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When US President George W. Bush delivered his speech to the international summit held at the UN General Assembly last year, he, as is his custom, made terrorism the centerpiece of American policy to the point of obsession. When the Security Council convened on British Prime Minister Tony Blair's instigation, during this 'historic' session on the day the council was supposed to focus on 'fighting poverty', all the session did was further condemning terrorism condoning and praising and calling for legislation to penalize incitement to violence.

The extra attention paid to terrorism at the time, giving terrorism a dangerous place high on the global agenda at this summit to save time, actually helped stoke the fires of praise and incitement for terrorist acts. As for now, marketing the obsession with terrorism for electoral reasons merely serves the aims of the terrorists and increases normal people's weariness of thrusting terrorism into every incident, portfolio and occasion to the point where they are taking the issue half-seriously.

From this perspective, it would be better for Bush, this year, to lecture the General Assembly on a case-by-case basis, with each portfolio dealt with realistically and honestly in light of the political considerations involved in each issue, instead of lumping them together under the rubric of terrorism and the war against it. If he does this, he might participate, however slightly, in the return to some logic and understanding and give-and-take. He might even re-evaluate what is called for in the effort to head off terrorists, individually and collectively.

What the US President, his administration and the American public must realize is that most of the world does not understand the American policies unleashed by September 11, 2001. Most of the world also refuses to hand over the world to a US war in compensation for acts of terror that occurred on US territory. When terrorism struck New York, and the Twin Towers fell, world sympathy reached its peak in solidarity with New York and the US, and it remained this way for a long time. What led to a qualitative transformation in global sentiments following this period was the policy of George W. Bush's administration, which had been seized at the time by the neo-conservatives. Not to mention the other extremists within the administration, most notably, Vice-President Dick Cheney and Defense Secretary Donald Rumsfeld and their teams.

We will never know what the world would have looked like today if the US administration had concentrated its war on terror for the past five years on the perpetrators of September 11, namely, al-Qaeda. We do not know if the US administration could have crushed al-Qaeda and its leadership if it had allied itself to world public opinion - Islamic opinion included - in this war against the ideology of destruction and devastation that al-Qaeda adopts and that it exclusively focused on. We simply cannot know if the coming generations of Americans will have the ideology of US supremacy engraved into their minds, if the neo-conservatives had not taken up the doctrine of pre-emptive strikes.

What we do know is that after September 11, the Bush administration decided that 'the enemy' was the Taliban regime in Afghanistan that did provide some cover for al-Qaeda and its leader, Osama bin Laden. Many were surprised by this, but they allowed the Bush administration the opportunity to overthrow the Taliban regime as the first stage in the war against al-Qaeda, which was responsible for September 11, in Afghanistan.

We also know that a group of neo-conservatives decided to use September 11 to fulfill another set of goals they had been diligently trying to achieve, patiently waiting for the appropriate opportunity. The opportunity came when the terrorism that afflicted Americans came to be seen as Arab terrorism, providing them with the tools needed to activate its plans. We all know that the shifting excuses and justifications for a war against Iraq had existed for a long time, whether in the form of weapons of mass destruction or the presumed link between the tyranny of the overthrown President Saddam Hussein and the terrorism of Osama bin Laden.

We also know that President George W. Bush challenged those who committed the terror of September 11 and their likes to head off to Iraq to engage in a war as far away as possible from American cities. And they answered the invitation, making Iraq the central frontline in the war on terror and, in turn, making Iraq into an abortive project. Hence, Iraq has become a slippery slope as far as American supremacy is concerned, and the most valuable gift the American administration could have possibly given to both Israel and the Islamic Republic of Iran.

In addition, Iraq has become the 'bogeyman' of democratic transformation in the Arabic region. Likewise, thanks to the misery and suffering, it has also become the rejected example for what takes place when Arab regimes fall, whether dictatorial or opportunist, monarchical or republican. We know that Cheney-Rumsfeld tandem and its cabal pushed the then Secretary of State, Colin Powell, out of the portfolio of the Arab-Israeli conflict. They were so successful in their war against him that Powell became a mere soldier who followed orders, and then retired. We also know that the current Secretary of State, Condoleezza Rice, played the game with very detailed calculations as she knew exactly what was called for by the neo-conservative gang, most prominently the downgrading of the Palestinian Cause into 'terrorism'.

If George W. Bush had kept his promises and implemented his two-State vision, creating a Palestinian State alongside Israel on the basis of ending the occupation, then the US would be in a much better position than it is today. (Bush made this promise during his speech in April 2002, and the neo-conservatives knew the contents of this speech before he delivered it.) The world public opinion would have been more understanding and to the liking of America.

However, this despicable cabal that thrives on arrogance and wickedness placed Israeli interests before American interests, and therefore embroiled George W. Bush in the Iraq war before the Arab-Israeli conflict was resolved on the basis of ending occupation. They were very brazen indeed, kidnapping an inexperienced new president who believes very strongly that he is doing God's work by spreading democracy and freedom in a part of the world plagued by dictatorship, chaos and warfare. George W. Bush decided for himself, at the time, that it was his mission to preach democracy and freedom in the Arab region, and thus declared his divorce from the old tradition of allying with such regimes for the sake of stability.

When he lectured the General Assembly in its 59th session two years ago, Bush's message to the Arabs was clear. First, stability is no longer the centerpiece of US policy in the Middle East. Second, there is no place for regional organizations or spheres of influence within the region; only bilateral relations with Washington. Third, every Arab regime is subject to experimentation that could lead to its persistence or removal or swinging between the two. Fourth, there will be no peace with Israel before completion of reforms and democratization in the Arab World. And fifth, postponing talk about the two-State vision, and forgetting all about the Separation Wall that Washington had previously condemned.

In this speech, Bush did not mention Iran and Syria, which were providing security and intelligence support as part of a tripartite mechanism of co-ordination between the US, Syria and Iraq. He talked about Afghanistan and Iraq, declaring with overbearing confidence that they will be the 'role models' for the broader Middle East, ignoring its bloody reality. He added that the era of US implicit approval of oppression in the Middle East in the name of stability had come to pass.

All this was just two years ago, but President Bush slapped Arab reformers in the face again and again since he took the war against terror to Iraq. He also forgot, apparently, the centrality of resolving the Palestinian Cause as an essential precondition to help Arab reformers in the face of their opponents, something that would also enable them work with US efforts to pull down repressive regimes. Bush slapped them in the face when he made resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict dependent on the completion of Arab reform and democratic transformation. The harder slap in the face, however, came from Bush's insistence on using the slogans of democracy and freedom as excuses for his war on terror.

It could very well be that Bush is fighting his war on terror in lieu of Arab reforms, and by doing so he could create history of unknown dimensions, but it could also very well be the opposite. That is, the 'democratic campaign' that Bush believes he is leading has embroiled Arab reformers in the war on terror that Bush is obsessed with, and which has also aborted the very preconditions for building a domestic democracy.

The Arabs have been removed from the balance of power, regionally, not just internationally. They have been pushed out of the strategic picture for the future, thanks to terrorism committed in their name. Needless to say, there are efforts - American, Israeli, regional and international - to exclude the Arabs and fashion them to appear to be the new enemy, but the ultimate guilty party behind this categorization of Arabs as terrorists is the Arabs themselves. They committed acts of terror today, yesterday, and in more than one place.

Provided that the populist Arab base leaves itself open to Islamic radicalism and inexcusably refuses to steadfastly take a stand against terrorism, whichever way they try to interpret this stance, the destiny of the Arabs will continue to move downhill.

The truth of the matter is that there is secret support, deep in the hearts of the Arab masses, for the utilization of terrorism as a means of expressing anger and vengeance at the US and the West because of their support for Israel and also because they shield it from being held accountable for its conduct in the occupied territories and its flagrant violation of international and humanitarian laws.

What the Arab citizen does not ask himself is: who exactly are the concerned parties that claim to represent my Causes and launch wars in my name while these very wars sow the seeds of hatred toward Arabs and reduce their image in the world? If we adopt the logic that says that global anger at the US did not begin on September 11, 2001, but in fact in 1991, following the end of the Cold War and America's unparalleled ascendancy in world affairs, there is no logic in the Arabs taking it upon themselves to express this global anger through Arab terrorism.

The randomness of Arab responses to international policies that are unjust to Arab rights considerably harms the Arabs more than it helps them. The Arab public and the Arab populist base have no idea how they intend to achieve their ambitions. We know that the Arab peoples are angry, and we know that they are caught between oppressive regimes and the wars of the 'opposition' against these regimes, but the reality of the situation is that the vast majority of Arabs do not have an operational, logical or even solid relationship with these terrorist opposition movements. This relationship, which future Arab generations will pay for, is an exploitative relationship: the terrorists use the people's sentiments to bolster their tyrannical schemes, while the people use the terrorists as a transitory means of blowing off steam over Israel, the US, the West and the oppressive Arabs regimes, all in one go.

George W. Bush could compensate for some of his grave errors if he understood this dimension of the relationship between the Arab people and such organizations as al-Qaeda: and if he had adopted a bold policy instead of the one the neo-conservatives had taught him toward Iraq, Israel and the Arab street.

As for the Arab people, they must stop cheering for the instigators of violence who do not offer any cure whatsoever to the Arab dilemma, but merely push us further into the mire of hopelessness, which is ideal for their evil schemes. Terrorism is not in the interests of the Arabs, no matter how angry we become at American policies. Such polices should be countered with effective popular opposition that will force Washington to correct its ways.

What helped enshrine neo-conservative arrogance is the quietism of the Arab masses, never going out in protest in any significant way except in exceptional circumstances, and never embroiling itself in politics except to vent anger and frustration in a directionless, disorganized, aimless and impermanent way. These angry and depressed protestors do not serve the Palestinian or Iraqi Causes, but exploit them; just the Arab regimes do, whether backward or revolutionary.

These are lost crowds; readily to be exploited and mobilized or repressed under the fearful nictitates of repressive regimes. Extremism is not its salvation anymore than terrorism is. Real salvation comes from these angry mobs revolting against themselves so that they can finally begin the path toward freedom to liberate themselves from the clutches of the wars of terror and the squabbles over authority and regional and international ascendancy.
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