
A fter nearly eight
months of delays, the
New York City Coun-
cil is finally sched-

uled to vote tomorrow on a reso-
lution seeking the closure of the
Palestine Liberation Organiza-
tion offices in New York City.
This resolution, first proposed
by Bronx City Council member
G. Oliver Koppell, calls upon the
federal government to label the
Palestinian Authority as a ter-
rorist organization and to close
the PLO’s Park Avenue offices.

Most recently, the resolution
was endorsed by Council Speak-
er Gifford Miller, virtually ensur-
ing its passage. Yet others,
including Mayor Bloomberg and
Deputy Secretary of State
Richard Armitage, have criti-
cized this resolution. Mr.
Bloomberg contends that as host
city to the United Nations, New
Yorkers must allow diplomats
residence in their backyard,

even if they do not like their pol-
itics. So too, Mr. Armitage
phoned Mr. Miller months ago
and pressed him not to support
the resolution “until negotia-
tions between the warring
parties have come to some sort
of fruition.” Even some supp-
orters of this resolution have
dismissed it as merely symbolic
and outside the City Council’s
mandate.

As strong supporters of this
resolution, we disagree. When
the Koppell resolution was first
proposed this past January, we
argued that the PLO office was a
threat to the lives of all New
Yorkers, especially Jews. The
PLO office could conceivably be
plotting and coordinating terror-
ist activities at this very moment.

Furthermore, the office
stands as a symbol of terrorist
activity and its very presence
inspires future terrorist acts.

Over the past eight months,

there have been so many terror-
ist acts sponsored by Yasser
Arafat that President Bush has
declared that Mr. Arafat’s regime
is compromised by terror. After
September 11, there is only one
international leader whose
regime claims responsibility for
terrorist acts with great im-
punity and on an ongoing basis,
and that is Mr. Arafat, through
his murderous Al Aksa brigade.

Subsequent to Mr. Bush’s
remarks condemning Mr.
Arafat’s regime, the Al Aksa
brigade released a statement
suggesting that there would be
future terrorist attacks upon
Jewish and American establish-
ments. Even more ominous
were words heard at a pro-
Palestinian Arab rally, held in
March at Washington, where
speakers branded Mr. Bush a
murderer and declared that the
Intifada should be brought to
the White House.

We know that terrorist
regimes will not hesitate to use
their political offices as a cover
for terrorist activities. On July
18, 1994, the AMIA building

at Argentina was bombed and
86 people were killed. It is
widely believed that the Iran-
ian embassy in Argentina was
directly involved in coordinat-
ing that attack. Just recently,
ABC news reported that two
Iranian diplomats were
expelled from New York for
extensive video taping of sensi-
tive locations. The recent shoot-
ing at LAX of innocent Jews
shows what happens when sym-
bols that inspire terrorism are
allowed to remain standing.

Mr. Koppell’s resolution
allows our local elected offi-
cials to go on the record as
denouncing terrorism and its

symbols. The threat of terror-
ism is not only from Osama bin
Laden but also from Mr.
Arafat. Especially after Sep-
tember 11, New Yorkers have
the moral authority and
responsibility to speak out
against terrorism.

Mr. Koppell’s resolution ex-
plains why this matter is very
much the business of the New
York City Council. The latest
version of the resolution states:
“As a government entity that
shelters terrorist groups, the
offices of the Palestinian Au-
thority may pose a danger to
New Yorkers, and it is the re-
sponsibility of the Council of the
City of New York to protect the
safety of New Yorkers.” As long
as the PLO has an office on 65th
Street and Park Avenue, New
Yorkers are not safe from the
threat of terror. We therefore
urge the Council to overwhelm-
ingly pass this resolution. New
Yorkers have the right to declare
that the PLO and its offices are
not welcome in our city.

Rabbi Herzfeld is vice-presi-
dent of the Coalition for Jewish
Concerns. He can be reached at
www.rabbishmuel.com. This was
co-authored with Rabbi Avi
Weiss, president of the Coalition
for Jewish Concerns.
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Sorry State

T he State Department is obstructing President
Bush’s plans to liberate Iraq. No, not Colin  Pow-
ell’s State Department, though it, as we’ve report-

ed, has been doing its part. The ghosts of State Depart-
ment past are the ones openly sniping at the president’s
policy, a sure sign that what Mr. Bush is up against is a
longstanding strain of foggy thinking among the bur-
rowed-in bureaucrats at Foggy Bottom.

Example number one is Edward Peck. National Public
Radio identified him Sunday as “former United States
ambassador to Iraq” and quoted him as saying, “The Iraq
liberation groups are nothing that we can rely upon or use,
nothing that the Iraqi people would welcome or accept,
and it’s just one more facet of a seriously flawed policy that
we have been pursuing blindly and mindlessly now for 12
years.” CNBC had him on August 8 and identified him as “a
former American ambassador to Iraq.” Asked about Sad-
dam Hussein’s weapons of mass destruction, he said of
America, “we are certainly doing everything to encourage
him to develop them because the guy has been under
attack now from us, by us for 12 years. Kind of  — you
know, gives you — gives you that desire to want to be able
to defend yourself or even go on the offensive if you can.
But that’s more of a response, I think, than anything else.”
Mr. Peck is a former American diplomat, but he never
served as “ambassador to Iraq,” as the State Department’s
own Web site makes clear. Mr. Peck was in Baghdad
between February 1978 and August 1980, during a period
when America had no ambassador there, only an interests
section in the Belgian embassy.

Example number two is David Mack. Mr. Mack is anoth-
er former American diplomat. He served as the head of
the American interests section in Baghdad from May 1977
to February 1978. And he delivered the following sliming
of Mr. Bush’s policy yesterday on the front page of the Wall
Street Journal: “Proponents of regime-change…underesti-
mate Saddam’s military and political resources, and exag-
gerate the potential of the Iraqi exile opposition.” The
Journal identifies Mr. Mack as “vice president of the Mid-
dle East Institute in Washington.” But it does not mention
that the Middle East Institute is funded by Saudi Arabia.
The crown prince of Saudi Arabia, Abdullah, is listed in
the institute’s annual report as a “benefactor.” And the
March 1, 2002, issue of the Saudi government English
weekly Ain-Al Yaqeen lists the Middle East Institute as
among those “Islamic research institutes supported by the
Kingdom.” A spokesman for the Institute said its Saudi
funding was in the range of “a couple hundred thousand”
a year but declined to disclose the exact amount. The insti-
tute’s budget in 2000 was $1.48 million. The spokesman
said the Saudi funding doesn’t influence the institute’s
activities one way or another.

It’s not as if the Saudis are a neutral party here, either.
Had Mr. Mack’s Saudi ties been disclosed, and had the Wall
Street Journal reporter, Hugh Pope, done some checking,
he might have come across an anecdote about the leader of
the Iraqi opposition, Ahmad Chalabi, meeting with the Sau-
di authorities. “Yes, they kept telling him, we will help you
attempt to overthrow Saddam Hussein. Yes, we are willing
to spend money. But late in the week came the caveat: But
of course, you will have to forget all this business about
installing a democracy.”

That anecdote appeared in a December 17, 2001, col-
umn by the editor of the Wall Street Journal, Robert Bart-
ley, whose wisdom over the years on the subject of roll-
back in the Middle East more than makes up for yester-
day’s front-page stumble by Mr. Pope. All of this may seem
like inside baseball. But the war to liberate Iraq is getting
under way. Popular resistance is already building — on
August 1 on Zaitoon St. in Baghdad, a gunman in an
Oldsmobile attacked and wounded one of Saddam’s sons.
On August 7 at 9:40 a.m., a bomb went off at Saddam’s
national assembly building. Yesterday, Iraqi Kurdish
leader Jalal Talabani invited American troops to attack
Saddam from ground he controls in Northern Iraq. As the
war goes on, it will be important to distinguish the truth
from the words being spewed by the State Department
officials, present and former, who are afflicted with a case
of clientitis.

Perp’s Progress

O ne of the wonderful things about genuine civil
liberties groups is that they sometimes — okay,
rarely — surprise you by standing up and taking

principled stands that differ from the liberal convention-
al wisdom. So we cheered when across the fax machine
yesterday came a release from the New York Civil Liber-
ties Union standing up for that most unpopular of all
groups these days, accused white-collar criminals. In a let-
ter to the U.S. attorney for the Southern District of New
York, James Comey, the NYCLU says the “perp walk”
practice of federal authorities is in violation of the Fourth
Amendment’s prohibition on unreasonable seizure. The
NYCLU writes, “When a 78-year-old corporate executive,
with no history of violence, offers to surrender to authori-
ties and to appear voluntarily before a court but is,
instead, physically arrested and manacled and paraded
before an array of photographers such a practice seems
plainly unjustified and unconstitutional.” The letter says
that “Public humiliation within the community is, of
course, a historic form of punishment. But, as you well
appreciate, under our legal system, an accused individual
is presumed to be innocent and any punishment to be
imposed must follow conviction, not precede it.” A point
for prosecutors to remember as they continue their cru-
sade against corporate crime.

T he next phase of the Lower
Manhattan rebuilding pro-
cess will be dominated by
the battle over how and
where to create affordable
housing. Fortunately for ad-

vocates of mixed income housing, Mayor
Bloomberg has dropped broad hints
that he considers affordable hous-
ing second only to education as a
political priority. If these advocates
play their cards right, they may
have a powerful ally at City Hall.

It may seem odd to some that
the billionaire mayor — whose
East Side digs are so posh, he has
passed on living in Gracie Man-
sion — should be consumed by the
question of helping low-income
New Yorkers find a low-cost place
to live. Until now, education, not housing,
has been his signature issue.

But this wouldn’t be the first time Mr.
Bloomberg has kept his real aims hid-
den. The mayor tends to employ the
political equivalent of a poker face — an
understated, close-to-the-vest style that
provides few clues about exactly how
much energy and political capital he
intends to commit to a particular policy.
He doesn’t shout it from the rooftops,
but Mr. Bloomberg has been promising
to tackle the housing issue ever since
the mayoral campaign.

His oft-stated theory is that world-class
companies relocate to New York in order
to be near the city’s large pool of talent-
ed workers and prosperous customers —
not all of whom are super-wealthy.

During an interview with radio talk
show host John Gambling last month,
the mayor said that after crime and bad

schools, “the third reason anybody
would ever leave the city is that they
can’t find affordable housing. And we’ve
got to do something about that.”

In considering what to do with the 16-
acre World Trade Center site, the mayor
said, “you want a mixture of housing.You

have to have housing for the
wealthy because they pay lots of
taxes and they have a right to
find housing.” But he added an
important caveat: “You want to
make it attractive for some
public agencies to be able to mar-
shal resources and put together
land parcels and find ways to
build housing that people of all
different economic levels can
afford.”

Such statements should be
encouraging to housing advocates, who
are understandably worried that billions
in rebuilding funds are being committed
in the absence of a solid plan to build
housing that non-rich New Yorkers can
afford. Last week, the state Housing
Finance Agency allocated its first $340
million in Liberty Bond borrowing pow-
er to projects that will “rebuild” brand-
new luxury housing that had actually
been planned well before September 11.

Even the subsidized residents of the
new high-rises will need to be earning
upward of $94,000 per year; the rest will
be paying rents that go as high as $5,981
a month. To put this in perspective, after
five years on the job, New York cops and
firefighters make about $60,000 a year
— not enough to be able to live in even
the handful of “affordable” units
financed by the first Liberty Bond issue.

The HFA’s hijacking of public rebuild-

ing resources was so swift and so tilted
toward the wealthy that the Good Jobs
New York watchdog group has created a
new Liberty Bond Coalition of outraged
community groups. The Coalition’s pur-
pose is to fight for changes so that future
allocations of rebuilding funds are used
to create places where middle-class New
Yorkers can live.

Plans for more equitable use of Liber-
ty Bonds and other public resources will
be issued in the coming weeks by hous-
ing specialists at the Pratt Institute Cen-
ter for Community and Environmental
Development, where I work part-time.
My Pratt colleague, Ron Shiffman, a
housing expert in his own right, has
been huddling with private developers,
non-profit builders, and advocacy groups
like the Housing First organization to
devise a plan on how to build a mix of
housing downtown.

One simple measure worth imple-
menting immediately is a competitive
process for developers seeking to access
the remaining $1.26 billion in Liberty
Bond funding that is supposed to be
used by city and state agencies to create
housing in Lower Manhattan. Develop-
ers might get extra points for finding a
way to bring new housing within the
price range of rescue workers and other
New Yorkers of ordinary means.

Another easy lift would be to ask the
federal government to create a class of
Section 8 housing vouchers to supple-
ment the rent of lower-income New
Yorkers who are willing to remain in or
move to apartments near Ground Zero.
The voucher program has a long history
of success and would require minimal
new administrative  overhead.

Although the city hasn’t announced a
full plan for the $800 million it is due to
receive in housing-related Liberty
Bonds, the Bloomberg administration
says it will charge developers a 3% fee
when they access the low-cost funds;
and that this money will create a $24
million affordable-housing fund. That’s
a great start, but the city could create a
much bigger housing pot — $190 million
— by charging a similar fee on the
bonds designated for commercial devel-
opment downtown.

Ultimately, the mechanics of the
scheme will be less important than
making a political connection with Mr.
Bloomberg and convincing him to make
affordable housing part of the perma-
nent imprint he leaves on the city. When
the long-brewing solid waste crisis
mounted, Mr. Bloomberg didn’t spend a
lot of time building consensus among
politicians. Instead, he listened to neigh-
borhood advocates, quietly reviewed his
options, then startled the groups by giv-
ing them exactly what they’d asked for
— a far-reaching switch from truck-based
to boat-based shipping of city garbage.

Mr. Bloomberg has given every in-
dication that he “gets it” — he
understands that not keeping middle-
class workers here also means losing the
companies that employ them. Neighbor-
hood groups may be able to bypass the
picket lines and win the same kind of
victory when it comes to creating and
maintaining reasonably-priced housing,
a problem that has bedeviled the city
for decades.

Mr. Louis’s column appears weekly. His
e-mail address is elouis@nysun.com.

The PLO’s Park Avenue Offices Threaten All New Yorkers and Especially Jews
Shmuel Herzfeld Warns That Terrorists Have Not Hesitated To Hide Behind the Skirts of Political Offices

Equipment Endures
The New York Sun editorial

that chastises Eliot Spitzer for
misunderstanding airline eco-
nomics itself makes several bad
economic calls [“Spitzer’s Bank-
ruptcy,” Monday, August 12]. A
United-US Airways merger is
unlikely to have either saved US
Airways or done much for United.
The latter, with its bloated union
pay structure, is a sure candidate
for bankruptcy in the not too dis-
tant future.

While US Airways may con-
tract and eventually stop flights
to upstate New York, the low bar-
riers to entry that the Sun cites
are more than likely to attract
other entrants to those routes.
The annals of failed airlines point
to the fact that routes and equip-
ment endure. Testimony to that is
the swift replacement of the glob-
al reach once enjoyed by Pan Am
and TWA.

Vijay Dandapani
Manhattan 

The Gravity of War
While I, like most Americans,

share your belief that it may be
necessary to take military action
against Iraq, I have found your
two most recent editorials on the
matter to be questionably
informed and in questionable
taste [“Without Provocation,”
Monday, August 12, and “The
Jewish War Front,” Tuesday,
August 13]. The coalition that
fought the Gulf War was, for
instance, perfectly right not to
give Israel the Identify Friend or
Foe codes “that would enable its
aircraft to avoid being downed by
American and allied fire.” Not
only would doing so have led to
the withdrawal of Arab states
from the coalition (and thus possi-
bly to the loss of vital flyover
rights and staging areas), but
there was a need to not let Sad-

dam Hussein’s attempts to pro-
voke Israel lead to a strategic
escalation.

More to the point, those who
want to establish the legality of
American action are not neces-
sarily “appeasers,” but often
merely those who appreciate the
gravity of the situation and of a
decision that may lead to thou-
sands upon thousands of deaths.
It is one thing to realize the tragic
necessity of war and another thing
to invite and celebrate it; the Sun
has too often in recent weeks
come close to crossing that line.

Jason Hathaway
Brooklyn
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An Ominous Silence Toward Taiwan 
China, Says Ellen Bork, Wants Reunification To Feel Inevitable

‘O nly Taiwan’s 23
million people can
determine Tai-
wan’s future.” The-

se unprecedented words by the
president of Taiwan, Chen Shui-
bian, have been met with an
ominous silence.

Bejiing’s leaders are said to
be more concerned with the up-
coming passage
of power to a new
generation at a
Communist Party
conclave this Fall
than with Mr.
Chen’s call for
legislation gov-
erning a referen-
dum on independ-
ence. The cadres
have confined their most bel-
ligerent reactions to English-
language propaganda organs.
Across the strait, officials in
Taiwan are downplaying their
president’s remarks, leaking
word that he acted without con-
sulting top advisers and dismiss-
ing his words as electioneering
aimed at the pro-independence
base of his Democratic Pro-
gressive Party. So everything’s
fine, right? 

Wrong. The main reason Bei-
jing’s cadres are not exercised
is that they are quite satisfied
with the way things are going in
their drive to take Taiwan.

They have reason to be. Over
the past several years, China
has launched a massive military
build-up aimed at developing
the capacity to take Taiwan
without an invasion, perhaps
through a barrage of missile
strikes, or a blockade of the
island. “China’s war-fighting
strategies increasingly favor
coercive over annihilative
approaches,” the Pentagon told
Congress in a report last month.
Even the threat of force might
be enough, according to the
report. “Beijing is pursuing the
ability to force Taiwan to
negotiate on Beijing’s terms
regarding unification with the
mainland.”

To help this strategy along,
Beijing is employing classic
“united front” tactics, co-opting
Taiwanese media and business-
es and encouraging investment

in the mainland. Taiwan’s eco-
nomic problems have led it to
abandon important restrictions
on investment, raising in turn
the threat of economic dep-
endence on the mainland. “Our
economy is our best weapon. We
won’t attack them. We will buy
them,” a Chinese official told
the Washington Post. Chinese

leaders hope to
make Taiwan’s
leaders conclude
that reunification
is inevitable.

Of course, Bei-
jing hopes that
America will also
begin to feel Tai-
wan’s return to
the mainland is

unavoidable. So far, it hasn’t,
but there are worrying clouds
on the horizon. In May, Deputy
Secretary of Defense Paul Wol-
fowitz stated that America is
“opposed to Taiwan independ-
ence,” backtracking from the
usual formulation in which
America does not support inde-
pendence. Mr. Wolfowitz later
denied there had been a change
in policy. “Frankly,” he told
another interviewer, “any
peaceful settlement is fine with
the United States.”

Any peaceful settlement?
Let’s hope not. Denying Taiwan
self-determination and insist-
ing on peaceful resolution of
the dispute between China and
Taiwan have been the corner-
stones of American policy for
decades. They were formulated,
however, at a time when the
mainland was seen as incapable
of compelling Taiwan to reunify
by force and Taiwan was still in
the grips of a dictatorship that
harbored fantasies of retaking
the mainland.

In the meantime, things have
changed, even if American policy
hasn’t. The mainland has
declared that Taiwan’s refusal to
engage in talks about reunifica-
tion constitutes grounds for
attack. Taiwan, meanwhile, has
become a democracy, and its peo-
ple, fewer and fewer of whom
have direct ties to the mainland,
are less and less likely to hold
even an emotional attachment to
the idea of reunification.

This situation is reminiscent
of 1978, when President Carter
abruptly broke diplomatic and
military ties with Taiwan. Bei-
jing hoped that the end of Am-
erican support “would arouse a
sufficient sense of vulnerability
within the Nationalist govern-
ment to make it more suscepti-
ble to overtures from the main-
land,” as journalist Robert Cot-
trell put it in his book, “The
End of Hong Kong.” Deng Xiao-
ping offered Taiwan a “one
country, two systems” arrange-
ment, purportedly offering
autonomy in exchange for sov-
ereignty. Taiwan was not inter-
ested, but it was Congress that
made the difference by commit-
ting America to Taiwan’s
defense in the Taiwan Relations
Act. Beijing backed off and
turned its attention to the
acquisition of Hong Kong.

History threatens to repeat
itself. China is accumulating
enormous leverage to use
against Taiwan. Under the cir-
cumstances, American accept-
ance of “any peaceful solution”
to the conflict in the Taiwan
strait carries dangerous impli-
cations. Perhaps Mr. Chen’s
remarks weren’t intended so
much to woo his party faithful
as to tell Washington that the
situation has changed. Beijing
has clearly grasped that. It’s
time for Washington to face
facts as well by bringing Ameri-
can policy up to date with the
momentous developments in
the Taiwan strait.

Ms. Bork, a contributing editor
of The New York Sun and a fellow
of the German Marshall Fund’s
Transatlantic Center, writes from
Brussels.

Please address letters intended for
publication to the editor of The
New York Sun. Letters may be sent
by e-mail to editor@nysun.com, fax
to 212-608-7348, or mail to 105
Chambers Street, New York City
10007. Letters for publication
must include a return address and
telephone number. Letters may be
edited for space and style. Shorter
letters stand a better chance of
being published.

Beijing’s cadres
are quite satisfied
with the drive to

take Taiwan. 

Two Iranian
diplomats were

expelled from N.Y. for
extensive videotaping
of sensitive locations.

The Coming Lower Manhattan Housing Battle
The Billionaire Mayor and Affordable Housing Advocates May Form an Unlikely Alliance


