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It is shameful to blame others for civil wars that ravage the countries where they take place, no matter how much contribution was made by foreign forces, because these vile wars are, by definition, waged by people from the same country and by yesterday's neighbors. Neither the invasion nor the US occupation of Iraq could be solely blamed for the bloodshed between the Sunnis and the Shiites; nor is it the US troops' mission in Iraq to prevent the eruption of civil war. Similarly, no matter to what extent the Palestinians' suffering is worsening as a result of the occupation, the siege, and the Israeli oppression; the responsibility of the Palestinian inter-fighting, about to turn into a civil war, lies primarily on the Palestinians who are fomenting war, regardless of their pretexts or excuses.

As for Lebanon, should it return to civil war, it would occur by the decision and will of the Lebanese sides, some of which place the interest of their allies above that of their country and its people.

Therefore, burying their heads in the sand and claiming to distance themselves from civil war becomes unacceptable and a disgrace on those who shamelessly wage these wars representing the climax of hate that feeds on blood and destruction. Should the Lebanese, Palestinians, and Iraqis, all decide to rule out the possibility of civil war, the concept of victory and defeat would take different domestic dimensions.

US President George W. Bush spoke this week of yet another task, among the swinging tasks of the US troops in Iraq, by announcing that "our job is to prevent the full-scale civil war from happening in the first place", by helping the Iraqi elected government to remain in power and carry out its responsibilities.

While the US administration does not want its forces to become embroiled in a sectarian war in Iraq, the US president, nevertheless, took a firm decision against withdrawing from Iraq, voicing his equation of "withdrawal with defeat" and unequivocally stating that "we are slowly but surely winning the war on terrorism", because this war inflicted disastrous damages on the al-Qaeda network and the forces of extremism; and that "Iraq is the decisive battle", therefore, "We cannot leave Iraq with the job undone."

George W. Bush is not going to approve a withdrawal from Iraq as long as he remains in power for the next two years, even if pressured or cornered by senior Republican Party leaders. This is because Bush sees Iraq as the battleground for war between the ideologies of violence, hate and extremism on the one hand, and the ideologies of freedom and democracy on the other. He also proclaims that "It's a serious business. And that's why I say it's the call of this generation", "The outcome will determine the destiny of millions across the world. Defeating the terrorists and extremists is the challenge of our time and the calling of this generation to prevent the victory of the forces of extremism over the forces of moderation.

What Bush avoided repeating on Wednesday when he declared abandoning the expression of "stay the course" set for Iraq no matter what the circumstances in favor of strategic and tactical "flexibility", was his favorite description of Iraq as the battleground for war against terrorism for the protection of American cities. He is, therefore, edging closer, to some extent, to separating between the war on terror and the war in Iraq, and speaking instead about the war of ideologies.

This may be seen as an indication of Bush's acknowledgment of the situation on the ground and an indication for a new sense of reality.

It is hard, however, to find any indication that this president has abandoned the notion of being divinely tasked with raising the flag of liberty. This, in turn, suggests that, while he may accede to a change war tactics, deep inside, he believes that it is his mission to stay in Iraq, since leaving it would represent a setback for liberty and a complete failure of his presidency and its political and 'spiritual' objectives.

For had these notions and convictions not been deeply imbedded inside him, neither the neo-conservative advocates for invading Iraq, nor the extremist hawks within his administration would have been able to persuade him of this miserable war and its bizarre justifications and objectives.

The problem with this president lies in the fact that his first-hand, daily experience with extremism was derived from the neo-conservative cabal, his Deputy, Dick Cheney; his Secretary of Defense, Donald Rumsfeld; and their teams; not from real experience or knowledge of extremism. This is why he endorsed extremism through his polices toward Israel, turning Israel's extremism into an arrogant peacock and a spoiled child that could not be held accountable for the destruction it inflicts. By doing so, he provided Arab and Islamic extremism with all the means necessary to flourish and crush moderation.

All this, nevertheless, does not mean the war in Iraq resulted in the victory of those extremist ideologies and the forces, either seeking a return to the Saddamist dictatorship, or another sectarian-driven dictatorship along the same line. Both are a failure and defeat, so long as the instigation of sectarian feuds and the slaughtering of innocent civilians is their weapon.

The great majority of the Iraqi people - despite their ability to exploit and carry out the worse crimes against their own people - condemn these forces, since the destruction of Iraq is the only agenda these destroyers have for Iraq. Their only perception of victory lies in preventing Iraq from becoming a State of institutions with an army capable of securing and running the country.

It is the only kind of victory that would allow them to tell the Americans that their troops are no longer needed there.

The destroyers also seek to impede on Iraq's ability to make independent decisions and to topple a democratic system capable of resolving differences without resorting to bloodshed.

Even the Iraqi government on some occasions seems as though it refuses to establish itself. This could be seen in statements by Iraq's Prime Minister Nouri al-Maliki, in which he rejects any timetable for disarming the militia. This essentially means that he is undermining the country's efforts and development objectives, as well as its authorities.

By making such statements, Maliki also botches any chances for Iraq's recovery by insisting on arming the Shiite militia in particular, when his objectives, after all this strife, should be to only allow the armed forces to possess weapons and to work toward replacing the rule of the Sunni, Kurdish, and Shiite militia with that of the State. 

It is not clear why Maliki chose to reject the US proposals for a timetable for political reform and for disarming the militia by stating that "Everybody knows that this government stems from a popular will. No one has the right to impose a timetable on it."

Then, why doesn't Mr. Maliki step up to tell the Americans: We no longer need you now and want you to withdraw?

As a matter of fact, Maliki's attempt to strike a balance between the demands of the Shiite leader Muqtada al-Sadr and his Mahdi Army and those of the US, with its 140,000 troops in Iraq, is not in the interest of Iraq, because the issue of State vs. militia is governed by a clear, mutually exclusive equation: either the State or the militia.

The equation of the Iraqi government and the US administration is also clear: either work together or be dismissed, as the upcoming period requires steadfastness with these equations.

If, however, Maliki finds himself torn between two allegiances, then he may be better off stepping down from office to spare himself the agony of making the hard choice and living with its consequences. Furthermore, he  would also spare Iraq from these contradictions that will only serve to lengthen its strife. For his part, the US President should address another load of contradictions.

The fist thing the supreme commander should do is to take the decision to drastically increase the number of US troops in Iraq in order for these troops to be able to achieve their mission successfully.

Bush could rightfully do that since he gave military commanders the liberty to come forward with proposals to increase the number of US troops. Accordingly, he should free those generals from the burden of the elections and other political considerations, so that they could conduct war as it should be conducted in terms of troop numbers and combat capabilities.

The top US military commander in Iraq, General George Casey, has opened the door to re-enforcement, while Bush - so long as he absolutely rejects the alternative for an immediate or a clearly timetabled withdrawal from Iraq - fully realizes that it is impossible to achieve the missions without these re-enforcements

On the other side, the Democratic Party, whose leading figures in the Senate -including former presidential nominee John Kerry, and potential presidential candidate, Senator Hillary Clinton- had voted for the war, is transforming the war on Iraq into a political bargaining chip to serve its electoral interest with an abundance of contempt to Iraq and its people.

Democrat leaders have been slipping into the labyrinths of desire for power and electoral victories. They are too great to look into the actual needs of Iraq, and have even deliberately avoided scrutinizing the requirements for US national interest in Iraq and beyond. Along the same line of the Republican administration, they came up with neither a plan to remain in Iraq, nor to withdraw from it.

Ultimately, raising taxes and obligatory conscription seem to be the only alternative, even in the event of the surprising decision to immediately withdraw the US troops from Iraq, sending them on aircraft carriers on regional waters, back to the main military bases, like the ones in Qatar and other countries in the region for redeployment and fast deployment.

For, should these troops remain in Iraq or withdraw to redeploy and win the respect and serious fear of their adversaries in the aftermath of the setback America has suffered in Iraq; it is America's greatness that is currently at stake.

The decision to pull the US out of the Iraqi quagmire requires serious momentum and certainly calls to raise the taxes and for obligatory conscription, which also means 'political suicide' to anyone seeking power or public office during the elections period.

However, this is what any real leader should tell the American people, since, unlike the Iraqi people bearing the grunt of war in their own backyard, this leader might be able to shore up the responsibilities and consequences of  "escaping forward".

This may be subject to military debate and to the re-evaluation of the principals and requirements of the world's only remaining superpower, as well as the demands it makes on its citizens, not only domestically, but also with respect to the consequences brought to the world by the foreign polices of this superpower.

What is even more urgent is the responsibility of the Iraqi, Arab and Muslim citizens toward Iraq, because, while all this rage against the US invasion of Iraq does not change the fact that Iraq was rescued from a dictator, another fact remains that the invasion has reduced the Iraqi individual to a piece of merchandise and has revoked his right to participate in the decision-making process and the right to free will.

Torn between fear and revenge, Iraqis today have every right to question how the US war has brought them all these tragedies, despite all its promises.

They have every right to scream in the face of the daily tragedies, saying that they miss yesterday's oppression. But this is a scream for an alternative and choice, as the Iraqis have the right to put the ideology of the right of freedom above any other, because the forces of extremism in Iraq today have made it their main objective to fight the freedom of choice and the freedom of opinion. And toward this end, these forces kill and oppress the Iraqis.

These same forces of oppression in Iraq are the very forces controlling Arab mentalities throughout the Arab World. They are the forces that aim at controlling the street and the herd according to their own agendas, while in fact they are as oppressive as their predecessors in the Arab and Islamic worlds.

The truth of the matter is that they are anti-liberty, pro-oppression forces. The fact that the miserable US adventure in Iraq arrived claiming to be against the forces of oppression and in favor of democracy, and by that winning the support of the masses, does not deny the reality which the Arab elites and masses should scrutinize: this is truly a decisive battle between the forces of oppression which seek power and tyranny and the suppression of liberties under political and religious pretexts; and the forces that defend the people's rights of political participation and the freedom to make personal decisions.

Just like Iraq, the same battle is occurring in Lebanon, because one of the key political players in the war between the two ideologies is controlling both the Lebanese and Iraqi fronts. This key player is Iran with its revolutionary side, represented by Iran's President Mahmoud Ahmadinejad and the religious institution in power.

It is true that Osama bin Laden and his followers are also key players in this war, but at this stage the Iranian player is the strong and invisible player in this ideological war.

And while the tactical shift, calling for inviting Iran and Syria to become partners in Iraq might reflect the desire of some US sides; it does not mean that George Bush has decided to succumb to Iran and Syria. It only means the contrary, since the period of time extending from this day to the next several months is an exchange-free compromise-free test period, first for the Syrian, and then the Iranian leadership.

If these two leaderships, as it is believed, are about to exploit the Lebanese front to again divert attention from their commitments toward Tehran's nuclear file or the assassinations file implicating Syria, then, as hinted by George Bush on Wednesday, Iraq will not be the venue for these bargains.

Fomenting civil war in Iraq and Lebanon, as well as in Palestine, may be the only means through which Tehran and Damascus can continue to bully, avert accountability, and subject the cheering masses in their capacities as sponsors of Hezbollah's defiance of Israel and Hamas' rejection to bargaining. This is what Tehran and Damascus will do, and are currently doing.

Civil war, however, only leads to the eradication of the masses that wage them. Therefore, victory in civil war is a myth exploited for the purpose of oppressing the other side.

As far as victory is concerned, there are those who view America's defeat in the Arab region as a victory; and who are described by fellow columnist Hazem Saghieh as monkeys jumping up and down, saying: We have won, we have won! They are by default the worst contributors to the Arabs' future. Indeed, they should apologize to the next generations.
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