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There is no longer room for the 'no winner-no loser' formula, whether in the Iraqi or the Lebanese arenas, since what is now ruling the conditions and minds is the principle of 'victory and defeat', with all the implications in terms of confrontations and cut-off dates. This is, particularly in these two countries where armed militias play a complementary role to that of the government: the Mahdi Army, led by Muqtada al-Sadr, and Hezbollah, led by Sayyed Hassan Nasrallah. As for the jihadists, the takfiris and suicide bombers, they imagine that they are above the State and the militias, looking at the equation of 'victory and defeat' from the perspective of wiping out the 'other' by annihilating themselves. Such people do not think in terms of coexistence or 'majority and minority', their political agenda is mere destruction. If the wars in Iraq and Lebanon were exclusively local, then perhaps it would have been easier to expect the results. But given that the US had embroiled itself in the war in Iraq, and embroiled Iraq in a sectarian war and a war on terror, then what the 'geniuses' of this war have to say is remarkable. They inform the American people that the war on Iraq was meant to remove the Sunni rule from Iraq to be replaced by a Shiite rule. They say that there is no choice before the American people but to accept this fact, no matter how 'terrible' it may appear, because 'the genie is out of the jug', in the words of one of them. There can be no retreat in any form. They've finally let us all know that the American war in Iraq was meant to trigger a sectarian conflict aimed at overthrowing the 'Sunni Arabs', asserting that Iran has nothing to do with the present strife. They claim that 'victory' in Iraq requires that the victor, who is now ruling, 'dictates' his terms to the defeated.

Such campaigns, led by those claiming to be wise, well-informed and seeking to establish and uphold democracy and minority rights, are in fact offering up the Shiites as a sacrifice in the wars of the takfiris and the jihadists. They are also pushing this community toward isolationism and an artificial supremacy, destroying in the process the aspirations of the younger generations in naturally belonging to the local environment. Instead, they are codifying deprivation and permanent weakness and the inability to belong, thanks to the diktats of the leaders of local militias, on the one hand, and the desperate adventures of leading figures in the US who are taking their personality complexes out on others.

Debate, discourse and disagreement among the ranks of the Americans, at the popular, governmental and media levels, has yet to deal with the real reasons behind the Iraq war, but have mostly been of the 'if I had known, I wouldn't have done it' kind. The US entered this war with fabricated pretexts and misleading justifications the American administration made-up, ranging from allegations of Iraq's possession of WMD to allegations of a link between Saddam Hussein's regime and the terrorism of September 11, 2001. If the American people knew that this war came merely to overthrow Saddam Hussein, or to transfer power in Iraq from the Sunnis to the Shiites, they would not have agreed to it.

Now some of those advocates come up with the 'defeat and victory' rationale. They are proud of being behind the war on Iraq as a result of their influence on the likes of Vice President Dick Cheney and former Defense Minister Donald Rumsfeld. They add that the Iraq war was concluded with the triumph of the Shiites in Iraq, that they have taken power for the first time in their history, and that the Americans will not reverse the equation of the defeat of the Arab Sunnis under any circumstances. They claim that there is a consensus that the Sunnis did not lose Baghdad alone, but the whole of Iraq, and that the Sunni middle class has left Iraq defeated, while coexistence and reconciliation must be based on the equation of who is the victor and who is the defeated. They add that, in sum, what has happened is that this 'great war' has enabled the Shiites of Iraq to tell the Sunnis: 'We took the rule from you, and gave you affliction'. They speak in a language mixed between 'We', the Americans, and 'We', the Shiites, deliberately keeping Arab nationalism out of the Shiites political rhetoric, while also deliberately taking Sunnism to be coequal to Arab nationalism in order to spur incitement in the American thinking.

These are the philosophers of fueling sectarian strife in Iraq by the claim of empowering the Shiites of Iraq to exercise their right as the majority. In reality, they do not serve Iraq or the Shiites of Iraq. Their goal is to offer a great service to the Islamic Republic of Iran as the country with the largest proportion of Shiites, and the country that has close ties with the Mahdi Army in Iraq and Hezbollah in Lebanon. This is on the one hand. On the other hand, those advocates have been repeatedly known for their indifference toward Israel, never challenging it even once in their political, intellectual and academic history, just as they are known for their tremendous, reflex hatred to everything that is Palestinian. This is in spite of their Arab-foreign roots. They have no qualms about splitting Iraq or disintegrating, as long as it serves Israel and Iran together, since the complex of these men is their deep aversion to everything that is Arab.

In short, the rationale put forth by these advocates to the educated American public, on the pages of newspapers or in closed meetings, is as follows: the Iraq war led to the defeat of the Sunni Arabs, and the vanquished must acknowledge defeat, while the victors dictate the terms and conditions to accept the losers in the equation of coexistence: no discussion, no bargaining. The logic is dangerous, as it not only requires as a precondition the recognition and acknowledgment of defeat, but since it is based on the equation of forcing the vanquished to their knees while the victor dictates the terms. This is a scary logic because it does not strive for reconciliation, but for revenge, building the future on a past of hatred and revenge. It is the logic of entanglement, adopted by those who came to power in America through a hatred of the 'self', exonerating Israel from accountability as a means of acceptance in the American arena. It is the logic of revenge that entangles everyone, even those who they claim to defend; in this case, the Shiites in Iraq and Lebanon.

The common denominator between these advocates and the al-Qaeda supporters, as well as their jihadist and takfiri ilk, is that their common, yet contradictory logic is to fuel sectarianism as a means to seize power. The common denominator between those advocates working in the academic and political channels, and the militia leaders such as Muqtada al-Sadr and Hassan Nasrallah, is that the Shiite community is serving the goals of power, and the future of its youth. It is the logic of revenge and harnessing the grass roots to provide services to the aspirations of local governments, regional hegemony, and sectarian wars. The Sunnis of Iraq will dig their own graves of permanent defeat if they do not make the necessary decisions to confront the jihadists and takfiris and inform the leaders of al-Qaeda and their kind that their bloody means are rejected at the popular and elite levels. There must be a permanent divorce from the criminality of these groups, because this divorce is the only way for any possible coexistence under these ugly sectarian circumstances.

The Shiites of Iraq will mentally live under a permanent siege as long they do not inform the advocates of hated, political theories in Washington, and the Iraqi militiamen backed by Tehran, that the choice of the Shiites in Iraq is to start a new page based on the new situation, and not arming themselves via militias to impose the equation of victory and force concessions on the defeated.

The equation of 'no winner-no loser' is not realistic; especially when matters have reached the current state of affairs in Iraq or in Lebanon. Now there is no prospect of consensus between the two camps in Lebanon: the majority that supports the government and the State, and the opposition seeking to overthrow the State in favor of Hezbollah, whose first allegiance is to Iran under the pretext of protecting the Shiite community in Lebanon. However, the Shiite community in Lebanon is Lebanese first and foremost; since its destiny is at stake, it is the responsibility of this community to disengage from its dependence on Hezbollah as a tool serving Iranian and Syrian interests with fabricated pretexts and misleading justifications. The equation required by Lebanon and Iraq lies between 'no winner-no loser' and the 'victor/defeated'. The situation demands the defeat of the militias in Lebanon and Iraq, particularly those seeking to replace the State, whether through opposition or supplementing its role, notably, Hezbollah in Lebanon and the Mahdi Army in Iraq. This defeat, however, should not mean, and should not require, subjugation and revenge.

Decisiveness in the equation 'defeat and victory' must be devoted to the elimination of terrorists and the takfiris and jihadists who desire only destruction, resentment and suicide for illusory goals, narcissism or authoritarian aims that have nothing to do with building tomorrow for future generations. Suicide for them is a sick desire to slaughter the innocent, the elderly and children, under the pretense that they are combating the US and its ally Israel.

The US, for its part, must scrutinize the equation of 'victory and defeat', especially since its Iraq adventure will not bring a victory, no matter how well it can withhold victory from the terrorists. Even if the adventure truly was for the emergence of Shiite power in face of traditional Sunni dominance, the George Bush administration must not step up the involvement of the US in this sectarian war. The war has now reached a stage of wasting the lives of American forces just for the sake of maintaining the partnership between the government of Nouri al-Maliki and the Muqtada al-Sadr militia that is fighting against the US forces in Iraq. The withdrawal of American forces is coming, and no Iraqi will benefit from the Iraq war acquiring the character of 'defeat and victory' in the context of a sectarian war. That equation must be confined to the battle between the party of destruction and the party of construction; between those whose mentality calls for the violation of everything for the sake of revenge with its various justifications and types, and those with the mentality that insists on national consensus among the people of Iraq on a new basis.

What is not required is that tyrants take the place of tyrants. What is not required is that the militias in Iraq control the government, because this means the toppling of the State. The duty of the Iraqi government is to take advantage of the last available opportunity to build a new Iraq prior to the departure of the American forces. Either that or it will become an official party to the sectarian war waged by the two sides, Sunni and Shiite, to destroy the State and bury the possibility of coexistence and harmony in Iraq. The equation of 'no winner- no loser' is not suitable in Iraq, because Iraq now needs the conqueror to be the State, and the conquered to be the militias in all their various kinds and loyalties.

Likewise, in Lebanon there is no room for the equation 'no winner-no loser' in the battle between the State and the militias, as one will cancel the other. That is the way things are, to put it as simply as possible. This is precisely what the Secretary General of Hezbollah, Sayyed Hassan Nasrallah, made clear in his total refusal to allow the State, with its government and judicial system, to establish an international tribunal to try those involved in the political assassinations in Lebanon. Either the State overrides the militias and exclusively enjoys the rights and tools to exercise sovereignty, or the militias rule and bring the country into sectarian, civil, and regional wars, because they, in fact, want to seize power and authority militarily through wanton destruction of the civilian democratic process in Lebanon.

Even with the exclusion of the equation 'no winner- no loser', there is somewhat a civil dimension that stems from the non-military rhetoric that uses the reverse logic and language of 'defeat and victory' which always have the flavor of arms; and bring people to their knees and subjugation.

Lebanon and Iraq do not need those men who hoist the flag of revenge and teach lessons through bloodshed and by means of militias. The logic of these men must be defeated so that the State that protects its people is victorious. That is a State that protects its population from the ugliness of sectarianism, while the people inform all those active in ethnic wars that their real guardian ultimately is the army and the State, not the militia.
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