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as one has to face the ultimate challenge: for, Iraq, which, like
Yugoslavia, had been created for geostrategic reasons, cannot
be held together by representative institutions which desire
an autocratic regime or which break up into groups.” He con-

T]me-BOmb Of ClV]l WaI' tinued with this important point: “Even though it would not

correspond at all to the desired results, still eveatsd make

IS TIC k]'n g ]n Iraq the partitionin three states necessary. But that would require
astronginternational leadership. This does not meanrenounc-
by Muriel Mirak-Weissbach ingaU.S. policy of multilateral consensus, but rather its shap-

ing under a strong leadership.”

Time is running out for the Bush Administration in Iraq, but Elections. When and How

not in the way some of its leading lights think. It is not the In direct opposition to Kissinger's geopolitical fantasies

June 30 deadline, set by U.S. proconsul Paul Bremer andthe  of a new empire, there are forces inside Irag and in the UN
Iragi Governing Council (IGC), for a cosmetic “transfer of who are exploring the possibilities for an effective, genuine
sovereignty”; nor is it the November elections in the United  transfer of sovereignty, to a democratically elected govern-
States, which count. Rather, it is the steadily deterioratingnent. On Feb. 12, a UN delegation led by special envoy
military situation for the U.S. occupying power, facing an Lakhdar Brahimi met with the highest Shi'ite authority,
expanding resistance which it is incapable of containingAyatollah Ali al-Husseini al-Sistani, in Najaf, Iraq. The issue

much less defeating. Unless a wholesale shift in policy is  of the talks was elections: Although Bremer and the IGC
effected, now, toward the effective entry of the United Na-had agreed in November to “transfer sovereignty” to a body
tions, and a UN-coordinated process of electing a constituent  selected through regional caucuses, al-Sistani made know
assembly and government, the danger is of civil war and sulhis rejection of the plan, demanding, instead, that free and

sequent break-up of the country. fair elections be organized, and insisting that they could
It is no accident that Henry Kissinger, the ideologue ofbe organized within the time constraints given. Although
geopolitical manipulation and Hobbesian “diplomacy,” Bremer attempted to contact al-Sistani, to argue the case

raised precisely this possibility in an opinion piece in thethat elections could not be held so soon, the Shi'ite leader

GermanWelt am Sonntag, on Feb. 15. Kissinger projected a refused to meet him—the representative of the illegal, occu-

scenario whereby a pseudo-government would be createdying power—and proposed contact with the UN instead,

but not accepted, thus triggering greater strife, which could  asthe only body, according to international law, which could

ultimately lead to partition. reintroduce legality into the situation. Al-Sistani initiated
Kissinger wrote that on June 30, “the formal end of the contact with the UN, through a leading Shi'ite member of

occupation changes the nature of the American engagemerthe IGC, and invited UN Secretary General Kofi Annan to

but not its necessity. It requires a new strategy, to transform send a delegation.

power into legality, and therefore requires anew dimension of ~ Following the talks, Brahimi told reporters that al-Sistani

diplomacy.” Specifically, he wrote, “A sovereign Iraq, which “is sticking to his position, and we share his opinion totally,

agreesto having the coalition forces remain, so thatthey wontecause elections are the only way to bring Iraq out of the

be seen as occupying forces, requires a government whichis  tunnel. We are also in agreement with him that they must b

representative, secure, and internationally recognized.” Alwell prepared to obtain the results called for by himself and

though the United States would like to introduce a system the Iraqgi people.” “The elections must be held at the best time

of “checks and balances,” he said, that is not part of Iraq’'gpossible to yield the result we hope for,” he added, without

tradition. Instead, ethnic, religious, and tribal groups will  giving a timeframe. “Ayatollah al-Sistani is completely

probably seek to defend their interests against others’, andithin his rights to demand the holding of elections and we

this means that after June 30, “the security situation in Iraq are completely in agreement with him because it is the right

could at least for atime get worse, because the various dissatry to resolve the Iraqi problem,” Brahimi said.

isfied groups would attack the government.” Dismissing the In a press conference, Brahimi detailed the reasons why

position of France and Germany “for a rapid transfer of soverorganizing elections would be difficult, including technical

eignty under the aegis of the UN,” as something which “has  factors: If rationing cards were to be used, as suggested, this

been overridden by events,” Kissinger stated categoricallywould not satisfy all conditions, since many Iragis do not have

“The U.S. government will not bring the UN in.” them, while others have forged cards. This would provide no
Instead, he proposed that the “international community”proteciton against fraud. In addition, he pointed out that one

be brought in after July 1, in two phases: first the NATO has to decide what kind of government system one is electing.

contact group, to set up a presence, then a group under UM current circumstances, it would not be possible to organize

leadership. “Such an arrangement gains in meaning, as soon  perfect elections, he said, but rather “reasonably credible
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elections, whose outcome could presumably be acceptable.

Asfor thetransfer of sovereignty, slated for June 30, Brah-
imi said there is no agreement, to whom it should be trans-
ferred. Somemembersof thel GCwouldliketo proposethem-
selves, in perhaps an enlarged form, as the “transitional”
sovereign body. Whatever it might be, it would be a*“transi-
tional authority” with a“short-lived” mandate. It would not
have much power.

The strongest, and most emotionally charged answer
Brahimi gave, wasin response to a question about the danger
of civil war. He stressed that acivil war doesnot start because
someone decides to start it. It breaks out when one group or
groups see their interests as opposed to those of the nation.
Heissued an appedl toall Iragis, of al groups, to beextremely
cautious. He cited Lebanon and Algeria as countries where
no one dreamed civil war could break out, but yet it did.

Brahimi delivered hisreport to the UN, on return to New
York, where the matter now rests. It is up to Kofi Annan
to present a creative proposal, capable of untying the many
difficult knots.

One most glaring problem is the feasibility of areturn of
the UN to Irag. Clearly, if real elections are to be organized
with any legitimacy, the UN must be involved. Yet, as the
Secretary Genera has repeatedly stressed, and Brahimi’s
group confirmed, Annanwill not re-establishapresencethere,
unless security isguaranteed. Bremer’ sProvisional Codlition
Authority had promised such guarantees, but has been physi-
cally unableto protect UN personnel, asthe bombing of their
headquarters last Summer dramatized.

A related problem, raised by Brahimi, isthat of the entity
to which sovereignty is supposed to be transferred. Whether
it may be an expanded |GC or another body pasted together
by the occupying powers, it is not expected to be recognized
by Ayatollah a-Sistani—who, as the UN mission demon-
strated, isthe leading authority in Irag. Thisis perhaps what
Brahimi meant, in describing the new body as “transitional”
and “short-lived.” If aformulawereto befound to make such
an entity acceptable to a-Sistani, it would signify acompro-
mise, whereby elections would be held, but several months
later.

TheFallujah Syndrome

Time s running out. The gun battle which took placein
Fallujah on Feb. 18 was a singularity in the process of the
guerrilla warfare in Irag. A group of 50 resistance fighters
stormed the central police station, and freed up to 100 prison-
ersbeing heldthere. Simultaneously, they attacked the central
headquartersof thelragi Civil Defense Corps, the samebuild-
ing which had been hit two days earlier, targetting (but miss-
ing) U.S. Army Gen. John Abizaid’s convoy. A gun battle
ensued between the attackers, who were armed with rocket-
propelled grenades, AK-47 machine guns and mortars, and
the Iragi security forces. At least 20 people were killed,
mainly Iragi police, and 30 were wounded.
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U.S Iraq proconsul
Paul Bremer's
political and
economic decisions
have been
consistently wrong;
now his demand for
an unelected Iraqi
government to
receive power by
July1,is
guaranteeing a
government that
will be* short-
lived,” and setting
up civil war.

As amilitary expert pointed out to EIR, the modus ope-
randi of theevent has several noteworthy aspects: Theintelli-
gence capabilities of the attackers were excellent, evidenced
by their knowledge of the movements of General Abizaid
earlier, and their information on the staffing and set-up of the
prison. The size of their unit, 50 men, marks an escalation
compared to the typical, daily roadside bomb attacks and
ambushes against convoys. The attackers were well-
equipped, well-trained, and effective; itisestimated that they
lost only four men.

Finally, and most telling, is the fact that the U.S. forces
on the scene did not intervene. This provoked expressions of
rage among the Iragis. One policeman at the site was asked
by ajournalist about the U.S. Army. He answered: “ Shit on
the Americans, shit on them.” He had been shot in the leg,
and three of his colleagues standing beside him had been shot
dead, during the siege of the police station. “The American
Army watched but did not help,” said Qais Jameel, another
wounded policeman. “I don't know why. Americans don’t
like the peoplein Fallujah.”

According to the cited military expert, such an event is
seen by the Iragi policemen as a betrayal by their comrades-
in-arms, and denotes either panic or total demoralization on
the part of the U.S. troops. Reports of increasing suicides
among the troops confirm this picture. And, the fact that the
entire force currently deployed in Iraq is to be rotated out—
rather than just a portion—tells the same story.

Face Reality Beforelt IsToo Late

Thereisaway out of the“Vietnam in the Desert"—Lyn-
don LaRouche simage for the Iragi quagmire. Theonly via-
ble solution remains what LaRouche has proposed: The
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United States must declare the intention to withdraw and to
bring the UN in, not as a fig-leaf, but as a legitimate body
for the task. Kofi Annan has emphasized that this requires
security guarantees. Such security can, ultimately, be pro-
vided only by are-established Iragi military. As the leading
expert on Irag in Germany, Aziz Alkazaz of the Deutsches-
Orient-Ingtitut, told EIR, only the Iragis can restore law and
order. The security situation must be given over to the Iragis,
not to those currently being groomed, but to “ clean elements
in the Army, who are recognized by the population as Iragi
patriots, who have not sold out, and are not criminals. They
could establish security and stop the crime and anarchy.”

This requires facing the painful reality, that disbanding
thelragi military was aterrible mistake, made by occupation
administrator Paul Bremer. On Feb. 18, USMC Gen. Peter
Pace, the vice chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, made
clear that the decision to disband had not been made by the
competent military officials. “I do not know the discussions
that took placein theater on when or how to disband the Iragi
military,” Pace stated to the New Y ork Council on Foreign
Relations. “I did not give Paul Bremer advice.” Moreover,
“That issuewas not specifically addressed by the Joint Chiefs,
brought to the Joint Chiefs,” he said. “We were not asked for
arecommendation or for advice.”

Now that mistake must be rectified, if it can, in time.
Restoring security through asovereign Iragi military force, is
the first precondition for holding elections. In the view of
Alkazaz, the security situation must thus becomevisibly bet-
ter, as the result of the intervention of a national, patriotic
Army figure, who establishes order—but does not move
against different groups. There are many such well-known
Iragi military figures. The UN cannot provide this security,
and if the Americanstry to establish order, the conflict situa-
tion remains.

Through the establishment of order, people must be able
to see a new horizon. They have to be able to perceive that
the occupation will end. An agreement hasto be made for an
orderly U.S.-U.K. military withdrawal—not overnight, but
real.

As specified in LaRouche' s proposal, the UN must over-
see the electoral process leading to a constituent assembly,
which would draft a constitution. The Iragi constitution of
1958 should serve as the historical precedent and starting
point. Elections could then be organized. Former Deputy
Prime Minister Tariq Aziz, who is till being unlawfully im-
prisoned, should be released from custody, and allowed to
servein this process.

To reach us on the Web:
www.larouchepub.com

EIR February 27, 2004

Will Schroder Resign
As German Chancellor?

by Rainer Apel

The surprise resignation on Feb. 6, of Chancellor Gerhard
Schroder as national chairman of the Social Democratic
Party (SPD) has been read—in Germany aswell as abroad—
asthefirst step towards his withdrawal from the chancellor-
ship in the near future. The resignation announcement came
after the publication of disastrous popularity ratings for
Schroder (14%), and his government and SPD party (24%).
The SPD is expected to lose votes heavily in all 14 elec-
tions—on the state and municipal level, as well as the Euro-
pean Parliament—that will be held in Germany this year.
The first election takes place in the city-state of Hamburg
on Feb. 29, and the month of March is expected to tell more
about Schroder’s further plans.

On March 21, the SPD will officialy replace Schroder
with the designated new party chairman, Franz Muntefering.
On March 25 Schroder will deliver a “ State of Germany”
address in Federal parliament. It cannot be ruled out that he
will use that occasion for a vote of confidence. With his
thin majority in the parliament of only 4 seats over the
opposition, Schroder might lose that vote, because his
Agenda 2010 budget-cutting policy is meeting very strong
opposition inside his own SPD and the labor unions. If five
SPD members of the Bundestag vote against or abstain,
Schroder’s thin mgjority is gone. There are 2 Bundestag
members of the post-communist PDS, who, because their
party opposes the Agenda 2010 from a leftwing-populist
side, will also not vote for Schroder.

Neither Schroder’s withdrawal as SPD party chairman,
nor alost vote-of-confidence, would be to the instant benefit
of opposition leader, neo-con party chairwoman of the Chris-
tian Democrats Angela Merkel. Merkel’s proclaimed desire
for a “regime change in Berlin now” stays 6 seats short of
a majority in the national parliament, and because of her
neo-con positions, she is not likely to pull SPD members
over to her side. She cannot openly challenge the incumbent
Chancellor in a no-confidence vote that she would not win.
There are aso enough serious policy differences between
Merkel’s own CDU party and the alied CSU, the autono-
mous minor Christian Democratic party of Bavarian State
Governor Edmund Stoiber, to undermine Merkel’s own am-
bitions. Stoiber himself responded to the Schroder announce-
ment on Feb. 6 with thewarning that the Christian Democrats
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