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The United States will not allow drastic reform to the United Nations to place the organization's effectiveness in the column of the 'appendix,' in agreement, or the 'podium,' in disagreement. It is inconceivable for the world's only superpower to give the UN, or anyone else, a higher position in partnership. The American administration's need for the international community in the current phase in Iraq will not make it drastically change the policy it has drawn for itself in Iraq and the region. All the rhetoric about setting schedules to hand Iraq to Iraqis will not end with the American troops' withdrawal before the bigger goal is achieved in the region. This means that the George W. Bush administration is not ready to leave within its current term, not before two years anyway. And, if it is reelected, it will stay for a longer period of time in order to make the changes in the region.

By disorder, military power, coercion, persuasion, partnership or gentle pressures, the Bush administration is determined to change the features of the Middle East. Change could be better for the region, and it could be worse than the current situation. It could be pre-emptive, digressive or patient, while corrosion is doing the job. Chaos could be extremely useful. There are even indications of using it as ammunition in the change's 'corner.'

What is important is that stability is unfavorable for the American administration at this moment. The chaos, confusion, worry and disgust that the Arab region produces greatly help the logic justification of this region's need for change. At the same time, instability and the transformation of Iraq into a central battlefield in the war on terror provide the pretexts for the American troops to hang about in Iraq, in this large number and on high alert.

The current president of the Iraqi ruling council, Mr. Ahmad Chalabi, pointed out that "sovereignty in Iraq does not mean, in any form or manner, the departure of American troops. We want the American troops to stay in Iraq to help us protect our country's borders." He added: "Our mission is to make sure that Iraqi sovereignty is completely returned to the Iraqis, and that the presence or absence of the foreign military troops in Iraq would be in application of a treaty rather than an occupation."

An occupation now. Multinational troops soon. Then, a 'treaty' with the American troops to stay in Iraq. The nomenclature differs, but the result is the same. The result, according to strategic American thinking, is the necessity to keep the American troops in Iraq until the required sorting of the Iranian, Saudi and Syrian arenas, and its repercussions in the neighboring environment of these countries, is done. The American President pointed out to the international community, in his speech at the General Assembly, that the will not allow it to hasten or delay or hinder the American schedule in Iraq. He also insisted that it is the U.S.'s right to adopt the pre-emptive strikes principle. He spoke of the war on Iraq with a tone of complete victory ignoring all talk of its lacking credibility of the justifications to wage it, whether it was related to the weapons of mass destruction or the overthrown regime's link with Al Qaeda. He said that the reform Secretary General Kofi Annan had talked about was good, provided that it turns the international organization into a social observer, not an authority with influence that challenges the world's single superpower.

None of the participating presidents in the General Assembly's session told the American president, even implicitly, that the UN was not going to allow America to hold on to its pre-emptive ideology, which in turn, forbids any state or organization from sharing power and superiority. None of the five permanent member states of the Security Council, or other major countries, seemed ready to withhold help to the U.S. or threatened of hindering its attempts to issue a new resolution that would give the occupation a new name.

Some of the speeches, such as Kofi Annan's, raised challenges for the pre-emptive principle. Others implicitly indicated dangerous violations in the name of the war on terror. French President Jacques Chirac also spoke with criticism and warnings, but was very careful in pointing out that he did not intend to veto the new resolution that the U.S. wants in order to provide the "fig leaf" for its troops to remain in Iraq for an indefinite period of time.

Everyone agrees that the stay of the American troops in Iraq for the moment, at least for a year, serves the country's interest, knowing that their immediate departure would lead to Iraq's collapse and leads it into a civil war. Everyone; states and a majority of public opinion. However, there are people who think that the stay of the American troops to wage war on terror on the Iraqi scene and to carry out the hawks' agenda in the region is a lot worse than their leaving. These few are not Islamic fundamentalists or remnants of Saddam Hussein's regime who might share this point of view; they are moderate, rational and realistic Iraqis who perceive the situation by looking beyond the conventional wisdom according to which the extended occupation is necessary to prevent a civil war that would divide Iraq. They believe that using Iraq the way the hawks want is a lot worse than the scenario that would be drawn in case the American troops left.

These few people see that Russia, Germany and France's submission, following the challenge, is dangerous ammunition for the hawks of the American administration. These countries are now eager to please the Bush administration at the time when this administration is in trouble in Iraq. They opposed the war, but do agree on its results surpassing the downfall of Saddam Hussein's regime. They refused, and still do, to legitimacy to the war through a UN resolution. They are prepared to save the U.S. from its predicament of the war on Iraq, without calling the past to account and with no transparency in future accountability.

Thereby, these countries are contributing to real reform of the UN. They refuse to seize a historical opportunity, fearing American accountability of them. All rhetoric of drastic reforms in the UN will remain just that. Unless it happens through the Iraqi issue. And it won't.

During the Cold War, the five major countries, the United States, the Soviet Union, Great Britain, France and China agreed on preventing the UN from turning into an influential body that challenges the major countries, which have the right of veto in the Security Council.

Right after the Cold War, the U.S. was not ready to decide what its identity would be following the victory. Former Secretary General Boutros Boutros-Ghali thought that the end of the Cold War was an opportunity for the UN to play a key role, and hence, was left out.

George W. Bush's administration decided that its identity following the Cold War would be exclusivity in greatness and preventing any other from sharing it, or competing for it. This administration has given itself the right, and shield, of pre-emptive strikes to protect the United States from potential and real threats.

This administration will not allow the UN to compete with it to decide which party would be in charge of drawing the world map. Only procedural contributions are allowed. However, it is forbidden for the UN to turn into a veto power over American greatness, or the choices of the world's only superpower.

In summary, the Arab scene will end up with no allies because it is fundamentally different from what the international arena represents in its bilateral or unilateral equations. There is no essential Arab contribution on the international scene. The contribution is confined to the Arab arena, in case Arabs decide to contribute. The only actual contributor is the Arab and Islamic extremist fundamentalism in confrontation with the American and Israeli extremism. America is about to change its way, to serve its own goals.

This brings us back to the main question, which I asked on August 1: What do we do? Do we wait for the change to come from abroad, or should we start change from within? Great intellectuals and Arab writers have participated in this discussion, and they voiced useful opinions, regardless of the major differences.

My colleague, Hazem Saghieh, expressed realistic pessimism considering the obstinacy of both the "internal" camps exclusively or the "external" one frustrated by the internal disability. He said "the problem goes beyond a simple confrontation between the outside and the inside, the first against the other and vice versa. Both ends are dead together, shut by a problem due to only one consciousness, the radical promise…" That is absolutely true, as long as the radical promise is not seriously challenged on the Arab, American, Islamic and Israeli arenas. Such a challenge requires an actual and effective awareness that does not exist right now.

Professor Muntasser Al Zayyat commented on the argument between Dr. Saadeddine Ibrahim and myself (Al-Hayat, August 28) asserting that "the change is in our hands… and we will never accept it from abroad." However, the Islamic writer and lawyer did not offer practical ways of "how" change can come exclusively from within, and by "whom." And what are those practical suggestions, other than the culture of destruction to which those who refuse change from abroad refer?

Dr. Jalal Amin (Al-Hayat, September 9) took part in the discussion to wage a campaign against Saadeddine Ibrahim, completely ignoring the basic idea of the dialogue: What do we do? He wrote with total contempt of the ideas, probably because the writer is a woman, as if such a discussion is for 'men only.' The first part of his article is a dull repetition and the second one is a distortion of the debate.

In his second article, Saadeddine Ibrahim took the examples of the possibilities of change with our hands (Al-Hayat, August 15) as an introduction to present his main viewpoint, which is: in the absence of our actions, we are being done to. Without going back on his other position, according to which it is wise to seize any available opportunity coming from abroad to make changes from within.

The models for change that we hold in our hands are numerous, should the Arab decision, coming from the elite, the media and the people, votes on the urgent necessity for change. So far, the Arab feelings are still oriented towards digging a hole to drown America in Iraq, ignoring the misery that terror, coupled with fundamentalism, entails to the terrible destruction of the Arab scene itself.

American, Arab, Islamic and Israeli radical fundamentalisms work together, though they are fighting wars against each other. It is the giant now. But it is a fragile giant if its victims unite to confront it by expressing either lamentation or suicide. Hence the necessity for a deep consideration of the practical answers to: "What do we do?"
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