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The number of objectors to what the Bush Administration has brought upon the United States has grown even bigger to include prominent leaders and symbolic figures in the Republican Party who announced this week that they will not be able to support the Republican candidate in the upcoming presidential elections and feel compelled to support the Democratic candidate John Kerry. This is a dangerous development for George Bush at a time when he is seeking to remain in the White House, but it is a healthy development for the Republican Party. These objectors are respected leaders who found it difficult to take a stand against their own party. Their unequivocal message to Bush and his hawks, neo-conservatives, religious right, and clique of extremists is that America is doomed if they keep their hold on power, and her only salvation is in their ouster. The rising voices of dissent of these leaders on the eve of the Republican Convention in New York is a boost to the thousands of silent Republicans who have tacitly decided not to vote for George Bush. What is common to the voices of dissent is a readiness to banish the Republican Party from the White House and free it from the grip of ideology-driven extremism, religious fanaticism, and “macho” foreign policy. George Bush has allowed himself to be co-opted by an arrogant few, leading prominent elements within the Republican Party establishment to abandon the man who forced America to pay the price of such cooption.
The difference between the Democratic and Republican parties during this presidential battle is that one is enjoying a rare unity in its ranks while the other is facing rare divisions.
The fact is that there are fundamental divisions over matters of policy inside both parties, but the Democrats are eager to achieve the unity needed to defeat the Bush presidency whereas some Republicans are concerned that a traditional rallying around their candidate might cost the Republican Party its future chances.
The Republican battle is a complicated one. It is a battle of ideologies at times and a battle of individuals at others.
The former Republican president that George W. Bush is sometimes compared to—Ronald Reagan—prevented the neo-conservatives from dictating upon him and disrupted their efforts to co-opt him. George W. did not do the same.
George W. has been overshadowed by his vice president Dick Cheney who, in the eyes of many, has exerted his hegemony over the Bush administration and has been the de-facto president. Cheney is all but despised by the American populace. He is the object of numerous accusations involving corrupt dealings with—and preferential treatment towards—several corporations.
George W. Bush, as commander-in-chief of the American forces, has waged wars that were created by men in the Defense Department whose ends ran counter to American public interest. He kept his Defense Secretary in spite of the terrible prison scandals. He was awed by the likes of the Deputy Defense Secretary Paul Wolfowitz to the point of looking up to him like a pupil in awe of a professor savoring the act of controlling the mind of a president who allowed an extremist clique of apologists for Israel to embroil the United States in religious wars by coupling between the Israeli and American “wars on terrorism”—a coupling that has worked in Israel’s favor.
George W. Bush might not be aware that many Americans are upset at him not only because of the Iraq war but also because of his reasons and methods of waging the war on terror.
George Bush, in whose term the US Constitution was seriously undermined and civil rights violated in unprecedented fashion, might be surprised at the objections to such practices because he believes that the “war on terror” gives him the privilege of extra-legal powers. He considers himself to be both a president of war and a president of “good” through divine right.
The partakers in the Republican Convention about to begin in Madison Square Garden will attempt to disassociate George W. Bush from this perception that continues to cling to him. And if the political platform is any indication of the tone that will characterize the Convention, then the September 11 terrorist acts will surely be invoked at the slightest opportunity as a segue to praising George W. Bush the president who “proved his resolve” to face future challenges, by way of preemption.
The Republican Party intends to make the point at the Convention that 11 September  2001 changed the world and redefined standards and that George W. Bush is the “indispensable” leader at this historical juncture.
The Republican Party wants to make the claim at the Convention that the Iraq war is a Bush “achievement” because it has created a “model for reform” in the region, in accordance with the political platform as previously envisioned.
But the topic of Iraq will haunt the Republican Party at the peripheries of the Convention where demonstrations will burst forth into the streets of New York in protest against the war—the way it was waged and the way it was falsely justified. Iraq remains one of the most important issues in the American presidential elections, and the events on the Iraqi scene will determine whether George W. Bush will stay in the White House or bid it farewell.
The Republican Convention will address American foreign policy in the context of American national security. And because American foreign policy is at present an unusual but important player in the American presidential elections, the Republican Party will depict its leader as a leader who understands the rest of the world and knows how to engage it, whether by being friendly or firm.
The problem is that the picture of George W. Bush depends on what is drawn by others, such as the National Security Advisor Condoleeza Rice, who explains the world to him. The war in Iraq made is easy for Bush to address the rest of the world with contempt and dictatorial style and left Americans isolated and hated, thanks to him.
Some of those involved in the Bush presidential campaign—who are aware of the potential loss of the roles and qualifications to lead in the Republican Party—have been trying for a while to make assurances that a second administration would not be like the first. They say that moderation will replace extremism and that the center will reclaim its place in the Republican Party after the far right controlled it in the first administration.
Those would have you believe that Donald Rumsfeld and his clique would leave as soon as Bush is re-elected, and they spread rumors that Secretary of State Colin Powell is staying in a second administration, and with ample power and resources.
The problem is that only a minority believes these promises and that the crisis of lack of trust in George Bush is far deeper.
In addition to the fear of Dick Cheney remaining second in command, there is the fear of that the George Bush might bring many Republicans and Independents into his fold in the way he projects his thoughts and sentiments.
The Republican Convention will not change this state of affairs in the absence of a fundamental change in the minds and souls of Bush and his circle, and, in any case, the future prospects of George W. Bush are no longer dependent only on the architects of his re-election campaign. His future is, rather, dependent on the course of events and remains hostage to the influence of the clique that surrounds him and continues to scheme secretly for complete control over a president who would have come to them as a “gift,” should he be re-elected for a second term.
Bush’s battle is tougher today than it has ever been before and since the beginning of the presidential campaign. The television campaign ads are thus becoming nastier.
It takes only a rumor or impression to profoundly affect the American voter—a shortcoming that in itself could turn against any of the two presidential candidates.
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