























ANDREW YOUNG

(Continued from page 8)

commitment and you don’t let the
commitment be defined by Israel or by the
press.”

Young went on in his defense of talks with
the PLO to say that the PLO “. . . is a
legitimate power, whether you agree with
them, whether they are terrorists, or
whatever they are. If you don’t have some
other means of allowing them to express
their grievances, or affirm their rights, or
define their rights, you are going to get more
death, more violence, more terrorism, and
economic dislocation in the United States of
America, which will have serious
reverberations in the constituency that |
think I represent in the Democratic Party.”
This connection between the U.S. pro-Israeli
policy and its economic aftermath on the
poor people in the U.S. has never been
made before. Young, and in fact other black
leaders in the U.S., are correctly blaming
Israeli imposed U.S. policy regarding the
Middle East for economic difficulties of
blacks in the U.S. Young also implied that
the Israeli policy is an expansionist one
“where Israeli troops are halfway up into
Lebanon, where their territory is occupied
by Israel is not a part of the definition of the
state of Israel.” He also called the present
government of Israel “stubborn and
intransigent.” Young also said that America’s
blacks tend to identify with the oppressed
people wherever they are. Palestinians, as
oppressed people do get the sympathy and
understanding from blacks in the U.S.
When asked if he was for creating an
independent Palestinian state, Young replied
that he is in favor of “giving the people the
opportunity for self-determination.” The
people there, he said, should have the
freedom to decide what they want.

In response to the Young affair, many of
the leaders of the black community in the
U.S. sensed the magnitude of Israel’s power
and its allies, which is believed to be the
reason behind Young’s ousting. They in
turn wanted to find out a little more about
the Palestinian issue. To the black leaders it
becomes a duty to continue what
Ambasador Young had initiated. The
leaders of the Southern Christian
Leadership Conference, an organization
headed at one time by Martin Luther King
and which Young helped found, initiated a
meeting with Zudhi Terazi in New York on
August 20. After the meeting its president,
Dr. Joseph Lowery announced in a new
conference his support for “Palestinian
self-determination,” including a homeland.

Another member of the group said that
his “organization announced its support for
a separate Palestinian state eight months
ago.” This member, William Jones, also
President of the Progressive National
Baptist Convention said, “We know that the

interest of the third world people are
inextricably related to our own.” Another
member of the group, Wyatt T. Walker,
indicated that their opposition to violence
stands but they recognize the right of
defensive violence, i.e., to kick back after
having been kicked. The conference here is
clear that the Palestinians have been kicked
and therefore, they have the right to kick
back.

Reports circulating at this time and which
are causing more anger among black people
and their leaders suggest that the State
Department was informed of the possible
Young-Terazi meeting four days before it
actually took place. The question that is
being asked is: Why, if the State
Department knew about the meeting, did it
not advise Young to not go on withit? When
the State Department was asked about the
meeting by Newsweek correspondents, the
spokesman acted as if the Department did
not know anything about it. Was Young
then allowed to hold the meeting and then
set up by the administration as a “fall guy”?
And finally, how did the State Department
know about this possible meeting: is it from
the Israeli Intelligence, or did the U.S.
Intelligence spy on their Ambassador at the
U.N. and in the Kuwaiti Ambassador’s
house? The other possibility, of course, and
which is not discounted at all is that some
Arab governments told the U.S.
government about the meeting even before
it took place.

The Washington Post wrote of this affair
on August 21 that it “was the most
important show of support for the
Palestinian cause by any large American
group in recent history.” It is very
unfortunate, however, that a very able man
and leader like Andrew Young had to leave
his post in a very sensitive spot at the U.N.,
in order to bring about this support.
Naturally the black people inthe U.S., as it is
being reported now, had their support of the
Palestinian people long before the last
confrontation between Young and Israel
and its supporters. This issue, however,
brought to the headlines the question of
who really is in charge of formulating the
U.S. policy in the Middle East—is it the U.S.
government or Israel and its leaders? The
answer is not really as clear as is thought to
be. It seems, however that it is Israel not the
U.S. government that is the maker of U.S.
policy in the Middle East. One result is
almost certain, and that is that Carter will be
hurt by it. How much is not yet clear.

U.S. fighter jets, possibily the new F-18.

At a party given by the Israeli Embassy for
Weizman on September 15, the
Washington Post reported Weizman as
saying that in South Lebanon, “they” had
received a “good wallop,” even though he
was “sorry a few civilians were hurt.” At
least three hundred civilians have been
killed since Israeli began its “post-treaty”
attacks on South Lebanon in April and
hundreds of thousands have become
refugees due to the Israeli “war without
rules” in South Lebanon. Yet in
Congressional closed-door hearings on
September 11 on the use of U.S.
weapons in South Lebanon, the discussion,
it is reported, never became substantive.
One informed source concluded: “They will
continue to ignore the issue until they
discover American generals leading the
attack in South Lebanon.”

EDITORIAL
(Continued from page 2)

freedom for peoples. Self-determination is
not a negotiable issue. It forms the very
construct, the very foundation, of being a
human individual and a nation of men and
women.

The United States government, however,
has adopted the position of openly
committing itself to denying the Palestinians
that right.

With that position, the United States has
no hope of creating conditions for peace in
Palestine. With that position the United
States can not attempt to reach out to the
Palestinians. Any dialogue between the
United States and the PLO at this point
must remain futile and of no conceivable
practical value.

ANALYSIS
(Continued from page 3)

Weizman arrived in Washington with an
Israeli request that would double the
amount of aid given Israel, with military aid
rising from one billion to 185 billion dollars,
and a plan for joint production of advanced

NEW BOOK

The World of Rashid Hussein: A
Palestinian Poet in Exile, edited by
Kamal Boullata and Mirene Ghossein
and published by the Association of
Arab American University
Graduates, offers a rich glimpse into
the life and work of one of Palestine’s
most beloved poets. Containing new
translations of Hussein’s work and
essays by Edward Said, L.F. Stone,
Egbal Ahmed, Uri Avnery and Halim
Barakat, among others, the book is
especially moving and valuable for its
exploration of the many dimensions
of the experience of exile and of the
relations between Jews and Arabs as
lived by a sensitive and committed
Palestinian. Auvailable for $6.50 from
the Palestine Information Office.
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Jesse Jackson on the PLO
and Palestinian Rights

The following is an exchange between Bill
Monroe, of N.B.C. News and the Reverend
Jesse Jackson on Meet the Press, August 16.

MR MONROE: Our guest today on
MEET THE PRESS is the Reverend Jesse
Jackson, civil rights leader and president of
Operation Push.

Mr. Jackson, an advocate of Palestinian
rights, has been meeting this past week with
black leaders and with Jewish leaders in the
wake of Andrew Young’s resignation as
Ambassador to the United Nations.

Mr. Jackson, Ambasador Young said the
other day it was ridiculous for the U.S. not
to be talking with the Palestine Liberation
Organization. A few days ago some black
leaders, Southern Christian Leadership
Conference people primarily, did meet
with the PLO ambassador. Do you see this
sympathetic interest on the part of blacks
and support for things like self-
determination as being a temporary
reaction to Ambassador Young’s being
forced out, or do you see it as a continuing
thing?

REVEREND JACKSON: | see it as a
continuing thing in our national interest.

First of all, there is the awareness that the
PLO is recognized by 107 nations of the
world; it is recognized by the Palestinian
people. There is not likely to be another
agent for them to be dealt with.

Secondly, because of the tie-in between
the Arab states’ economic leverage on this
country and PLO, it is a fact that 43 percent
of the Free World’s oil comes from there.
The Arab states have $141 billion in
monetary reserves, more than half of it U.S.
money. We are very vulnerable to economic
leverage, imposed upon us by that nation.

Lastly, there is just a moral concern about
the plight of Palestinian people.

Non-Aligned Parley Ends
in Havana

The non-aligned Conference, which held its
parley in Havana the first week in
September, concluded with declarations of
support for the Palestinians. The struggle of
colonized and oppressed peoples for
freedom, and condemnation of racism
and apartheid. Following are excerpts from
the declarations of the Conference issued at
its conclusion.

“The sixth conference of heads of state or
government appeals to all peoples of the
world to participate in efforts to free the
world from war, the policy of force, blocs
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and bloc politics, military bases, pacts and
interlocking alliances, the policy of
domination and hegemony, inequalities and
oppression, injustice and poverty and to
create a new order based on peaceful
coexistence, mutual cooperation and
friendship, an order in which each people
may determine its own future, attain its
political sovereignty and promote its own
free economic and social development
without interference, pressures or threats of

“The sixth conference reaffirmed that the
quintessence of the policy of non-alignment,
in accordance with its original principles and
essential character, involves the struggle
against imperialism, colonialism,
neocolonialism, apartheid, racism, including
Zionism, and all forms of foreign aggression,
occupation, domination, interference or
hegemony, as well as against great power
and bloc politics.....

“The conference commended the
unswerving struggle these peoples are
waging for their full and complete
independence and recognized the role that
the nonaligned countries, the United
Nations, the Organization of African Unity,
the socialist countries and other democratic
and progressive forces play in supporting
this struggle, especially in terms of the aid
given to the peoples of Zimbabwe, Namibia
and South Africa.

“The conference welcomed the Iranian
Government’s decision to suspend its oil
sales to South Africa. It also noted with
great appreciation the recent action taken
by Nigeria against British Petroleum
whose oil concessions in Nigeria were
nationalized for British violation of the oil
embargo against the racist regime in
Rhodesia and its pledge to divert oil from the
North Sea oilfields.

“The conference reiterated that Rhodesia
was still a British colony, illegally governed
by a clique of racists and traitors. It
requested all states to continue to refrain
from any kind of recognition of the racist
and illegal Muzorewa puppet regime in
accordance with the United Nations
Security Council decision and the relevant
resolutions of the O.A.U.

“The conference expressed great concern
over the steps taken by the British
Government and by certain elements in the
United States Government and Congress
with a view to recognizing the illegal regime
of Southern Rhodesia and unilaterally lifting
the sanctions imposed on Rhodesia by the
United Nations.

“The conference reaffirmed that the
situation in the Middle East continues to
pose a serious threat to world peace and
security due to the increasing possibility of a
new war as a restlt of Israel’s determination
to pursue its policy of aggression,
expansionism and colonial settlement in the

occupied territories with the support of the
United States.

“The conference endorsed the right of the
Palestine Liberation Organization and of the
Arab states to reject and oppose any
solution or settlement detrimental to the
inalienable national rights of the Palestinian
people and the liberation of all the occupied
Arab territories, and to foil them through all
possible means, including the use of force.

“The heads of state or government
affirmed their commitment, in concert with
all peace-loving states and forces, to the
adoption of all steps, within the United
Nations and in particular in the Security
Council, to confront the continuing
challenge by Israel. These measures should
include the application of all the necessary
sanctions against Israel as well as
mandatory and total embargo and its
exclusion from the international
community. It is essential also to study the
political, diplomatic and economic
measures to be taken against countries
which support the Zionist regime.

“The conference condemned the massive
and systematic violation of the most
elementary rights of millions upon millions
of human beings who live under colonial or
racist domination or who are suffering from
the consequences of underdevelopment
and economic and social exploitation.....

“The conference deeply deplored the
exploitation of the right of individuals to
leave their country for political purposes,
such as the implementation of the Zionist
program of uprooting Jewish communities
from the countries of their origin in order to
resettle them in Israel and in the Jewish
colonies being illegally established in the
occupied Palestinian and other Arab
territories.

TransAfrica Statement on
Palestinians, Israel

The following statement was issued by
TransAfrica, a Black American
organization active in domestic and
international issues, on August 27.

TransAfrica, Inc. reflects the widespread
attitudes of its general membership
throughout the Afro-American community
in expressing its anger and dismay at the
actions of the Carter Administration and of
Israeli spokesmen and supporters that have
led to the resignation of Ambassador
Andrew Young.

... Wealso hope that the country will now
seize upon this first opportunity we have
had in our national discourse openly and
fully to consider on their own merits the
issues of the rights of the Palestinian people,
and the role of whatever organizational or
individual spokesmen they may freely
choose to put forward to represent their
interests. We believe that in the past we

(Continued on page 11)
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have not been able to have such a discourse
because, for whatever reason, Israel and its
most ardent supporters have been able
virtually to dictate the terms of reference of
such a debate, and have allowed Israel
unilaterally to confound its political and
territorial ambitions . . . . and to define the
issues to suit themselves. It will no longer do
to call the PLO “terrorists” or define the
Palestinian issue as one of refugees. Every
sovereign state, has a right to define its own
policies, but that does not mean that
Americans have to follow them slavishly,
still less to finance their implementation.
TransAfrica Inc. is an organization with
membership throughout the black
community, from all walks of life—elected
black officials, government servants, clergy,
cultural figures, academics, leaders of labor,
fraternal and sorority organizations, and the
general citizenry. We seek American
foreign relations that are more mutually
beneficial to this country and to the
substantial populations of African descent
in the countries of Africa and the Caribbean.
We are styled “the black lobby for Africa,”
and sometimes compared with “the Israeli
lobby” by people who wonder if we can “do
for Africa what the Jews have done for
Israel.” We do not seek to do what they have
done. We do not seek to hold American
policy or action to ransom in the interest of
this or that policy or ambition of any foreign
country. We can help lead our country to
overcome past inequities and images, and
help it to live in harmony and peace, and
mutual respect, with the new nations and
with those still struggling to be born. We
work to have the United States have access
to their needed resources and to their
attractive markets, but more importantly, to

be respected in this for fair dealing, and for
the values, deeply rooted in our national
ethic, that foster respect for the human
dignity, fundamental freedoms, and a
decent level of economic well-being for all
peoples. . . .

US. Relations with the P.LO.

e We believe that Palestinians are a
people who should enjoy the fundamental
human rights that other peoples enjoy,
including the right to self-determination in a
state of their own.

e We are impressed with the fact that the
PLO has won the recognition and support of
the active defenders of Palestinian rights, of
almost all other Arab states, of most of the
African states, and most of the delegations
to the United Nations. Unless and until the
Palestinian people are given an opportunity
freely to choose some alternative
leadership, through elections or a plebiscite
that is not managed by Israel or any other
particular and culpable party, efforts should
be made to have the PLO’s views bear
weight on peace making activities for the
area. Otherwise, war and conflict will
continue, not because a handful of people
can always disrupt peaceful populations,
but because a whole people, who have been
displaced from their homeland will resist the
continued denial of their rights.

e We believe that it is callous and
hypocritical to claim that the Palestinians
already have a state, because Jordan exists,
or nineteen other states, because of the other
Arab states, as if there are not states in the
world, other than Israel of which Jews can
feel fully a part. . .

Israel’s Foreign Relations

o We have been all too alone in our
protests of growing intimacy between Israel

and the state of South Africa. Israel tends to
counter such criticism by pointing out that
her trade with South Africa is a very small
portion of her total trade. What disturbs us
is that so much of this trade and assistance
has military implications, to wit:

1. Israel agreed to refit South African
armored vehicles, from Centurion tanks to
Panhard armored cars, with its newly
developed armorplating.

2. Israel delivered to South Africa at least
three Reshef class missile boats, and has
promised at least three more, has delivered
Gabriel sea-to-sea missiles for six South
African built corvettes, and has supplied
South Africa with rifles, mortars, various
types of electronic equipment, and licenses
to make the Uzi submachine gun and the
65ft Dabur class patrol boat.

3. Israel helped to revamp the South
African air force.

4. Israel was the pass-through area, if not
the point of purchase by Rhodesia of eleven
Bell helicopters that have been put to
military use against the freedom fighters.

5. Israeli technicians helped to erect an
electrified ‘wall’ and to lay a ‘carpet’ of
electronic sensors along South Africa’s
borders so that it could more effectively
counter penetration by freedom fighters.

6. According to Robert Moss, who is
considered to write authoritatively about
South African military matters, “the most
closely guarded secret of all remains the full
extent of Israel’s co-operation in South Afri-
ca’s nuclear program. But there is little doubt
that South Africa would not have been able
to move so quickly toward the testing of a
nuclear device without substantial Israeli
scientific help.” (Daily Telegraph, 5 Nov.
1977).

The following is part of the opening
statement read by the representative of the
Palestine Liberation Organization at the
Security Council session, held August 23, to
debate the issue of the Palestinian right to
self-determination.

.. .The Palestine Liberation Organization
wishes to reiterate its thanks to this august
Council and to reaffirm its confidence in the
United Nations. We are in no way
discouraged or deterred by statements
made by officials of the United States
Administration. I refer to a statement made
by Special Envoy Strauss, who said that the
United States would cast a negative vote on
any resolution relating to the rights of the
Palestinian people. At the very least I might
say that he was prejudging an issue, but let
us assume that what he said was a slip of the
tongue, for otherwise I would see little sense

The P.L.O. Representative at the Security Council

in our holding this meeting and in the United
States being represented in it and wasting
the time of the other members if they have in
fact prejudged the question.

But what are these rights of the
Palestinian people? The General Assembly
has affirmed the inalienable rights of the
Palestinian people in Palestine

“including the right to self-
determination without external
interference, and the right to national
independence and sovereignty,”

The Committee entrusted with drawing
up a programme to enable the Palestinian
people to exercise its inalienable rights
laboured hard for long hours—for long days
and weeks—and presented a programme of
implementation in General Assembly
document A/31/35. The Committee
took as a basic guideline that

“the legitimate and inalienable rights
of the Palestinian people to return to
their homes and property and to
achieve self-determination, national
independence and sovereignty are
endorsed by the Committee in the
conviction that the full implementa-
tion of these rights will contribute
decisively to a comprehensive and
final settlement of the Middle East
crisis.” (ibid., para. 60)

Further, the Committee expressed
its opinion that “The participation of
the Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion, the representative of the
Palestinian people, on an equal
footing with other parties, on the
basis of General Assembly
resolutions 3236 (XXIX) and 3375

(Continued on page 12)
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