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The following three articles (pages 1-6) review the highlights of the Sub-Commision, as well as some of HRA’s work there.
Summary of the 52nd Session of the United Nations Sub-Commission on the

Promotion and Protection of Human Rights
by  David Weissbrodt,** Mayra Gómez,** 

and Bret Thiele***
31 July - 18 August 2000

Changes in the Mandate of the Sub-Commission 

At its 52nd session the Sub-Commission on the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights was reduced to a three-week session, was deprived of the authority to adoption resolutions on violations in specific countries, was under disapproving scrutiny by many government representatives, and yet struggled to demonstrate its usefulness in undertaking path-breaking, albeit sometimes controversial studies; adopting quasi-country resolutions; and taking positions on difficult human rights issues.

While the Sub-Commission has needed four weeks to accomplish its work since 1980, the Commission on Human Rights in 2000 expressed its lack of confidence in the Sub-Commission by reducing its meeting to three weeks.  At its 56th session this year the Commission on Human Rights decided, without a vote, to “approve and implement comprehensively and in its entirety” the report of the inter-sessional open-ended Working Group on Enhancing the Effectiveness of the Mechanisms of the Commission on Human Rights (E/CN.4/2000/112).  That report recommended that while the Sub-Commission should continue to be able to debate country situations not being dealt with in the Commission, and while it should also be allowed to discuss urgent matters involving serious violations of human rights in any country, the Sub-Commission should not adopt country-specific resolutions.  In addition, the Commission’s Working Group recommended that the Sub-Commission refrain from negotiating and adopting thematic resolutions that contain references to specific countries.  The report also contained other provisions restructuring the work of the Sub-Commission, including shortening the length of the session, removing the Sub-Commission from a principal role in the confidential procedure under ECOSOC resolution 1503 for dealing with communications as to gross human rights violations, etc.

The new methods of work for the Sub-Commission were the focus of considerable debate and discussion throughout the Sub-Commission’s 2000 session, beginning with a discussion on how to best allocate speakers’ time in light of the limited session.  Further, the Sub-Commission was itself divided as to how to best reflect the debate under agenda item 2 with regards to country situations.  It was unclear whether the debate should simply be reflected within the summary records of the session, or whether an expanded overview should be prepared and transmitted to the Commission for its consideration.  Although the Sub-Commission initially decided to prepare an expanded overview of its discussion on agenda item 2, it ultimately decided -- after receiving a strongly critical note from several Asian governments -- not to transmit that expanded overview to the Commission but rather requested that the Commission advise the Sub-Commission on how best to record its discussion under agenda item 2.

Country-Related Work

While the Commission and ECOSOC prohibited the Sub-Commission from  naming countries within its resolutions, several Sub-Commission resolutions were nonetheless applicable to specific country situations.  This year, the Sub-Commission adopted resolutions addressing the following themes:  (1) discrimination based on occupation and decent (which focused particularly on discrimination based on caste in India without mentioning either caste or the country itself); (2) the execution of juvenile offenders (which focused particularly on the United States without mentioning that country); (3) the situation of women and girls in the territory controlled by Afghani armed groups, (4) the humanitarian situation in Iraq, (5) the practice of the detention of asylum seekers (relating principally to Australia, Western Europe, and the United States, but without mentioning those countries), and (6) the issue of systematic rape, sexual slavery and slavery-like practices during armed conflicts (which indirectly related to the comfort women held by the Japanese army during World War II).

Out of deference to the Commission’s injunction against mentioning countries, the resolution on the situation of women and girls in territories controlled by Afghani armed groups was amended so as to avoid explicitly mention of Afghanistan, but the resolution left no doubt as to what country was its subject.  Several members argued that this action did not comply with the Commission’s instruction that Sub-Commission resolutions should not make reference to country situations under any circumstance.  A similar debate occurred during the discussion of the resolution addressing the humanitarian situation in Iraq.

Sanctions

The Sub-Commission considered a working paper by Mr. Marc Bossuyt (former member from Belgium) on the adverse consequences of economic sanctions on the enjoyment of human rights.   Mr. Bossuyt’s paper included a six-prong test in which the legality of sanctions could be evaluations.  The paper also included three case studies, on Iraq, Burundi, and Cuba.  The case study on Iraq stated that the sanctions regime imposed on that country may constitute genocide.  Some members, however, questioned whether Mr. Bossuyt was justified in raising concerns about genocide.  The United States Government was particularly critical of Mr. Bossuyt’s working paper.  Nonetheless, the Sub-Commission decided to transmit his report to the Commission for its consideration.   

Economic, Social and Cultural Rights

The Sub-Commission on the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights has made several contributions this year to the development of economic, social and cultural rights.  In this regard, the Sub-Commission considered a preliminary report submitted by Special Rapporteurs Mr. Oloka-Onyango (Uganda) and Ms. Udagama (Alternate, Sri Lanka) on the issue of globalization and its impact on the full enjoyment of all human rights (E/CN.4/Sub.2/2000/13).   The preliminary report drew media attention because of a very short section criticizing the World Trade Organization, but raised many other important matters.

The Sub-Commission also considered the issue of the establishment of a Social Forum, which was originally scheduled to occur this year, but was postponed in order to facilitate wider participation and better planning.  

In addition, the Sub-Commission considered the issue of intellectual property and its relationship to human rights and adopted a resolution which expressed the view that “since the implementation of the TRIPs Agreement does not adequately reflect the fundamental nature and indivisibility of all human rights, . ..  there are apparent conflicts between the intellectual property rights regime embodied in the TRIPs Agreement, on the one hand, and international human rights law, on the other . . ..”

World Conference on Racism

A number of important studies have been and will continue to be prepared by the Sub-Commission for the World Conference on Racism, Racial Discrimination, Xenophobia and Related Intolerance to be held in South Africa next year.  These studies included the preliminary report on the concept and practice of affirmative action prepared by Mr. Marc Bossuyt , the working paper on the rights of non-citizens prepared by Mr. David Weissbrodt (U.S.A.), the preliminary report on the subject of globalization and its impact on the full enjoyment of human rights prepared by Mr. J. Oloka-Onyango and Ms. Deepika Udagama, the working paper on proposals for the work of the World Conference prepared by Mr. Paulo Sergio Pinheiro (Brazil), the working paper on proposals for the work of the World Conference prepared by Ms. Erica-Irene Daes (Greece) relating to indigenous issues, and the working paper on the human rights problems and protections of the Roma prepared by Mr. Yeung Kam Yeung Sik Yuen.(Mauritius). 

6.
Sessional Working Group on the Methods and Activities of Transnational Corporations

The 2nd session of the sessional working group on the working methods and activities of transnational corporations (TNCs) met during the Sub-Commission 52nd session.  This year the working group considered proposed human rights guidelines for companies prepared by Mr. Weissbrodt.  The draft code was generally well received.  Two issues, however, arose out of the working group’s discussion of the draft guidelines.  First, members of the Working Group and observers discussed whether the draft guidelines should apply to all companies or only to TNCs.   Second, the Working Group considered whether it should strive towards the development of legally binding human rights standards for businesses, and if so, how fast this process could go or precisely what path would be taken.   At its next session in August 2001 the working group will consider revised Guidelines relating to Human Rights Principles for Companies and proposals for implementation.
Working Group on Transnational Corporations

by Anastasia Telesetsky*

“Human Rights are the concern of business men and women, whether working in small businesses or for large corporations.”  - Mary Robinson, UN High Commissioner for Human Rights, 1999

The 52nd session of the Sub-Commission on the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights proved itself to be at the vanguard of changing the paradigm of human rights norms.  From the dynamic meetings of the 2000 Working Group on Transnational Corporations, it became apparent that experts believe that businesses are powerful actors in the enforcement of universal human rights.  Progressive companies should be factoring in the triple bottom line that balances economic priorities with larger social and environmental concerns.

Working Group

Beverly Edmonds and I represented Human Rights Advocates at the 52nd Sub-Commission and attended all of the session fo the Working Group on Transnational Corporations.  Professor David Weissbrodt, the United States Expert, presented for discussion of the working group a well-researched report and a draft fo a proposed corporate code of conduct.  In thirty-nine paragraphs, Professor Weissbrodt tackled core human rights problems associated with corporate activity, including rights to be free of discrimination, rights to self-determination, right to fair and equal remuneration, rights to collective bargaining, and the right to a healthy environment.  Based on his introductory remarks, Professor Weissbrodt wanted the draft code to plant the seeds for developing a lasting, globally-recognized framework of corporate accountability.

* Anastasia Telesetsky is a graduate of Boalt Hall School

of Law, University of California, Berkeley.  She was a

Frank C. Newman Intern with HRA in 2000.
The response from both nongovernmental organizations (in particular Centre Europe-Tiers Monde, American Association of Jurists, and Fundacion FICAT Barcelona), and several of the experts, was enthusiastically in favor of using the principles proposed by Professor Weissbrodt to create a document with binding legal significance.  There was a general consensus on the part of these groups and individuals that the time is ripe to ensure that corporations be held responsible for their actions, especially in communities that are powerless to challenge corporate activity.  As a number of nongovernmental organizations noted, it was not uncommon for a transnational corporation to have larger revenue than a nation.  For example, Albertson’s’s supermarkets made 16 billion in 1998 which was the equivalent to the GDP of Sri Lanka, and AT&T netted 53.3 billion in 1998 which matched the Czech Republic’s GDP.  (Source: Peter Utting, Business Responsibility for Sustainable Responsibility, January 2000).

A number of voluntary codes of conduct already exist, including the highly controversial Global Compact (which has lead to some accusations of the United Nations participating in “greenwashing” of companies such as Nestle and Unocal that have spotty human rights records), the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development’s Code of Conduct, and the International Monetary Fund’s principles.  However, as some of the civil society participants noted, voluntary codes have no structured compliance or monitoring, and put into question whether transnational corporations really are subjects of international law.

A large number of non-governmental organizations had an active presence at the working group and protested against allowing “business as usual” and waiting for state-based solutions.  The Western Shoshone Defense Fund recounted their ongoing struggle with the gold mining companies that have contracts on Indian land in Nevada.  The gold mining has lead to destructive strip-mining and leaching.  African representatives described the complex relations between diamond industries and the ongoing African civil wars in nations such as Sierra Leone.

I presented a statement on behalf of Human Rights Advocates with three concrete suggestions for the working group.  First, I suggested that the working group propose to the Sub-Commission the creation of an oversight mechanism that could systematically enforce a set of corporate responsibility principles.  Anything less than this would be a repetition of the existing voluntary efforts such as the Global Charter.  Specifically, I proposed that a drafting committee be convened to begin the process for a convention, treaty, protocol, or other document that would be legally binding.  

Second, I proposed that any document which mught be drafted have provisions for transparency to ensure that citizen groups will be able to both have access to relevant information about corporate conduct that affects communties, and have legal recource to enforcing any future binding oversight mechanism.

Finally, I proposed to the Sub-Commission that they submit comments to the Hague Conference on Private Internaitonal Law which is presently in the process fo finishing a “Draft on Jurisdiction and Foreign Judgment in Civil and Commercial Matters” presing for more critical language on human rights jurisdiction.  Presently, the draft in Article 18 states that all contracting states will have jurisdiction over genocide, crimes against humanity, war crimes, serious crimes against natural persons and grave violations against natural persons of non-derogable fundamental rights.  While this proposed language is a very positive development in terms of private international law, other fundamental human rights that are frequently violated by private actors such as the right to a healthy environment, are never directly addressed by the Hague document.  Specifically, I proposed that language should be drafted which would allow jurisdiction in the cases of alleged human rights violations in either the courts of the country where the violation took place or in the courts of the country where the alleged human rights violator is a resident with the choice of the court being left to the election of the plaintiff.  This proposal was made in order to avoid some of the difficulties that human rights plaintiffs have encountered with doctrines such as forum non conveniens.

These ideas were well received by the Chairman of the Working Group, Judge Guisse.  In summing up his conclusions of the contributions of the Working Group which he presented to the Sub-Commission as a whole, Judge Guisse included our proposal of a drafting committee and thanked HRA by name for its suggestions.

One issue which was left unresolved by the Working Group was whether the mandate of the Working Group extended beyond transnational corporations to national companies with questionable human rights records.  Professor Weissbrodt left eh issue open in his paper and indicated in his comments that ideally a code of conduct would apply to all business enterprises.  Judge Guisse wanted the Working Group to focus its immediate attention on transnational corporations.

Agenda Item 4 of the Sub-Commission: Economic and Social Rights

Deepika Udagama, the Sri Lankan alternate expert and HRA member, and Mr. Oloka-Onyango presented a preliminary report under Agenda item 4 on globalization and its impact on the full enjoyment of human rights. (E/CN.4/Sub2/2000/13 June 15,2000).  This report generated active discussion about the effects of trade liberalization on women and other vulnerable groups who are not adequately protected by existing treaty-based documents.  Ms. Udagama and Mr. Oloka-Onyango prposed important tools for furthering corporate accountability including Human Rights Impact Assessments to be executed on projects financed by WTO, OECD, Asian and African Development Banks, and other agencies affiliated with the promotion and regulation of trade and investment.

One Sub-Commission expert commenting on the paper indicated that she hoped that the working Group on Transnational Corporations would become a forum for people whose rights have been affected by these companies.  This would provide a valuable new position for the Sub-Commission which is no longer able to hear individual country reports, but is expected to focus like a think-tank on broader policy issues.

During the discussion, another expert proposed that the negative impacts of globalization, such as pollution of the local environment, should be compensated.  He proposed raising money for such a compensation program by taxing all stock transactions on major markets.

Several experts from developing countries indicated that they were concerned about the recent trend towards the privatization of basic human goods, such as water, which is widening the gap between classes of “haves” and “have nots.”  A number of the experts proposed that NGOs make concrete proposals towards a human rights strategy for globalization.  The discussion concluded with the proposal to develop “globalization” as a right in conjunction with other economic and social rights such as the right to develop.

Possible Goals for HRA

1) In order to continue the positive trends towards examining TNCs as important actors in the regime of human rights, HRA should follow the progress of the Sub-Commission on developing a binding set of corporate responsibility principles.  HRA may also want to develop strategies to encourage nations to sign on to such a code.  2) HRA may want to make a “concrete proposal;” towards furthering human rights in the context of the movement towards globalization.

Many Thanks

I would like the thank Human Rights Advocates and the Frank C. Newman Human Rights Internship Program for the opportunity to participate in the lobbying efforts of international civil society to advance the practice of human rights.  In particular, I would like to thank, Michelle Leighton, Connie de la Vega, Julianne Traylor, Cindy Cohn, Beverly Edmonds, Anne Wagley and Amy Israel for their guidance, mentoring, and help.  I am grateful for the opportunity to have been “Newmanized.”

United Nations Adopts Resolution on the Detention of Asylum Seekers
by Bret Thiele
At its fifty-second session held during August 2000 the United Nations Sub-Commission on the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights, the Commission on Human Rights’ body of independent human rights experts, adopted resolution 2000/** on the detention of asylum seekers (UN Doc. E/CN.4/Sub.2/RES/2000/**).  

The Sub-Commission noted that a number of States, particularly in North America, Western Europe, and Australia, have imposed policies whereby persons seeking asylum are detained, often for indefinite duration.  These policies are ostensibly for the purpose of controlling the movement of asylum seekers, however they may also inhibit persons form lodging or pursuing their asylum claims, or induce them to abandon their claims, particularly if the detention is prolonged and the conditions of detention are extremely poor.  Furthermore, detention policies may actually be designed to discourage asylum seekers from seeking refuge in certain countries.  In any event, regardless of the true purpose of such policies, the detention of asylum seekers raises a number of serious human rights concerns.

The Sub-Commission expressed its concern that “certain detention practices and policies may violate international human rights principles, standards, and norms.”  For example, detention of asylum seekers may violate the 1951 Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees and its 1967 Protocol and in particular Article 31; the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights and in particular Articles 7, 9, and 10; the UN Body of Principles for the Protection of All Persons under Any Form of Detention or Imprisonment; the UN Standard Minimum Rules for the Treatment of Prisoners; and the UN Rules for the Protection of Juveniles Deprived of their Liberty were mentioned as protecting asylum-seekers from detention in certain circumstances and under certain conditions.  

The Sub-Commission noted that detention of asylum seekers may also violate other international standards.  For example, the detention of an asylum seeker who fled unlawful detention may constitute cruel and degrading treatment and thus violate Article 7 of the Civil and Political Covenant and Article 16 of the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman or Degrading Treatment or Punishment.  Likewise, it would also be inconsistent with Articles 3 and 16 of the Convention against Torture and Other Cruel, Inhuman and Degrading Treatment or Punishment to subject most asylum seekers to prolonged detention while they are seeking Article 3 relief from the risk of torture if they are forcibly returned to their home country.  The Sub-Commission also noted the practical concerns mentioned above such as the deterring effect that detention policies may have on legitimate asylum-seekers.

In considering the resolution, the Sub-Commission heard from David Weissbrodt, one of its members, who encouraged States to adopt the UNHCR Guidelines on applicable Criteria and Standards relating to the Detention of Asylum-Seekers (Guidelines) which were adopted in 1999.  The Guidelines offer a clear articulation of the minimum standards regarding the detention of asylum seekers that States must follow in order to comply with their respective international legal obligations.  Fortunately, support for the Guidelines ultimately found its way into the resolution, in which the Sub-Commission “strenuously urged States that have not already done so to abide by the Guidelines” and other international standards such as those mentioned above.

As the UNHCR Guidelines so accurately state, Article 31 of the Refugee Convention exempts refugees coming directly from a country of persecution from being punished on account of their illegal entry or presence.  Further, as UNHCR’s Executive Committee pointed out in its Conclusion No. 44 of 1986, under international law detention of asylum seekers should be used only in exceptional and strictly limited circumstances, and even then only on a case-by-case basis.  If detention is deemed appropriate and in accordance with the Guidelines and international law, it must be under humane conditions and separate from those facilities used to the incarceration of persons convicted of criminal offenses.  Presently, there are a number of States that do not follow this policy, resulting in asylum seekers facing the risk of physical and psychological harm.

As the Guidelines explain, alternatives to detention are available and should be utilized in place of detention.  Alternatives include various monitoring mechanisms such as regular reporting, the provision of a guarantor or surety, release on reasonable bail, and the use of “open centers,” such as those successfully adopted in Scandinavian countries and Germany, where asylum seekers are housed but allowed to leave during the day.  These alternatives must be made part of any asylum process in order to ensure that detention complies with international law by being utilized only in exceptional and limited circumstances.

Furthermore, under the Guidelines and international law States must make a good faith effort to avoid detaining vulnerable persons such as children, torture victims, elderly persons, and persons with disabilities.  In the event such persons must be detained, they should be held in circumstances in which their particular needs are respected.  For example, these detainees might particularly need educational, medical, or other services.  In addition, family members should not be separated during detention.

If asylum seekers must be detained, under the Guidelines they must be allowed adequate opportunities to communicate with and receive visits by legal counsel and family members, access to necessary legal and related forms and documents, and information in a language they understand.

The adoption of resolution 2000/** by the Sub-Commission highlights the value and necessity of the UNHCR Guidelines on applicable Criteria and Standards relating to the Detention of Asylum-Seekers.  State should understand that, in order to comply with their respective international legal obligations, the Guidelines must be followed.

The text of the UNHCR Guidelines can be viewed at: http://www.unhcr.ch/issues/ asylum/guidasyl.htm
HRA Litiation Report
by Nicole Phillips*
HRA has joined several other NGOs as amicus curiae in several cases before the Ninth Circuit.  Amici are represented by Paul Hoffman, HRA National Advisory Board Member, and Professor William Aceves.

Ma v. Reno

Kim Ho Ma is an alien who left his native land, Cambodia, as a refugee at the age of 2 and has resided in the U.S. as a legal permanent resident since he was 6.  At the age of 17 he was involved in a gang-related shooting, and was convicted of manslaughter.  After completing his prison sentence some 2 years later, he was taken into INS custody and ordered removed because of that conviction.  However the INS has been unable to remove him, and hundreds of others like him, because Cambodia does not have a repatriation agreement with the U.S. and therefore will not permit Ma’s return.

A district court in Washington held that INS violated Ma’s substantive due process rights under the 5th amendment by indefinitely detaining him after ordering him removed to Cambodia, which would not permit his return due to a lack of repatriation agreement with the U.S.

HRA along with several other NGOs submitted an amici curiae brief to the Ninth Circuit, arguing that Ma’s detention by the INS constitutes prolonged arbitrary detention and violates Fundamental Norms of International Law (the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, the ICCPR, among others), which is part of U.S. Law.

In upholding the district court’s ruling, the Ninth Circuit in an opinion written by Reinhardt, held that in cases where there is no reasonable likelihood that the alien will be removed in the reasonably foreseeable future, INS does not have authority under immigration laws to detain the alien beyond the 90 day statutory removal period.  Ma v. Reno, 208 F. 3d 815 (9th Cir. 2000).

Although the Court upheld the lower court’s decision based on U.S. Constitutional grounds, Reinhardt did recognize that construing the immigration statute to authorize indefinite detention of removable aliens might violate international law.  Reinhardt even went so far to state that the Court was “influenced” by our argument that the Court “should apply the well-established Charming Betsy rule of statutory construction which requires that [the court] generally construe Congressional Legislation to avoid violating International law.”

The U.S. Supreme Court has recently granted certiorari on this case, and HRA is planning on joining that brief as well.

Humberto Alvarez-Machain v. Jose Francisco Sosa

Alvarez was a Mexican National residing in Mexico, who was detained by U.S. law enforcement when attempting to cross the border into the U.S.  A U.S. District Court apparently had an arrest warrant for Alvarez.  In an amici curiae brief submitted with other NGOs to the Ninth Circuit, HRA argued that the Alien Tort Claims Act, which authorizes civil actions by aliens for torts committed in violation of the law of nations, provides jurisdiction for actions alleging violations of international human rights norms, and not only jus cogens norms.  In this case, Alvarez was suing the U.S. for his arbitrary detention and transborder abduction, which is a recognized international human rights norm.  The Ninth Circuit has not yet rendered a decision.

Von Colln v. County of Ventura

In Ventura County, non-violent individuals were placed in a pro-straint chair as punishment for extended periods of time.  Often, these individuals were forced to urinate or defecate while in the chair, and suffered severe pain in their backs and legs.  In addition to these physical effects, the use of the pro-straint chair has caused psychological trauma among these individuals.  The Central District of California found that the pro-straint chair constituted cruel and unusual punishment in violation of the 8th and 14th amendments.  In an amici curaie brief submitted with other NGOs, HRA argued that the Ninth Circuit should use International law as an alternative basis for affirming the district court’s issuance of a preliminary injunction against the use of the pro-straint chair, as the chair constitutes torture as well as cruel and inhuman or degrading treatment in violation of International law.  In the alternative, we argued that U.S.  The ninth circuit has not yet rendered a decision.

Israel and the Occupied Territories:

A Human Rights Status Assessment

by Rasem Kamal
The eruption of the Palestinian uprising in the Occupied Palestinian Territories in late September has prompted a new awakening and examination of the status of human rights in the territories militarily occupied by Israel. The unrest in East Jerusalem, the West Bank and the Gaza Strip followed a provocative visit by Areil Sharon, Israel's right wing opposition party leader, accompanied by over 1500 Israeli soldiers, to Al-Haram Al-Shareef, one of the holiest Moslem shrines in Arab East Jerusalem. Many international human rights commissions that visited the region accused Israel of “excessive use of lethal force” and “failure to abide by international humanitarian and human rights law” such as the inherent right of life and the freedom of movement inside one's own country.

          In its second report on the crisis, Amnesty International reported that the Israeli security forces have “tended to use military methods rather than policing methods” in reacting to the Palestinian demonstrations. While Palestinian demonstrators threw stones and, on occasion, petrol bombs, Israeli security forces, who maintained more than a stone throw’s distance from the Palestinian demonstrators and were well defended with flak jackets, helmets, and armored jeeps responded by shooting tear gas and lethal projectiles such as rubber or plastic coated metal bullets and live ammunition, according to the report. In many cases, Israeli forces used illegal Dum-dum and explosive bullets against the demonstrators. As a result of the Israeli methods, more than 222 Palestinians were killed by November 20. Almost 87 of those were children. 

The majority of the casualties received injuries in the upper parts of their body, “with the apparent intention of inflicting the maximum harm,” as cited from a statement published by a European human rights commission that visited the region. Furthermore, thousands of Palestinians have been injured, and even medical and Red Cross personnel who were trying to care for the injured have been hit by Israeli fire. On September 30th, ambulance driver Basem Balbissi was shot by the Israeli troops and immediately died, after trying to evacuate 12 year-old Mohammad Durra and his father who both were critically injured near Netzarim junction in the Gaza Strip. Similarly, German national Dr. Harry Fisher died after being hit by an Israeli rocket while he was approaching some people who had just been injured in the Israeli bombing on the West Bank town of Beit Jala.  

                  Israel’s excessive and often indiscriminate use of force is a major cause for concern from an international humanitarian law perspective, and clearly shows Israel’s failure to respect human life and dignity. Such clear violation of human right law disregards the “inherent right of life” that is guaranteed in the major human rights conventions. The Universal Declaration of Human Rights (article 3), International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (article 6), the Convention on the Rights of the Child (article 6) clearly stipulate the protection of that right.  In addition, Israel’s violations trigger the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949 relevant to the Protection of Civilian Persons in Time of War. During an emergency session on the crisis, the United Nations General Assembly reaffirmed the applicability of the Convention on the Occupied Palestinian Territories, and demanded that “Israel, the Occupying Power, abide scrupulously by its legal obligations and its responsibilities under the convention.” 

     Israel also tended to use collective punishment as a mean to force Palestinians to stop their civil resistance against occupation. Among those are long-term curfews, sieges and blockage of petrol and other supplies from reaching Palestinian areas.  The closure that Israel imposed on the Palestinian territories during the crisis has greatly damaged the Palestinian economy. Moreover, preventing Palestinians from traveling in and out of their villages and cities has delayed many people from reaching medical care, causing the deterioration of their condition, and in many cases death.  Fareed Nasasra of the West Bank village of Beit Fooreek was injured after a Jewish settler shot him on October 17.  When his family tried to take him to a hospital in the nearby city of Nablus, Israeli security forces prevented his transfer to an ambulance for more than 25 minutes at a checkpoint. Nasasra died one minute after reaching the hospital because of excessive bleeding.

     Beside the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights (article 12) and the Universal Declaration of Human Rights (article 13), which ensured that all people have the right of freedom of movement within their state, the Fourth Geneva Convention discussed supra stated that the Occupying Power should enable the recognized Red Cross societies to pursue their activities. 

          The Israeli human rights violations should ring many bells. It is now essential that the international community pressure Israel to respect Palestinian human rights. Minimally, it should adhere to its obligations under international human rights and humanitarian law, especially the Fourth Geneva Convention of 1949.  An international commission of inquiry should be formed to investigate the aforementioned Israeli actions. The commission headed by Senator George Mitchell was a good start. However, it should be empowered to indict and prosecute war criminals, not only determine fault. This could be done under Chapter 7 of the UN Charter. Moreover, UN troops should be sent to the Occupied Palestinian Territories to provide protection for Palestinian civilians. 
      The best guarantee for respecting human rights is ending the Israeli occupation-- which itself is a violation of international law-- over East Jerusalem, the West Bank and Gaza Strip. After all, peace can only be achieved by removing the root causes of war: a belligerent occupation.  

THE DEATH PENALTY SUBCOMMITTEE

OF THE AD-HOC PEACE AND SOCIAL CONCERNS COMMITTEE

OF THE FRIENDS MEETING OF AUSTIN

JOINT PUBLIC SANCTUARY FOR JUVENILES -- SUPPORTING DOCUMENT
The drafters of the joint public sanctuary declaration and this supporting document recognize that individuals and organizations will have their own reasons for endorsing a sanctuary boycott of Texas on behalf of juveniles, and may disagree with the reasons advanced herein.  Therefore, individuals and organizations are asked to endorse only the joint public sanctuary declaration and, otherwise, to familiarize themselves with the following rationale for taking such action.  It is the drafters' profound wish that those who endorse the joint sanctuary declaration respect the lawful, non-violent intent of the declaration to offer protection to Texas' juvenile death row inmates through a peaceful boycott.

1. Sanctuary
Sanctuary is an ancient religious tradition with roots deep in the Old Testament,
 the early church and Middle Ages,
 our own history,
 and modern times.
  "In its primary current usage, the term `sanctuary' refers to protective community with people whose basic human rights are being violated by government officials.  As a declared practice, it incorporates prophetic witness into protective community; that is, in addition to protecting the violated from the state, the public practice of sanctuary holds the state accountable for its violations of human rights."

Our nation was founded on the principle that its constituent individuals and communities retain primary responsibility for protecting human rights, a "responsibility we may entrust but never forfeit to the state."
  At our country's insistence, this principle was made explicit by the Nuremburg Tribunal at the close of World War II.
  Such civil initiative was then placed at the heart of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights: "[E]very individual and every organ of society, keeping this Declaration constantly in mind, shall strive by teaching and education to promote respect for these rights and freedoms and by progressive measures, national and international, secure their universal and effective recognition and observance."

This public declaration of sanctuary on behalf of Napoleon Beazley and all other juveniles on Texas' death row springs from religious tradition and the civil initiative required of all persons to prevent their governments from abusing fundamental human rights.  It also is founded upon the basic principle that a person fleeing disproportionate punishment must be protected from the authorities until they are willing to relent and punish appropriately.  The Old Testament text for this principle is Numbers 35:6-14, describing the cities of refuge to which persons guilty of manslaughter could flee in order to avoid execution.  Refuge was deemed appropriate, even though the Old Testament law called for the life of any killer (e.g., Genesis 9:6), due to the lesser moral culpability of the offender in such cases.

All organized governments in the world besides the United States (and more pointedly, certain states within the United States) reject the execution of juveniles for the same reason.
  Although juveniles may undertake actions that demonstrate criminal intent, they universally lack the maturity that would render them as culpable for their actions as adults.  The President of the American Bar Association recently wrote Gerald Garrett, Chairman of the Texas Board of Pardons and Paroles, protesting the impending execution of Glen McGinnis and describing our own society's consensus against holding juveniles as culpable as adults:

As citizens, persons under the age of 18 cannot vote, serve on juries, make medical decisions for themselves, or enter into contracts.  We do not permit children to conduct these activities because we believe that they lack the capacity to fully appreciate the consequences of their actions.  It is deeply troubling that we, as a democratic society, truncate the political rights of this group because they need protection, yet pass laws in order to execute them.

Essentially all contemporary governments but our own withhold "savage retribution" against persons who were children at the time of offense out of recognition that "at no point should a minor be declared unredeemable."
  "The practice of levying the death penalty against child offenders is globally condemned."

Texas authorities have proven unwilling to consider a lesser punishment for juveniles and have executed four during Governor George W. Bush's terms of office.  The federal courts, similarly, have refused to intervene.  Obviously, it is impossible to physically protect Texas' juvenile death row inmates from the authorities.  Economic sanctions, regretably, may be the only remaining effective action that can be taken which might offer Texas' death row juveniles any sort of protection based upon their status under the law.

2. Federal Law Prohibits the Juvenile Death Penalty
The International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights, the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child, the American Convention on Human Rights, and a fully-emerged peremptory norm
 of international law prohibit the execution of persons for offenses they committed before they had reached their eighteenth birthday.  Article 6, Section 2 of our Constitution (the "Supremacy Clause") makes ratified federal treaties the "law of the land," equivalent in power to a federal statute, preempting any inconsistent state law.
  Article 6, Paragraph 5 of the International Covenant, ratified in 1992, prohibits the juvenile death penalty.  The Covenant renders void Texas Penal Code Section 8.07(c),
 which otherwise allows the death penalty for children who were seventeen at the time of offense.

a. Historical and Legal Background of Texas' Federal Obligation
In the early 1950s, anti-civil rights and "states' rights" forces in the United States combined to support a Constitutional amendment advocated by Ohio Senator Bricker that was designed to ward off the threat that the United States' adoption of the International Covenant, then in gestation, would bring an end to racial segregation in the United States.
  Sen. Bricker declared his purpose was "to bury the so-called Covenant on Human Rights so deep that no one holding high public office [would] ever dare to attempt its resurrection."
  President Eisenhower defeated the Bricker amendment in 1954 only by making the costly promise that the United States would not accede to international human rights treaties.
  For the next 38 years, Sen. Bricker's threat seemed to have come true.

President George Bush "resurrected" the treaty, causing it to be adopted in 1992, declaring in a letter to Sen. Claiborne Pell, Chair of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, that it was time for the United States to participate in the international treaty-based effort to protect fundamental human rights.
  The Bush Administration announced that, by taking no reservation to Article 50 of the Covenant, it expressly intended to oblige every branch and component part of this country's government to obey the Covenant, including and especially the States.
  Article 2, Paragraph 3 of the Covenant requires the State of Texas to "ensure that any person whose rights or freedoms as herein recognized are violated shall have an effective remedy, notwithstanding that the violation has been committed by persons acting in an official capacity" and to "ensure that any person claiming such a remedy shall have his right thereto determined by competent judicial, administrative or legislative authorities, or by any other competent authority provided for by the legal system of the State," and to "ensure that the competent authorities shall enforce such remedies when granted."  The Bush Administration announced that the United States would implement its obligations through "appropriate legislative, executive and judicial means, federal or state as appropriate."

When ratifying the treaty, President Bush and the Senate attached a reservation to Article 6, observing that not all of the states -- including Texas -- were in compliance with Article 6.
  Senator Pell noted in hearings on Covenant ratification that the United States' reservations did not modify the United States' basic obligations under the treaty, because they were domestic policy statements.
  In its final report, the Foreign Relations Committee expressed an expectation that non-complying states like Texas might pass legislation bringing state law into compliance with the prohibition on juvenile execution.
  In 1994, the United Nations Human Rights Committee, the authoritative interpreter of the Covenant,
 declared the United States' reservation to Article 6 illegal and explained that such a reservation is void, leaving the United States, and Texas in particular, fully bound to prohibit juvenile executions.
  In accord, the United States' European partners to the International Covenant have formally protested the reservation to Article 6, and consider the United States (and Texas) to be violating the Covenant.

b. The Current Texas Administration's Noncompliance with the Federal Law
Since January 1995, when Governor George W. Bush took office, no effort has been made by his administration to promote compliance with the International Covenant.  Gov. Bush has presided over the execution of four juveniles, all African American: Robert Anthony Carter, Joseph Cannon, Glen McGinnis,
 and Gary Graham.  Currently, there are 29 juveniles on Texas' death row: eleven African Americans, twelve hispanics, and six whites.
  Twenty of these youths have been sent to death row during Bush's governorship: nine African Americans, five hispanics, and six whites.
  Overall, 79 percent of Texas' juvenile capital inmates are from a racial minority.  Houston criminal defense attorney Jack Zimmermann's comment following Graham's execution is apropos: Texas has a "system that chews up and spits out young black men."

In his acceptance speech at the Republican National Convention in Philadelphia, Gov. Bush spoke of having met young minority inmates in a Texas juvenile jail.
  He noted that, when he looked into their eyes, he "realized some of them were still little boys."  Bush declared that, when one young man asked him what he thought of him, he understood him to be asking, "Do you, a white man in a suit, really care what happens to me?"  Bush concluded that, when Americans do not respond to the kind of hopelessness that was expressed by this kid, and the problems resulting from that hopelessness, it builds a wall within our nation.  Bush exhorted the crowd, "my fellow Americans, we must tear down that wall."   Bush has done nothing but build that wall by conducting more peace-time executions of children (and more minority children) during his five and a half years in office than the few other child-executing nations in the world combined.
  Furthermore, although Bush claims to "uphold the laws of Texas," these executions have violated federal and international law.

Finally, Mr. Bush has not responded to two letters sent him by Napoleon Beazley's attorneys, dated June 26, 2000, and August 11, 2000.  The letters inform Mr. Bush of Texas' responsibility to abide by the International Covenant (independent of any action by the federal courts), request that Mr. Bush seek an official Attorney General's Opinion from Texas Attorney General John Cornyn on that subject, and invite Mr. Bush to visit Mr. Beazley in the presence of his attorneys to see if he can "care about him."



3. Why Sanctuary and a Boycott are Necessary
We believe that the current public declaration of sanctuary and call for a boycott of the Texas tourism industry is necessary, because the Texas authorities (the Court of Criminal Appeals and Executive Branch) otherwise will fail to exercise their legal duty to halt Mr. Beazley's and other juveniles' illegal executions.

The Texas Defender Service, an organization funded by the American Bar Association, released a comprehensive report in October 2000 on the Texas death penalty system, finding that "many of the judges responsible for enforcing the most basic constitutional protections for Texas defendants have either abandoned that duty or actively worked to expedite the pace of executions at the cost of thoughtful, searching review."
  Although it is not clear that it is justified by statute, the Texas Court of Criminal Appeals probably will bar review of the juvenile death penalty issues in any successive state habeas petition,
 and it will not allow any other state court to enter a stay of execution in response to the matter.
  The federal courts no longer will stay a state execution when the stay is sought in support of a successive federal petition, unless actual innocence of the crime is proven.  United States Supreme Court jurisprudence over the last twenty years and federal and state legislation have generally curtailed habeas protection of Texas death row inmates, even in the face of the most egregious constitutional violations.
  As Gary Graham's case illustrated, even cases raising the most serious concerns about innocence pass without impediment through the courts.
  Our governments are moving back toward pre-Civil-Rights-Era confidence in the state governments' abilities to police themselves.  The abandonment of concern for protection of the rights of capital inmates may augur a dangerous shift in the balance of power in Texas society, allowing local majorities once again to oppress minorities without check.
  This constitutes a spiritual, social, and legal crisis.

By administrative fiat and public pronouncements, Governor Bush has reinforced a spiritual and legal climate hostile to entreaties by capital inmates for reduction of their sentence.  Executive clemency exists in Texas capital cases only when the trial officials
 or other officials
 seek it on behalf of a particular inmate.
  Otherwise, the Governor and Board carry out a policy of mandatory death for condemned perpetrators, making no allowances for traditional clemency grounds such as equity (one codefendant who is less culpable receives death, the other life), youth, rehabilitation, mental disabilities, mercy, etc.
  Rejecting Karla Faye Tucker's clemency petition, which urged convincing rehabilitation as a basis for commutation, Mr. Bush stated, "In every death penalty that comes to my desk, I ask this question: Innocent or guilty?  And I will tell you of all the death penalties we have had in our state, I am confident that those that have been put to death have been guilty. . . .  [In reference to Ms. Tucker's rehabilitation] I have concluded judgments about the heart and soul of an individual on death row are best left to a higher authority."
  Tucker's execution made it very clear that Governor Bush's policy would prevent his Executive Branch from intervening on any ground other than innocence and that his policy was based upon a religious belief in a mandatory death sentence for murderers.

Several members of the Texas Board of Pardons and Paroles have expressed the same belief in a mandatory penalty.
  All protests to the contrary, Mr. Bush controls the decisions made by the Board of Pardons and Paroles.  Mr. Bush personally has appointed all current members of the Board to their high-paying jobs, and he has statutory authority to remove them at will.
  Unsurprisingly, therefore, the Board members' personal philosophies reflect Mr. Bush's religious bias.  B. Rogers-Johnson maintains, "When someone is executed, I pray for the soul.  To die in Christ is gain.  I think I'm doing something good.  I know I am."
  Alvin Shaw opines, "A preacher told me: `Render unto Caesar what is Caesar's.'  You've violated man's law and you pay the consequences."
  James Paul Kiel, Jr., states, "There are certain people who have earned the right to be executed."
  These comments, when viewed in light of the voting record, create almost complete doubt that Board members would be able to consider youth or any other moral or legal grounds besides innocence when deciding upon commutation of Mr. Beazley's or another juvenile's death sentence.

The policy, practice, and personal religious beliefs of the Governor and his Board members reflect the legislative intent undergirding Texas' capital punishment and death penalty statutes.
  The author of Texas House Bill 200, which reinstated the death penalty in 1973, presented a purely religious argument for the bill's passage, relying on Old Testament texts, and asserting that, in accord with his perception of God's will, he had created as close to a mandatory sentencing statute ("life for a life") as the U.S. Supreme Court would allow.

In addition to doubts about clemency fairness raised by the Board members' openly expressed religious bias, serious concern is raised by the structure and record of the Texas capital clemency process.  The most thorough judicial review of the process is found in Federal District Judge Sam Sparks' 1998 opinion in the case of Joseph Stanley Faulder and Danny Lee Barber.
  Judge Sparks made extremely disturbing fact findings about the Texas Board of Pardons and Paroles' review of capital inmates' cases.
  At least one member allegedly has admitted (without apology) to voting without reviewing petitions,
 and the members are not required to meet or even to discuss the petitions.  There is no system of accountability in place which would guarantee that the Board members or Governor use any care in their review.

Judge Sparks denied relief to Faulder and Barber, because of the United States's Supreme Court's view that, by the time a capital inmate reaches the point of executive clemency, he or she is not entitled to much due process.  This is highly ironic, because the Supreme Court has also called executive clemency the "fail safe" in capital cases.
  Judge Sparks, nevertheless, observed that it "is abundantly clear the Texas clemency procedure is extremely poor and certainly minimal.  Legislatively, there is a dearth of meaningful procedure.  Administratively, the goal is more to protect the secrecy and autonomy of the system rather than carrying out an efficient, legally sound system.  The Board would not have to sacrifice its conservative ideology to carry out its duties in a more fair and accurate fashion."

Certainly, a goal of this public declaration of sanctuary and call for a boycott is to raise concern among the "trial officials," legislators, and additional Texas authorities (who might influence the Governor and Board) about the legality of Texas' juvenile executions.  It is apparent that clemency petitions on the issue, otherwise, will not receive any serious consideration.



4. Facts About Napoleon Beazley's Case
Napoleon Beazley, an African American juvenile from Grapeland, Texas, was tried by an all-white Tyler, Texas, jury for the capital murder of John Luttig, a wealthy white Tyler community leader.  The crime occurred on April 19, 1994.  John Luttig and his wife, Bobbie, drove up to their Tyler home late that night after returning from Dallas, where Bobbie was studying for a Master of Divinity degree at Southern Methodist University.  As the Luttigs emerged from their Mercedes at their garage, they became the victims of a badly botched carjacking.  Through the testimony of Napoleon's codefendants, brothers Cedric and Donald Coleman, the State alleged that Napoleon and Donald approached the Luttigs in their driveway demanding the keys to the Mercedes.  According to Donald, a quick struggle ensued between Napoleon and John Luttig, with the result that John Luttig was killed with two pistol shots to the head.  Donald alleged that Napoleon also shot at Bobbie Luttig after she had slipped to the ground on Donald's side of the car in an attempt to avoid harm.  Donald alleged that Napoleon told him to shoot her with the shotgun he was carrying, but that he responded that she was dead.  Bobbie Luttig rolled free of the car as Napoleon and Donald recklessly drove it out of the driveway, damaging it against a retaining wall.  Bobbie's husband lay dead, and she fled to a neighbor's house to call for help.  Cedric Coleman followed Napoleon and Donald in Napoleon's mother's car, which had carried the youths to the crime scene.  A short distance down the road, the youths abandoned the injured Mercedes, got in the car with Cedric, and returned seventy miles to Grapeland.  Following a massive F.B.I. manhunt, the three were arrested a few months later.

John Luttig's son, Michael, is a federal appellate judge on the Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals in Virginia.  Judge Luttig, his wife Elizabeth Luttig, and his sister Suzanne Luttig Easterling testified at Napoleon's trial in Tyler about the sterling character of John Luttig, and Michael Luttig's testimony at the punishment phase eloquently summarized his father's fundamental decency and his own pain.

Judge Cynthia Kent, the state judge who presided over Napoleon's trial, appears to have challenged, off the record, the prosecutors' insistence upon trying Napoleon's case for the death penalty.  The record reflects that the prosecutors, in turn, felt pressure from the survivors of the offense to obtain it.  The issue was acute because, in order to get the death penalty, the State has to prove that the defendant will always pose a risk of danger to others.  One of the chief ways in which the State usually meets this burden is by producing the prior criminal record of the defendant.  Napoleon had no record of any prior contact with police.  In fact, the prosecutors were unable to turn up any complaint or instance of physical aggression instigated by Napoleon against anyone.  A senior in Grapeland High School, he was runner up in the contest for "Mr. Grapeland," the boy annually voted most popular in the school.  Before the crime, by all appearances, Napoleon was in command of his future.  He had a good academic record and was a school athlete, playing football and attending state power lifting competitions.  His codefendants, Cedric and Donald, similarly had clean records.  The small community of Grapeland was shocked with disbelief that these kids could have been involved in such an offense, and numerous witnesses testified at the punishment phase of Napoleon's trial about their prior perceptions of his goodness and their belief that he was redeemable, even in light of the crime.  Among these witnesses was Cindy Garner, who remains the elected District Attorney of Houston County, where Grapeland is located.

The prosecutors pursued the death sentence by securing damaging testimony from the Coleman brothers characterizing Napoleon's behavior at the time of the offense and alleging that he threatened them afterwards.  They also alleged that Napoleon engaged in small-scale drug dealing (crack cocaine) in Grapeland and Crockett, Texas, and carried his pistol to school.  The Coleman brothers have recanted their testimony that they made no deals with the prosecution in return for testifying against Napoleon.
  Additionally, the Colemans have alleged that they were encouraged to suppress evidence of Napoleon's remorse: that he cried all the way home from Tyler to Grapeland and had to be restrained by Cedric Coleman from committing suicide.  Napoleon's current counsel have not been able to obtain a hearing on the Coleman's suppressed deal, but it is presumed that the Colemans embellished their "bad act" punishment-phase testimony about Napoleon out of fear that they would be subjected to trial for the death sentence.

The prosecutors also used race to obtain the death penalty from the all-white jury
 by repeatedly lauding the victim -- exhorting the jury to understand that the trial was about John Luttig -- and describing Napoleon, in contrast, as a beast of prey stalking around John Luttig's property looking for a victim to devour.  The prosecutors seasoned this Southern racist image of the young black man as animal
 with stories about inner-city influence on the defendant, raising fears in the white audience of penetration of their bucolic world by gangs, drugs, and ghetto culture.
  Following the trial, one of the jurors commented, "The nigger got what he deserved."

Napoleon's non-record claims have not been allowed development in a hearing, in part because of the inadequacy of the Texas Court of Criminal Appeals' indigent appointment system for inmates seeking state habeas relief.
  None of the claims was raised in state court, because appointed counsel and his co-counsel were ordered to file ten (10) state habeas petitions in six months.
  Napoleon's attorney and his partner were starting a law practice with these cases.  Both had been briefing attorneys at the Court of Criminal Appeals, but they had little experience practicing law with clients.  The partner had never appeared in court on behalf of a client.  Napoleon's appointed counsel opined that spending a month on each case would be "doable," which alarmed experienced criminal defense attorneys who found the Court's appointment of so many cases at once to two attorneys incomprehensible.
  The Court of Criminal Appeals denied Napoleon's attorney's motion for more time and accepted a four-claim petition, which repeated two claims from direct appeal and raised two other claims based on the trial record.  A weekend of investigation was done, and Napoleon was launched toward federal court with an execution date and very little he could carry with him.

It was at that point that his present counsel -- retained with minimal funds raised by Grapeland, Texas, churches -- alleged that Napoleon's death sentence violated federal law because he had been seventeen at the time of the offense.

5. Conclusion
The current system of justice which we have in Texas, based upon abstract retribution, discourages even minimal healing of the breach caused by a violent offense.  The system vigorously pursues the death of the defendant, producing dramatic collateral damage: often overwhelming aggrieved survivors of the victim, ostracizing the family of the defendant,
 and placing enormous stresses upon the emotional and physical well-being of those entrusted to carry out the State's violent policies.
  We hope that, in contrast, the joint declaration of sanctuary will provide a window on our violence allowing our authorities to take measures to bring about constructive change.  We appreciate the impossibility of any capital defendant restoring that which he has taken from the victim and the victim's survivors.  We also hope, however, that a boycott will help our society realize that, like defendants in many cases, our system arbitrarily chooses who will live or die.  Our State's execution of juveniles is especially arbitrary.  It defies a worldwide consensus against the practice. It breaches federal law.  And, finally, it runs counter to our own best sensibilities about the immaturity of children, their reduced culpability for the most intentional of offenses, and their prospects for rehabilitation.

Those who endorse the joint public declaration of sanctuary for Napoleon Beazley and all Texas juvenile death row inmates should call upon the State of Texas to spare the life of Napoleon Beazley by commuting his sentence to life in prison and announce their intent to boycott the Texas tourism industry and to encourage such boycott until the Texas authorities appropriately respond by terminating the practice of juvenile execution.  In particular, those religious denominations and organizations that have a long record of objecting to the juvenile death penalty are encouraged to participate in the boycott of Texas.
  The European Parliament  also is asked to give effect to its constituent nations' formal objections to the United States' reservation to Article 6 of the Covenant by exerting political pressure on our government at the federal and state level and carrying out the boycott of our State that it has considered since 1998.

The joint public declaration's call for a peaceful boycott remains in effect until the circumstances requiring such action have been repaired.


HUMAN RIGHTS ADVOCATES

P.O. Box 5675
Berkeley, CA 94705
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