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Many views and proposals are being put forth regarding the next chapter of Iraq's sad story. Both Washington and New York are swarmed with analyses, proposals and prophesies, some of which are amazingly contradictive, shallow and ignorant. Nevertheless, the good thing is the ongoing brainstorming on how to deal with Iraq now. The remarkable aspect at this juncture is the public and civil leadership's drive in the US Democratic party toward the idea of dividing Iraq, which is seen as the most appropriate solution, without these groups taking the trouble to test the waters of Iraqis or Iraq's Arab surroundings on the subject of dividing a major Arab nation.

It is also remarkable how Republican Party leaderships find a pretext in the neo-conservatives' failed adventure in Iraq as a launch pad for anti-Republican proposals and an opportunity to push for a balanced approach to the Palestinian Cause to stop the American bloodshed in Iraq and reform the US relations with the Arab and Islamic regions.

What is also notable is the Arab governmental and civil absence and abstention from offering coherent and constructive proposals, countering proposals of division and setting Arab contributions free from the chains of complaint, protest and passive attitude before the Iraqi tragedy.

Certain groups within the US and international circles scorn the division proposals and argue that dividing Iraq does not serve the interests of major oil and weapon companies, contrary to the continuous US military presence for strategic, security and financial objectives.

These groups also believe that division is not in the interest of the Bush administration, since it gives leeway to Iranian and Turkish ambitions to nibble parts of Iraq, thus, it would never be endorsed by this administration. These groups also believe that Bush will not approve the withdrawal of US forces from Iraq, because it would pave the way for a total Iranian domination of Iraq. Hence, what the US needs at this turning point is George Bush's admission of the failure of what he called the 'Freedom and Democracy' project in Iraq as a paragon for change in the region , and his succumbing to the requirements of reviving dictatorship or 'Saddamism' in Iraq through another Saddam, chosen from a group of people that are like Saddam to preserve Iraq's unity.

A somewhat different opinion suggests that those behind the division idea are essentially the neo-conservative Republicans who have dragged the US into a war on Iraq to serve Israel. This group believes that the division serves Israel's interest by removing a major Arab nation from the strategic Arab-Israeli equation, and that this division will lead to further divisions in neighboring States, and a gradual disintegration of the Arab region.

Those favoring this opinion see more guarantees for US oil interests in the division of Iraq and in US oil companies' drive to control the oil fields in the region to get to Iran. Therefore, those opposed to this opinion suggest that US Vice President Dick Cheney and Secretary of Defense Donald Rumsfeld should not fear an Iranian domination of Iraq, nor should they worry about what Turkey would do in response to the formation of an independent Kurdistan, since their war has secured success for the two main prerequisites of the perennial US interest in the region, namely: oil and Israel.

According to the doctrine of the 'thinkers' cluster among the neo-conservatives who have Bush, Cheney and Rumsfeld under a spell, Iran should not be treated as an enemy, regardless of the degree of escalation. Since the war on Iraq presented to Iran an Iraq devoid of Saddam, a fragile, miserable and sect-contentious Iraq, which has become a ground for proxy war for others who have arrived either to commit suicide or murder, but not at any rate, for the sake of Iraq itself.

Accordingly, the series of events that followed the invasion of Iraq were not a series of mistakes, but a well-studied policy aiming at disintegrating  the social fabric, triggering an overwhelming chaos and an abhorrent clash the Sunni and Shiite people of Iraq. This will lead to officially dubbing the situation as a 'civil war', requiring division as a de facto situation, even if it was created by external wars and policies.

Amid the looming issue of division before the conflicting policies of the Democrats and the neo-conservatives emerge the views of the orthodox conservatives in the Republican Party, who deeply resent the neo-conservatives for dragging the US into the Iraqi quagmire.

A group of these traditional conservatives seeks to reclaim the helm and the desired status of the Republican Party, while another group - summoned by the Bush administration and the Republican's top brass to come up with a way out of this predicament - seeks to rescue the Bush administration and wiping out the mistakes of the neo-conservatives.

This group of ten members, given the name, the 'Iraq Study Group', is headed by former Secretary of State during George Bush Senior mandate, James Baker, and Democrat Lee Hamilton, and has been tasked with weighing available alternatives before submitting them to Congress.

Baker noted that this group is convinced that there are other alternatives besides those lying between continuing with the current policy, as championed by George Bush, and escaping, as championed by others, as the lesser of two evils, which is absolutely rejected by the US president.

Parts of these ideas leaked to the press, suggesting that the Baker's team is considering two main options. 

First, the 'Stability First' option, according to which priority is given to incentives toward stability, which includes encouraging insurgents to join the political mainstream and inviting both Syria and Iran to participate in the process of stabilizing and ending the violence in Iraq. Second, the option called 'Redeploy and Contain', which calls for the gradual, phased withdrawal of US troops, relocating US military bases outside Iraq, and equipping them with capabilities to strike at terrorist organizations in the region, and enabling them to move whenever needed. This option seems to be the more plausible, since George Bush would have to merge his personal decisions with those of the party that placed him in the White House, as well as with the public demand, since, unlike Bush, a great majority of Americans is against the continuation of the current situation in Iraq, and is about to embrace the 'escape' option, which threatens a steep deterioration of Bush's popularity, while at the same time, the Republican leadership does not want to inherit the Bush legacy, marked by failure in Iraq and a recession of American greatness.

The 'Redeploy and Contain' option gives the US a number of non-fixed, variable and adaptable options to deal with circumstances. It is the choice that gives US troops the ability to conduct operations, allowing for flexible and adaptable response to the prerequisites of interests and priorities, and also allowing for relative independence and a preservation of the leadership hierarchy during the decision-making process; whereas the 'Stability First' alternative limits the options, undermines flexibility, and subjects the US decision-making process to considerations over which the US has little control.

This line of thinking is not compatible with the doctrine of James Baker, who has built a reputation for readiness to prod others into action, and for the persistent effort that guarantees the satisfaction of what serves US national interests first and foremost.

Baker is proud to have his name associated with such a course of action and political legacy. He is also at a stage of his career that makes it unacceptable for him to place US national interests second to any consideration other than that of US national interests.

Therefore, it is highly unlikely that Baker will give Syria and Iran the prerogative of administering the 'Safety First' option in case he settles on this option. Moreover, Baker is not the sort of man who is willing to subject other files, crucial to US national interests, to the mission of saving Iraq.

If 'Stability First' is to be the strategy recommended by his team, Baker will most probably make sure that Iraq is not the first and last chance for giving and taking, for he is a person who is well-versed with the art, dialect and shrewdness of politics in its broadest meanings and requirements, starting from the floating of proposals, giving and taking, and cumulating with the stage of exchanges or confrontations and their consequences. Moreover, Baker will not deal with Iraq as a separate issue from Iraq's Middle Eastern environment or as an accidental event in the history of the Republican rule of the US. He treats his assignment as a historical responsibility for him, his party and his nation. Therefore, his recommendations are not expected to be superficial or transitional in nature, but would rather be in the mainstream of the US policy toward Iraq, the Arab region, and the Middle East with its Israeli and Turkish dimensions on an equal footing. His recommendations will essentially take into account the nature of the needed negotiations with countries playing an active role in Iraq and Iran, such as China, Russia and the EU, considering the fact this is the stage of sharing, compromises or even wars to serve oil and strategic interests. Therefore, the Baker team will come up with recommendations that are proportionate in depth and farsightedness to serve the requirements of reforming international relations.

Since what happened in Iraq is not a mere marginal deviation, but an essential intersection in the paths of relations between the super powers, led by the US and Britain on one side, and China and Russia on the other, as well as these countries' relations with the regional poles.

Turkey, for example, currently maintains close relations with Iran for many reasons, including Iranian natural gas with its undeclared, cheap price for Turkey, which benefits from being the connecting link for Iranian natural gas.

Furthermore, Ankara's claims on Europe could become more realistically achievable if Turkey places itself in an influential and close position to Tehran. Additionally, Iran and Turkey, as well as Israel, are perfectly content with striking Iraq out of the tripartite regional equation, as Iran remains the center of gravity for both Europe and the US, where the real, deep and conciliatory relationship lies.

Therefore, all studies, options and proposals relating to Iraq or Iran, almost virtually exclude a military operation or showdown, for talk of a military confrontation is being almost exclusively consumed by circles that appear to be at the fringes of what is actually taking place within institutions and serious activities in Washington and New York.

While this does not suggest totally ruling out a face-off with Iran, whether directly or through Israel, a sweeping majority within the US circles almost completely rules out a US-Iranian, or even Israeli-Iranian confrontation, despite the wrangling and escalating rhetoric.

Back to the prerequisites to deal with the Iraqi crisis: a demand exists among US ranks, particularly the Republican ones, for the Bush administration to immediately, and in parallel with the Iraqi file, move toward an acceptable conclusion to the Middle East peace process through exerting real pressure on Israel for the creation of a viable Palestinian State, in order to lead to a restoration of some confidence in diplomacy and US relations with Arabs; both State and people.

These demands are faced by an opposition, emanating particularly from the Democratic Party, to which the Jewish leaderships placing Israel at the forefront of its list of priorities traditionally belongs.

The Bush administration's bias toward Israel, and its blind adoption of the Israeli rationale were a result of the neo-conservatives' dominance within the administration, while keeping away elements such as James Baker, except in cases when there would be a need for a rescuing assistance.

This does not mean that a 'magic wand' will make the Bush administration's policies more rational or fair, but it suggests that the search for strategic alternatives has become extremely serious, and that a hint of non-orthodox Arab contributions does exist in the process of screening ideas and proposals.

This is not an exclusive invitation to governments, but a call for a qualitative change in the ideals of the Arab elites to a higher rank of deep thought in the prerequisites for a solution, instead of the endless slipping into profanity and the haughty refusal of self-accountability.

Iraq awaits a popular, elite and governmental contribution in its future that takes into account its ordeal. It waits the freeing of Arab thought of the notion that it was simply a US-caused tragedy. It awaits its treatment as a responsibility requiring serious efforts to stop its bleeding. It awaits an Arab awareness of the consequences of their absence from the ongoing drive to save if from the edge of the abyss. For Iraq is not only the step from which US glory has taken a deep plunge, but also the step from which Arabs could fall into a bottomless abyss if not seriously supported.
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