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Just as he has done at every stop of his re-election campaign, George W. Bush will deliver a speech next week at the UN General Assembly that is certain to be carefully crafted—in word, image, and scope—designed to affect the American voter, not to address world public opinion or deal with international issues. And because the architects of Bush’s re-election campaign have made terrorism the foremost concern in the minds of American voters and have portrayed Bush as a model of determination, strength, and proven success in defeating terror—American diplomacy has purposely launched several diplomatic initiatives, a number of which have taken the form of warnings and threats, most notably towards Iran, Syria, and Sudan.
But American diplomacy towards Iraq is set on a different course—that of prematurely holding the international community accountable for thwarting the upcoming Iraqi elections and helping terrorism to succeed should the international community fail to provide the necessary assistance for the elections to take place on time. And because participation in the war on terror ranks first on the list of re-election campaign issues—in line with the dictates of the American administration’s preemptive doctrine—George W. Bush will not address the Arab-Israeli conflict in a way that would remove Palestinians from the rank of “terrorists” that they have been successfully relegated to by the Israeli prime minister Ariel Sharon in the name of fighting terrorism.
George W. Bush will not dare to challenge the Russian president Vladimir Putin by demanding that he reverse his latest measures undermining the Russian democratic process and constitution in the name of fighting terrorism after the massacre at the Beslan middle school. The American president has himself permitted violations of American laws and the American constitution after the terrorist acts of September 11, and he is not about to cause a reduction in the number of countries participating in the war on terrorism or weaken their positions even if they have trampled on the same ideals of democracy and freedom that are the mantra of his preemptive wars.
World leaders and foreign ministers who will attend the American president’s speech will not accept his claim that America is now stronger and the world more secure like his audience did at the Republican convention. Most people around the world find it strange that any American would, upon a close analysis of events, agree with the American president’s assessment.
The events in Iraq might be surprising, to Iraqis especially, who find have difficulty comprehending that the only superpower—with its huge military capacity—failed to establish security and bring stability to Iraq.
Some of these Iraqis doubt that the US is “incapable” and think that it is “uninterested” in bringing about Iraqi stability and that the stunning mistakes it committed since the occupation are not mistakes at all but are part of a premeditated policy for the breakdown and fragmentation of Iraq.
Others say that the events prove America is nothing more than a “paper tiger” because only a few thousand Iraqis and al-Qaeda volunteers were able to prevent approximately 150,000 American soldiers with far superior military capabilities from prevailing.
Certainly there are those in Iraq who view the American invasion as the only chance for Iraq’s emancipation from the clutches of misery and despotic rule and who also believe that those destroying Iraq in the name of ending the occupation are nothing but terrorists exploiting the situation in Iraq for their own sick objectives.
Despite the multiplicity and range of opinions on the matter, it would still be an insult for any American official to claim that the Iraq experiment has been successful or might serve as a model to be emulated—regardless of the driving ideology.
Iraq is not on the way to prosperity despite the pronouncements coming from the various quarters of the Bush administration. Iraqi insurgents have been upping their military and suicide operations to counter assertions that Iraq is on the mend.
For one reason or another, the Bush re-election campaign has succeeded in reducing American concerns to a fear of terrorism and turning attention away from the events taking place in Iraq in the past few weeks. One of the reasons is that the American media has followed the path prescribed for it by the Bush re-election campaign. The other reason is that American concerns about Iraq are limited to American troops and the number of American casualties there.
The developments in Iraq this week have forced the American administration to address the Iraq issue, which it has tried to suppress thus far in the re-election campaign. And to avoid having to answer to the dire security situation, the American administration has decided to steer the conversation towards the elections—the Iraqi elections.
According to the timetable agreed upon internationally and by Iraq itself, the upcoming elections are to be held no later than next January. The present security situation makes it virtually impossible for the elections to be held on time and makes it difficult for the UN to provide the necessary assistance and support in the absence of a multinational force charged with protecting the UN presence in Iraq. Most countries are reluctant to contribute to such a force—whose duties would be limited to protecting international workers—and even though such a force would be independent from the multinational force that replaced the American-British occupation forces in name only. In effect, such a force would come under American command if for no other reason than security concerns. Other countries do not want to get involved in Iraq at this time, partly for fear of reprisal—in the form killing and hostage-taking—against their citizens, and partly because these countries blame the US for creating the Iraq predicament and do not see any benefit to themselves in rescuing America from the quagmire it has created for itself.
The current American strategy is based on the notion of turning the tables on the UN by making its member states responsible—in advance—for the failure to hold timely elections in Iraq due to the absence of international experts and the special force necessary to ensure their protection.
The other aspect of American strategy has consisted of blaming terrorism for prolonging the presence of American and British forces in Iraq, knowing full well that timely elections would result in a speedy departure of these forces.
Observers have agreed all along that a prime objective of Abu Musab al-Zarqawi and other extremists such as those working for the al-Qaeda network has been to prolong the American presence in Iraq in order to take America deeper into its quagmire and further burden it with the costs of occupation. The two parties to the terror wars are in a mutual summons, and each hopes to exterminate the other on the Iraqi battle front.
Naturally, the strategy of sabotaging the Iraqi interim government and political process would require igniting the security situation to the point of making timely elections impossible.
In addition, the likes of the Zarqawi group and the Jihadist Salafis together represent a sectarian movement interested in preventing the timely elections being advocated by the Shiite religious authority Grand Ayatollah Ali al-Sistani because such a movement believes that Shiite Islam is tantamount to “blasphemy” and would hate for the elections to result in granting the Shiite majority its rights.
In other words, timely elections have always been contingent on the security situation and the ability of the American forces to maintain and control it. This much is not surprising.
However, the failure of the American forces in controlling the security situation is what fueled the rhetoric about who might hijack the elections: the perpetrators of the massacres taking place in Iraq or the UN for hesitating to go forward with its Iraq commitments without sufficient protection? It is a self-absolving rhetoric accompanied with a strategy of denial of any American wrongdoing or failure in Iraq.
And in order to justify the validity of its positions and determination to proceed in its reckless ways of the last four years, the American administration has decided to turn attention to the UN, accusing it in advance of helping to support terrorism should the elections not be held on time. With this heavy-handed approach, the Bush administration might itself contribute to the failure of timely elections. And such a failure might be viewed by most not as a coincidence but rather as an intended result.
Blaming terrorism for disrupting elections is a ploy—one that undermines the seriousness of the horrific events taking place in Iraq. This is not a time for ploys. Legitimate elections are in the Iraqi interest.
The UN is responsible for providing help and support but is not responsible for enforcing the progress of successful elections. It would thus be counter-productive for the interim Iraqi government to echo the American administration by placing the burden of responsibility and failure on the shoulders of the UN Secretariat.
The Iraqi prime minister Iyad Allawi has the opportunity to send an Iraqi message different from the American one when he represents Iraq for the first time in an international gathering such as the one scheduled to take place at the UN General Assembly.
It is in the Iraqi interest not to confine the Iraq issue to the war on terror, as the Bush re-election campaign has sought to do. The Iraqi government is obligated to free Iraq from this limited perception despite what it continues to suffer at the hands of terrorist organizations. One hopes that Allawi would lean on Bush to stop saying that the Iraq war served to take the war on terror away from American cities. Such talk reeks of racism, implying that Iraqi lives are dispensable while American lives alone are valuable. And Allawi would give Iraq a tremendous boost in his upcoming speech to the international community if he were to take his country out of the terrorist equation that it was forced into by the American administration.
The international community is not only concerned about the dangers of terrorism for Iraq but is also worried about policies being contemplated by the Pentagon hawks and Israel with the intent of targeting Iran and Syria—policies that would use Iraq as a starting point for further campaigns. Using Iraq as a staging ground for the forced removal of regimes in neighboring countries is not only part of the agendas of extremist Islamic groups operating in Iraq but could very well be a goal that American and Israeli extremists are bent on achieving in the name of spreading democracy and freedom, according to the assessment of many in the international community.
When world leaders listen to the American president next week, Iraq will not be alone on their minds—and not even Syria or Iran. They would also be looking to gauge the evolution in George W. Bush’s thinking and character since addressing the General Assembly a year ago, especially since he seems confident in his ability to prevail in the present stage of the electoral process.
The American presidential elections are, after all, more than an internal American issue. Many around the world fear that Bush’s crew might stay in power. And yet the greatest sources of fear are Bush’s conviction of being entrusted with a divine calling to fight evil and his exclusionist view embodied in the phrase “you are either with us, or you are with the terrorists,” a phrase he continues to use against those who refuse to succumb to his demands.
Bush’s battle with the UN began in Iraq and is now likely to reach new levels following an Iraq experiment that in his mind proved the success of the preemptive doctrine.
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