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There are numerous reasons behind the reconciliation between the forces of moderation and defiance in the Arab world coinciding with President Barack Obama taking on the policy of dialogue with Iran and Syria, and through them with Hamas and the Taliban in Afghanistan. Such reconciliation also coincides with Britain opening its own channels with Hezbollah in Lebanon, as well as with increasing talk of the US seeking partnerships with local radicalisms in order to defeat global radicalism. Notably absent from such developments is Israel's clear determination to dwarf the Palestinian issue and exclude it from the US administration's list of priorities through distraction by talks of making peace with Syria and reviving the game of competing courses of negotiations. What took place earlier this week, when the Israeli lobby forced President Obama to renounce his candidate for the post of Chairman of the National Intelligence Council (NIC), former ambassador in Riyadh Charles Freeman, because of his sympathy for the Palestinians and his criticism of Israel, plainly shows how forbidden it is today to speak of Palestine and the Palestinian issue. Indeed, the language of political discourse today is that of momentary appeasement and long-term truce as a means to leap over the "impossibility" of addressing the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, knowing that the impossibility of reaching a solution came at the hands of Palestinian and Israeli radicalism, sponsored by regional radicalism, immobilizing the "two-state solution" and destroying the basis of US policy towards this conflict. This is no coincidence, but is rather a deliberate reason behind many of the new initiatives and policies that are being produced. Some of these are the result of arriving at the conclusion that Obama will not be able to - and will not be allowed to - put the weight of the US behind a just solution to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, one which would lead to the establishment of a Palestinian state alongside Israel. As for the reason behind the surge of developments, ranging between necessity and confusion, it is the ambiguity engulfing any comprehensive strategy of the new US administration, except for its focus on getting rid of the policies of the previous administration, as if washing itself of sins without thinking of the garment it will need afterwards. Thus it would be preferable for the Obama administration to be mindful of the dangers of it leaving the impression that it is short-sighted, as it breathlessly seeks after the moderation of radicals while strangely abandoning moderates, and while dangerously underestimating what such sought-after partnerships involve in terms of undermining stability, spreading chaos or floating the central issue in the new chapter sought-after in the US relations with the Arab and Muslim worlds - which is the Palestinian issue.

Arab reconciliation's are certainly a positive and welcome development, regardless of differing interpretations and hopes. The summit held between Saudi Arabia, Egypt, Syria and Kuwait two days ago represents a positive stepping stone to the Arab Summit in Doha at the end of this month, at which it seems Iran's president will not make a surprise appearance, knowing that the Emir of Qatar, Sheikh Hamad Bin Khalifa Al Thani visited Tehran this week, probably to contain his embarrassment. They say one of the goals of the four-member summit is to remove Syria from Iran's embrace and return it to the Arab camp. They say that such a tactic aims at facilitating Egyptian efforts towards an inter-Palestinian reconciliation, one which would allow for the release of the billions of dollars dedicated to the reconstruction of Gaza. Another of its goals is to please Syria so that it may allow elections in Lebanon to take place normally. They also say that the camp of moderation looked around itself, found the Obama administration eager for partnership and dialogue with the leaders of the camp of defiance - which includes Syria, Hamas and Hezbollah, which Qatar participates in, which Iran sponsors and which Israel is effectively party to, as it rejects the Arab Peace Initiative and the two-state solution - and decided to anticipate, instead of following behind events dictated by the new US policy.

The features of the new US policy are only clear in its excessive sensitivity against what would place it in stances similar to those of the George W. Bush's administration, even if such stances are in the US's interest. Indeed, the Obama administration today is busy divorcing the Bush administration, and its obsession with this divorce may blind it to dangers and difficulties that lie ahead, especially in terms of its foreign relations. The style differs radically, as the previous administration had demanded seriousness from the likes of Iran and Syria before engaging them, whereas the current administration is eager to talk and engage in hopes that dialogue will produce seriousness and understandings. There are worrying indications of the kind of thinking taking place within the Obama administration, and the extent to which it is influenced by individuals who have appointed themselves volunteer envoys to make peace between Israel and Syria, and have put forth their vision of a new security and political order for the Middle East. As it would seem, the Obama administration has become convinced with this naïve idea based on US policy starting from a Syrian-Israeli partnership that would isolate and weaken Iran as it negotiates with Washington, which would dampen its ambitions, especially at the nuclear level. It has also become convinced, as it seems, with the idea that Damascus holds the assets in Palestine by holding Hamas, and can thus be considered to hold the key to such momentary appeasement and semi-permanent truce on the Palestinian-Israeli scene. The danger of such thinking lies in the belief that leaping over the entire Palestinian issue is likely to last and be relied upon as a US policy at this juncture. Such thinking is dangerous because it seems superficial and naïve, but is in its depth more vile than naïve. It is dangerous because it is an erroneous kind of thinking that has been resorted to in the past to cover the Israeli reluctance to reach a peaceful solution with the Palestinians, and to guard against any US pressures that might occur to a new president and administration eager to resolve the Palestinian-Israeli conflict.

What seems new but is old in such thinking is the readiness of the Syrian-Israeli course of negotiation to ratify a peace agreement, as well as the fact that volunteer envoys from among US mediators consider that such an oasis of hope in the desert of despair will bring in its folds either the satisfaction and joy of many of the leaders of extremism and defiance who are Syria's partners in the Arab and Muslim world, or the containment of those who are upset by this through severing the necks of defiant Palestinian organizations and factions residing in Syria. In other words, the promoters of this policy have decided to kill the peace process built on the two-state solution. This has required them to pull the rug from under the feet of the camp of Arab moderation, which has embraced the Arab peace initiative as a fundamental basis, relying on the US's commitment to achieve serious, effective and practical development and progress in the peace process towards the two-state solution. It should be taken into consideration that the war in Gaza, which is the product of the radicalism of Israel, Iran and the Palestinians - in terms of Hamas/Damascus and not just Hamas/Gaza, has reinforced the assets of defiance, to impose the de facto situation on the new US administration, that of the "impossibility" of peace between the Palestinians and Israel, and of the unavailability of anything other than the Syrian-Israeli oasis in the desert of the Arab-Israeli conflict.

Even Hezbollah has benefited from the war in Gaza by its decision not to wage it on the Lebanese front, which has received valuable appreciation from Israel and its friends, manifest in the increasing calls to open US channels of dialogue with Hezbollah that would emulate the stances of the British government. Such rewards pay no heed to the extent of their influence as de facto situations in undermining the Lebanese State; which should alone be addressed by governments of other countries, especially that Hezbollah possesses an army for a state within the Lebanese State. Those who promote such policies pay no heed to the extent to which opening channels with Hamas undermines the Palestinian Authority, because what they have in mind is undermining negotiations within the peace process. Focusing on Syria today nearly makes its leadership the only channel for the future between Lebanon and Israel and between the Palestinians and Israel, at the various levels and instruments.

Indeed, in their opinion, Damascus holds the keys to peace between Lebanon and Israel, because peace between Syria and Israel would resolve the problem of the Shebaa Farms and remove hindrances before the elements of peace between Lebanon and Israel by removing what remains of Israeli occupation in Syria and Lebanon. Additionally, removing the obstacle of Shebaa would remove the "logic of resistance" which Hezbollah clings to in order to keep its weapons. If Damascus once considered Hezbollah to be its indirect army during the struggle against Israel, then it would consider it an unnecessary and unneeded army in times of peace with Israel, as it would with the Damascus-based armed Palestinian factions in Lebanon. Or rather, this is what those who promote and sponsor such a policy believe. It is a wager on "maybe" and "perhaps," and it begins with a price sought by Damascus, to be paid in advance, which is a partnership with Washington beyond compare to that with any other Arab party. Of course Damascus seeks to reclaim the Golan, and that is its right. However, it also seeks to hold the future of the Palestinians in compensation for it giving up Palestinian organizations and factions, and for its support of a Hamas compliant in appeasement and truce. As for Hezbollah, it is a different matter, contingent on the extent of success or failure of efforts and ambitions to separate Syria from Iran.

The strategy of eliminating the issue of Palestine through the gateway of Syria may be a successful one for the purpose of those who promote such plans at the end of the day. However, wagering on it remains highly risky, as the Palestinian people will not disappear, and turning them into a merely humanitarian issue receiving aid will not remove the occupation from the land nor from the mind. Syria monopolizing the Palestinian issue with Israel will protect neither of them from being held accountable for eliminating Palestinian negotiations through the distraction of Syrian negotiations. Indeed, the Palestinian issue is a reality that cannot be ignored or leaped over. This is what President Barack Obama should pay heed to, so as not to bear witness to the rationing and prolonging of the misery of the Palestinian people, and so that the United States and its people cease to be the object of doubt for Arabs and Muslims around the world. Indeed, a new chapter is not opened with a television show or with a sober envoy seeking answers in the jungle of the destruction of the peace process, but rather by seriously and radically resolving the Palestinian issue, to remove it as an obstacle in the path of sought-after and necessary trust.

There is no need for innovations and inventions, especially those that enter into the meanders of separating Syria from Iran, because the relationship between Tehran and Damascus is a strategic one, despite Damascus's fear of a US-Iranian deal that would leave it on its own. It is true that Israel is a more valuable gateway for Syria to relations with the US and to the stability of the regime, but Iran remains important in Syrian considerations. Furthermore, it is Palestine, not Syria, which holds the hearts of Arab and Muslim peoples - whether in terms of positive emotions or in terms of anger and readiness for revenge. There is much strangeness in the ideas produced by leaders of the US administration and the circle of volunteers surrounding it. They behave in Washington as if they did not read the same reports, such as those related to Iran's nuclear programs, and thus each explains as they see fit and estimate as they please. This sends a highly dangerous message, which can be summed up by saying that there is no agreement between the opinions of leaders of the Obama administration, nor determination, nor strategy, except for dialogue. They speak of dialogue with moderates in the Taliban to isolate its extremists, as if the Taliban is an institution of thought and research, and not a group of extremists, intellectually, politically and in terms of authority. They say that Iraq has come out of its predicament following its partnership with the "Awakening Councils," which they describe as moderate Islamic radicalism, and seek to export this success to the rest of the world, as if it were simply a matter of emulation.

All of these ideas may be the natural product of the transition phase, and they may be fleeting, like a temporary tactic while waiting for strategies to be set. Thus it is perhaps early for the forces of moderation in the Arab and Muslim world to raise their hands in surrender before the winds of US partnership with radicalism. Perhaps it is still necessary for the forces of moderation to regain their strength so as to correct courses that lead to traps, by adopting the strategy of courage, with a far-reaching vision and goals.
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