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The American conversation on patriotism and allegiance, on the reasons for the Iraq war and its consequences, on the war on terror as waged by George W. Bush's Administration, is a qualitatively new conversation that is bound to worry both Karl Rove, the architect of the Republican Presidential Re-election Campaign, and the authors of the, “Preemptive Doctrine” the hawks and extremist neo-conservatives. 
The policy of fear-mongering has come back to haunt its perpetrators.
Arrogance has backfired against those who used it in their deceptive campaigns. Perhaps the prevailing US climate will change in response to upcoming events, but there are new dynamics that will be difficult to overcome. Most prominent among those is the de-coupling of patriotism and support for George Bush as the President in times of war, as well as the removal of the "traitor" label from opponents of the President and his policies. Also among the changed dynamics is the undermining of the "Preemptive Doctrine" in Iraq, and in the face of a rising awareness among many Americans that this doctrine comes with high human and material costs for generations to come if it remains a cornerstone of US Policy. 
Despite the formal handover of power to an Interim Iraqi Government and the ending of the occupation, the possibility of an American quagmire in Iraq still looms in the minds of Americans. A segment of the American public believes that the decision to go to war in Iraq was justified, even in the absence of proof of the existence of weapons of mass destruction or ties between the regime of Saddam Hussein and the Al-Qaeda Network. The removal of Saddam Hussein from power was in and of itself an accomplishment in terms of preserving American national security and interests, according to this segment.
While not shedding a tear over the demise of Saddam Hussein and his despotic regime, the other segment of the American public nonetheless opposes the US involvement in the war on false pretexts and accuses President Bush and his administration of lying to the American public. This same segment of Americans holds Bush accountable not only for mistakes committed in Iraq but also for those committed in his war on terror, and it considers the War President a religious fundamentalist who was co-opted by an extremist group. It also anticipates a deteriorating Iraqi front, blames Bush for “attracting” terrorists to Iraq, and is embarrassed by the never-ending blunders, especially the Iraqi prisoner abuse scandals. 
Americans, like Iraqis, are divided on the issue of the war in Iraq, its reasons, consequences, and whether to keep 160,000 American troops deployed or pull them out completely. 
The justifications for the Iraq war have been shifty from the start.
The opinion of this author, from the very beginning, is that the war was borne out of the “Preemptive Doctrine” adopted by the hawks in the US Administration and its extremist advisors. The outcomes of their dreams, claims, and false assumptions in the Iraq war are a testament to the failure of the, “Preemptive Doctrine” a doctrine of arrogance, recklessness, alienation, false pretexts, and calculated deception. 
The opinion of this Column has also been that the Iraqi people could not have rid themselves of Saddam Hussein’s despotic rule had it not been for the American-led war in Iraq. This war, which was devised by the hawks in the US Administration for strategic aims in accordance with the, “Preemptive Doctrine” and which was based on Richard Perle's Paper, “Clean Break”  written for Israel’s interests, this same war might have turned inadvertently into a kind of a “Humanitarian Intervention” that benefits Iraq. 
A contradiction? Not really. 
What happened in Iraq, is that Iraqis themselves saved their country from collapse and division. The credit goes to Iraqis, not to the hawks and neo-conservatives in the achievements made in Iraq: preserving the country's unity, avoiding civil war, the return of Sovereignty, the commitment to a time table for full elections, and reserving the right to demand the departure of American troops. 
The credit goes first to Iraqis and second to the International Community and the moderates within the US Administration as well as to the American public. Credit also goes to the upcoming US Presidential elections. 
And lest it is said that this is only rhetoric if the impact of the Iraqi resistance is ignored, yes indeed, the resistance did play a significant role in disrupting the initial “cake walk” of hawks in Iraq. Unfortunately, even terrorism played a role in awakening the American public opinion. Among the mistakes of the US hawks is that they wagered on “encircling” Al-Qaeda and other foreign fighters in Iraq by slowly drawing them in then eradicating them. Thus, they thought, they could complete the unfinished mission they started in Afghanistan. They claimed, as Bush has said repeatedly, that the Iraq war took the war on terror away from American cities.
They made Iraq the substitute “front” in the war on terror. 
The US forces will remain in Iraq to fight terrorism, in addition to helping the Interim Iraqi Government maintain security. The intertwined relationship of these two missions poses the greatest danger to the future of Iraq. 
The burdens of this intertwined relationship fall not only on the shoulders of the US Administration, but also on the shoulders of the Interim Iraqi Government and its Prime Minister Iyad Allawi. 
United Nations Resolution 1546, which bestowed International Legitimacy on the US military presence in Iraq, also granted the US military the right to use the necessary force to carry out its missions, including the mission of fighting terror. The Resolution also gave the Iraqi Sovereign Government the right to request the departure of American forces. 
The Interim Iraqi Government made clear its need for US forces, and Allawi formalized this need in writing as an addendum to Resolution 1546.
The Interim Iraqi Government could very well be correct in its assessment that the stabilization of Iraq necessitates the presence of American forces until the completion of the political process at the end of 2005, but for Iraq’s own good, the Government must not rule out demanding the departure of US forces well before the designated date.
If the American military presence, labeled a, “Multinational Force” becomes an on-going pretext for an influx of foreign terrorists into Iraq, then it would be in the vital Iraqi interest to remove the sources of any such pretexts whatever they may be.
The strongest and most important allies for the Iraqi Prime Minister are the Iraqi people and Iraqi Political and Religious Leaderships. No imposition of curfews or postponement of elections can strengthen or consolidate his Leadership, nor can any American forces or “multinational force” guarantee security as long as Iraq remains the “forefront” in the war on terror, in the words of the American President.
The only ones capable of chasing away foreign terrorists in Iraq are the Iraqis themselves. What the Iraqi people need, now that they are told they were freed from occupation, is precisely that they are freed from the war on terror.
The American interest would also be better served if George W. Bush were to stop describing the mission of American forces in Iraq as one of fighting terrorism. By repeating this position, he not only provokes terrorist vengeance against American soldiers but also provokes the anger of Iraqis for making them pawns in a war he sought to keep far away from American cities. By pursuing such a flawed policy he risks truly turning Iraq into a quagmire for America, despite all the handover decrees, ceremonials and hand-signed notes such as “Let Freedom Reign.”
Supporting the Interim Iraqi Government should be the only mission of the American forces rather than engaging in, “sensitive operations” which are not subject to Iraqi “veto” power, and to wage the “war on terror” as defined by the US Department of Defense.
Last Monday, the day of the handover of power to the Interim Government, was also the day of the handover of Iraq Policy from the Department of Defense to the State Department. This is yet another testament to the failure of the Pentagon and its hawks and their having to “swallow” another blow in Iraq.
To those who are concerned that the Iraq policy might again be at the mercy of extremists in and outside the US Administration, if and once the situation there begins to improve, to them these facts: 
The authors of the “Preemptive Doctrine” have failed on their first, “experiment” and have not only embroiled Americans in Iraq, but have also subjected them to a kind of International resentment that has made them prisoners of might, as defined and envisaged by the extremists.
Their failed adventure forced these extremists to turn to the United Nations, the very same organization they once held in contempt and marginalized, for bail-out and for the International Legitimacy they once derided.
The arrogance of the Pentagon went so far as to sideline the State Department in the policy-making process, but now the State Department is one of the most important instruments in rescuing the US from the predicament brought upon it by the Defense Department.
The prison abuse scandals that have shamed Americans were also the work of the Pentagon. Most Americans hold the Pentagon responsible for this embarrassment that was a flagrant affront to so-called American values. 
And last, but not least, the war on terror in Afghanistan and Iraq, as planned by the Department of, “Offense” used fear mongering to subjugate Americans to designs that were never in the American national interest. 
All these facts are valuable weapons and ammunition that can be used against the clique of extremist hawks as they attempt to make their anticipated comeback to take credit should Iraq’s story become one of success.
Therefore, one need not worry that an Iraqi progress will be exploited by these extremist hawks and authors of the “Preemptive Doctrine” so that they might return with their customary arrogance in dictating and carrying out their agendas. The alternative to Iraq’s recovery is so dreadful that it becomes necessary not to get caught up in a cycle of fear from the scheming of this clique of extremists as they try to exploit Iraqi progress in order to redeem themselves.
In other words, the goal of preventing the disintegration or the partition of Iraq outweighs that of defeating the extremists among the hawks and American neo-conservatives. Both objectives are attainable, but only through a consistent two-pronged strategy that exposes how this clique embroiled the US in its current predicament, while also acknowledging those who came to the rescue.
The resilience of the American opposition to what the US Administration had considered “in the bank" is a testament to the benefits of democratic institutions in a democracy.
The Arab region should follow this same model, in Iraq and elsewhere. 
The Bush Administration decided after the September 11 terrorist attacks that the war on terror gave it extra-constitutional license, and assumed that no one would hold it accountable because the nation had become hostage to fear and excessive patriotism.
It held prisoners without judicial process, detained suspects without accountability, and promulgated laws that undermined the very same Human Rights protected by the American Constitution.
In customary fashion, Congress followed the steps drawn for it by the Executive Branch, and proved that it too was mostly a misguided Legislative Branch susceptible to the influences of lobbyists and narrow political considerations.
American democratic institutions, like the American public, refused to succumb to the hegemony of the executive power in the White House, or to that of the misguided Legislative power in Congress. Instead they resorted to a patient and resolute mobilization of the populace at both the individual and group levels, not only in opposition to the policies of the US administration, but also to stop abuses of the law such as those allowed by the Patriot Act and others that threatened Civil Rights.
Thus, the two important Supreme Court rulings relating to the legal prosecution of both foreigners and American citizens accused of terror links constituted a challenge to the American Administration's assumptions that the war on terror gave it extra-constitutional privilege.
The Department of Defense chose Guantanamo for holding alleged terrorists because of its convenient location as an American base in Cuba, and outside American borders and Jurisdiction.
Clearly the choice of location was intended to circumvent the Constitution and the Legal System, both of which have always been the pillars of American Justice.
The two Supreme Court rulings were a slap in the face to the Pentagon and the extremist hawks in the American Administration.
Only a few months ago, criticism of the Bush Administration's policies and outward anger at the Defense Department would have been considered unpatriotic because supporting American troops in times of war has traditionally gone hand in hand with supporting the policies that sent them to war.
Today, the situation is completely different.
There is an increasing sense of distinction between support for Bush and support for the troops. The American conversation is witnessing a qualitative shift whereby criticizing and opposing the Bush Administration has become in the eyes of many, a National duty.
The use of the phrase "Anyone But Bush" (ABB) is fast on the rise, indicating that a significant number of Americans refuse the policies of fear-mongering used against them, abhor deception as a means of gaining their acquiescence, reject the notion of preemptive wars, stand against becoming hostage to arrogance and might, and do not like being the object of International hatred because of a few extremists and a President they consider to be a religious fanatic.
This represents only a portion of the American public, but one that is growing and in and of itself constitutes good reason for Karl Rove and the clique of "preemption" to be deeply worried.
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