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The desperate bloody coup attempt by Hamas against the Palestinian Authority (PA) has cancelled the movement’s eligibility to take part in the rule and returned it exclusively to the status of a mere faction. There is no place in power for a faction that trespasses on the authority at this juncture of the war between State and militias in the whole Middle East region. There is no room for dialogue and bargains between the PA and the faction, or the State and the militia, because the first stands for legitimacy and the second assail this legitimacy. Simply, one cancels and denies the other – it goes by logic, too. 

Hamas has shown a complete failure in power. It stamped this failure on its head by staging a coup against an authority of which it was part. This victory it claims is, at best, the gains it had made in the shameful battle in which the movement’s fighters shed the bloods of their own folks, and the ‘seizure’ of the Gaza Strip. But this is an empty and meaningless victory that tightened the noose around the neck of Hamas and destroyed its future in politics. At the same time, it left the movement imprisoned in the illusions of victory. 

These are the symptoms of defeat, however Khaled Meshaal, the movement’s politburo chief of in Damascus, claimed that what happened was a “victory for Islam”. Hamas’ Gaza leaders overlooked that furious anger of the inhabitants of the Strip blame them for the failure in power and the cost of keeping them in poverty, yet the Palestinian faction pressed ahead with their adventures.

The international community, including the Arab League, did what it should do, voicing complete backing to PA President Mahmoud Abbas as considered the only representative for legitimacy and the Palestinian people. Abbas, in turn, has done very well by dissolving the Ismail Haniyeh government following the Hamas coup attempt against the PA. His choice of Salam Fayyad to head an emergency government made of independent technocrats rather than the pro-PA Fatah officials, was a very good choice. He has every right to refuse to engage a dialogue with the faction that tried to overthrow the PA.

Fayyad neither belongs to Fatah nor Hamas; but he is a man who knows how to act as a statesman. He understands that the main principle for any statesman is to put the interests of the State above all parties, organizations, factions, movements and militias. This necessarily requires him not to regard the State-PA as equal to any movement – whether it is Hamas or any other Palestinian faction.

When Hamas won the election, it shouldered a big responsibility by choosing between being a government or a faction. It thought it could switch between the two functions and have both jobs. It looked at its election victory not from the angle of what it has to offer the Palestinian people, whether under occupation or in exile, as a national Palestinian government. It looked at it from the angle of its status as an Islamic movement and how it could meet with similar movements and other states that adopt the same creed to serve its national and authoritative goals at the expense of Palestine and the Palestinian aspirations.

Abbas did Hamas a favor when he agreed to stay at the helm of the PA after it won the elections. He provided protection and coverage to the government of Hamas because his resignation would have led to a sooner collapse of the government due to the international boycott, which was the result of Hamas’ refusal to adhere to previous agreements between the PA, renounce the principle of destroying Israel, and recognize it. Had Hamas taken off the apparel of the movement and became a government, it had had to admit that the principles of the democratic game is to respect the agreements signed by the previous governments. 

Israel made the utmost benefit not only from the position of Hamas but also from positions adopted by the Quartet – made up of the US, the UN, the EU and Russia. The Quartet has put three prerequisites to deal with Hamas: honoring previous agreements, renouncing violence and recognizing Israel. The international commission ignored Israel’s mutiny by these agreements and its continuous breaching of international resolutions and laws. Israel resumed building illegal settlements and pressed ahead with the separation fence despite the international law. However, Hamas’ refusal to put its national identity as Palestinian government above its Islamic identity as a dogmatic movement was predominant while it was in power. Then came this desperate decision to revolt against the institutions of the PA, of which it is part and which had allowed the movement to run the elections and consequently reach power, to pose major questions.

Where was Hamas’ center of gravity, in the movement or the government? Some are convinced that the Saudi-brokered Mecca Agreement, which had led to the national unity government, had been rejected by some leaders in the movement just like it was rejected by the US and Israel. This means that Hamas, at any rate, was in the square against the Mecca Agreement and that was why the movement revolted against the national unity government it produced. The question remains: in whose favor Hamas decided to revolt? And why?

But that is not the most important question at this juncture, especially in the light of that those who wanted the Gaza revolt to lead to Hamas’ seizure of the PA have failed.

The question is what will Hamas do with the victory/defeat it had achieved in Gaza? We know that Israel does not want the Gaza Strip, from which it had unilaterally withdrawn to get rid of an unnecessary burden. We know that the Gaza Strip is cut off; its only geographic link is with Egypt, which does not want to be in a situation where it becomes forced to inherit this area which is full of Islamists and militants and other extremist factions. The Egyptian position is justified in light of the fact that weapons are flowing into Gaza through tunnels in order to set up a ‘base’ in what is better be known as the chaotic ‘Gazastan’.

We also know that the international community would be keen to offer aid to the Palestinian civilians - about 1.5 million families - but that it would not offer aid and assistance to Hamas to rule in Gaza. If Hamas thinks it is able to consolidate security and carry out the tasks of the government in Gaza, it will have to call on Damascus and Tehran to rescue it. Then we will wait and see. Neither is the Syrian government capable of funding more than a Palestinian movement and faction to work for it here and there, nor the Iranian government is capable of funding Hamas to assume the role of a government in Gaza – especially that Tehran finances Hezbollah in Lebanon on the backdrop of the Security Council sanctions that are costing it dearly in terms of economy. No money will come from Iran, Syria or Qatar which has long encouraged Hamas to take the adventure.

This is the situation at the economic and finance levels. It means that the resentment  of the Palestinian people in Gaza will grow further; they will start asking the masked men: what did you do to us? They will hold them accountable, even if the men of Hamas try to distract attention from their deeds by resorting to two options: keeping the Palestinian humanitarian suffering motivated by the isolation they inflicted upon the Palestinian people, and drawing more Israeli reactions to their rockets by putting Israel under attack. This could distract the attention from what Hamas did to Gaza in order to contain the popular anger at the movement.

In fact, according to a well-informed source about the situation in Gaza, Hamas’ predicament after seizing Gaza is similar to the predicament of the Americans in Baghdad. That is to say that Gaza is not easy to control. Even the rockets launched on Israel would not enable Hamas to control it. Therefore, the stage that will start now is a stage of bargains between the factions.

In addition, there is the question of ruling that lacks legitimacy. Hamas returned to its original status as a movement and a faction and does not enjoy today the minimum legitimacy to rule or form a government. This is its biggest political loss and this is the defeat it had inflicted upon itself; it had eliminated the reasons for which it enjoyed legitimacy.

Restoring the Gaza Strip is not an immediate priority for the government of Abbas-Fayyad. Their priority is rather not to guarantee that the West Bank does not slip into the same fate. This does not mean giving up Gaza, but means that this government is very well aware of the consequences in case it fails to control the security situation in the Bank. These consequences are not only the result of the collapse of the PA as a whole but also the fate of the Palestinians under the leadership of the Islamic movement and other factions.

Abbas and Fayyad, then, are in dire need for all tools to stabilize the PA and enable it to rule in terms of security, economy and politics. This support must come from the Arab states, the US and the Quartet – which also includes Russia – the EU and the UN. Support must also come from Israel.

There is no room here for excuses to save Hamas under the pretext of uniting the Palestinian ranks. The duty of the international community is to help the legitimate Palestinian government which is exclusively represented in the PA by its president and government and their crews. This is not a military battle between Fatah and Hamas, nor is it a political equation for the Palestinian factions. The only equation is clear and it is that the Palestinian legitimacy must be honored without mediation for dialogue and bargaining or outbids by any party, especially the non-governmental organizations that claim democracy but are unaware of what had happened or the press articles that reflect the agenda of one party or another.

Some commentaries in the US press seem determined to question the capabilities of the PA to control the situation in Palestine in order to justify Israel’s evasion of its obligations and what it has to do.

Evasion would be Israel’s fatal mistake because it would leave it face to face with extremism without the area separating them, which is moderation.

This means that Israel today has to choose, indeed, between either the two-state solution or evading the obligations of such solution. It is not enough today that Israel releases the Palestinian tax money, freezes the building of new settlements, halts the separation wall or releases the prisoners.

Israeli Prime Minister Ehud Olmert has to announce his government’s readiness to sit with the Abbas-Fayyad government on the basis of starting from the end not on the basis of starting from the first step on the roadmap to establish a Palestinian state beside Israel. In short, this means that Israel should take a strategic decision to stop demanding the PA to control the security situation as a prerequisite for negotiations and the partnership in negotiations.

What is now necessary and required is to reverse two concepts. First, to reverse the tradition of proving the security capabilities of the PA as a prerequisite for political negotiations so that political negotiations of clear horizon become a major element to enable the PA to control the security situation as required.

Second, the concept of negotiations should be reversed so that they start from the basis of agreeing to the outcome; i.e. the vision of a Palestinian State in the West Bank, Gaza and East Jerusalem on the basis of territorial exchange and reaching an understanding about sanctities, that is as close as possible to the borders of 1967.

If Israel lags, it will reap what it has sown and regret wasting the windows of  opportunity, especially as the two-state solution will not bring it security even if it enforces the alternative called for by Israeli extremists to solve the demographic crisis, i.e. expel the Palestinians. 

Because this alternative is an option in the minds of many Israelis, the PA has to escalate the situation somehow in order to impose the two-state solution on Israel and forestall the collective displacement plans. This calls on Abbas to walk to the end of the road after he chose to use firmness under any circumstances with any Palestinian faction, as he heads the PA which is for all Palestinians.

Abbas and the Fayyad government, has no other choice because this is not a side or marginal battle; it is the Palestinian people’s fateful battle. He has to choose between the authority and the factions or the State and collective deportation.
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