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Once two sons of a wise old man came to their father to resolve a dispute. Each son felt

that the other one was ‘wrong’. After hearing the stories of both, the wise man said:

The one who is more intelligent of the two is ‘wrong’.

Alas! We do not have a wise man today who could tell Bush and Saddam the same. The
problem, however, is, would Bush and Saddam want to talk to the wise old man? They

would not want to — because they both believe they are ‘right.’

What is the crisis in the Gulf all about? Is it over naked aggression, matter of
principle, oil fields in Kuwait and Saudi Arabia, the manufacturers of armaments in
North America or the world, or is it a fight between Saddam and Bush and their

respective egos?

It 1s about all this, and none of this. The bigger question, however, is, how are we going to
resolve it? Are we going to resolve it by sending all our military might into Saudi Arabia?
Assuming we succeed in solving the immediate problem, are we ensuring that another
Saddam Hussein will not arise in the Middle East? Are we going to create a new world
order in which human grievances are dealt with in a more civilized way, instead of by the
blood of innocent people? In the new world order that we talk about and visionaries have
envisaged, would we take a gun and point at the other person to tell him either do as we tell
you or else...? Or are we going to sit together and communicate, be understanding of the
grievances of all the parties concerned? In the new world order are we going to make it
possible for one party to actually feel the pains and problems of the other party and vice
versa, to enable both to see each other’s point of view? Are we going to invoke the
spirituality of human beings to create a more humane and harmonious environment which

will bring out the best in humans, rather than let the machines and automatic rifles penetrate
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through those very chests which contain the best in humans?

The world has seen many wars — big ones and small ones. Every war has created
casualties — casualties which go beyond the apparent. History perhaps records mere
statistics, i.e. 100,000 people died. But behind every death is the story of the widow, the
orphan, the disabled parents, siblings, and friends of the one who died. Does humankind
become wiser immediately after the event, but forgets soon thereafter? Are we prepared to
listen to Vietnam veterans, or is that merely history which we would rather forget? Are we
going to allow the Saddams and Bushes of the world to shed the blood of millions, to
create havoc with the family lives of millions, to create economic, emotional and other
hardships and distress all over the world, just because they both think they are ‘right’? Is
this really a war between the people of Iraq and the people of America? Does an ordinary
American citizen or an ordinary Iraqi citizen want the blood of his or her children to be
shed? Are we willing to consult them before we take upon ourselves such horrendous tasks

as killing and maiming millions?

The proponents of war will probably argue:

Of course, we do not want to do all these horrible things, but what choices

do we have?

Let us tell them that if there are no choices it is because you yourselves have limited those

choices. You have done that by Saddam saying:

“Kuwait is part of Iraq and we will never, never relinquish Kuwait”

And Bush saying:

“There will be absolutely no compromise with Saddam. He must

unconditionally get out of Kuwait, restore the original regime, or else...”

Since both of these leaders have said what they have said, surely there is no choice except
for one or the other to give in. Just because neither of the two leaders, or their egos, would
permit them to give in, does it mean that we should allow the blood of our innocent youth

to be shed? Just because Bush thinks it will affect his political ratings if he says, “I will talk to

Kassam, 1991 Saddam and Bush



Saddam”, should we allow hundreds and thousands of women to become widows and
millions of children to become orphans? If we believe that we live in a democracy, if we
believe that we must find a solution, which is more peaceful than the one that our leaders
are leading us into, must not we stand up and tell our leaders what we want? Don’t we
have enough care for the world we live in, the people around us, our youth, our children,

our mothers, to be able to say to Bush and Saddam (and Mulroney, for that matter):

“For heaven's sake, have a vision of a world of peace. Give us leadership
that we can be proud of, which will usher this world into an era of peace,
and if you do not have that vision, we would rather elect somebody who has

such a vision.”

“But,” they argue:

“We know Saddam 1is a Hitler, we know he will not quit, we have got to

1

teach him a lesson.’

Let us tell them:

“In order to understand, give understanding. To receive compassion, offer
compassion. Have you made gestures to sit, talk and understand why
Saddam has done what he is doing? Why is the Arab mass supporting him?
Have you given them the compassion, the hearing of their grievances, the
assurances they need that you are not out to exploit them? It is only by doing
all this that not only will you find a way to a more peaceful solution, but you
will also ensure that no more ‘Saddam Husseins’ rise in the Middle East,

s

or anywhere else of that matter.”’

What did we do when Saddam Hussein earlier on sent a message saying he was willing to
talk about withdrawal from Kuwait provided Israel withdraws from the Gaza Strip and
West Bank? Of course, we did not want to connect these two. But by agreeing to talk with
him, without any pre-conditions, would we not have enabled the softening of the
confrontative state that exists? We know ourselves in hard business bargaining how

sometimes we take a very tough stand, knowing that we will have to compromise at some
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point.

When we hear Saddam Hussein talking about jihad (holy war) it sounds hypocritical,
opportunist and absurd to us. Of course, it is absurd for anyone wanting to achieve a
political end to kill under the name of religion. However, does it occur to us that it may
sound just as absurd and hypocritical to others — mainly in the Middle East — when we say
that we are fighting for a principle? Is that really the case? Do we want to list the numerous
situations when we have not fought for the very same principles when it suited us? Do we
want to name situations in which we have, in fact, assisted naked aggressors? The list would
be long. Does it occur to us that while on the one hand, we have fought the cold war, and
made loud noises about democracy in many countries where we did not like the rulers, that
we are now supporting totally undemocratic feudal kingdoms of Saudi Arabia and Kuwait?
Do we really expect to be believed by right-thinking people when we talk about principles?
When ultimately those kingdoms collapse (remember the Shah of Iran?) do we really

expect the people of those countries to forgive us easily?

And we, in Canada, had a reputation of being neutral, a peace-loving, peacekeeping country.
We were not a world power, hence we were more trusted by smaller third world countries.
What did we do? We sent our army and our ships to ensure that we cannot be mediators,
having taken sides. Why did we do that? Matter of principle? Mmmmmm.... Does the fact
that Saddam Hussein has invaded Kuwait pain us so much that we are willing to send
troops — our youngsters — to be killed there, in order to reinstate the emirates of Kuwait? Are
we led by those who blindly follow Big Brother? Or are we afraid of Big Brother — the Brother
who would punish us for being a naughty child? We have tried war for many centuries. Let us

give human spirituality an opportunity to blossom and peace a chance.
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