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IMARI ABUBAKARI OBADELE, |
President — REPUBLIC OF NEW AFRICA

THE NEW AFRICAN CREED

1. | believe in the spirituality, humanity and genius of black people, and in our pursuit of these values.

2. | believe in the family and the community, and in the community as a family, and | will work to make this
concept live.

3. | believe in the community as more important than the individual.

4. | believe in constant struggle for freedom, to end oppression and build a better world. | believe in collective
struggle: in fashioning victory in concert with my brothers and sisters.

5. | believe that the fundamental reason our oppression continues is that we, as a people, lack the power
to control our lives.

6. | believe that the fundamental way to gain that power, and end oppression, is to build a sovereign black
nation.

7. | believe that all the land in America upon which we have lived for a long time, which we have worked
and built upon, and which we have fought to stay on, is land that belongs to us as a people.

8. | believe in the Malcolm X Doctrine: that we must organize upon this land, and hold a plebiscite to tell
the world by a vote that we are free and our land independent, and that, after the vote, we must wage war
to defend ourselves, establishing the nation beyond contradiction.

9. Therefore, | pledge to struggle without cease, until we have won sovereignty. | pledge to struggle without
fail until we have built a better condition than man has yet known.

10. | will give my life, if that is necessary. | will give my time, my mind, my strength and my wealth because
this IS necessary.

11. I will follow my chosen leaders and help them.

12. 1 will love my brothers and sisters as myself.

13. | will steal nothing from a brother or sister, cheat no brother or sister, misuse no brother or sister, inform
on no brother or sister, and spread no gossip.

14. | will keep myself clean in body, dress and speech, knowing that | am a light set on a hill, a true repre-
sentative of what we are building.

15. | will be patient and uplifting with the deaf, dumb and blind, and | will seek by work and deed to heal the
black family, to bring into the Movement and into the Community mothers and fathers, brothers and sisters
left by the wayside.

Now, freely and of my own will, | pledge this creed, for the sake of freedom for my people and a better
world, on pain of disgrace and banishment if | prove false. For, | am no longer deaf, dumb or blind. | am —
by grace of Malcolm — a New African.




THE STRUGGLE IS FOR LAND

OR THREE YEARS NOW, as an officer of
Fthe Republic of New Africa, I have
gone around America talking to captive
African people here about the struggle for
land. Had I been talking about the struggle
of the Azanians to free South Africa from
the racist whites who hold it, and them, in
subjugation, or had I been talking about
the struggle of the Zimbabweans against
the Rhodesians, or the brothers in Guinea
or Mozambique against the Portuguese,
I am sure no African in America would
have had a difficult time understanding
that each of these struggles is fundamen-
tally a struggle for land. But I was not
talking about these struggles.

I was talking about the struggle of Afri-
can people in the United States. And I was
talking about this struggle in the only
context in which it can be a meaningful
struggle — that is to say, a struggle that
results in freedom, pride, power, and a
good life for all our people. I was talking
about this struggle in the context of land.
Our struggle — no less than that of the
Azanians, the Zimbabweans, the Guineans
— is a struggle for land.

It is not that Africans in America who
struggle for such amorphous things as our
“rights” in America or “freedom,” (where
neither of these is connected to land) are
perpetuating a fraud upon themselves and
others. It is that their analysis of what is
fundamentally wrong with American so-
ciety misses the mark (what is wrong is
that American society suffers from en-

trenched racism) or, upon a correct analy-
sis, they have failed to reason through to
the most feasible and logical solution:
depart from American society.

Worse, the white nationalism which all
people in America constantly imbibe has
left many otherwise fine American minds
among us, functionally unable to think of
land — independent land, carved out of any:
part of what whites now call the United
States — as a real part of our struggle for
that wonderful but amorphous and elusive
state called FREEDOM. Land for Zimbab-
weans, for Anzanians, for Guineans, for all
the Africans in Africa — yes! But land for
Africans in America? You can’t be serious!

Well, we are serious. And where yester-
day Africans in America hearing me and
the other New Africans talk of land, might
have, with some slight justification, con-
sidered the talk a mere academic curiosity,
today — with the first African capitol in the
northern Western Hemisphere since Co-
lumbus, consecrated El Malik and a-build-
inge in Hinds County, Mississippi — talk of
land for Africans in America is a function
of a real exercise in political science. If
there was doubt before that fateful conse-
cration Sunday, March 28, 1971, there is no
doubt now in the minds of Mississippi’s
verbose and uptight Attorney General A.
F. Summer and most of the million other
white folks in that state. And there ought
not to be any doubt in your mind, fellow
African in America: the struggle for land
is, indeed and very much, on!
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ImaRt ABUBAKARI OBADELE, I (s.n. RICHARD
HeNrY) President of the Republic of New Africa,
has been incarcerated in Jackson, Mississippi
since August 18, 1971, stemming from a shootout
with the police at RNA headquarters in Jackson.
Together with 10 other New Africans, Brother
Imari was charged with murder, assaulting a fed-
eral officer, and treason against the state of
Mississippi. A detailed account of the incident was

published in the October 1971 issue of THE
Bracx ScHorar. The RNA is trying to raise
Brother Imari’s bail, which has been set at
$75,000. Brothers and Sisters who wish to provide
support for the RNA may send contributions to
the New African Prisoner of War Fund, 128% So.
Gallatin, Jackson, Miss. 39201, (601) 353-5513.
Because of theft and harassment, it is suggested
that all donations be sent by certified mail.

What is more, the struggle can be suc-
cessful. A great deal, however, depends
upon how fast and how completely Afri-
cans in America can un-track their minds
from the inability to think about land, inde-
pendent land as not only an integral part
of our struggle for freedom but as an essen-
tial primary goal. For success of the strug-
gle depends a great deal upon the support
which those of us who now opt for and
are working to build an independent Afri-
can nation on this soil, get from those of us
who do not now choose for themselves the
route of an independent nation. (We calcu-
late that those who do not now opt for
independence may number as many as
two-fifths of our people.) And the support
of these people must be founded upon un-
derstanding of what the New Africans are
about.

BIBHAPS THE BEST way for people to un-
track their minds from the slaving inability
to think of land as a real and legitimate
goal of our struggle is to understand how
a people acquires claim to land. There is,
of course, what we call the bandit rule of
international law: this says, essentially, that
if a people steals land and occupies it for
a long time, the world will recognize that
land as belonging to them. This, of course,
is the manner in which the United States
acquired claim to most of America: white
folks simply stole it and held it. As a peo-
ple, we Africans in America have been
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cowed by this rule; we have cringed before
it (and before the power of the beast) as
if it were the only rule of land possession.

There is, fortunately, a civilized rule of
land possession. It says that if a people has
lived on a land traditionally, if they have
worked and developed it, and if they have
fought to stay there, that land is theirs. It
is upon this rule of international law that
Africans in America rest their claim for
land — in America.

We have lived for over 300 years in the
so-called Black Belt, we have worked and
developed the land, and we have fought to
stay there — against night riders and day
courts, against cultural genocide and eco-
nomic privation, against bad crops, and no
crops, against terror and ignorance and
the urgings of relatives to come North. In
the Black Belt, running through the Five
States that the Republic claims as the Na-
tional Territory of the Black Nation
(Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia
and South Caroiina) we have met all the
criteria for land possession required of us
by international practice, international law.
We have, incidentally, met these tests too
in cities of the North like Boston, Philadel-
phia, New York, Baltimore (though our
precise locations in these cities have shifted
through the years).

What the Republic of New Africa says,
however, is that we give up our claim to
these cities as national territory (that does
not mean that all Africans have to move
from them) in exchange for the five states




of the Deep South. In the North we are
outnumbered almost two to one, though
once we were an absolute numerical ma-
jority, because of the persistent genocide
practiced against us for 100 post-slavery
years. But we remain over half the popu-
lation in Mississippi and a third in Louisi-
ana, Alabama and South Carolina, and
many Black Belt counties are overwhelm-
ingly African.

The land mass in the Five States is
nearly a quarter-million square miles.
There are ports on the Atlantic (Georgia
and South Carolina) and on the Gulf of
Mexico and wondrously beautiful beaches
there. There are riches in the ground that
are untapped and marvelous things in the
sea, besides the abundant and abused
petroleum.

THE PROBLEM with international law is
that there is nobody to enforce it — except
the powerful. Powerful nations enforce in-
ternational law only when it suits them —
or when they are forced to. The essential
strategy of our struggle for land is to array
enough power (as in jui-jitsu, with a con-
centration of karate strength at key mo-
ments) to force the greatest power, the
United States, to abide by international
law, to recognize and accept our claims to
independence and land.

The purpose of this strategy can be fur-
ther simplified: it is to create a situation
for the United States where it becomes
cheaper to relinquish control of the Five
States than to continue a war against us to
take back or hold the area.

How do we accomplish such a thing?

The implementing tactics are various,
but they revolve around a set of supporting
strategies first laid out by me in the short
book War in America and further illumi-
nated in another small book called Revolu-
tion and Nation-Building. Chief among
these strategies is the limited objective, an
essential element in preparing before the
war for a peace settlement that is an Afri-
can victory. What we are saying here, in
terms of the limited objective, is that in-

stead of insisting on the overthrow or
destruction of the United States, we say,
like Castro’s Cuba before us, if we can
achieve our freedom and independence
with the United States still in existence, we
will do so. (As step one.)

We are saying that our objective is not
to overthrow the United States but to
create our own nation. More, we are saying
not fifty states, or twenty-five states, or
even ten states — though by a rule of inde-
pendence for unjust enrichment we are
entitled to all the wealth of the American
nation. We are saying five states, taken
together, the poorest states in the nation,
the states with the most black people in
them, a mere one-tenth of the states in the
Union (and they say we are one-tenth of
the people), the area which the white
American — with some 170 million of his
number living outside of the area — is most
likely to give up when he is forced to the
point where giving up something will be a
necessity.

THE DEVELOPMENT of foreign support, in-
side and outside of the United Nations, is
another of the vital supporting strategies.
The tradition reflected in Nkrumah'’s aiding
Patrice Lumumba (in that they sought to
align a number of small powers with the
Congo) is founded in a sound dictum of
political science: a small nation protects
itself against a large nation by aligning
itself with another large nation or with a
group of nations. Thus, the Thirteen Colo-
nies withstood the might of Great Britain
because their alliance with France brought
French (and Spanish) pressure to bear
against England on the high seas and in
Europe. The Egyptians in 1956 turned
back a French and British backed Israeli
invasion because of an alliance with the
Soviet Union. Again, unlike the Domini-
cans after them, who had no counter-
balancing foreign alliance and support
and went down to an American invasion in
1965, the Cubans withstood several years
of American military aggression (carried
out by U.S. trained puppets). Finally, in
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the missile crisis, because of their alliance
with another great power (the Soviet
Union) Cuba achieved a de facto negoti-
ated settlement with the great power,
the United States, which threatened her.

TH‘US tHE RepUBLIC seeks actively the
support of the African and Asian peoples
of the world. We are not afraid to say
quite openly that we seek the friendship
and support of the People’s Republic of
China, the only nation of color in the
world who presently boast nuclear power.
For all these people (as well as for our-
selves) it is essential that all our political
positions with respect to our struggle be
correct. We must be clear-headed and
clear-spoken about what we want and why
we are entitled to it.

“Freedom” cannot be amorphous and
misty — it must be for land and sovereignty
otherwise foreign powers have no right to
speak in our behalf, let alone provide other
support. For, unless the struggle is for
land and sovereignty, it is a domestic mat-
ter between citizens of a nation who are
treated right and those who are treated
wrong, and it is to be settled as a domestic
matter by them. (And we have suffered
the tragic results of such a “settlement”
process between us “first-class” and “sec-
ond-class” citizens for over 100 years.)
Therefore, our claim to land cannot be
vacuous — it must be — and is, supported
by well-accepted principles of international
law.

Therefore, we cannot stand before the
world unsure of whether or not we are
“American citizens.” No person in America,
descendant of African slaves is an Ameri-
can citizen (unless he is a naturalized West
Indian or South American). Black “nation-
alists” must come out of that delicious no-
man’s land where one has his cake and eats
it too, where one is not an “American citi-
zen” when it is popular not to be (i.e., in
a black nationalist rap session) but is one
when it is convenient to be — or when we
set our goals in the “struggle for freedom.”
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We are not American citizens for two
simple reasons. First, of course, American
law as interpreted by the Supreme Court
in 1968 and followed by Congress has
never protected the African in America
against the racially motivated oppressions
and deprivations by individual white citi-
zens. (Under the Fourteenth Amendment
only the States, and not individuals, were
enjoined from abridging the rights and
freedoms of the Africans.)

Second, and more importantly, the Four-
teenth Amendment, in an attempt to be-
stow citizenship upon the African, newly
freed from slavery, incorporated the rule of
jus solis “all persons born or naturalized in
the United States and of the state wherein
they reside.” A sound principle of interna-
tional law, the rule of jus soli was obvious-
ly intended to provide American citizen-
ship for persons born in the United States
through what might be termed “acceptable
accidents” of birth. Thus, a person born in
the U.S. as a result of his parents’ having
come to this country voluntarily — through
emigration and settlement or, vacation
travel or business — could not be denied
citizenship in the country of his birth. He
might have dual citizenship, gaining also
the citizenship of his parents, but he could
not be left with NO citizenship. His birth
in the U.S. under such conditions would
meet the test of an “acceptable accident.”

By contrast, however, the presence of the
African in America could by no stretch of
justice be deemed “an acceptable accident”
of birth. The African, whose freedom was
now acknowledged by his former slave-
masters through the Thirteenth Amend-
ment, was not on this soil because he or his
parents had come here of their own free
will; neither he nor his parents had come
vacationing or seeking some business ad-
vantage. Rather the African — standing
forth now as a free man because the Thir-
teenth Amendment forbade whites (who
had the power, not the right), to continue
slavery — was on American soil as a result
of having been kidnapped and brought
here AGAINST his will.



What the rule of jus soli demanded at
this point — at the point of the passage of
the slavery-halting Thirteenth Amendment
— was that America not deny to this Afri-
can, born on American soil, American citi-
zenship — IF THE AFRICAN WANTED
IT. This last condition is crucial: the Afri-
can, his freedom now acknowledged by
persons who theretofore had wrongfully
and illegally (under international law)
held him in slavery by force, was entitled,
as a free man to decide for himself what he
wanted to do — whether he wished to be
an American citizen or follow some other
course.

The rule of jus soli, in protecting the kid-
napped African from being left without
any citizenship, could operate so far as
to impose upon America the obligation to
offer the African (born on American
soil) American citizenship; it could not
impose upon the African — a victim of
kidnapping and wrongful transportation —
an obligation to accept such citizenship.
Such an imposition would affront justice,
by conspiring with the kidnappers and il-
legal transporters, and wipe out the free
man’s newly acquired freedom.

THUS, THE FOURTEENTH Amendment is in-
correctly read when its Section One is
deemed to be a grant of citizenship: it
can only be an offer. The positive tone of
the language can only emphasize the inten-
tion of the ratifiers to make a sincere offer.
On the other hand, the United States gov-
ernment, under obligation to make the
offer, also had the power to create the
mechanism — a plebescite — whereby the
African could make an informed decision,
an informed acceptance or rejection of the
offer of American citizenship. Indeed, Sec-
tion Five of the Fourteenth Amendment
makes clear that Congress could pass what-
ever law was necessary to make real the
offer of Section One. (Section Five says:
The Congress shall have power to enforce,
by appropriate legislation, the provisions
of this article.)

The first “appropriate legislation” re-
quired at that moment — and still required
— was that which would make possible for
the now-free African an informed, free
choice, an informed acceptance or rejection
of the citizenship offer.

Let us recall that, following the Thir-
teenth Amendment, four natural options
were the basic right of the African. First,
he did, of course, have a right, if he wished
it, to be an American citizen. Second, he
had a right to return to Africa or go to an-
other country — if he could arrange his ac-
ceptance. Finally, he had a right (based
on a claim to land superior to the Europe-
an’s, subordinate to the Indian’s) to set up
an independent nation of his own.

TOWERING ABOVE all the other juridical
requirements that faced the African in
America and the American following the
Thirteenth Amendment was the require-
ment to make real the opportunity for
choice, for self-determination. How was
such an opportunity to evolve? Obviously
the African was entitled to full and accur-
ate information as to his status and the
principles of international law appropriate
to his situation. This was all the more im-
portant because the African had been vic-
time of a long-term, intense slavery policy
aimed at assuring his illiteracy, dehuman-
izing him as a group, and de-personalizing
him as an individual.

The education offered him after the
Thirteenth Amendment confirmed the
policy of dehumanization. It was continued
in American educational institutions, de-
spite Rogers and Woodson and DuBois,
for 100 years, through 1965 and the suc-
cessful textbook victory out of Detroit.
Now, again following the Thirteenth
Amendment, the education of the African
in America seeks to base African self-
esteem on how well the African assimilates
white American folkways and values — a
hardly more palatable de-personalization
than that which occurred during slavery.

Worse, the advise given the African
concerning his rights under international
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law suggested that there was no option
open to him other than American citizen-
ship. For the most part, he was co-opted
into spending his political energies in or-
ganizing and participating in constitutional
conventions and then voting for the legis-
latures which subsequently approved the
Fourteenth Amendment. (Not all of the
African’s political energies were spent in
this way. The pull of nationalism was
strong even at that moment, and this is an
important still-to-be-told story.) In such
circumstances, the presentation of the
Fourteenth Amendment to state legisla-
tures for whose members the African had
voted, and the Amendment’s subsequent
approval by these legislatures, could in no
sense be considered a plebiscite.

THE FUNDAMENTAL requirements were
lacking: first, adequate and accurate in-
formation for the advice given the freed-
man was so bad it amounts to fraud, a
second stealing of our birthright; second,
a chance to choose among the four op-
tions: (1) U.S. citizenship, (2) return to
Africa, (3) emigration to another country,
and (4) the creation of a new African na-
tion on American soil.

The fact that today the Republic of New
Africa exists means, among other things,
that a large body of Africans in America
now has accurate information as to our
status and our rights under international
law. It means that we as a people have
the potential for providing ourselves with
accurate and adequate information.

On the other hand, the United States
government still has the obligation under
Section Five of the Fourteenth Amendment
to “enforce” Section One (the offer of citi-
zenship) in the only way it could be right-
fully “enforced” — by authorizing U.S.
participation in a plebiscite. By, in other
words, a reference to our own will, our
self-determined acceptance or rejection of
the offer of citizenship.

There are important ramifications. Ade-
quate and accurate information being fun-
damental to an informed decision, it is
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incumbent upon the United States, which
heretofore used its great resources to mis-
inform Africans in America about our
status, options, and rights under interna-
tional law, to make available to the Re-
public (and to those representing the other
neglected options, emigration to Africa or
some other place) the airways and other
media for dissemination of information.
The terms must be worked out on a mutual
basis, the objective being to remove the
severe technical handicap which U.S.
power (flowing out of a white racist theft
of and subsequent monopoly of wealth)
imposes on those competing for the atten-
tion of the African mind in an atmosphere
essentially controlled by white American
nationalists.

There are further important ramifica-
tions. A genuine plebiscite implies that if
people vote against U.S. citizenship, the
means must be provided to facilitate what-
ever decision they do make. Thus, persons
who vote to return to Africa or to emigrate
elsewhere must have the means to do so.

THOSE or us who feel this is just another
way of begging for hand-outs from the
powerful white United States government
must remember our origins. We are the
descendants of Africans wrongfully kid-
napped and brought here by whites with
the explicit complicity of the U.S. govern-
ment and every arm of the United States
law-making and law-enforcing machinery.
The kidnapping was a wrongful act for
which our ancestors and we as their heirs
are entitled to damages. The enslavement
was a wrongful act, for which our ances-
tors and we as their heirs are entitled to
damages. The stealing of our labor was a
wrongful act, as was the cultural genocide
we suffered. We are entitled to damages
— to reparations. The compensations we
speak of are owed to us.

All the more is this true when one re-
members that the Yankee fortunes which,
during and after the Civil War, went into
railroads, oil and the other fundamentals
of the industrial revolution, were based
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originally on commercial wealth earned
in the Tri-Cormnered Trade: Yankee bot-
toms from New England calling on the
Guinea Coast for slaves; trading the slaves
in the West Indies and the South; bringing
North, in their place, tobacco, sugar, rice,
molasses and finally cotton for processing
in the North and in England. Resting two-
thirds on slavery and slave labor, the wealth
of the U.S. was a stolen wealth, its present
manifestation the result of unjust enrich-
ment. No law — and explicitly not U.S. law
— sanctions the taking of property from
one man (our labor, our liberty, our right
to those important tools of competition:
health, education, self-esteem and sanity )
and the giving of this property to another
man. As Attorney Daisy Collins argues so
well: as a people and individually we have
been deprived of property without due
process of law.

WIE HAVE SEEN, in World War I, Ger-
many and other European countries asses-
sed reparations and made to pay them to
France and other countries for physical
damage AND for the act of launching an
“unjust” war. Again after World War II
we saw this phenomenon routinely ob-
served in Europe. We saw, further, the
West German government give the new
state of Israel 800 million dollars in repa-
rations for crimes committed against Jews
in Europe by another German government.
To boot, the Israeli government which re-
ceived the reparations was not even in
existence when the crimes against the
Jews were committed! Reparations is a well
~ established phenomenon of international
relations, with an ancient history far pre-
dating World War I. We are entitled to
reparations from the Americans even more
than France was from Germany or the
Jews from the post-Hitler German govern-
ment.

Now, then, we repeat: an obvious and
important ramification of the plebiscite is
that there must exist the capability of put-
ting its decisions into effect. If the decision
is for U.S. citizenship, then that citizenship

must be unconditional. If it is for emigra-
tion to a country, outside of Africa, those
persons making this choice must have
transportation resources and reparations in
terms of other benefits, principally money,
to make such immigration possible and
give it a reasonable chance of success. If
the decision is for a return to some coun-
try in Africa, the person must have those
same reparations as persons emigrating to
countries outside of Africa — PLUS those
additional reparations necessary to re-
store enough of the African personality for
the individual to have a reasonable chance
of success in integrating into African so-
ciety in the motherland.

If, finally, the decision is for an inde-
pendent new African nation on this soil,
then the reparations must be those agreed
upon between the United States govern-
ment and the new African government.
Reparations must be at least sufficient to
assure the new nation a reasonable chance
of solving the great problems of want and
resource-poverty imposed upon us by the
Americans in our status as a colonized
people.

We were enumerating the supporting
strategies for liberation of the New African
land-mass. We spoke of the Limited Ob-
jective. We spoke of Foreign Alliances
and Support. A third vital supporting
strategy, already alluded to, is the winning
of Internal Domestic Support, the winning
of the understanding and support of those
Africans in America who do not chose for
themselves to come to New Africa.

Such Africans must understand — and
fight for — the international law arguments
we have just laid out: reparations as a
right; the free and informed selection of
our future courses, as a right; our right to
the land. Such Africans must join New
Africans in insisting upon U.S. participa-
tion in a genuine plebiscite — a plebiscite
wherein the means to effectuate its results
are conceded — as a logical matching of
the First and Fifth Sections of the Four-
teenth Amendment.

This, too, must be understood about the
plebiscite. Traditionally a plebiscite is held
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to decide the nationality of an entire popu-
lation. Thus, the U.N. plebiscite for Kash-
mir sought to decide whether the entire
population of this principality on the In-
dian sub-continent should become Indian
or remain independently Kashmirian. The
Hitler-managed Austrian plebiscite de-
cided whether the entire Austrian popula-
tion would unite with Germany. The Afri-
can plebiscite in America must be some-
what different. We are guaranteed by
international law (the rule of jus soli)
citizenship in America, if we want it, and
this rule has been incorporated into the
Fourteenth Amendment; therefore, those
Africans who accept United States citizen-
ship are entitled to remain where they are
(and they are entitled also to uncondi-
tional U.S. citizenship), and this entitle-
ment must be encompassed in the plebi-
scite.

On the other hand, those Africans voting
in the plebiscite for the New African nation
must be understood to be speaking for
themselves as a group and ONLY for them-
selves — even were the New Africans to
carry 51% of the total vote or even 91%.
In either case, the 49% or the nine percent
who vote to be U.S. citizens or for a course
other than New Africa, would have the
right, for themselves, to follow those
courses.

WIAT, THEN, OF THE LAND? What land
would be the land of the nation? We have
already said that the land of the nation is
that land which today is called Louisiana,
Mississippi, South Carolina, Alabama and
Georgia. Today in this land — because of
100 years of intense genocide — we Afri-
cans are outnumbered by whites by almost
two to one (some 12 million of them, some
seven million of us). But we have also
said that this land belongs to us as part of
the reparations settlement, incorporating
the notion that we give up national claim
to the land of the black ghettoes of the
North, to which we have nearly as good a
claim as to the land of the Black Belt, in
exchange for the full five states.
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In Mississippi, however, and in all the
Black Belt counties where we are over 51%
of the population, we expect New Africa to
win virtually 100% of the African plebiscite
vote. This would give New Africa clear
claim to the land where our people already
are. It would solve immediately in Missis-
sippi and all of the Black Belt — the ques-
tion of land and open the door to a similar
national acquisition of the rest of the Five
States through immigration of New Afri-
cans from all over the United States.

But are we naive enough to believe
that in this violent, racist United States,
John Conyers and the other African U.S.
Congressmen who have undertaken to
help us, will be successful in achieving
laws which effect a peaceful plebiscite and
the peaceful ceding of the land to New
Africa? In time of (relative) peace, we
must prepare for war. An important sup-
porting strategy is the development of In-
herent Military Viability: the creation of
an over-ground army, properly motivated,
properly equipped, and able to meet and
succeed at the kind of combat which may
be forced upon us.

And what kind of combat is that? We
have taken and are taking steps to elimi-
nate the use of the regular military estab-
lishment against us. By publicly stating
our case and its justification under interna-
tional law, by publicly proclaiming our
intention to achieve our aims — the libera-
tion of the nation and sovereignty over our
land mass — by peaceful means, the peace-
ful plebiscite, and by conducting ourselves
in a fashion that reinforces our peaceful
professions (and that also brings us the
support of nations abroad and non-New
Africans at home) we remove from the
United States the pretext for military ac-
tion. (Conversely, by contrast, Black Pan-
ther pronouncements and actions CREATE
pretexts for U.S. military action, by the
police, by being easily read as open mili-
tary attacks upon the U.S. government and
its sub-divisions.) The support of nations
abroad and Africans at home means that
any overt U.S. military attack upon us



could result in sanctions of all sorts from
these parties against a guilty United States.

But this does not mean we are to be
free of warfare with the United States’
regular military establishment. We well
remember the plans that were afoot during
Kennedy’s time to quietly invade China
and destroy her nuclear facilities — with
no declaration of war, no intention to
acknowledge the deed as an act of the
U.S. military. This teaches us that where
the United States can secretly strike and
get away with it, she will do so. Thus, our
guard has to be up constantly against a
pre-emptive military attack by regular U.S.
military forces.

THEN THERE Is ALSO the prospect of action
by the Mississippi State National Guard
or elements of the state police forces. As
I write this, Mississippi’s Attorney General
A. F. Summer has written to the U.S. Ot-
torney General interpreting our presence
in Mississippi as an “invasion” and an
“armed insurrection.” He has asked what
the United States plans to do about it and
has gone on to assure the U.S. Attorney
General that Mississippi is quite willing
and able to crush said invasion and rebel-
lion, in behalf of the United States, if the
United States does not act. This opens
before us the possibility that state forces
might at any moment be used against us.

(The reason for this turn of events is
that on Sunday, March 28, the Republic of
New Africa consecrated land in Hinds
County, Mississippi, as the capital of the
Republic. In all of our pronouncements
we had made clear that until the plebiscite
the capital would be operated much like
the land of any business corporation in the
state: we might fence it and have armed
guards, but the whole was to remain sub-
ject to Mississippi and U.S. law. However,
the white press of Mississippi and the At-
torney General have taken a different view:
we have, in their view, declared indepen-
dence for the land. For our part, as of the
moment, we have let it stand that way.)

Our biggest threat comes from the white
civilian armies, the Ku Klux Klan and those
other semi-official forces who for one
hundred years have done the dirty work of
military oppression in the South. These
forces we must be prepared to successfully
engage and defeat at all times.

Some of us envision the possibility —
indeed, the likelihood — that an engage-
ment between us and local civilian armies
or between us and state police agencies
might escalate, at a given moment, into a
general and sustained conflagration cover-
ing most of the area where New Africa has
strength. It seems likely that die-hard
whites, impervious to the rightness of our
cause and determined to deny New Africa
sovereignty over the land, would create
situations leading to a general and sus-
tained fight. Our policy, of course, is to
delay or, if possible, avoid such a turn of
events. But the simple, ineluctable truth is
that, if we are to be free through sover-
eignty, we will ultimately have to fight.

How LONG A WAR? Who can say. Our
strategy aims at a negotiated settlement;
it leaves doors open for the United States
for a saving of face: we do, after all, lay
claim to the poorest states in the union, it
is five states not fifty or twenty-five or
even ten, and most white people (some
170 million) live outside of the area.
These are reasons why the United States
could reach a settlement with us. Fun-
damentally, too, it is important to remem-
ber that ALL white people believe they
are smarter than we are: this is what the
game is all about; when the white man
ceases to feel that he is smarter, as a group,
than we are, as a group, he ceases to be a
white man. And, since he is smarter than
we, it follows that he does not need to en-
gage in lengthy warfare on American soil,
where he has a great deal more to lose
than we, in order to maintain control over
us. Being smarter than we, he has the
“simple” task of turning the new nation
into a neo-colonialist sink.
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But — before the American reaches the
point where this alternative becomes a
consideration (where he chooses a neo-
colonialist adventure over war) — we must
become convinced not only that we want
sovereignty enough to die for it but that
he has more to lose from a sustained fight
with us than by attempting a neo-colonial-
ist re-enslavement.

If we do not know, for sure, how long
our combat will last, our only alternative is
to prepare for indefinite combat. In the
three years since the founding of the Re-
public we have worked at building an
over-ground army. We have had our diffi-
culties — arising not so much from what the
enemy has done, as from our own refusal
as a people to adapt our “revolutionary”
thinking to the realities of our situation in
America, our refusal to believe — in the
midst of a country whose laws make it pos-
sible for whites to build armies — that we
too can build an army and use the same
method: organization along ‘rifle club”
lines wherein members learn simple mili-
tary arts like first aid, communications,
the handling of long-arms and short-arms,
survival, physical fitness, map reading, and
so on, none of it in violation of U.S. law.

“]E HAVE, NEVERTHELESS, tortuously laid
the foundations of an army, and units
trained in every city (more than two
dozen) where the Republic is formally or-
ganized. This over-ground army, the Re-
public’s New African Security Force (in
which all citizens are technically mem-
bers), is that force which will — and has —
met the enemy on the land. They will be
the ones who will first meet and fight, as
frontline operatives, any sustained combat
forcéd upon us.

The over-ground army, however, must
be supported by a ready people, if victory
is to be ours (as it must). Thus, before
the plebiscite, African people on the land
must understand three things in the very
marrow of our bones. First, that there is
no feasible way to end poverty and oppres-
sion except through land and power,
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through sovereignty, through an indepen-
dent new African nation; second, that we
are not American citizens and we have,
under international law ,the right, albeit
one hundred years unrecognized, to choose
for ourselves our future course(s), and,
finally, that the land of the five states is
ours.

Once this is apprehended and is a part
of our lives, particularly the knowledge
that under international law the land is
ours, the conditions for people’s war will
have been laid. For, given this understand-
ing, we will no longer view ourselves as
unwanted guests in someone else’s house,
as we tend to do now. We will then view
ourselves as masters of the house. No one
will be able to order us from the house or
around the house — even if, for instance,
that someone is the U.S. Army out of
Fort Polk situated in Louisiana or the U.S.
Air Base situated at Biloxi, Mississippi
(both in our national territory). Once we
understand that the land is ours, the Ameri-
can then becomes the invader; his attacks
on us become an effort to take back the
land, and these efforts are to be resisted
by those means which people have always
used to resist invaders of their homeland.

First, of course, the people support, pro-
tect, care for, and conceal their own regu-
lar army, our over-ground army. On the
other hand they harass and deprive the
enemy. The enemy, required, for obvious
reasons, to use an all-white army, moving
through a land of blacks, will find not one
grain of corn to ear, not one drop of water
that is not poisoned, not one ounce of gaso-
line that is usable, not one bridge left
standing, not one night that rest finds easy.
He will be victimized by cold, hunger,
dampness, loneliness, and beset by an army
tighting for its homeland, using the finest
techniques of guerrilla warfare.

THE WARFARE on the land, however, is
almost in the nature of a holding action.
The warfare which will bring the United
States, finally, to the negotiating table will
be warfare arising almost spontaneously,




mainly outside the national territory, main-
ly in the big cities of the North where the
industrial might of the United States is
concentrated. Unlike the Vietnamese who
have forced an American retreat from their
homeland without ever being able to land
a single bomb on a single American city,
the African in American, resident in over
120 cities, is in an enviable position for
bringing devastation to the American in-
dustrial heartland.

With the fiery power which made acres
of Detroit and Watts look like Stalingrad
after the Nazi defeat, the urban African
guerrilla can be, gratuitously, for the Re-
public of New Africa the same kind of mis-
sile power, the same kind of SECOND-
STRIKE capability, with which the United
States and Russia hold one another at bay
today. The U.S. and Russia count their
missiles aloud, each says to the other: if
you strike me first, I will have enough
left to deal you an unacceptable blow.

Thus, the Africa guerrilla in the urban
North — whom we in the Republic neither
control nor direct nor are any more certain
than any of you that he even exists — has
the potential for saying to the United
States that if you strike the Republic of
New Africa, we will deal you an unaccept-

able blow.

IN THESE THINGS, then — in the Second-
Strike capability, in our Inherent Military
Viability, in Foreign Support, in Internal
Domestic Support, and in a Limited Ob-
jective — lies the system of supporting
strategies which will bring to New Africa
the freedom and independence we need
to build for Africans in America a new and
better life, to open for us all the door to a
better condition than man has yet known.

But this article would be nearly boot-
less, at this juncture in our history, if I
did not as President of the Republic during
this revolutionary phase, lay out for you
those ways in which all Africans in America
can — and, we feel, must — share in the
liberation of the land mass, New Africa.
It is important to understand that at the

present time we consider all Africans in
America (including the Virgin Islands) to
be citizens of the Republic unless and
until they explicitly say they are not or act
in a way that is tantamount to a renuncia-
tion of New African citizenship.

It follows, of course, that all good citi-
zens are expected to pay taxes and serve in
the army. All citizens must have basic mili-
tary training. Our Defense Minister, Broth-
er Alajo Adegbalola, is carrying out a
policy of protecting the Revolution by
working to give the people correct arms
and correct ideology. There are, however,
citizens who serve directly and primarily
in the Defense Ministry and the New Afri-
can Security Forces. Wherever Africans
are in America it is important to form five-
man units and choose your leader. Write
to Brother Alajo at our New Orleans ad-
dress (P.O. Box 50896, New Orleans,
Louisiana 70150) or, better, contact in
person the nearest New African Consulate.
However, it is not necessary for you to wait
for Brother Alajo or some other officer to
visit you before you start training.

Training revolves, first, around correct
ideology. This means studying the Basic
Documents of the Republic (the Declara-
tion of Independence, the Creed, the Code
of Umoja, the Short History), available in
book form by writing New Orleans. Then
the unit must train in field medicine, com-
munications, map reading, physical fitness,
survival, escape and evasion, demolition
theory — subjects which any attentive ex-
GI can organize and teach (or find people
to teach). Brother Alajo will send some
data, but, I must stress, it is not necessary
to wait until you hear from us.

The units should train now, everywhere,
and equip themselves with radios, medical
kits, field packs, tent, and arms: 30-06
rifles (preferably the M-1 Garand), the
12-gauge shotgun, and/or the M-1 carbine,
and plenty of ammunition. (The AR-180
is quite acceptable, but somewhat expen-
sive.) Units should prepare themselves and
then make themselves available to us for
tours of duty on the land and for the gen-
eral, sustained combat when it is forced
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upon us. Units may have men and women,
or men or women. Time for talk is long
since past. The real nationalist will get
down to this work, understanding that the
armed phase of our struggle is unfolding
differently than that in Guinea, Laos, or
anywhere else (we have been in the armed
phase for years), appreciating that we
have the advantage of a very literate peo-
ple, many of whom already have been
trained in the deadly arts of conventional
and guerrilla warfare in the beast’s mili-

tary.

Now, THERE are brothers and sisters who
see themselves operating as part of the
Second-Strike capability, the underground
army. As an officer of the government I
could not, without courting a number of
unnecessary legal complications, suggest
that anyone follow this course or give ad-
vice in any way. Indeed, I am assured by
some very knowledgeable people that no
black underground army exists in America
anyway. I suppose we could never be sure.

After all, a true underground army is
secret. Its units are composed of as few
people as two, occasionally more. Everyone
who has seen the hundreds of World War
II movies or read The Spook Who Sat By
the Door or The Black Commandoes knows
that underground army people come in all
forms: they are bank clerks and street
cleaners and college professors and house-
wives and filling station attendants and
doctors and ministers and little old ladies
and all sorts of unlikely people. Above all,
they all know their lives depend on REAL
secrecy. They are studious and meticulous:
they learn methods of combining chemicals
with ordinary materials and simple time-
delay devices to cause super-fires. They
rip off and accumulate their ingredients
and build and store their ordnance with
great care. They pick their targets with a
sense of strategic propriety: no more the
corner cleaners but the factory next time.
And they plan out the total destruction of
those targets. They move, too, with a sense
of strategic timing: not out of anger but to
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support the political and military require-
ments of their nation.

What every African in America can do,
particularly those who feel they cannot
serve actively in the military, is to provide
the funds the Revolution requires. Perhaps
I seem to over-emphasize the military,
thereby, for some, casting in doubt the
seriousness of our pledge to seek a peaceful
solution. It is just that our military needs,
as a matter of reality, are hard upon us
while most of us, looking for our armed
struggle to evolve like that in Guinea or
Laos, are unaware that it has long since
begun and that its characteristics from be-
ginning to end may bear little resemblance
to the characteristics of armed struggle
elsewhere.

So you must think on this: in a situation
where we do not yet grow enough of our
own food, one army unit of five men re-
quires two dollars per day per man for
food; that is $10. per day per unit, or $70
per week. If the ammunition and material
requirements per day can be met at a
dollar per day per man, that is another
$35 per week. In short, to maintain one
five-man combat unit in the national ter-
ritory for one week requires $105. Could
you (or your club or your local professional
or business association) maintain one such
unit every week?

You think not? It is interesting to me
the number of us who ten years ago be-
lieved that only doctors made $300 to
$500 per week but who today are earning
that much ourselves. (I am not: no officer
of the Republic receives any salary, though
as a technical editor I once earned nearly
that much.) The amazing part is that most
of us earning those amounts and more
still seem to have nothing left to give
to the Movement (or to anyone else).
Let’s face it, this situation is not{only the
result of succumbing to American folk-
ways and bad management, it is plain
parisitism. It is an absolute lack of group
responsibility. Most of us making such
money feel, like whites, that we are doing
so because of our personal genius, hard
work, and pleasant personality. The truth




is the elevation of the black middle-class
financially was brought by the labor, suf-
fering, and sacrifices of Fannie Lou Ham-
er, Martin Luther King, Malcolm X, and a
horde of black molotov cocktail throwers
and picket-line walkers all over black
America — most of whom in no way enjoy
(or enjoyed) the material benefits flowing
from their efforts. Those benefits are en-
joyed by you.

Now coMmes THE struggle for land, a
struggle certain to benefit all of us, even
those who stay behind in America. To win
this struggle there are those of us who may
seem to have relatively little — who have
given that up; there are those of us who
seem to have much — who have given
that up. But there are too many of us
who have given up nothing. When do ALL
of us pay our dues? I suggest it is now.
It is now or it will be never. I think that a
family earning $500 a week should re-
arrange its budget so that $100 per week
— no: $105 per week, the maintenance cost
of one military unit in the field — should
be sent to the national government at New
Orleans: P.O. Box 50896, New Orleans,
Louisiana 70150. Families earning propor-
tionately less might send proportionately
less. But the tax which every African
should pay our Government — sending it
in voluntarily every week or every two
weeks — is three per cent of net income:
three dollars for every $100 of net income.

Would this be a sacrifice: more an in-
convenience, probably. But the revolution
can no longer be run off our pocket-
change or “extra” money. It must come
from us sacrificially. I am asking, and
asking in this forum, as a freedom fighter
who has spent virtually all of my 40 years
in the struggle, and as a representative of
freedom fighters, and — more importantly
— as the President of the only nation
(politically speaking) that Africans in
America have. You may no longer claim
ignorance of our need or an absence of
an appeal.

Finally, for those of you who would like
to give money in circumstances not ear-

marked directly for defense, the Republic
has created a non-profit corporation called
“The Society for the Development of New
Communities” in order to receive money
from Africans in the form of gifts, for
building the new communities which we
are undertaking at El Malik in Mississippi
and (soon) elsewhere in the national terri-
tory.

Each community can be built on a va-
cant field for $7% million providing for
500 families, modern infra-structure in
terms of school, shopping center, com-
munications center, nursery, factory, farm
equipment, housing, and (very important)
a pre-fab housing factory. This factory,
like everything else in the community, is
owned by the community; housing belongs
to the family without mortgage or rent.

BROTHER Josepr Brooks, the Republic’s
Minister of Economic Planning and De-
velopment, will write more on this and the
whole exciting economic concept of New
African UJAMAA. In brief, however, the
initial sum of $7,500,000 needed for each
New Community, should come from repa-
rations from the U.S. and state govern-
ments. Ultimately we shall get the repara-
tions. Immediately, however, these funds
must come from us. You are invited to
become a member of “The Society for
Development of New Communities.” It is
not required that you become a “citizen of
record” of the Republic. All that is neces-
sary is that you, as an African, give a gift
of $5.00 or more to the Society (the mailing
address is also P.O. Box 50896, New Or-
leans, La. 70150).

Minister of Finance, Brother Rachi Malik
Hekima and his ministry, have a saying:
There Is A Role for You. They realize that
that saying is somewhat inadequate: there
is more than one role for you. In any case
I have attempted in these last lines to
describe some of the roles. We will con-
quer, without a doubt, if you now, O
African Nationalist, seize hold upon those
roles that are for you and conscientiously,

immediately carry them out.
FREE THE LAND!

This article first appeared in the February 1972 issue of THE BLACK SCHOLAR, Journal of
Black Studies and Research, P. O. Box 908, Sausalito, Calif. 94965.
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PAN-AFRICANISM
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issues to the culture and politics of Pan-Africanism. Writers include
S. E. Anderson, Imamu Amiri Baraka, Shirley Du Bois, Charles
Hamilton, Nathan Hare, Julius Nyerere, Andrew Paschal, Max Stan-
ford, Sekou Toure, and many others.

We have a limited number of these valuable Pan-African sets left.

You may order copies direct from THE BLACK SCHOLAR at the
discount price of $2.00.

Order your Pan-African set today! Send check or money order to:
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94965.




