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Former Iraqi President Saddam Hussein did well by saying in a recorded tape broadcast attributed to him by "Al-Arabiya" that the solution is for "Iraq to retain its old status." This phrase alone should be sufficient for the Iraqis to resist the "resistance" which aspires for Iraq to "go back to" the despotic reign of the former regime of Saddam Hussein's regime and the agony and misery he brought upon the Iraqi people. This phrase clarifies for the Iraqis that Saddam Hussein, or the remnants of the Baath Party, want to repossess Iraq and expect the Iraqis to sacrifice with their "blood" as usual. In order to recapture Iraq, they have aligned themselves with terrorist groups coming to Iraq to utterly quell its people as they have gotten used to sacrificing the country and its inhabitants for the sake of a sick power. The Iraqis can refuse to go back to the previous situation as they are able to reject a lengthy occupation. What the Iraqis need is not further one-upmanship from the Arab public. They need instead full understanding of what the slogans and altercations are all about.       

The Arab region is arguing about Iraq from the following perspectives: What does America need from Iraq? What are its plans for the region? The dispute is over the precarious American policies and the American response to terrorism. The question asked is put in terms of whether Iraq is better off under the American occupation than it was under Saddam Hussein's regime? The Arabs debate speaking on behalf of the Iraqis as if the Iraqis themselves are obscure or absent. Some boast of pride in the "resistance" carried by Saddam's loyalists likes of bin Laden to trounce the American insolence. Others justify every American mistake as simply a minor blunder in the great march of Democracy.

What is sardonic is that the deeply divided Arab region imagines itself to be in "solidarity" with the Iraqis - those who want the U.S. to be defeated in Iraq regardless of consequences on the Iraqis; and those who buy the notion that the war on Iraq was about transforming Iraq into a democracy.

To find out what the Iraqis themselves want is not easy. For they are torn between ethos of destruction and that of fear and doubt, and there is no infrastructure to determine what their opinions are without the ogre of punishment. All the perpetrators in Iraq want the Iraqis to become intelligence agents. Otherwise, they would be regarded as supporters either of terrorism or the invasion. Saddam Hussein regards opposing the invaders a "legitimate duty." Americans leaders consider fighting terrorism a national Iraqi responsibility, if not exercised, would amount to terrorist backing.

The Iraqis thought for a second after the collapse of the regime that the war came to salvage them from internal terrorism exercised by Saddam Hussein. They soon found out that the American president George W. Bush wanted to shift his war on terror away from American cities and make Iraq the front of his war on terror. International terror came to tamper with the moment of Iraqi salvation from inner terror. The Iraqi's' agony multiplies while they were being overfed promises of liberation and freedom.

The American Administration's mistakes in Iraq are clear and flagrant but this does not justify turning Iraq into the arena for an American defeat, the way Arab wrangling would have it. The Iraqi people are neither stones to toss nor are they a property in the great estate of Arab frustration and anti-Americanism. They neither demand to be heroes nor do they want to be scapegoats for others' wars in their own home.

Any person with common sense knows that the Iraqis do not want to go back to the "status quo ante' -- the era of humiliation and despotic reign under the authority of Saddam Hussein and his Baath Party. The Iraqis might choose to return to a monarchy; this is their right and no one can prevent them. They might choose the American model of democracy; this is their business. Even if they chose to become an Islamic State, no one has the right to curtail the process of democratization; not even the American Secretary of Defense.

What is clear is what the Iraqis do not want. They do not want Saddam to return. They do not want to be used as a front for the war on terror. They do not want the "help" recruits from Al Qaeda. They do not want fervent Saddam's Fedayeen. And most probably they do not want a regime similar to that of Iran or to the neighboring Arab states. They certainly do not want the barrage of one-upmanship particularly from the Arab elite.

It is also clear that the majority of the Iraqis does not want an immediate withdrawal of the American and British forces for the fear of bloodshed and possible disintegration of Iraq. It wants an organized withdrawal that would lead to an end of occupation once the Iraqis are able to govern themselves. For this reason, the Iraqis do not want to hear Arab calls for an abrupt end of occupation nor do they want a resistance that would result either in a quick pull out or in the consolidation of the occupation. Both ways, they would end up paying the price.

The people of Iraq do not want the haughtiness of the hawks of the American administration or the greed of the major American corporations. They want the American administration to understand that turning Iraq into a launching pad for changing Arab regimes and safeguarding Israel's superiority is unacceptable to Iraqis. This would hinder the process of recovery and victimize Iraq. The people of Iraq are tired of being sacrificed for other's agendas. They want this Administration to understand the level of gratitude for undertaking it says it was for bringing democracy to Iraq. But they also want the Americans to realize that being grateful does not mean an endorsement of permanent occupation under one pretext or another. The Iraqis believe that getting rid of Saddam and democratizing Iraq were part of the objectives of this war but they do not believe that this war was for the sole purpose of democratizing Iraq.

The implicit recognition of past mistakes by the U.S. Administration when molding a new strategy is primarily due to the feedback of the Iraqi people as made clear in a study conducted secretly by the Central Intelligence Agency. The study revealed that Iraqis distrust the U.S. to the extent that made some believe that defeating the U.S. is an option-so it might be better to support the resistance.

Of course, there will be those who would say that the resistance was behind the American administration's revision of its policies. Those uphold the cynical logic of revenge and gloat at the troubled situation the U.S. has entrenched itself into disregarding the troubled situation of the Iraq they brag they defend.

The occupation is not alone in the quagmire of morass; Iraq is as much in a morass and a quagmire.

The Iraqi resistance is not offering Iraq a way out of this dilemma nor is it providing the Iraqis an alternative to the occupation as long as it is made of bin Ladenism, Saddamism and vengeance and as long as its intention is for Iraq to return to "its old days."

The American arrogance embodied by the hawks of the American administration and the neo-conservatives is not the way out of this dilemma; it is actually the way to deepen the morass. The thinking of a part of this group is racial as much as it is narcissistic and selfish ready stride down on anyone to attain personal goals and interests. They wanted to use Iraq in the wars of the preemptive doctrine; they wanted to consolidate the occupation of Iraq to own the Iraqi oil reserves whilst they make a complete mockery of democracy and play a very boorish prank on the Iraqi people. Those people wanted Iraq to be a phase in their war on terror so invited terrorists to the country, giving the enemy a face and an address.

Who then get Iraq out of the dilemma? The Iraqi people are the most important contributor to rescuing their country from but they need some regional, international and American help.

Senior party officials in the Republican Party are trying to regain their status which the neo-conservatives have appropriated from them. They are taking President George W. Bush's reelection as their ammunition in this new battle.

The problem is that there is little trust that President Bush would give up the neo-cons in the second term. Consequently, the reforms that the senior moderates in the Republican Party might be able to impact in the current administration may not matter because they will not be able to contain the second Bush administration and obstruct its new adventures. The neo-cons may take a low profile temporarily as a tactic while the larger strategy is upheld and savored for later.

There is talk in Washington about replacing the "Wali" of Iraq Paul Bremer, by the U.S. ambassador to India who was Bush's most important advisor on foreign affairs during his elections campaign Robert Blackwill. And there is talk that Karl Rove, the main person behind Bush's election, wants to decrease the number of American troops to avoid further losses. His strategy is to prove to the American public that America is not entrenched in any dilemma or any swamp; that the Administration has a plan.

For reelection reasons as well as due to developments inside Iraq, the American administration decided to correct some of its mistakes but without actually admitting them. It might be too late and it might be that this new strategy would pave the way out of the current dilemma, both for the U.S. and Iraq.

What this optimistic scenario needs is some American divulgence of its mistakes and a lot of clarity and transparency in the objectives of the temporary occupation. The reasons behind the invasion were so ambiguous and mercurial which stripped the U.S. a good deal of confidence in its intentions. For this optimistic scenario to see the light, there should be true partnership with the world in the project of rebuilding Iraq, with complete transparency and honesty, not in cosmetic steps. It requires from George W. Bush to renounce the extremism of the hawks and the neo-cons and of their plans for the Iraqi neighborhood.

Iraq's neighbors are necessary for getting out of trouble and there is a need to devise a new policy for the Middle East. It requires some prudence and modesty.

What president Bush said in his speech in London two days earlier about his commitment to resolve the Palestinian-Israeli issue was actually good but incomplete. Had he talked about the end of the invasion his speech would have had a greater impact.

What he said about the importance of participation of the Middle East in the "democratic revolution," the need of the governments in the Middle East to understand the repercussions of freedom deficit, the disgust of millions of people living of dictatorships and radicalism, and the partnership of the West and in pushing for a "freedom strategy" is totally true.

He did well admitting "mistakes of the past" where "we have been willing to make a bargain, to tolerate oppression for the sake of stability...yet this bargain did not bring stability or make us safe." And he was wise when he spoke of freedom and democracy as a "choice" of the people of the Middle East "not imposed from abroad" while on "our part" the job is "to ally ourselves with reform." Those are useful statements that Arab peoples and elite should build on rather than search for the shortcomings of others in order to justify Arab impotence.

If the American administration is acknowledging its mistakes in Iraq, Palestine and in its relationship with Arab world, it is prudent and wise to encourage the correction as a means to find a forward way out of the tragedies of the past and present, rather than encourage the forces that seek to return the region to its miseries while solidifying the quagmire.
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