US and UK want International Authority to Stay in Iraq and to take all Necessary Measures with any Force Required
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The United Nations Security Council will most likely agree on a resolution that gives the United States broad authorities during the transitional period in Iraq. This will not be due to a sudden confidence in American policies or to a desire in dressing these policies with International legitimacy. 
 The main reason is that the great majority of countries are uninterested in one-upmanship with the American Administration that could require them to offer troops and play a fundamental role in Iraq, or to become one of the tools for bailing out the American Administration. It could be said that this is nothing but running away from responsibility. But the immediate response is: who made this mess and who committed such mistakes? 
 The crux of the problem is in the continued contradictory American positions, as well as in continued questioning of the Administration’s objectives, even when it displays extreme eagerness for International help. The core of the quarrel is that President George W. Bush adheres to the policy of “staying the course” in Iraq, refusing to entertain an “exit strategy” from Iraq. But fear is a larger player than differences. 
 Fear of accepting the American President’s invitation to the Iraq Arena as “ the central front on the war on terror.”
 
 What exacerbates apprehensions and enhances the International Community’s hesitance, is that George W. Bush wants a legitimate end of the occupation of Iraq with the continued presence of 138,000 American troops for an open-ended time, “as long as necessary” to defeat the “Enemies: the Terrorists, Illegal Militia, and Saddam Loyalists,” as he said.
 
 Everything that the American President laid out in his “goals” speech, reveals that the means for getting to these ends are in other than American hands. 
 This by itself is an astounding development, that could rob those in charge of his re-election campaign from the tools they had believed were in their possession in managing the Iraqi file. Iraq today has become a major issue in the election campaign, and may lead to the downfall of Bush from the Presidency.
 
 One of the reasons behind the charm campaign the American Administration is launching with members of the Security Council, is purely motivated by the elections. Reelecting Bush is also behind the temporary modesty of the Administration’s hawks and neo-conservative extremists who hold their noses with disgust as they sip from the bitter cup of having to return to the United Nations, and to admit some of their mistakes and failures.
 
 Bush’s speech made clear that the job of putting together an Interim Iraqi Government and preparing for General Elections is that of Lakhdar Brahimi, Special Advisor to the Secretary General of the United Nations, and Carina Perelli, Director of the Electoral Assistance Division. 
 The five steps he laid out in his speech are out of his control. They are steps either to be taken by the United Nations or the Iraqis, otherwise they are at the mercy of what developments on the ground in Iraq dictate, whether by Resistance or by Terror.
 
 The ownership of the Iraq decision is totally out of American control. Yet the American President insists that he has that ownership.
 
 Even American forces do not have the upper hand in Iraq any longer. The contradictory instructions lead them to perplexity and discomposure. These forces will remain under American command, but will carry the title of “Multinational Force” authorized by the Security Council. 
 To begin with, their job has swayed between “liberation,” “occupation” and “fighting terrorism”. Now the job will swing between backing an unknown Iraqi Government, Interim then Transitional, then Permanent, and between staying in Iraq until victory in the war on terrorism.
 
 The Security Council will not withhold the authority from the United States to either continue or change the “course” in Iraq. Some Council Members will work towards influencing the American Administration, hoping to convince it that it is better for the US and for Iraq to have an “exit strategy.” 
 They know deep in their heart that such a task is impossible. They will push in that direction but will accept the opposite course.
 
 Those Council Members will push for an expiration date for the mandate of the Multinational Force to coincide with the end of general elections that are hoped to be held January next year. In their view, extending the mandate must be at the request of the elected Iraqi Government, endorsed by the Security Council.
 
 What the American Administration wants in the Draft Resolution on Iraq’s future is the following: an official end for the state of occupation and an endorsement of an interim Iraqi Government with limited powers, that will not have the right to ask the American forces to leave Iraq; a limited role for the Security Council that would put Iraq in the hands of the United States for seven months, until elections are held next January, without supervision, intervention or accountability.
 
 The language of the Draft Resolution put forward last Monday by the United States and Britain, together with the American President’s speech and statements by British Prime Minister Tony Blair, is largely ambiguous and sometimes misleading when packaged with optimism.
 
 To say that the departure of the forces is up to the Iraqi Government, leaves the impression that such an option can be exercised by the Interim Government to whom Sovereignty will be turned over June 30th particularly that, that date will declare the end of occupation. The fact of the matter is that the Interim Government that will be in power for only seven months will not have the right to ask the troops to leave. It is exactly an “interim” government with limited powers. This theoretical right is reserved for the “transitional” government that will come to power after the general elections.
 
 No one among Security Council members challenges the idea that American and British forces stay in Iraq, with a new Security Council Mandate legitimizing their stay as Multinational Forces for seven months since the transfer of sovereignty. No one is suggesting that the Interim Government should have the authority to ask the forces to depart. All agree on the “necessity” that the forces stay until elections are held early next year.
 
 Everyone avoids discussing what would happen if elections could not be held on time, either because the task itself is enormous, or as a result of further deterioration of security.
 
 The great majority of Security Council members do not want to be held responsible for an abrupt departure of American forces from Iraq, nor do they want for the United Nations to replace the Multinational Forces led by the United States. They neither wish to become embroiled in the quicksands of Iraq, nor do they want to become a partner of the United States and the United Kingdom in this quandary.
 
 Some are suggesting a broader and deeper authority for the Interim Government so that it can fill the vacuum, in case holding the elections on time proved impossible. They want for this Government to be cloaked with legitimacy, and to exercise the powers of Sovereignty to dispel any notion that the Security Council rushed to peel off the status of occupation only cosmetically.
 
 But no one is going as far as demanding that the Interim Governments’ Sovereignty should be expanded to the extent of empowering it with the authority of asking the forces to leave.
 
 The United States and the United Kingdom want the Security Council to “review” the mandate of the Multinational Force, twelve months from the adoption of the Resolution. According to the Draft Resolution, it is the “transitional” government that would have the right to end the mandate. What both reject, up till now, is first, to pinpoint an expiration date for the mandate and the departure of the troops; second, that their hands are tied through a continued active role by the Security Council.
 
 In other words, the American-British diplomacy wants an international authorization to remain in Iraq and take all necessary measures, with as much force as necessary, to combat terrorism on the Iraqi front. 
 It wants a space of seven months at least, without international supervision but with international legitimacy, to march on in the “course” started by Bush and Blair in Iraq. 
 Nothing in the American and British cards indicates a strategy for exit from Iraq. Bush was amply clear that 138,000 American troops will stay in Iraq, “as long as necessary.” He refuses to make leaving Iraq a clear objective, and this is exactly the core of his wrong policy.
 
 The American President expects that there will be more “violence” during the transitional period in Iraq, and he pledges that “terrorists will not determine the future of Iraq.” 
 He says that “fanaticism” that has taken over Iraq, “was not caused by any action of ours and would not be appeased by any concession.” He adds that “the return of tyranny to Iraq would be an unprecedented terrorist victory” and that terrorists know, “that Iraq is now the Central Front in the war on terror.”
 
 Such statements are indications that the American President not only adheres to his mistakes, but in fact can’t even see them. By insisting that Iraq is now the Central Front in the war on terror he seems unaware that he is actually blamed for a war that transformed Iraq into a playground for terror. He seems oblivious to the impact of his statements on troop contribution leading only a handful of countries ready to take part in this concocted war, out of fear that the price will be paid on their own territories. 
 Bush himself has said in the past that waging the war on terror in Iraq has taken the war of terror away from American cities. He made then a fundamental mistake he is yet to recognize; he in fact is exacerbating the error and harvesting its consequences.
 
 The American President said to the Iraqis, that this was a war for liberating them from tyranny. What he is telling them today is that their country is a fair game for his war on terror, and that American forces will stay there until “victory” in this war.
 
 He says to them, “ I sent American troops to Iraq to defend our security, not to stay as an occupying power.” That the troops will “stay” is a given, as made clear in the “goals” speech though in a capacity other than occupation. He says to them “I sent American troops to Iraq to make its people free, not to make them American.” This is perhaps the closest admission of the failure of the “dream” which was painted by the neo-conservatives and hawks inside the American Administration, as well as by extremists who enchanted Bush and his Administration, the dream of “Americanizing” Iraq, to turn it into an exemplary model for the Arab region. Some of those “Advisors” have begun to climb down from the ladder of arrogance to admit, as Fouad Ajami did, that the “dream is dead.”
 
 What is ahead is indeed a complicated task engulfed by contradictions, punctured by doubts and fears of the worst to come. This does not mean that Iraq has drifted away into disintegration. Just as Iraq could collapse and become a front for civil wars and others’ wars, it could indeed be rescued from the mess through the wisdom of its people to recover united, democratic, free from tyranny, occupation, and plans to turn it into the Central Front in the war on terror.
 
 The project for Iraq’s future is not exclusively in a resolution the Security Council will adopt after some amendments that are likely to give the Interim Government wider Sovereignty. Nor is the future of Iraq solely at the mercy of American policies and mistakes denied by George W. Bush. The future of Iraq is first and foremost an Iraqi project. That is why the chances for recovery have not yet entered the tunnel of too late.
 
 Certainly the next stage will be most difficult. The Interim Government to whom Sovereignty will be transferred upon declaring the end of occupation will have to work somehow in parallel with an American-led Multinational Force, that will take decisions independent from the Iraqi government. The interim government will be entitled to spend Iraqi oil revenues, but only under international supervision. It will be asked for its consent to certain military operations, but military decisions will not bow to the Interim Government’s wishes or commands.
     
 The transitional period in Iraq will to a great extend remain a “bilateral” relationship with the United States and the United Kingdom despite the expanded role of the United Nations. The International Community, including Security Council Members, will decline the invitation to become major players in the dangerous Iraqi Arena. The battle over the resolution on Iraq’s future will not end in a rupture of relations amongst Council Members, but in fact with a sort of consensus that Iraq remains an American project in progress, albeit by an International Mandate.
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