemant provided the impetus
for an important step of building trust and therefore sacurity between two ad-
versaries, Egypt and Israel, in the Middle Bast conflict.

" while the Camp Davad Framework has provided a nev climate of trust between
Egypt and Israel, this has not been the case throughout the sentire Middle East.
ﬁ:ii.s agreement has isolated Egypt from other Arab states and has not brought
fsml closer 159 peace agreements with other Arab states or with the Palestin-
;m peocple.

Further, the Palestinian people themselves have not been a party in nego-
i:iaﬁiona. n;ar is there an agreed-upon m.echanim'to accomplish this. The Pal-
estine Liberation Organization functions as t.ha only organized voice of the
Palestinian pecple and appeaxrs to be the only body able to negotiate a uﬂ;la-

ment on their behalf. Steps toward peace must include official action by the

Palestine National Council, the legislative body of the Palestine Liberation
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691 Organization, recognizing Israel's right to exist as a sovereign state, and

632 the acceptanca by Israel of the Palestine -laberation Organization as a parti-
693 cipant in the peace negotiations. BEach party must pledge to refrain from all
694 hostile acts against the other. These actions will remove doubt about the ac- .

695 ceptance by the two parties of each othar's right to exist as a national enti-
696 ty. . '

697 Ceasefire and recognition do not come easily for either party. The Isxaeli
698 government cites evidence that the Palestine lLiberation Organization seeks the
699 destruction of Israel and, in some formulations, the Jewish people. The Pales-
700 tine Liberation Organization cites evadence that Israel seeks the destruction
701 of the Palestine laberation Organization and, in some formulations, the Pales-
702 tinmian people. Whether or not the critical steps in resolvang these historic
703 ermities can be achieved depends in large part on the ability of the interna-
704 tional community to communicate its commitment to the survival of both peoples.
705 Whatever the formula for the peace process develops, there should be re-
706 ~ciprocal recognition of the raght of self-detemination. The Jewish people

707 claim and seek to exercise.their right to self-determination (withan a part of
708 historic Palestine west of the Jordan River) in the state of Israel as a Jewish
709 .state. The Palestinian people claim and seek to exercise their :;iqht} of self- )
710 determination by creating a Palestinian entity, including the option of a sov-
711" ereagn state (within a“part of historic Palestine west of the Jordan River).

712 In order to'build upon the existing, but partial, beginnings of a resol-
713 “ution of the conflicts between Israel and- the Palestinians and the related Arab-

714 1Israel conflicts, the National Council of the Churches of Christ, USA cqnsiders

715 the following affirmations essential:
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716 - a) Cessation of acts of violence in all its- forms by all parties; + -
717 - b) Recognition by the Arab states- and by the Pal@stinian Arabs of the

718 state of Israel with secure, defined and recognized borders; and recognition
7189 by Israel of the right of national self-determination for the Palestinian Arabs
720 and of their right to select their 'own representatives and to establish a Pal-""
721 estinian entity, including a sovete:.g;n state. - In the meantime, unilateral ac-
722" tions 1in respect to such issues as settlement policy and land and water use 1n
723 the occupied areas can only inflame attitudes, violate human.rights and reduce
724 the ‘prospect of achieving peace; - = - : -

725" ¢) Agreement on and creation of a mode of enforcement of international
726 'guarantees’ for the sovereign and secure borders of Israel and of any Palestin-
727 1an entity ‘established as part of the peace process. This would mean' the im-
728 plementation of the principles enunciated-in United Nations Security Council

729 Resolution 242 (1967); “ * - g 1 3 ,

730 di Provisicn for-solutions’to problems.of refugees and displaced.personsy
731 Palestinian-Arab, Jewish and other, affected by the Israel-Palestinian and-re="
732 lated conflicts dating from 1948, including.gquestions of compensation and re- .
733 turn; ' To® T oA " NG - B e . 1 &
734 ) Agreement on the future status of Jerusalem, a focus of the deepest *7~
735 - relagious inspiration and attachment of-three.faiths, Judaism, .Christianity
736 and Islam. Existing international treaties (Paris, 1856 and Berlin, 1878) and
737 1league of Nations actions regulating the rights.and claims of the three mono-
738 theistic religions td Holy Places should remain unaltered. At the same time,
739 the destiny of Jerusalem should be viewed in terms of people and nc?t only in

740 terms of shrines. Therefore, the’future status of Jerusalem should be included
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741 1in the agendarof the official negotzations including Israel and the Palestinian
742 people for a comprehensive solution of the Middle East conflict. Unilateral
743 actions by any one-group in relation to Jerusalem will only perpetuate antagon-
744 iams that will threaten the peace of the city. and possibly of the region.

745 The National Council of the Churches of Christ, USA has a particular re-
746 sponsability in the U.S.A. which plays a key role in the resolution of the con-
474 flict. In helping create a responsible public discourse in the U.S.A. on the
748 - conflict of Israel and the Palestinians and other Arabs, the _NCCCUSA‘,should

749 seek to uphold a perspective that i1s holistic rather than partial. It is es-
750 sential that U.S.A. Chraistians recognize that peace and justice ft?:r: both Israelas
751 and Palestinians requires peace and justice for each. This will depend upon
752 bold -initiataves by all parties seeking new options, risking courses qf action
753 whach, while at one time appearing impossible, may provide a basis for a com~
754 mon vision of peace and justice. The NCCCUSA and 1ts member communions should,
755 remain open to such initiatives and seek to develop understanding and support
756 " for them within the U.S.A. Christian community and society at large.

757- Further, -the-National_Council of the Churches of Christ, USA should use .
758. every available means to make possible constructive communication among the -
759 parties involved.- The NCCCUSA has an important responsibility. to promote un=-
760 derstanding and "discussion because of 1ts associations with Christian institu--
761 tions, with'the churches of the Middle East through the Middle East Council of
762 Churches, and with thé Muslim and Jewish, commtnities both in the Middle East
763 and in the United States of America. These relationships are a precious gift -
764 that must be nurtured, preserved and used to enhance a future of peace anq Jus-

765 tice for the peoples of the Middle East and to ensure that opportunities for
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peace not be lost.
CONCLUSION

The Middle East is the place where the Church began its life. Current com-
plexities in the Middle East help U.S.A. Christians to face their own question-
ing of what i1t means to be a witnessipg community to the world, and that theax
salvation must not be perceived only in indivaidualist terms but in terms of the
whole creation. U.S.A. Chraistians must not only proclaim the unity of creation
and of humankind, they must also imagine and pursue ways of solidifying and cele-
brating that unity. U.S.A. Christians have much to learn from the churches and
other peoples of farth in the Middle East in this task.

The people of God are called to be caretakers of creation. This 18 an ac-
tive, not a passive or reactive, role. The National Council of the Churches of
Christ, USA and its member commynions, if faithful to this role, may facilitate
a new era of human encounter in their relations to the Middle East. To be the
Body of Christ requires an openness to the Spirit, an awareness of historic
opportunity, a radical understanding of life within the Kingdom of God both
present and becoming. It is a vasion of unity expressed first and most power-
‘fully in the sacrament of communion through which the incarnate Christ is re-
vealed to the community and the community becomes that Body of Chrast in ser-

vice to the world.

t
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» Reverend M. William Howard, President il
:National Council of Churches rege -~ F
475 Riverside Drive 5 & i &
New York, New York 10027 - o = T
Dear Reverend Howard: . e

= <

I am writing at the behest of the Executive Committee of the

National Jewish Community Relations Advasory Council, the national
planning and coordinating body for :the 11 national and 107 local
member agencies comprising the field of Jewish .community relatioms.

¥

Our national- agencies are: American Jewish Committee, American

Jewish Congress, B'nai B'rith-Anti-Defamation League, Hadassah,
Jewish Labor Committee, Jewish War Veterans of the U.S.A., National
Council of Jewish Women, Union of American Hebrew Congregations,
Union of Orthodox Jewish Congregations, of America, United Synagogue
of America, and Women's American ORT.
listed on ‘the reverse side of this letterhead. )

The community agencies are

b ——

»~ Reflecting the commitment of the Jewish community relations

¢.f1eld to the attainment of social and economic justice and full
human rights on a broad range of. domestic and international, issues,

several of our national member agencies have maintained a long-
standing relationship with the National Council of Churches, as do
our local member agencies with local councils of churches. In

« keeping with the spirit of that relationship, we have joined to-

gether to engage in a serious and collegial dialogue with lay

leaders and staff of the National Council of Churches as your

Governing Board works toward the adoption of a definitive Policy

Statement concerning the Arab-Israeli conflict. In furtherance

of this dialogue, I want to convey to you the joint thinking of

our national, and local constituent agencies concerning the National

Council of' Churches draft Policy Statement on the Hiddle East and

hope; that you will share this letter with members of the National

Council of Churches Governing Board. It was formally acted upon

by ‘the NJCRAC Executive Committee,,meeting in,Baltimore on Jume 30.
As a peoPLL and a community of faith ‘we are steeped in the

Biblical tradition of prophetic justlce. We wish for all our

fellow beings that which we wish for, ourselves: social §nd

economic justice, political freedom, -and the full enjoyment of

the 1ntrinsic human raights intended by the Creator. We know these

values’ 1nfolm,your interest in the many human problems of the Middle

Cast. As participants in a democrat1c and pluralistic society, we

share the privilege and rebponsiblllty of. working toward the estab-

lishment of conditions that will lead toward the ultiiate resolution

of the conflict between the Arab world and Israel.

cooperation in the common cav  of | sh community relations
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It is not our purpose, here, to offer an exhaustive assessment of the ways .
in which we believe the National Council of Churches draft Policy Statement .
contributes to that purpose, or those ways in which we believe it is not as
constructive as it might be There are, we believe, four fundamental areas'of
discussion which are at the heart of the document and at the core of the issue
of peace: the draft Policy Statément's forthright call for Arab recognition
of Israel as a Jewish state, its diminution of the Camp David peace process; its
implicit readiness to impute goodwill to the PLO and the Arab states which.con-
tinue to reject Israel's right to exist, and finally, its hesitancy to reconcile
the idea of self-determination for the Palestinian Arabs with the consequences
of its practical meaning as put forward by the PLO.

In giving consideration to the concerns we.seek to raise in this letter, we
hope that the National Council of Churches will attach greater credence to the
achievement and promise of Camp David {n moving toward reconciliation between the
Arab world and Israel. In so doing, we hope that the National Council of Churches
Governing Board will also look more critically at the written and tangible evidence
of the PLO's intentions, unchanged and reaffirmed in its commitment to the eradi-
cation of the Jewish state. ' )

Recognition of Israel As A Jewish State
The draft Policy Statement's call for "recognition by the Arab States and by

the Palestinian Arabs of Israel as a Jewish State with secure, defined and recog-

nized borders," is &n important and commendable step. Indeed, it is indispensable,

because it is a validation not only of historical fact and justice, but of the

centrality of the Zionist ideal to Jewish adentity. One need only read Article

20 of the Palestinian Natiomal Convenant to learn that the PLO denies Jewish

peaplehood, thereby dismissing net only fact, but the right of Jews to define

themselves. This constitutés an affront to the most fundamental premise of

religious and human freedom, and its consequence, as borne out by history, is

the process of dehumanization that is requisite to genocide, Those who have

tried to destroy us have first sought to define us,

- i -

Self-ﬁetermipatiun ¢

The Jewish people have always deeply valued the concept of human freedom
implicit in the concept of self-determination, and historically, we have stood
as champions of that right- for others as well as for ourselves,

In point of fact, the history of modern Zionism provides instance after instance
in which the Jews of Palestine sought alliance with the Arabs of Palestine’
in their mutual quest for independence. The Jews of Palestine implicitly recog-
nized the applicabliity of the principle of self-determination for the Palestinian
Arabs when 80% of the Palestinian mandate set aside for a Jewish homeland was
unilaterally consigned by the British to Transjordan'-- now Jordan -- in 1922,
Whatever that nation chooses to call itself, it is, by geography, history, and
population, the Palestinian Arab state. Moreover, the Jews of Palestine ex- -
plicitly endorsed the principle of Paléstinian Arab self-determination when they
. accepted the United Nations partition plan for the remnant of Palegtine inm 1947.



[ start]

Original documents
faded and/or illegible



Reverend M W:lljam loward -3~ August 6, 1980

LS (S

At 1ssue, now, 1+ the dasposition of the remaining unallocated territories of
the Palestinian Mandate Judea and Samaria (the West Bank) taken in a war of
'agzréﬁsion by Joidan and’Gaza by Egypt; both won by Israel in a war of defense in
1967." (In this regard, ‘it should not be forgotten that !during the period ‘of .Jordan~
ian and Egypti.n wi..tary-océupation there was no call for the creation.of a second
Palestinian Arut sture 1n the West Bank and Gaza.)

T

w - Lo e

Here,‘lﬁruEL 03z proposed as an interim stage pending a final resolution of
the conflict, (o alrow, 1mmédiately, a very wide latitude for self-government and
full cultural a..l religious altonoly to the Arab-.populations of  the territories
within“the coatext of the 'COmp:ehensive Camp David- framework. '-This arrangement
is meant to foster mutual “trusti building and testing a foundation for peace that
will be responsive to tlie needs-of &all-parties. i ¢ P

- s L I 5 e 4 i ~ N 3

In contrasi, tlws Arab demand, from the, time of Israel's birth to the present —-
as articulated by the PLO as a call for Palestinian self-determination -- was and
is, in fact, a call’for the eatirpition'of the:Jewish state. "

3 £y s f

d - i *

The troubling .u«¢ of the Arab-lsraeli conflact then is._the insistence,by the
Arab rejectionist states and the Palestine Liberation Organmization that the exer-
cise of the right of sélt-determination of the Palestinian Arabs cannot be accom-

_pllspég w@thnyn’dcnvlng the safie right to the citizens of Israel: A careful
Teading of the Polcstinitan National Covenant reveals that 26 of the 33 articles
deal either directly oi indirectly with Israel's ultimate destruction, denying
that Jews have hastoric or'religious rights to any:part of- historic Palestine,

In light of PLu reatfirmation of this document, how can we -fail to take- seriously
these assertioa»” No matter how the Arab demand for Palestinian self-determina-
tion is perceived by others, this is how it was and is intended. ., -

The draft Poiiey Statement takes note of the fact that the ideal of self-
determipation wmust be reconciled with the effects of the fulfillment of such
aspirations upun rhe political stability and security of sovereign states.
TSe{f-detetmlnaulon‘ by the PLO's own explacit defimition, however, proclaims
Palestinian statehood as an alternative-to Israel, negating the National Council
of Chuiches ol jcetive ol recipfocity'as well as the principle of Israel's right
to be secure rne fatiire of the draft Policy Statement to point out the dif-
ference between tn. ideal of self-determination and its interpretation as advo-
cated by the Pul 'may give'support to-the violent and irredentist aims which the
National Council ot Chlrches opposes, The recent rebuff by the PLO of the
Eurepean Commorn Narket deciaiation on the: Middle East is evidence of the fact
that such encousagement only promotes even more extreme demands.

'3? . The drals tg}l?}'&tatemenr could assist an the Camp David settlement process

by recognizing thai ‘self-delLeimination -1s an: 1deal, the nature and practice. of

““which must b« m gotiated Uy the 'parties. The drafters have done so to some extent
by noting, 4: staica above, thai rlic 1deal of self-determination must be reconciled
with the eftects ol the fulfillment of such aspirations upon the political stabil-
ity and secur ity SoHvereugnestal®s. © It would follow, then,. that the Statement
Shoplﬁfu?ge the | 7iuits v negdtiate within the Camp -David framework in an attempt
to reconcile "the L., ogoing concepts  Presently, the rejectionist forces in the’
Arab wqfld 4are hoiding Odu1 for acceptance of their:concept of self-determination
with' all that smj!lies‘aud’cxereising a veto power over Palestinian Arab partici-
pation iu the tawp 1o wd péace process-in the bélief that all they must do is wait
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for pressure on Israel to concede everything before negotiations. A suggestion
by the National Council of Churches that there are conflicting aspirations and
interests which must be negotiated could have a beneficial effect. -

The Camp David Peace Process
"1t 1is, then, of paramount significance that one of those states that would
‘have destroyed Israel -- namely Egypt ~- has now chosen the course of recog-
nition and acceptance. The, seemingly unbreachable wall of Arab hostility to
Israel has been broken by the Camp, David process. No other diplumatic forum
Or process has produced -- nor offers even the faintest hope of producing -
an achievement of such enormous diplomatic and human proportions. It should
not be underestimated

"

.

After 30 years of extending the hand of friendship and reconciliation,
Israel was accorded a response, and at an enormous risk and sacrifice pursued
that gesture toward fruiation:

- ' ' 2

The Camp David Accords and the peace treaty between Egypt and Israel have

given hope where there was none before that peace between Arabs and lsraelis
‘can, indeed, be achieved and war can be banished. Camp David brought progress,
because 1t 1s based on realism -- appealing to those who want to, make peace --
and on patience, retognizing that only a measured and incremental procéss over
a defined- period of time can heal wounds and bring compromise.

The Camp David comprehensive framework provides a five—year transitional
period in the course of which the intractabality of the issues mght be moder-
ated as a result of greater mutual trust which, it is hoped, will develop durang
those five years. The options of all the interested parties will remain open,
Five years after the election of a Self-Governing Council provided for in the
comprehensive framework, President Sadat will be free to press for Palestanian
statehood, Israel to assert her claim, and Jordan to assert hers. The frame-
work does not foreclose either a functinnal or geographic partition of the areas
in the ulrimate settlement.

~ i Fad

1f the draft Policy Statement had also taken into account in its concépt
of -self-determination the existing opportunities for a people to achieve cul-
tural and national expression, it might better regard the import of the Camp
David Autonomy Plan

g SBurely, then, the Camp David accords meet the National Council of Churches'
pProfessed standards by leaving open the achievement of all the potentialities

~ 1mplicit in its coiicept of self-determination without defining them in’ advance

of direct negotlat1ons between the parties.
The most important contr1but1on to the peace process thag any of us can
* make,’ then, is to foster acceptance of the Camp David process rather than
spelling out terms for a sertlement which is precisely the role for the parties
Lo the negotiation. Accordingly, we believe profoundly that the Chrlstlan
! leaders must ‘support and encourage this first realistic peace plan to emerge
1n wmore than thirty years of Middle .East conflict.
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The ' PLO * - - % -

Wisely, che draft Policy Statement refrﬁins from expressing the view of the

"Middle Easr Panel which regrettably recommends that our government engage in

dialogue without the PLO's first renouncing terrorism, not to mention accepting
1srael’s right to exist and UN Security Council Resolutions 242 and 338, In
fact, Al Fatah, the principal constituent of the PLO, reaffirmed in late April
of this year its commitment to revolutionary armed struggle, i.e. terrorism, in
achieving its' goal of "liberating” all of Palestine, thereby elimipating Israel.

4 -

Its language could hardly have been less ambiguous. "The armed struggle
within the occupied land will be escalated across all borders of confrontation
with the Zionist.enemy. Fatah is an independent national revolutionary move-
ment whose aim is to liberate.Palestine completely and to liquidate the Zionist
entity (Israel) polirically, economically, militarily, culturally and ideo-
logically."

As this and other events over the past year have proven, any movement toward
recognition of the PLO and its code phrase of self-determination only strengthens
the PLO belief that its aims can be achieved without any change in its policies,
but, rather, thiough American pressure on Israel. Thus, despite the Panel's
formal call tor changes by the PLO in its National Covenant, the Panel report
confirms the message to the PLO that it is making progress toward recognition
without in any way having to change either its practice of terror or its policy
seeking the eradication of Israel. -

An additional aissue to which the draft Policy Statement gives prominence
is the question of American arms sales to the Middle East. We concur that the
United States is “not alone at fault" for the massive build-up of arms in the
region, and we agree that this is a "deadly self-perpetuating cycle."” But this
does not mean that both sides to the conflict bear equal responsibility for the
arms escalation or that the consequences of the U.S. withholding arms, particu-
larly from lsrael, would lead to deescalation and peace. On the contrary, any-
thing that would tend to weaken Israel would also tend to incite the more aggre-
give Arab states toward acts of war against Israel.

We believe, then, that U.S. arms for Israel, matching only fractionally the
vast amounts purchased by the Arab states or given them by the Soviet Union,
helps maintain a relative balance of power and deterence to war, which, in the
absence of Arab willingness to engage in direct negotiations and accept Israel
into the community of natioms, is a less than ideal, but necessary condition
for peace. Perhaps this factor -~ recognition that Israel could not be destroyed
militarily -- was the principal motivation for President Sadat's historic efforts
in peacemaking.

By the same token, we ask the National Council of Churches to consider
whether the United States serves the cause of peace by providing advanced
ofiensive wiapons systems to Jordan and Saudi Arabia. It is our hope that the
National Council of Churches would encourage our government instead, to inten-
sify 1ts efforts to bring Saudi Arabia and Jordan into the peace process.
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There remain other points of agreement as well as disagreement in the' text
of the draft Policy Statement: for example, the omission of reference to Jeru-
salem and the settlements question is constructive sincé these issues are appro-
priately left to direct negotiations between the parties as part of the .ongoing
Camp David peace process.’ ‘Those issues we have addressed in depth are, inm our
Judgment, the most critical. %" - Zep

All 'of our constituent agencies, both national and local, acknowledge the
sincerity of the efforts undertaken by the National Council of Churches .to accord
these complex issues the rigorous study and consideration which they require.
We earnestly desire continued dialogie in the hope.and expectation that it will
‘bring us closer to our mutual goal of enhancing the conditions for the achieve-
ment of a full and durable peace for.all the people of the Middle East. We hope
“too that you will find it possible to share this letter with members of the
Governing Board of the National*ﬁdunci% of Churches. ¥

Sincerely,

DI DT St .

: ' b= Bennett Yanowitz ol

‘ Chairman - y = ) g

's

- FES PR e =

BY:ncg ¥

cc. Reverend Tracey K. Jones, Jr. - A . ;
Dr. Claire Randall ¥ 2 m =
Dr. Robert L. Turnipseed o

Joan B. Campbell A 5
Reverend Rufus Cormnelson -
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7 The NCC's réﬁis;d proposed Pélicy Statement for ﬁresént#tioﬁ‘io ;h;:NCEH
Govdrning Board on November 6-8, 1980 prompts the following ohaeruaéinms in addition
to those made in my letter to you of August 6; 1980. That letter remains our basic
evaluation of the Pdlicy Stateuent; including the recent revision. ‘ﬁecauée the
current proposed Policy Stat@;ent retains or supplements passages that areﬂof
specific urgent concern, I must underscore these:

1. The revised Policy Statement (at lines 685-696) equates the State of
Israel, a sovereign nmation, with the Palestine Liberation Organization, a self-
proclaimed "organization" dedicated to violence and terrorism. Thus, nothwithstanding
axh the stipulation in the revised Statement that the PLO must recognize Israel's
right to exist and refraigrfrom hostile acts, the Statement implicitly and without
prior condition confers legitimacy on the PLO. The effect can only be to confirmfthe
PLO that it need not really abandon its terrorist policies as a condition of acceptance
and recognition. Surely, by any code or standsrd of ethical and normative practice,
the failure to make the conferral of legitimacy on the PLO conditional to its prior
acceptance of the most elemental requirements of civilized conduct is unwise,
unjustified and morally iwdmmx indefensible.

2. The conflict that must be resolved is not between Israeli Jews and
Palestinian Arabs (lines 629-632), but in its genesis and at its core, the conflict
borne of the Arab refusal to recognize Israel. The Palestinian problem was created
by the Arab states' refusal to accept the partition of Palestine (as Israel did) and

their attack on the nascent state. More than three decades later, of the 2i'§rab

L.
]

states, Egypt alone recognizes or even negotiates with Israel.



3. Self-determination for ?alesfinian Arabs (lines 719-721) does not

depend upon some future unilateral action by Israel. Disposition of the remaining

unallocated territories of the Palestine Mandate - Judea and Samaria (West

Bank) and Gaza - 1s a matter for negotiations among the nation states concerned.

(It should be remembered that in 1922 Transjordan - now Jordan - was created

out of BOX of the Palestine Mandate set aside for a Jewish homeland. Trans-

jordan was, Jordan became, and Jordan remains a sovereign homeland for Pales-

tinian Arabs.) A negotiating framework with an agreed-upon timetable for the

resolution of this 1ssue was provided at Camp David, promising recognition of

"the legitimate rights of the Palestinian people and their just requirements."

Reports of Israela positions in the recently resumed Autonomymesotx=tions attest

neighbors
to Israel's genuine readiness to deal with her Palestinian Arabg /of a basis of

equity and reciprocity.

For these reasons, we believe the revised draft Policy Statement is
|
both misconceived and counterproductive of the promise of peace in implicitly

affirming recognition of the PLO as the "only organized voice of the Palestin-
ian people" (lines 687-688). Jordan's yoice and those of Israel's other Arab
neighbors including the Palestinian residents of the areas, themselyes, must be
heard in direct negotiations with Israel. The obligation of those states and the

Paelestinian people to enter such negosiations should be the call ¥ of your Policy
e ~ 74 ; F
14 B Gw 7 o / 221~7f{' Ab el fe
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Since our earlier exchange of views, reflected in my letter of August ,

i

Statement)

6 and your revised draft Policy Statement, events in the Middle East have demon-
strated anew that the Arab-Israel conflict is not the major destabilizing element
there. Therefore, we strongly urge the early formulation of the more comprehen-

sive statement, the need for which is asserted in the opening paragrapay on time-

(
liness, of your Policy Statement./

-
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) ,,ff ?I‘he foregoing concerns are conveyed to you at
f/ the direction of the Executive Committee of the NJCRAC, the mational plnnn:l.n,g and
/’j - ~coordinating body for the eleven nmational and one hundred nnd seven local -m'ber - -
‘ ' agencies comprising the ﬂeld of Jewish cammity relations. ‘ " -_ ¢
Sincerely, . 7 L - -..,Begngf:t Yanowitz
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In September, 1979 the Executive Committee of the National Council of the
Churches of Christ in the U.S.A. called for the creation of a special Panel on
the Middle East. Its purpose was to review the situation i1n the Middle East 1n
a holistic rather than a piecemeal fashion, to contribute to a new Middle East
policy statement from a larger perspective than that of special interest or ad-
vocacy groups, and to consider whether there was a "new moment" in the Middle
East that demanded new responses from the United States Christian community. Com-

—posed of officers of the Council and heads of some member communions, the Panel,

confirmed by action of the Governing Board of the NCCCUSA in November, 1979, be-
gan a process of study, open hearings for all parties, a two-week visit to five

—countries of the Middle East, and further conversations with Middle East inter-

est groups 1n the United States.

The action of the Council sprang from a sense that a new opportunity may
exist to resolve the conflict of over thirty years in the Middle East. Moti-
vated by a belief that opportunities for peace may have been lost i1n the past,
the panel members have approached the last six months with a seriousness of pur-
pose and a belief that, as a religious organization, the NCCCUSA has a role of
reconciliation to play, a role different from that of political organizations
and governments. At the same time, as an organization of United States churches,
the NCCCUSA also has a responsibility to address 1ts own people and government
about the appropriate role for the United States of America 1n helping resolve
the conflicts in the Middle East.

At the outset of this process of consultation and firsthand observation,
the Panel 1dentified five issues considered most crucial within the mandate given
it by the NCCCUSA Executive Commttee and Governing Board. These issues were
Security in the region
-__{i%he right of Palestinian Arabs to self-determination
Human rights issues

Settlements on the West Bank

Religious 1ssues



—
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“violence. In the long run, seeking security through arms alone 1s in fact a
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As the Panel delved into the five 1ssues, it became convinced of the inter-
r?1atedness of each issue with all others, as part of a comprehensive peace set-
tlement.

This report provides the findings and convictions of the Middle East Panel
of the National Council of the Churches of Christ, U.S.A. to the NCCCUSA Govern-
1ng Board. In making this report, the Panel wishes to emphasize an overall
theme heard from the groups and persons with whom it has met. There 1s a deep

longing-and-desire—for-peace_1in the Middle East._ The "new moment™ about which
the Panel has spoken appears to be born out of hope and despair.” On the one
hand there 1s hope prompted by the signing of thé Israel-Egypt.Peace.Treaty and
the belief that negotiation 1S possible. On- thé other hand there is despair
marked by a fear of the future, a weariness and near desperation brought on by

five wars within thirty years. The Panel recognizes that there 1s an urgent

-need—To ensure that opportunities for peace not be lost. It is with this sense

of urgency and of the hope we know i1n Jesus Christ, which continues even when
optimism fails, that we address this report to our brothers and sisters of the
National Council of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A.

SECURITY IN THE REGION

The Middle East Panel affirms -that security 1s a lTegitimate concern of 1n-
dividuals, of peoples, and of states. Yet this very need for a nation's secur-
1ty 1s often used to justify escalating and excessive expenditures 1n order to
develop a superior mlitary position. The possession of military mght by some
then breeds fear and suspicion among others, who 1n turn seek to build compar=-
able or greater mlitary might. More fear and suspicion result, leading to an
escalation of violence rather than the establishment of full security.

The peoples and nations of the Middle East are caught i1n this spiral of
false and jdolatrous hope. True security can ultimately be found only in rela-

tionships of trust. The late Prime Minister David Ben-Gurion recognized this
fact when he stated: "As for security, militarily defensible borders, while de-

sirable, cannot by themselves guarantee [Israel's] future. Real peace with our

|

neighbors--mutual trust and friendship--that 1s the only true security."*

i e PSS e 3 - T

The Panel recognizes that for a region that has known only a state of war

for thirty years, trust 1s not easily gained. Further, the Panel acknowledges
the special and.realistic concern of Israel with matters_of security. This con-

: i r_generation and-
cern.as.tied to the experience of genocide and holocaust in our generatiom and

persecution over méﬁy génerations. 1t 1s also & result of a precarious geograph-

R T e

1pavad Ben-Gurion, The Saturday Review (interview), April 3, 1971. (Emphasis
is 1n the original.)
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ical situation marked by unbending _hostility from almost all qf'lgfaeI s neigh-
boring states and poTitical entities. The commitment of the Jewish people to
reestablish a state 1n the land of their origins has in part been motivated by
this history of hostility and by their longing for a place where "we can be our-
selves".l The comm tment to a national identity and to self-reliance that mani-
fests..itself-in~the urgept-Isyaedy concern for security 15 _understandable, and~
this Panel expresses*$xagggso ute,support of the - Tight_of the state of IsFdetto
L] ghbor5d¢w1th1n secure_and recog-

s

Rized bordeis. The Panel the.-fore_ggpcurs, 1th the Israel: gggectlx‘&;hat a
major-obstacle to ) _peace_in_the Midd B=East has been the | inwillingness of ﬁ?i@;
rmina-

w

states™and the Palestinian Arabs to. recogn1ze “ISrael"s rfght“tn‘seif“dete

tion as a Jew15h.state-whach~deserves. the respect of the entire family.Of nations
as a member qﬁﬂhnh_y_mig community and whose  “secure.. andmdefmnedaborderswmmsxdbe
recogn1zed UN Security Council Resolution 242 "Affirms . . . respect for and
acknow1edgement of the sovereignty, territorial integrity and political i1ndepen-
dence of every State 1n the area and their right to live in peace within secure
and recognized boundaries free from threats or acts of force".2 This document,
accepted by Egypt.Jordan and Syria, the major Arab states in a state of be]11g-
erency with Tsrael, became an important first step toward peace, as it_implic-
1tly acknowledged the presence and recognition of Israel's place among the Mias
dle East nations.

Every act that builds trust builds security. The Panel is very conscious
of the measure of trust that has developed between Israel and Egypt as a result
of the Egyptran-=Israeli Peace Treaty of March,.1979. WhiTe that Trust is now
being severely tested, it 1s clear that the Camp David Franeworks for Peace of
September, 1978 provided the 1mpetus for “this_1mportant step.of, bui 1ding trust
and therefore sﬁtuffty“b”?ﬁﬁﬁﬁ”%wa adversar1es 1n_the Middle East confl1ict. The
fact that E Egypt, the largest 6f the “Arab nations and the one that threatened
the western flank of Israel, is now no longer at war 1s a significant develoo-
ment both for Israel and Egypt. The Panel underscores this achievement by stat-
ing again the words of the National Council of the Churches of Christ, USA Gov-
erning Board which

Recognizes that an Egyptian-Israeli peace agreement sub-
stantially removes the option of war in the Middle East in
that the two strongest military powers in the area resolve
to settle differences through peaceful means, enhancing the
sense of security of both parties but especially that of
Israel in not having to face the threat of a two-front war;

Celebrates the role of Egypt, and especially the initia-
tives of its president in the creative search for peacé™inm
the™area; = T s

Rejoices with Israel in feeling that its dream of peace

lThis phrase was heard repeatedly during the Panel's Middle East trip.

2United Nations Security Council Resolution 242 (1967).
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and deliverance might be realized and the threat of annihil-
ation diminished;

Concurs with Presidents Carter and Sadat and Prime Minister
Begin that peace is not simply the absence of war, but that
peace and justice must be held in positions of equal impor-
tance;

While the Camp David Accords have provided a new climate of trust between
Eqypt and Israel, this has not been the case throughout the entire Middle East.
This agreement has 1solated Egypt from other Arab states, weakening to a degree
the security obtained through peace with Israel. Regretably, the Accords (and
the lack of sufficient progress toward their full implementation) have not
brought Israel closer to peace agreements with other Arab states, nor with the
Palestinian people. Thus the Panel, whi appreciati e,of the Camp.Dayid
Jdnitiatives, believes the Accords.to be "Uncamenta y..flawed.J They fail both
to acknowledge_the le g;;jmatenr1ght of. the alestinian_people to self-determin-
ation and to provide in a sufficient way for.fhe,partlc1gat on of those recog-
nized representazjjeé ofithe Palest1n1an people _1n the,negotxatfons“to,aef1ng“
these rights. TheﬁPanel_be]1eves the Camp David Agreements should therefore_be
seen as part of the process of peace-making in the Middle East. ., The di E1omat1c
1nitiati1ves takefn thére _need to bé amended and broadened 1f secur1ty 1ty for all,
1nc1ud1ng Israel, 1s to be achieved (see further coriments on se1f—def§rmfﬁ§t1on
1n the next Section): —

Israel 1s not the only country of the area for which security is a legiti-
mate concern. The Panel can only be deeply grieved at the continued mlitary
action 1n Lebanon, where neither sovere1gnty nor territorial_integraty..are_fully
respected. Lebanon, which has had a tradition of opening 1ts doors to those 1n
need from surrounding countries, now finds its soil the battleground of others.
The Lebanese people themselves are drawn into a situation of growing self-des-
truction and national disintegration. It 1s clear to the Panel that there will
be no ultimate peace for Lebanon unt1l the Paiest1n1&ﬁ“f?rael1 Eon?71ct is re-
solved by a_settlement “that_grants 'both "the - recogn1tion_of of Israel's |'s_existéence
and the r1ght of the Palest1n1an peop]e to their_own se]f—determ1nat1on “"Méan-
while, the Panel urges the fullest ‘Interhational support and assistance to the
Lebanese government 1n its efforts to maintain its national identity and secur-
1ty in this tragic situation. Specifically, the Panel _believes..the.lUnited
States government should_undertake urgent initiatives.with-Israel,.while at the

same time seek1ng¢urgent 1n1t1at1ves by. Arab_states.with _Palestinian leaders.
Such-initiatives should seek a negotiated end to the escalating, open and covert
warfare on and from Lebanese so11, particularly those forms of battle that delib-
erately inflict massive wounds on 1nnocent civilians under the guise of neces-
1ty, and 1n which UN peace-keeping personnel are attacked and, i1ndeed, ki1lled.

INational Council of the Churches of Christ in the U.S.A., "Resolution
on the Middle East Peace Effort'", adopted by the Governing Board November 3,
1978.
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Finally, security is also a 1eg1timate concern of people within other
states in the Middle East. In this region, where the concept of "peoplehood"”
is particularly meaningful, the security needs of of various ethnic and re11g1ous
v groups.require continued attention. .A few ‘such cases..include_the Armenians in
i Turkey, the Assyr1ans an- Iraq, e Coptsqangﬁgmgxa the Jews in Syr1a - “the_Kurds I
i in Turkey, Lran and_Iraq, and €he_Palestinians 1n TEFEE},“on the, West Bank and Bty
& Gaza, and 1n other Middle Eastern countries as well:— T

—

The h1story of the Middle East is replete with instances of its peoples

and states becoming surrogates or pawns of nations outside the area. Located

as a bridge between three continents--Europe, Asia and Africa--the Middle East

has long had strategic value to major world powers seeking to protect their na-

tional interests. The fact that nearly-60 percent of the world's o011 reserves

are located in the Middle East has once again given a strategic importance to

some countries of the area, including the Gulf States, Iraq, Iran and Libya. Be-
i 1ng contiguous to these states gives a significance to other countries of the

region, and therefore makes the conflicts of the region command world-wide sig-
ni1ficance.

These factors help contribute to the great powers' interest in the region
and their attempts to maintain a balance of power favorable to their interests
there. This vying for support by the great powers makes the region more vulner-
able to arms and weapons escalations. The Panel believes that a United States
policy that seeks to build just relationships with peoples and governments of
the region will, 1n the long run, be the major contribution toward securing the
mutual interests of the U.S. and the peoples of the region. Creating mlitarily
strong governments as surrogate powers, while ignoring other aspects of just re-
lationships, can only end in escalating hosti1lity toward the U.S. Similarly,
the Panel urges the U.S. government to refuse to allow Soviet=U.S...tensions to
undermne any efforts.of. Middle East nations and_peopies_to nega;1 te. regard1ng
~ their differences.

Finally, the Panel stresses again the urgency of the present moment in the
Arab-Israelr conflict. This opportunity for the development of trust, peace,
and thus security must not be missed. The_agreement reached at Camp Dav1d and
the subsequent withdrawal by Israel from the Sinai_have demonstrated that di1-
ferences can bé resolved by negotiation rather than by war. Further, the Camp
David process, as an important first step, indicates the role that a third
party such as the United States must play in bringing the principal parties to
negot1at1onw et Bl o il 2 pmsvet

THE RIGHT OF PALESTINIAN ARABS TO SELF-DETERMINATION

The Panel affirms that the right of self-determination is a basic human
right recognized in 1nternational law. This right of all peoples to self-deter-
mination assures that “they freely determine their political . . . and cultural
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development.”l Although the international community recognizes this principle,
the existing body of international law does not provide adequate criteria to de-
fine it 1n every instance. Neither has international law established procedures
for its peaceful and just implementation. Therefore, 1n claims to self-determin-
ation i1nvolving conflicting claims to territory, the right of each party to self-
deéezfliation must be seen 1n the context of the other's equally valid right.

Dur1ng the course of 1ts work, the Panel became convinced that a crucial
element in the resolution of the M1dd]e East conflict was_the recognition of the
right of the s&inran-people-to-self-determination. A variety of historical
tury--and particularly during the last fifty years--that is separate and distinct
from, even 1f related to, other Arab national groups. In numbers, the Palestin-
ians approximately equal the citizens of Israel proper. They are at a remark-
able stage of development culturally and educationally, hardly surpassed by any
country of the Middle East. Together with political, military, educational and
social organization, a process of self-identification has clearly occurred. To-
day there is no doubt that a Palestinian people, calling for the exercise of
their right to self-determnation, does exist.

Mutuality and reciprocity should characterize the exercise of this right
of self-determination by neighboring peoples. The Panel is convinced that, just
as the Jewish people have claimed and exercised their right of self-determina-
tion 1n creating within a part of historic Palestine west of the Jordan River
the state of Israel, so the Palestinian people should be able to exercise their
right of self-determination. Unti11_the precise boundaries of a Palestinian en-
tit een.defined by mutual negot1at1on, it shouTd bBe understood to involve
lands referred to by Palestinians as the "Gccupied territories of the West Bank
and the Gaza Strip" and by the Israelis as the "admnistered territomes of
Judea, Samaria and the Gaza District”.

The Panel believes that a necessary next step in the peace process, and an
essential one 1f the Camp David Accords are to continue to have relevance, 1s a
U.S. declaration of support for the-principle of Pa]est1n1anmse1£-de;gggunat1on

Jfiited States has indicated support of this Eﬁncept to some degree by em-
ploying termnology such as “homeland",Z the right "to participate in the deter-
mination of their own future",3 and “1nsuring the legitimate rights of the Pal-

estinian people".4 The Panel believes that the United Nations Security Council

lUnited Nations, "International Covenant on Econmomic, Social and Cultural
Rights", Part I, Article 1, number 1. Also in United Nations, "International
Covenant on Civil and Political Rights', Part I, Article 1, number 1.
2president Carter, Statement at Clinton, Mass., March 16, 1977.
3President Carter, Statement at Aswan, Egypt, January 4, 1978.

4U.S.--USSR Joint Commumique, October 1, 1977.
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would be an appropriate forum 1n which a more forthright declaration could be
made by the U.S. The Panel encourages the U.S. to support a Secur1ty Council
resolution on behalf of selfJH“TTTﬁhnat1on TOT Lhi ﬁ?“1est1n1an “people. “Such a
resotuttom;—atong-with=steps=~to=~clar1fj that the princiflés enunciated in Secur-
ity Counc1l Resolution 242 (1967) are also applicable to the Palestinians, would
be strong motivation to encourage Palestinian representatives to part1c1pate n
the peace process and to subscribe to the entire Security Council Resolution 242.

The question of representation of the Palestinians 1s a crucial 1ssue n
any discussion of the future of this people. From 1ts experience with Pales-
tinians all over the Middle East, including the West Bank, the Panel came to

believe that the Palestine_liberation Organization represents € as £T0Ns,
of-the Palestinian_people—for se]f-determination—1he PLO ;unct1ons as_the only
‘organized voice for the Palestinian people aqﬂﬁgﬂgﬁﬁ?ﬁ:xﬁjfﬁE:Eﬁge1 to be the ™

)

?glx:Ealest1niEE:EE;x__%_g__fﬁﬂlg¥FL__~§‘ﬁwseItJeme t on their behalf. We be-
eve it is futile to claim that there arg -i--r Palestinian representatrves as

long as the Palestinian people, by the
at their disposal, do not 1ndicate themsetve: - ' 2
tives. At the appropriate time, of course, a p1eb15c1te w111 need to be under-
taken among the Palestinian people to afford them_the oppartunity.an.a free and
open election to affirm the results of negot1at1on between their representat1ves
and“Isré“Trand ‘other-concerned” governments ,~as “Well as to create” appropr1ate in-
stumentg\jgr exercis1ng“the1r p011t1ca1 and econom1c rights’.

In making this statement, the Panel is aware of the negative image of the
PLO, caused 1n part by 1ts being an umbrella organization that includes diverse
groups with widely varying programs and policies. The Panel believes that the
Palestine Liberation Organization 1s more than an organization of military groups
that command attention from the media. The Panel has noted the representative
nature of the Palestine National Council, the legislative organ of the PLO, and
the educational and social welfare programs operated by the PLO. The need for
“"consensus politics” within the Palestinian community and the PLO does not al-
. ways enable more moderate voices to be heard, but gives undue hearing to more
extreme positions. This is true not only of the PLO, but also of governments
that operate 1n a democratic forum and whose policies are open to public debate.

The Panel, 1n_expressing these views, is not ugaware_niﬁgx_ggponcerned a-

S i el ® L

bout the violent act1v1¢125ﬂntwtneﬁprgan zation and 1ts member m 1itary groupss

ettt

While violence (1ncluding violence against nnocent persons)—is—not—confined-to”
ong—side in_the PalestinianzIsraell s1ruggT§ as governments utitize—a partrcu-

W_ﬂgence > along with ith moYe overt fomms, and-while=acts=of~w.
ter n{jgjgnghe only form of armed res1stance ava11ab1e to peoples with-
out—a-standmg_army who are are .under. the, political. and mi1itaryauthority~of~others,
yef‘the-vao]ence of the Pa1est1ne Liberation_ Organ1zat1on has @ particular=char=-
acter Rather than simply being the expected violence Gften—-associated with: any
national liberation movement to secure national self-determination, the violence
of the Palestine Liberation Organization and 1ts allies has been d1rgcte d toward
tq__very destruction of the state of Israel--and 1n some fovmulations against™
the Jewish people 3s well as the state. Art1cu1at1on of “this~violénce is con-

e e e
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tained 1n the Palestine National Covenant of 1968, to which many Israelis refer

when expressing pessimism about the possibility of a peaceful coexistence of the

two peoples.

Palestinian leaders indicated to the Panel that some of the extreme posi-

tions contained in thi1s document have been modified by subsequent actions of

the Palestine National Council.l The Panel was told privately.by-Palestinians

1n positions of high leadership, inctuding=Y¥asiv- Arafat_himse lwwmihaththe PLO
\g?#/ac n acknowtedges the soc1o-p011t1ca1 _fact of the state of Israel and is prepared to

recognize 1t and 11gwwpeacefuTT?'ql;h,i%-in_exchange _for. recognataon_nfhﬁglgs-
tinian r1gﬁts to se]f—determinafigg;‘ However, the public statements of Yasir
Arafat and other Palestinian 1éaders continue to reflect the disparity and con-
tradictory nature of positions held by different factions of the PLO. The posi-
tion of the PLO on this crucial issue 1s ambiguous to the Panel because of the
conflicting statements attributed to Palestinian leaders.?2

*c:\/,,_,&\

R For these reasons, the Panel is convinced that either the Palestine Nation-
2wy al Covenant 1tself must be amended, or some clear, unambiguous declaration must
‘FVG;“ be adopted by the PLO specifically denying the continued relevance of those sec-

\@y’ tions of the Palestine National Covenant that commt the Palestinian national
W struggle to the destruction of Israel as a Jewish state, either 1n _the immediate
% future or ultimately. Such amendment or declaration must remove any doubt about

‘the acceptance 3?'the Palestinians of the continued presence in the Middie East
of the state of Israel, and of the right of Jews to the same self-determination
e sought by the Palestinians.

The Panel is convinced that such amendment of the Covenant by the Palestin-
1ans would strengthen those elements i1n Israel and 1n the world Jewish community
who respond favorably to the concept of Palestinian self-determnation but are
reluctant to press for 1ts implementation until the basic intentions of the Pal-

1For example: Article 21 of the Palestime National Covenant states that the
"Palestinian Arab people . . . rejects every solution that i1s a substitute for a
complete liberation of Palestine . . . ." It was pointed out that in the Six
Point Program adopted by the Palestine National Council on December 4, 1977 this
maximum demand was altered to allow for ". . . the realization of the Palestin-
ian people's rights to return and self-determination within the context of an in-
dependent Palestinian national state on any part of Palestinian land . . . ."
The Panel was told that this action permits the PLO to negotiate a settlement cre-
ating a West Bank-Gaza Palestinian state.

2For example, in an interview in the French newspaper Le Pigaro (March 13,
1980), when asked about Israel's right to exist, Yasir Arafat responded: 'Be-
fore asking me this question, it 1s perhaps necessary to ask this: what 1s the
future of the victim?" and in this way avoided answering the question asked. In
addition, the New York Times (April 21, 1980) states: '"Arab diplomats say the
! thaw in Libyan-Palestinian relations was possible because Arafat endorsed the
hard-line policy approved at last week's meeting,” held on April 14 in Tripoli,
Libya with leaders from Libya, Syria, Algeria and South Yemen.
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estinians are clear.

By the same token, it is essential that Israel be prepared to recognize
the right of Palestinians to self-determination and refrain from those state-
ments and actions that ultimately deny this right. Therefore, the present im-
passe as perceived by the Panel 1s one 1n which Israel refuses to admit to Pal-
estinmian national rights so long as the Palestinians continue to express their
claims in terms that, to Israelis and many others, jeopardize the existence of
Israel.

At the same time, the Palestinians will not make public assertions of their
professed willingness to recognize Israel and agree to peaceful coexistence un-
t11 Israel's intentions toward Palestinian national rights are clarified.

The process of breaking this impasse--and creating a climate in which the
Israeli and Palestinian communities might begin to build trust--i1s a delicate
one. At present 1t appears that neither party 1s willing or able to take the
first step toward a resolution of the impasse between them, or even to give a
clear signal of intent to do so. Here, third parties such as the United States
and the United Nations can play a crucial role. The Panel was grateful to learn
of the deep reservoir of good will toward the U.S. among the people in the Mid-
dle East. This factor should encourage the U.S. government to come forward with
creative, new options for peace. In the effort to bring about a mutual recogni-
tion by the Palestinians and the Israelis of the right of the other to what each
claims for 1tself, these third parties must play a catalytic role. It 1s In
this respect that the Panel would hope that the U.S. would encourage a UN Secur-
ity Council resolution supporting Palestinian self-determination. Similarly,
the U.S. shou1d _.be_engaged._in.open_djaloque with the Palestine Liberation.Organ-

" 1zation 10~ help ‘clarify.ats. position with, ) regard to E7ag 1 andEo~halp-bring

tﬁgse twa contend1ng part1es into negot1at1on for, mutual ~recegnitions Through
SUch initiatives the U-ST™¢an contribute to the long term security of Israel
and to the stability of the Middle East.

HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUES

The human rights 1ssue 1s inextricably i1nterwoven into the fabric of the
entire Middle East. The Panel was confronted 1n each of the countries which 1t
visited with allegations, if Hot’e eVidénce, that, some.of | the r1ghts?gg;persons
with whom.we.met_had been v101a%ed "It is with this 1n mind that the Panél con-
¢Tudes that any assessmént Of “Ruman rights issues 1n the area must be seen in
the broadest context.

The international community has developed a consensus recognizing certain
basic human rights and obligations that all governments owe to their citizens.
This body of international law is based on the Universal Declaration of Human
Rights, the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the Interna-
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tional Covenant on Economc, Social and Cultural Rights, and other 1nternational
and regional human rights agreements.

These rights fall into three broad categories. First are those concerning
the inviolability and integrity of the person, 1ncluding such matters as torture
or cruel and inhuman treatment or punishment, arbitrary arrest or i1mprisonment,
denial of fair public trial and invasion of the home. Second are the rights to
fulfillment of basic human needs such as food, shelter, health care and educa-
tion. Third are civil and political rights including free speech, press, assem-
bly and religion, the right of travel to and from one's own country, and the
right of freedom from discrimination based upon race or sex.

While virtually all governments acknowledge the validity of these rights,
there 1s no doubt that some rights are glglated regu!ar]y 1n the Middle East, as
elsewhere, including The United States of Ameriéa.

During 1ts two-week visit to the Middle East, the Panel did not undertake
the investigation, observation or verification of specific human rights viola-
tions that would enable 1t to make a definitive pronouncement on these matters.
However, in each country visited the Panel had sufficient reports on these mat-

lters to put 1t on alert that there are problems requiring attention.

It mght be said that human rights violations are always predicated upon
the particular political situation 1n which the action occurs. Where a state
- OF War exists, such as the Papel exper1enced in Lebanon, Syr1§,'ﬂcrdan“and”fsrae1
hUman VighRts w Wil undoubtedly suffer i, the 1nterest ‘of. secﬁ?ﬁty ang m 1 tary -
needsT1i 3 Situation of 'occupation™, as on the West Bank, other forms “of human
righits~den1als (such as preventive detention, exile, or c011eg§1ve punishment)
will be expressed. In aE??%ﬁﬁthn'bhere War is absent as 1n the United States,
rights to the necessities of 11fe such as food, hous1ng and health care can be
claimed. Thus, human rights can never be understood 1n a vacuum,
WEMWW o TSR AT IR T g £ T
The reported or alleged violations we encountered fell into various categor-
1es and 1n some cases are unique to special circumstances in the Middle East. In
several countrmes_the Panel-heard,that Christians are subject.to-harassment bor-
—— d&FITig on persecution. In several cities in _Egypt,. | Chr1st1ans have, been “attacked
by reTigrois—extremsts;-and tension 1s_growing_in un1yers1t1es because of harass-
?ﬁﬁﬁTTﬁ*1ﬁﬁﬁst1an students Since~these actions do not appear té be 1nspired by
nor sanctioned by the Egyptian government, the Panel Js.encouraged. by recent ef-
forts by the churches of Egypt and the goyernment to resolve or lessen the ten-
s1ons which have deveToped
Groups 1n these and simlar circumstances claim that they are entitled to
equal status and opportunity regardless of their religious affiliation or back-
ground--whether, for example, they be Christians in Egypt.. Jews=an-Syrja-or.Arab
— Christrans or Muslims in Israel. .This c1aiin becomes 1ncreasingly problematic as
a growing number of $fates 1n the region define themselves from a religious per-

spective. While the Panel does not deny the right of a majority to d e it-
self as it wishes, the burden 1s on the majority group to provide equal rights
W
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for citizens who may therefore be placed in a minority status.

In Syria, the Panel.raised with Syrtan.and U.S. government officyals the
status of “the . Jewish minority. Restrictions on travel had been in effect, the
Panel was told, because of both the state of war that exists with Israel and
Israel's claim to“represent all Jews everywhere. U.S. authorities 1n Syria 1in-
dicated that the only réstriction placed on Jews at present that were not sim-
1larly placed on other groups had to do w1tha§§%h£lg§§ﬂ;p emigrate.— Although
this was the only legal restriction mentioned, anel noted a distinct ten-
sion when_the subject of the Jewish minority was discussed. The Jewish commu-
nity is small and-appears -to be-isolated from the larger community, although 1t
is active and appears successful in the commercial 1i1fe of Damascus. This sit-
uation was simply the first of those encountered in the region where the present
state of war and considerations of national security are given as reasons for
abridgement of rights.

The present si1tuation of military government on the llest Bank_and.in_Gaza.
complicates the consideration of human rights violations . Not only 1s
there conflicting evidence put forth concerning the treatment of the inhabitants
of the West Bank and Gaza, there 1s a disagreement over the standards by which
this military administration 1s to be judged. While most governments, including
that of the U.S., insist that the Fourth Geneva Convention (concerning the pro-
tection of civilian persons 1n time of war) is applicable 1n these situations,
the Israel1 authorities declare that they voluntarily observe most of the stip-
ulations of this Convention.

Indeed, ;ng_Egggl was 1mEressed#“x.Ihemextent to_which Israel has sought to

%ig!lfgtggﬂggny~rTg ‘a§_29§§1_15"39 a people._. unde:.nul4¢ary~oecupai1qg:“”Fféé-

om o € press, with only rare exceptions, 1s evidenced in sharp critiCisms of
many Begin government policies, criticisms that add to dissenting opinion and

provide support for Palestinian causes. Freedom of speech results in fiery po-

# Titical rhetoric among Palestinian people in East Jerusalem and elsewhere, even
i though 1t occurs 1n occupied territory. Acts of defiance are tolerated by the

i

E

:

Israel1 government, until understandable nervousness results in various forms of
collective and official harassment of enemies of the state of Israel. Neverthe-
less, criticism of Israel is always more intense with regard to the_ denial of
~human “and ~CiviT 'ghts 1ﬁﬁfsrae1hthan 1nrbther counLr1es of the M1dd]e East “Pre-
c1§§1§”5§tause of Israe1~5~claj to,be“a,demncnat1c stats.” Such a claim [ proper?y

requ1res such honest criticism and Judgment from others: S e S

e

b -

Israeli authorities with whom the Panel ra1sed questions of human rights
violations on the West Bank and 1n Gaza were quick to deny that there was any
official policy allowing the use of torture or cruel and inhuman treatment or
punishment of prisoners. They added, with 11lustrations of specifics, that when
1ncidents have occurred, those responsible have been punished. The Panel heard
sincere expressions of concern from some Israelis that the continued military
admnistration was having a damaging effect on Israel and 1ts moral sense.

At the same time, the Panel heard from persons on the West Bank of repeated
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allegations of abuse and mistreatment, both by m1litary occupation authorities
and most recently by groups of armed Israeli civilian vigilante-type groups.
Without 1n any way denying the reality of these allegations to the persons af-
flicted, the Panel realized that the situation of military occupation, by its
very nature, brings violations of rights. And, from a larger perspective, the
denial to Palestinians of the right of self-determination and the humliating

—refugee status of many Palestinians are also gross violations of human rights.
The Palestine issue once again leads the Panel to a sense of urgency that new
initiatives be found to resolve this issue.

The Panel firmly believes that the best way to i1mprove the lot of the Pal-
estinians on the West Bank and Gaza is to exercise all efforts at helping the
Palestinians achieve the goal of self-determination and to end as quickly as pos-
sible the m1itary occupation by Israel of the West Bank and Gaza. Generalized
condemnations or specific illustrations that can be volleyed back and forth do
not appear to have been effective in this respect.

Further, the Panel strongly underscores the need to apply the same s standards
of judgment to all countries of the.Middle East in questions of human r1§hts and
to resist s1ngl1ng out any “one country for p partlcu]ar focus

eNGe ENRT ek Tk v X% S oy g

SETTLEMENTS ON THE WEST BANK

Consideration of the establishment by the Israeli government of settlements
1n the West Bank and the Gaza Strip cannot be viewed in a vacuum. These settle-
ments have definite implications for Israelil security concerns, both immediate
and long term. Similarly, these settlements may well have an impact on the even-
tual exercise of the right of self-determination by the Palestinian Arab inhabi-
tants of these areas.

In the short run, those settlements that were established for obvious mili-
tary purposes, in some cases as companions to military installations, provide
ei1ther real security or a sense of security. Meeting such security needs is un-
derstandable from an Israeli perspective, given the experience of Israel since
its birth. Because the long term security of Israel and other nations of the
area depends 1n large part on relations of justice between peoples, the settle-
ments take on a more questionable character.

The settlements are clearly seen by the Palestinian Arabs and many others
as a strategic initiative of Israel to populate and colonize, to control water
and other resources, and to destabilize the predominantly Palestinian popula-
tion during a critical perod of transition. Specific proposals and plans put
forward by some leading Israelis, along with government actions that appear to
follow step-by-step the most developed of these "plans" and statements of Israel:
political leaders, are troubling. Palestinians and many others are convinced
that Israel has no intention ever to return the captured territories to Arab sov-
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ereignty. They expect Israel to expel a significant number of the remaining
Palestinians from the West Bank and Gaza and to establish the state of Israel
over all of what Israelis term Eretz Israel. In light of these convictions, the
settlements serve to exacerbate intensely the already hostile relations between
the Palestinian Arabs and the Israelis. Therefore, the Panel believes that fur-
ther expansion of settlements;-even.for the sake ¢ of  Security..~threatensthe_lang
term secur1ty of the state of Israel.

d(ﬂ—,.lk-‘n

While the po]1cy of the Israeli government in the period following the 1967
War up to 1977 was largely aimed at settlements i1n which security was a consid-
eration, since 1977 the policy has been more 1deologically oriented. 1In the
decade after‘fH“T§E7"W'F:“§3ﬁﬁ”§§"§ﬁttT“ments*were-estab11shed ‘on~the West Bank
alone. In the three years since 1977, including the period of the Camp David
Accords, the number of settlements has risen to over seventy. The settlements
established by the present government policy i1n this latter period appear to be
vulnerable to the charge leveled by opponents, both Israely and Palestinian,
that they are acts of colonization for obvious political purposes.

The Panel sees the continued development of Israeli settlements in the oc-
cupied territories of the West Bank and Gaza as an obstacle to peace. This cur-
rent policy heightens tension and is leading tdward further serious deteriora-
tion 1n relationships between Palestinians and Israelis. Any successfuT _peace

p P G- Foud)

mﬁnts“aﬁdﬁfﬁ“aes1st fFBﬁ“Eiprﬁpr1at1ng or conf1scat1ng pr1vate or “state owned"
Tand 1T tREsE areas " Further; 1srael’ ‘shouTd declare its intention to negotiate
with the recognized representatives of the Palestinians about which settlements
should remain--and under what conditions--within the framework of a comprehen-
s1ve peace agreement. Obviously during peace negot1at1ons no_new sett]ements
should be established. .- - - 2

At the same time, the Panel recognized that such declarations of intent by
Israel must elicit an action from the Palestinians. Such Israeli declarations,
along with the international recognition by the UN Security Council of the right
of Palestinians to self-determination (see section on self-determination), will
require the representatives of_the. Palestrn1an peoplerto,respond ~immediately
w1th‘dec*aratfbns of-intent toﬂceasemacts f_violence within.Israel.and the_oc-

......

cup1eﬂ“terr1tor1es and Lo recognize UN SECQthxpCOUHCLJeRESO]Ut]OHS 242 (1967)
and 338“(1973) as p;;gggxmbases “for.a.resolution.of the_conflicts.. They will
also require ‘the Palestinians Egﬂmake clear that Jews are not, 1n pr1nc1p1e,

to be excluded from settlements anyw@ggggglxh1n the West Bank=and.the-Gaza Strip.
Israel will not accept a peace settlement, nor should=it; which Wakes any-area;
especially i1n historic Palestine, Judenrein. 1 Jews_should be free to 11ve with-

an a Palestinian entity with the same. libérties, pr1v11eges ‘and rights granted

"to Palestinidi Arabs within the state of Israel. T —

— - e e s

IThe German term conveys a prohibition against a Jewish person living in
any given area or place.
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While Israelt mlitary installations in the occupied territories may be seen
to constitute an infringement on the ultimate sovereignty over these territories,
1t 1s reasonable that they might remain with clearly defined powers and functions
for a period of time after formal conclusion of the military occupation. Ulti-
mately, however, 1n the final phases of the peace process, such mlitary instal-
——lations should also be withdrawn. When that happens the military security of

Israel and 1ts neighbors must be guaranteed. The entire area of presently oc-
cupied territories should be demilitarized for a fixed period of time under 1n-
ternational auspices.

£,

Concern related to the current settlement policy of Israel has led the
United States government and the Security Council of the United Nations to call
for the cessation of the establishment of settlements. The Panel supports the
policy of the U.S. government 1n relation to_the settlements 1ssue as most re-
cently expressed by the Department of State.l The continued tension between
the U.S. and Israeli governments over this issue, and the disagreement between
President Carter and Prime Minister Begin over the content of their agreement
at _Camp_David concerning cessation of cré?tTng*ﬂéﬁ“??tt1emé“f?, TUrther érodes
the cred1b111ty of" the*United~States as a brokér in the peace procéss. The pos-

k1t1ve accomplishments—of-the -Camp Davrd- Agreements “and the Israeli-Egyptian
Peace Treaty are Jeopardized by the present settlement policy of Israel.

The importance of a change n Israe11 policy regarding the building of new
settiements cannot be stated too strongly. _Continuation of the present policy
¥gglg_u§_xgn;_g_;bgnaugmfeggiﬁﬁ”Ey"the~u,Sﬁ_gmvernment"eﬁmttsepqllﬁl%ghtowards

srael. Certainly continued support.of those programs 1n Israel that have a di-
réct or 1ndivect relation to_the.building_of new settlements_1s _untenabler—In
order that the reTationship between the U.S. Fore1gn Assistance Program and the
construction of new settlements be bettér understood, the Panelbelieves that
the appropriate Congressional committees should hold further public hearings on
th1s subject.

*
e , RELIGIOUS ISSUES

&ﬁfb The Panel saw the many religious 1ssues encountered in the Middle East as
coming together in Jerusalem, which continues as a focus of the deepest religious
inspiration and attachment of three faiths: Judaism, Christianity and Islam.

A key issue in this regard 1s the future of the Holy Places.Z2 The Panel believes

Istatement by Secretary of State Cyrus Vance before the Senate Foreign Re-
lations Committee, Washington, D.C., March 20, 1980.

2The principle Holy Places to which the Status Quo (cf. footnote 1, page 15)
applies include: Basilica of the Holy Sepulchre, Beir al Sultan, Tomb of the
Virgin, Sanctuary of the Ascension, Western (Wailing) Wall. Source: UN map 229,
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that the Status Quo of the Holy Placesl and the age-old topography of the 01d
City of Jerusalem should continue to be respected. The rights of the worship-
1ng communities in Jerusalem and 1ts environs should be safeguarded, so that
their existence around the Holy Places may be maintained and guaranteed.

International treaties (Paris, 1856 and Berlin, 1878) and the League of Na-
tions have guaranteed the rights of the three monotheistic religions' claims to
these Holy Places. These treaties have established the so-called Status Quo for
these places, which, by way of compromise, has sought once and for all to re-
solve the conflicts among the various religious communities. In order to keep
the exi1sting peace among these communities and in order to avoid any possible
conflicts 1n the future, this Status Quo has to remain unalterable.

The Panel rejoices~dn-the.-fact.that.the aboye Status..Quo-1s presently re-
spected-by the Israeli government, and that 1t has given guarantees that 1t will
contrnue—to-do~so~1n~the" future: - At the samé time, the Panel « expresses the hope
that-the-~rights~ef-the -worshiping communities around the Holy Places will remain
1nviolable, in an environment 1n which worshiping communities have free access

to the Holy Places and feel welcome and at home 1in the area.

In order to keep the peace among the three religious communities--Jewish,
Christian and Muslim--the Panel feels that major alterations should not be made
in the topography of Jerusalem, especially when these alterations may affect the
Holy Places or other places sacred to one of these three religions. Any such
major change will result i1n bitterness for the community that feels 1ts rights
are violated, thus endangering peace 1n the Holy City.

Since June, 1967, Israel has taken admnistrative and legislative actions
to unify the city under 1ts control. In doing so, 1t has“ma1nta1ned¢carefu1
respect for the historic, re]1g1ou535rte5moﬁ»thenc1txM“hAccess to the c1ty S
places~of“p11grimage is “guaranteed, forrald- peoples=and the  government.. has_en-_
gaged_nnpmaaor«archeo1og1ca1 ‘and reconstruction projects_so. as _to preserve an
ancient history which belongs, to humank1ndmmxselfuﬁ_However, tng‘gn1ted Nations,
with the Ufvted: States concurring, has criticized Israel's intention to maintain
control over Jerusalem. While the Panel believes that Jerusalem should be phys-
ically unified, this does not mean that 1t supports un11ateral act1ons of the _
accupy1ng»power*m4¢he Pa?est1n1ans have not S0 far pTayed a significant role in

T A e e e,
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November, 1949 as reprinted in H. Eugene Bovis, The Jerusalem Question: 1917-
1968, Stanford, Calif.: Hoover Institution Press, 1971.

1"The special legislation regulating the relationship of the Christian com-
munities and the authorities, guaranteed by international treaties (Paris, 1856
and Berlin, 1878) and the League of Nations . . . [1s] known as the Status Quo
of the Holy Places . . . ." World Council of Churches, "Jerusalem", Plenary Doc-
ument No. PD 52, Fifth Assembly, Nairobi, Kenya: 23 November-10 December, 1975,
paragraph 2. (Hereafter referred to as '"Status Quo".)
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the planning and decision-making concerning the future of the city. Unless they
actively and freely participate 1n all necessary decisions and actions, mutually
acceptable agreements cannot be found that respond to the needs and rights of
all the people i1n the city, and antagonisms will be perpetuated that threaten
the peace of the city, and possibly of the region.

The Panel sees that the relationships between persons of different reli-
gious communities are significant religious 1ssues 1n themselves and expresses
concern over ways in which religious 1ssues appear to be used for political pur-
poses. While the experience of the members of the Panel in the United States

= gives us a preference for a separation of the power of organized religion from
the power of the state, the Panel recognizes that others have had different ex-
periences and understandings. The Panel believes that the right of self-deter-
mination does 1nclude the ability to determine whether a state will be a so-
called "religious state" so long as those of minority religions in the state are
guaranteed the full rights and privileges of citizenship.

Within this context, the Panel expresses deep concern for the diminution
of the Christian community of the Middle East. Vital, living churches, which
trace their beginnings to the earliest Christian era, are finding their people
emgrating elsewhere because of political turmoil in the region. This weaken-
ing of the Christian community, described by a Christian leader as "a slow
draining away of 1ts 1i1feblood", depletes a strong Christian 1ife in the region,
particularly when churches in the western world encourage their immigration

In the contacts the Panel had with some Middle East Christians, 1t was re-
minded of the theological differences that still exist within the Christian com-
munity over the meaning of the Abrahamic covenant and the continuing role of the

,ﬁd“ Jewish people. Most Panel members saw that some theologicalpositions, when com-.
° bined with the politicall dymanmics "0f the.area, qyld bewpqgerstood;ggnwhat the
— weffﬁ;dﬁ1:“5aILFanxl,samntlsm Thus , .the “seeds of re11gnous,a13enat1on can be
- carried through the churches thenselves _The Ranel _feels_ that 1t is of “crucial”
1mportance that, there be furthér -d1scusson -and-s tudy-of,_this 1s theological issue

with” rel1g10us scho]ars _and theolog1ans from the Middle East. =~ < swme—eo

—am T g EEATN F - -y e

\J In many ways, the Holy City of Jerusalem 1s a microcosm of the hopes and
aspirations of all the peoples of the Middle East. In the mdst of political
uncertainty and conflict, there is still a search for the peace envisaged 1n
the name of the Holy City--Jerusalem, Yerushals 1-Quds. The Panel concludes
with a prayer and determination that all effort be made to find peace for the
Holy City of peace, as a sign that thi1s peace may reign 1n the entire region and
world, among all peoples and all religions.
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Geneva, September 30, 1980.
AB/LM
Rabbi Marc H. TANENBAUM,

The American Jewish Committee
165 East 56 Street

NEW YORK, NY 10022

-

Dear Marc,

Here 1s the text of my address. I hope it comes close to meeting
your needs. IL occurs to me that you may wisn to make availzble the texts
of the Central Committee's Jerusalem statement and the IJCIC response, and
alsc the text of the CCJP proposed Guidelines =-- 1f you have not already
done so —-- to tne National Interreligious Affairs Commission,

Enclosed also 1s a biographical sketch and photograph, which you
regaested.

As to travel expenses, I am mot travellang this time on WCC business,
per se (although, obviously, virtually everything I do these days 1s "WCl
business’ in one way or another). Rather. my expenses are to be coverec by
various speaking engagements, which makes the trip budget rather tight, as

- you might expect.

I was able to secure a most inexpensive trans-Atlantic flight at

excursion rate: Geneva-New York, return, Sfr. 1050.- (which works out, at

current exchange rates, to about $640). If you could find 1t possible to
handle this amount, 1t would be extremely helpful,

I will arrive in Cleveland om 23 October at 12 28 PM {AA 558) from
St. Louts, and will proceed directly to the Bond Court hotel.

I am delighted to be able to be with you, and the Interreligious
Affairs Commission, and look forward to a genuinely beneficial mutual exchange.

Cordially,
7’

Allan R. Brockway
Christian~Jewisn Relations

Enclosures
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Allan R. Brockway

Allan R. Brockway 1s Associate for Christian-Jewish Relations,
Dialogue with People of Living Faiths and Ideologies (DFI), World
Council of Chirches, Genesva, Suvitzerland. Previcusly he was engaged
in furtherance of Christian-Jewish relations for the Dallas-North
Texas Region, National Conference of Christians and Jews and, earlier,

was editor of the United lMethecdist monthly periodical, engage/social

action, Washington, D.C. USA.

He holds the BA (Hendrax College), the BD (Perkins School of
Theology, SMU), and the MA (University of Chicago), and 1s the author

of The Secular Saint (Doubleday) and Uncertain Men and Certain Change

(Graded Press) 1in addition to numerous articles in various religious
and secular publications. He is a clerical member of the North Dakota

Annual Conference cf the United Methodist Church.



Allan R. Brockway

American Jewish Committee, ,
National Interreligious Affairs Commission
Cleveland, Onio

23 October 1980

Much has happened, both to enhance and to jeopardize, the relationship
between the protestant churches and the Jewish People since the World Council
of Churches was formed in 1948, At its first Assembly, which met in Amsterdam
of that year, the World Council stated that

In the design of God, Israel has a unique position. It was Israel
with whom God made His Covenant by the call of Abraham., It was

Israel to whom God revealed His name and gave His Law. It was to
Israel that He sent His Prophets with their message of Judgment and
of Grace. It was Israel to whom He promised the coming of His Messiah.
By the history of Israel God prepared the manger in which in the
fulness of time He put the Redeemer of all mankind, Jesus Christ. The
Church has received this spiritual heritage from Israel and 1is there=-
fore; 1n humble conviction to proclaim to the Jews, "The Messiah for
whom you wait has come', The prowise has been fulfilled by the coming
of Jesus Christ,

In the intervening thirty-two years a vast amount of theological and

-

historical research has produced, for instance, a much clearer understanding
of Second-Temple Judalsmz'dlscuSSLOn at serious dialogical levels between
those representing the World Council of Churches and those representing the
Jewish community has increasingly taken place, and, significantly, work on
more accurate understanding of the relationship between Christianity and
Judaism has progressed within the churches themselves.

That at least a iittle progress has been made 1s evidenced by some of
the observations made in the current draft "Guidelimes for Jewish-Christian '
Dialogue" being prepared by the WCC's Consultation on the Church and the
Jewish People. The "rejection of proselytism and our advecacy of respect for
the integrity and the identity of all peoples and faith communities is the

more urgent where Jews are concerned", the draft reads. And, 1t continues,

e e
[ T
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Our relationship to the Jews 1s of a unique and very close character.
Moreover, the history of antisemitism among Christians and forced -
baptisms of Jews 1n the past mekes it understandable that Jews are
rightly sensitive towards a2ll religious pressures from outside and
all attempts at proselytizing,

We reject proselytism both in 1ts gross and more refined forms.

This implies that all triumphalism and every kind of manipulation are

to be abrogated. We are called upon to minimize the power dimension

in all encounters with Jews and to spezk at every level from equal to
equal. We have to be conscious of the pain and the perception of the
others and have to respect their right to define themselves.

All, of course, 1s not sweetness and light. Much remains to be done
within the churches to increase botk the knowledge and sensitivity of
Christians to their theological, social, and political relationship to Jews
and Judaism, And, 1f you will allow me to say so, much remains to be done
to 1ncrease the awareness among Jews of their practical need to be open and
sensitive to the dynamics within the Christian communities that lead both
to affirmative and negative statements and actions.

A case with reference to both points just cited is the recent state-
ment of the World Council's Central Committee on "Jerusalem" (August 14—&2,
1980) and the response to that statement from the International Jewish
Committee on Interreligious Consultations (September 2, 1980). Not only is
this sequence of statements a receant instance of the tensions that arise
because of imsensitivity to the differing political, 1f not obviously
theological, contexts of the two religious communities, but is an example
of the critical role that attitudes toward and/or responses to the State
of Israel play in the on-going Jewish-Christian relationmship. -

Allow me, therefore, to reflect with you a bit on some of the factors
that interact within the churches around the State of Israel and the Jewish
People. You will understand, I know, when I enter the caveat that these

reflections are my own and should not be attributed to the World Council

of Churches or to any of its constituent bodies.
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It is axiomatic that no serious Jewish-Christian discussion today
can avoid touching centrally on Israel, even when the effort to do so

is made. Indeed, it 1s hard to escape the impression that what one thinks -

"and what one feels = about Israel has become the test of whether or not

dialogue may be continued or even be entered. A question lies amplicit in
many encounters between Christians and Jews: What do you say Israel 1s?
And Christians, particularly those who have beer 1nvolved in and concerned
for Jewish-Christian relations, now tend to be very careful about how they
answer.

Some of us have grown weary of answers that amount to "Of course I
support the right of Israel to exist, but that doesn’t mean I can't oppose
the acticns of the Israeli government at this time or i1ts proposed action
at that taime." Too often the disclaimer has been followed by denunciations
that zmply that, even though Israel's right to be 1s still unquestioned, it
would have been far better for everyone concerned 1f it had never been
created in the first place.

Some of us are equally weary of answers that insist that, even though
the Israeli government 1s misguided, it 1s "mot the time" to say so publicly
because that might 1mply support for those who would destroy the Jewish
state.

And then there are those Christians who, as you know, rejoice in the
return of the Jewish People to the land because such return is part of an
eschatological scheme for the return of Jesus on the clouds of glory. These

Christians usually tend to answer, "Israel, right or wrong,"”

and expect to
receirve (as they sometimes do) a blessing from Israelis and other Jews.
Some of us are mightily weary of that answer.

The problem with all these answers to the question, "What do you say
Israel is?" is that they are answers to the wrong question. The time should
have been long since past when Christians or anyone else should be called
upon to deal with the question as to what Israel 1s. Instead, we should be
struggling with the question, "How may we support Israel, or at least not
obstruct the Jewish state in its effort to play its proper role in the
lives of peoples and nations?"

I shall return to a direct consideration of that question in a moment.
But first, a word or two about why 1t 1s that the question of Israel's very

existenca remains unresclved in the mindsof Christians. 1
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The fact is that there is a great perplexity in the Christian mind
as to what Israel 1s and what it represents, a perplexity that arises
out of the abysmal ignorance of Christians about the Jewish People, and
about their national identity that has persisted through persecuticns,
the like of which obliterated other peoples and nations. They arise also,
and paradoxically, from the fact that Christians, at least in the so-called
wvestern world, are acquainted with Jeus and think they know them. Since
Jews are American or British or French just as Christians are, why should
they have this strange and sometimes fanatical attachment to Israel?

Israel 1s unique among the newly emerged nations of the world, in
that i1t 1s a liberation movement of people who, for the most part, were
not liberated from oppression in the land where they now dwell., Israel
was brought into being by people who were persecuted in Europe. The
extent of that persecution has been largely blurred and forgotten by
those of us who live in an age ¢f instant communication, but with little
or no historical memory.

Consequently, Christians tend to be ambivalent about Israel
because they have been taught that Jews Look over a land that did not
belong to them, displacing the indigenous population, the Palestigniah
Arabs. The lack of hastorical memory 1s particularly acute among
Americans, who conveniently forget that they, themselves, are
descendents of Europeans who took over a land that did not belong to

them, displacing the i1ndigenous population.

Thus, those Christians who have, quite properly, become comscious
of socizl injustice and who identify the struggle for justice and
economic well-being with their Christian faitn - and who, at the same
time, have a modicum of awvareness of the theological and historical
symbiosis 1n which the Church and the Jewish People: live — are torn
between what they perceive as injustice to Palestinian Arabs and their,

poorly understood but nevertheless ceal, identity with the Jewish People.



They often tend, therefore -~

and this is true particularly of councils of churches and policy-making

bodies of major dencminations - to solve their dilemma by a neat formula

that grows out of the American experience of the separation'of church and e
state.

The formula goes something like this:

We love the Jewish People and share with them their hope for the
messianic age, but that should not prohibit us from encouraging international
policy that may (but then it may not.) be dangerous to the coatinued
existence of the State of Israel, for Israel and the Jewish People are not,
after all, the same. Our concern must always first be with the poor and
oppressed. Therefore, if we must make a choice between Israel and the
Palestinians, we are compelled to choose the Palestinians.

I am not, of course, attempting to justify or rationalize this formula,

I would suggest, however, that its existence is real and that it is an
operating principal for many Christian bodies. It is a formula that is

soundly based upon a type of Christian theology. The falacy in it, as we

know, lies in that absence of historical memory and in a misreading of the
complexities of contemporary political reality. When this falacy 1s coupled
with an understanding of Judaism that allows Christians to separate Judaism

as a "world religion" from the lived life of the Jewish People, a formidable
ideological foundation is laid for an insidious form of antisemitism, dis-
guised as anti-Zionism. When Zionism 1s defined solely as a political
movement that has nothing to do with Judaism essentially, rejecting it is i

nat thauoht+ +a he in the least incompatible with concern for and identity



with the Jewish Psople,
'

Allow me now to point to another dynamic that complicates the attitude
toward and response to Israel in the minds, and actions, of many Christians.
This is the wide-spread reaction against supporting Israel "out of guilt”,
There once was a time when acting contrary to the way one had acted before,
because one was assuming responsibility for wayward past actions, was
considered noble and proper. No more. In addition to being an ege of irstant
communication, ours 1s an age of instant psychoanalysis, in which it 1s
thought to be little less than sinful to "act out of guilt",

The implications of this charge are worth brief exploration. The guilt
out of whach Christians supposedly act is guilt for the Holocaust, for the
Inquisition, the Crusades, the pogroms, the ghettos, etc. There 1s, one
must adrit, ample guilt to be assumed. But, who 1is guilty? Just because
someone 18 a member of a Chrastian church, does that someone bear responsibility
for the Crusades? The majority of present-day Christians were not yet born or
were small children when 6 million Jews were systematically murdered in Europe.
Are they, ;ust because they were baptised, guilty of those deaths? A
considerable number of contemporary Christians are answering No, But they
hear the message spread abroad that Israel was brought into being, in part at
least, because of the guilt of the western nations -~ "Christian" nations =
for those 6 million deaths. Well, so the emotional (1f not the wholly
conscious) rationale goes, the Christians in 1948 may have thought they were
guilty, but we certainly are not. Today, we cannot act out of guilt, for we
are innocent.

But even when Christians assume their proper guilt for the misery and
destruction to which the Church has pu£ the Jewish People, there remains

a ground for concern about "acting out of guilt". And that i1s the assumption

that Christians can be absolved from their guilt by the Jewish Peoglé.
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The truth of the matter is that, even 1f all Jews were to forgive all
Christians throughout all the ceaturies for what they have dome, the guilt
would still remain. In so far as the Church offers support for Israel in

the hope that thereby it will earn forgiveness from Jews, that support is
both a hollow illusion and a denial of Christian faith itself. No one
forgives sin except God. The problem for Christians who "act out of guilt" is
to receive divine forgiveness and then "go and sin no more",

The Christian demial of guilt results in rejection of responsibilaty
for the Church's sin and loss of the necessary Christian identity with Jews
and Judaism. At best it may produce a humanitarian concern for Israel that
is of the same quality as concern for people everywhere. But 1t separates
Christian faith from its life-giving root.

By seeking expiation from the Jews, Christians make a farce of their
professed trust in God, insult the Jewish People, and produce shallow and
unreliable support for Isrzel.

It is only by acting out of divine forgiveness (which does not, let it
be noted, remove the g;;ii) that Christians can freely relate to Jews and to
Israel. By so doing they affirm their own faith, which 1s the precondition
for the elimination of antisemitism, of anti-Judaism, of anti-Ziomism, and
all the rest., It 1s to the advantage of both the Church and the Jewish People
that confession of guilt and forgiveness of sin be preached, taught, and
practised among the churches,

Before addressing the question I suggested 1s more proper cOncerning
Israel, I must interject a brief comment on the global Christian dilemma.

As the ecumenical movement (which 1s properly a Christian concern solely, as
distinguished from inter-faith relations) becomes increasingly world-wide, no
longer limlled to Europe and North America, the influence of Christians from

Asia, Africa, and Latin America becomes increasingly felt in church councils.

-
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With reference to Israel, and to the Jewish People generally, that
influence tends to be of a character that 1s different from that of the

millenarianists, from that of the standard "mission to the Jews" approach,

‘and also from that of Christians who are concerned for dialogue and for

positive reconstruction of Christian theology. Representatives of third-
world churches frequently claim to have no historical memory to forget.
They deny that they and their societies are now or have ever been anti=-
semitic and that, most particularly, they cannot, by the greatest stretch
of the imagination, be held responsible for the Holocaust.

There is, of course, truth to these assertions. Frequently, third-
world Christians have had little or no contact with Jews; their knowledge
of Jews and Judaism often is limited to study of the Old Testament, the
term Hebrew Bible striking them as a little more than strange. Particular-
ly in those situations where the population 1s still in the process of
emerging from tribal societies, leaping from thence into the industrialized
"global village" overnight, a close affinity with the Israelites of the
Hebrew Bible 1s sometimes felt strongly. At the same time, however, there
tends to be slight recognition of any cocnection betreen the Israelites
"of 0ld" and the contemporary Jewish People, much less the modern state
of Isracl.

Israel therefore tends to be viewed as a "western" nation, "imperialis
in its origin and current intentions. As such, Israel 1s lumped with the
United States and Western Europe as a "colonial" power, the dominance of
which must be rejected and overcome. In the context of current inter-
national political rhetoric, 1t 1s all but impossible for .third-world

church representatives to comprehemnd Israel as a nation of refugees from

all three worlds.

Everything 1s complicated, of course, by the ever-present fact that
third-world churches exist because of the very colonialism and imperialism
that is now being rejected, and by the teaching of Christian theology by
nineteenth~ and twentieth-century missionaries. That missionary teaching
may be the only knowledge available about '"the Jews", so that a theologi-
cal antisemitism lurks even farther beneath the conscious surface than is
the case in Europe and North America,

Consequently, the theological, social, and political positioms toward
Isragl tGrged by --some western Christians in ecumenical discussion are
often dismissed by their third-world colleagues as :

(1) but another instance of acting out of (misplaced) guilt for the crimes
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of western society and
(2) evidence of insensitivity to the cries for justice of newly
independent churches and natioms,

So I turn now to the current relationship of the World Council
of Churches to the Jewish People, and in that context address the question,
"How may we support Israel in 1its effort to play its preper role in the
lives of peoples and nations?"

This question 1s, admittedly, loaded. It assumes that the prior
question, of what Israel is, has been moved from center stage. It assumes
also that we, Christians and Jews, have some more-or-less clear-cut idea
of Israel's "proper role" in this turbulent world of ours. Both of these,
doubtless, are unwarranted assumptions. But sometimes there is merit in
adopting the stance of our literary colleagues when they speak of the
"intellectual suspension of disbelief'". In the present instance that means
we make the effort to answer the question, even though we know full well
that its antecedents remain in doubt.

Though the fact 1s sometimes overlooked, the World Courcil of Churches
has, and does,recognize fully the raght of Israel Lo exist and, indeed,
has on numerous occasions supported that right. For example, when the
United Nations General Assembly called Zionism "a form of racism and racial
discrimination", the General Secretary, in the name of the World Council,
appealed to "all the parties involved in the Middle East conflict and to
the UN. . . to flni‘urgently ways to enable the Palestinian people to
achieve their legitimate rights to nationhood and statehood, while
recognizing the right of the State of Israzel to exist peacefully within
internationallv agreed boundaries'. Shortly thereafter, the 1575 Assembly

of the WCC, meeting in Nairobi, insisted upon "The right of all states

including Israel and the Arab states to live 1n peace within secure and

recognized boundaries." Since 1975 various representatives of the World
Council have reiterated tnat concern.

It 1s obvious from these references that the consistent stance of
the World Council of Churches has been one of "even-handedness", utilizing
a formula that, in one way or the other, emphasized justice for both
Israelis and Palestinians. As the WCC Executive Committee said at Bad
Saarow, GDR, 1n 1974, "It is of first importance that the rights of the
Israeli Jews and the implementation of the rights of the Palestinians

should not lead to injustice to either people".
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Critics may point out that "even-handedness', particularly as the
concept has been used by church:bodies, frequently has been translated
into "tilt away from Israel toward the Palestinians'., It 1s important,
however, for crities to recognize that the WCC is composed of Christian
churches, some of which, located in the Middle East, are composed of
Palestinian Arabs. It 1s not surprisiang, therefore, that the Council
should be concerned for the welfare, indeed the justice, of those churches
and their members.

In that statement by the 1948 First Assembly with which I began these
remarks, the World Council of Churches took note of Lhe recent establishment
of the state of Israel but elected not to go further. "On the political
aspects of the Palestine problem, and the complex conflict of 'rights'
involved,’’the Amsterdam Assembly said, we do not undertake to express a
judgment. Nevertheless we appeal to the nations to deal with the problem
not as one of expediency - political, strategic, or economic - but as a
moral and spiritual question that touches a nerve centre of the world's
religious life." Increasingly since 1948, the "moral and spiritual question™
has tended to be posed in terms of, first, the misery of the Palestinian
refugees, and then toward their struggle for equal justice. Today that has

come to mean their "right" to an independent state.

From the World Council's perspective, its constant insistence upon
"secure and recognized boundaries" for Israel establishes its "credentials"
for vigorously crrtuerzingpositions and actions of the Israeli government
that appear to jeopardize the future of the Palestinian Arabs and, even,
the churches 1in the West Bank and in Israeluproper. What is often lacking,
however, 1s an equal existential awareness of Israel's desperate fear -
which is historically justified - that its own present and future 1is
threatened by the positions and actions of the Palestinians.

Given the factors that interplay within the Christian communities I
outlined earlier, the type of "even-handedness'" displayed by the World
Council 1n 1ts specific responses to Israeli actions should take no one by
surprise.. Nevertheless, it should be noted that the WCC's Consultation on

the Church and the Jewish People has been at work to focus attenticon on the
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symbiotic relationship that Christianity has with Jews and Judaism -

and thus with Israel. In the current draft of "guidelines for Jewish-
Christian Dialogue" that is bexng prepared by the CCJP, we find "reference
to a feature of Jewish self-awareness which is often misunderstood by
Christians: the indissoluable bond between the Jewish People and the Land
of Israel, which has i1n the present time, after many centuries of exile,
found social, cultural, ecoromic, and political expression 1in the reality
of the State of Israel." Further we read: "Although this Land has also
special significance for Christians .... they often find 1t difficult

to fully grasp the valadity of the Jewish attachment to this land."

The significance of these words from the proposed "Guidelines" should
not be lost on either Jewish or Christian critics of specific WCC reactions
to Israeli actions. For they indicate a growing attention to Jewish
sensibilities as sensibilities that are antegral to Christianity as well,
Before the World Council gathers for its Sixth Aseembly in 1983 there 1s
every hope that the 'guidelines", doubtless in somewhat revised form, will

" become official WCC policy and will, as such, be a constant and visible
context within wvhich future positions toward Israel will be taken.

Let me make a quick note (1n what 1s already an overly long address)
about the proposed ''Guidelines". This document has been in Fhe process
of development since before 1975, when the attempt was begun in earnest.
Today the process 1s nearing 1its completion. Currently the time-table calls
for the adoption of a "perfected" draft by the CCJP when it meets during
June of next year. After being considered by the sub-unit om Dialogue
with Pecple of Living Faiths and Ideologies, it will be offered to the WCC
Central Committee prior to the Assembly and should, therefore, be an
integral part of Assembly deliberations. That is extremely important,

because the Assembly, which meets only at 8-year intervals, sets ecumenical
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policy for the long-term. ,

But, perhaps more importantly, the "Guidelines" will become a base
for widening the constructive dialogue between the churches and the Jewish
People in national churches and denominations at both bureaucratic and
congregational levels. As more and more Christians have opportunity to
listen to Jews explain who and what they are - and Jews have like
opportunity to listen to Christians - new and far better ways may be
found to answer the question, "How may we best support Israel and thus

¢
undergird all efforts toward peace in the Middle East and the world?"

In the meantime, 1t 1s incumﬁent upon both Jews and Christians to
learn how to be more sensitive to the social, political, and religious
contexts out of which the others speak. Just as, in the case of the recent
Central Committee statement on the Knesset's Basic Law on Jerusalem as
the capital of Israsel, the Jewish community had a right to expect Christians
to take cognizance of the political situation in Israel that gave rise to
the Law, and 'to the successful attempts to ameliorate its most detrimental
previsions, so the.Christian communities have a right to expect Jews to
take into account the soecial, political, and religious conditions in which
today's representative Christian bodies must operate. In sum, both of us
need to look deeper aud with more compassion upon the other., Is it too much
to expect that the result will be, not only salutary for Jewish-Christian
relations, but also an impetus toward world peace, toward "the peace of
Jerusalem"?

The weight of responsibility rests (and I am free to say this because
I am a Christian) with Christians and the churches. A vast amount of new
thinking, new education, new preaching 1s required to remove the sting

from almost 2000 years of Christian hatred toward Jews. Some of us are

dedicated to that task, and though our number is small it is growing.
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We need the support of the world-wide Jewish community.

Now, and finally, I have a confession to make. I am deeply concerned
that Christians support Israel and the Jewish People, not so much because
I believe such support will enhance Judaism, but because I believe that
the vitality and validity of Christianity 1s at stake. The real test for
Christianity lies, not in 1ts specific answers to the question, "What do
you say lsrael 1s?" (though that question will continue to be addressed),
as 1t does in whether it is willing and able to transcend that essenfial
question to struggle faithfully with the existential question, "How may
we support Israel - people, land, and state - in assuming 1ts God-given
role in the lives of people and nations?" That 1s a goal i1n which
Christians and Jews may join, though perhaps for different reasonms.

flay we, together, better learn thrcugh these trying days how to obey
the injunction that comes from our common Scraipture:

Prepare a road for the Lord through the wilderness,

clear a highwvay across the desert for our God.

Every valley shall be lifted up,

every mountain and hill brought down;

rugged places shall be made smooth

and mountain-ranges become a plain.

Thus shall the Glory of the Lord be revealed,

and all mankind together shall see 1it;
for the Lord himself has spoken. (Isaiah 40 : 3-5).
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