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There are Arab and International attempts for a fresh approach to pull Arab-Israeli relations out of the dark tunnel of wars and confrontations and the cage of the peace process, which failed to put an end to the occupation. Some of these ideas appear to be immediately heading toward a deadlock. This is especially the case with the proposals to place the entire file under the sponsorship and supervision of the Security Council, or implying re-establishing connections with the Lebanese, Syrian and Palestinian tracks in negotiations under the "comprehensive peace" motto. However, time is ripe for new approaches or old positions that require creative promotion. Israel's approach based on imposing one-sided measures, like unilaterally withdrawing from Gaza and the construction of the security fence in the West Bank, has proven to be a failure acknowledged by Israel, who demonstrated willingness to consider alternative options. This willingness should be exploited from Palestinian, Arab, American, and International standpoints. It is also prudent to avoid subjecting the Palestinian issue to the Lebanese file, or the other way around. Time is ripe to respect the independence of sovereign decisions and forego nonsense and pawning, whether Syrian, Lebanese or Palestinian as the only way to achieving a just and comprehensive peace.

Arab League Secretary General Amr Moussa has submitted to the Secretary General of the United Nations and the Security Council his vision of an Arab initiative for an international conference under the sponsorship of the Security Council, and regarding direct negotiations between Israel, Syria, Lebanon and the Palestinian Liberation Organization, starting by the end of 2006 within the framework of this conference (Al-Hayat Aug.27.2006).

Deputy Secretary General for Political Affairs Ibrahim Ghambari has endorsed this vision and circulated among the Security Council, calling for "fresh international effort that deals with the region's different crises, not on an individual, or bilateral basis, but rather as parts of an integrated and comprehensive effort under the supervision and leadership of the Security Council, and with the objective of introducing peace and stability in the entire region."

Ghambari also floated the Arab initiative before the envoys of the five permanent members of the UN Security Council this week, and upon realizing that it was unknown to all but few, he judged it was expedient to meet with ambassadors of these countries individually to discuss the essence of Moussa's vision and generate feedback.

The vision in Moussa's 'non-paper' gives the Security Council a leading and supervisory role in an international conference to be held (before the year's end) at the time and place set by the Security Council when it convenes in October. The international conference aims at achieving a compressive Arab-Israeli peace within a year's time. This vision starts with a Security Council ministerial meeting by mid-September and ends with a mechanism to deal with the possibility of the failure of any of the parties involved in adhering to set timelines, and providing guarantees by third parties in the event of reaching executable agreements.

The undertaking of the Moussa-Ghambari tandem is considered an ambitious project, taking into account the conflicting timelines of the Arab initiative and the US mid-term elections in November, which renders the US administration unenthusiastic in dealing with this initiative, whether as a matter of procedure or an essentiality.

Also to be taken into consideration is the European and Russian reluctance to give up their roles in the Quartet which proceeded from the peace process to monitor the implementation of the Road Map that would lead to the establishment of a Palestinian State alongside the Israeli one.

Despite the cool welcome reserved to the Arab League initiative and the Moussa-Ghambari efforts, there is an international concession on the need to stir up the status quo of the peace process and remove it out of a deep and dangerous slumber, either by injecting it with renewed vitality or scrapping it altogether for a more effective alternative. For while differences surrounding the form and essence of this initiative dominate the international scene, other attempts are in the making, surrounded by secrecy.

The main objective of these attempts is to prod George W. Bush's administration to realize that it is expected to exercise its influence and exert pressure on Israel with the aim of introducing a fundamental change in its handling of the Lebanese and Palestinian files.

This war of the defeated fighters in Lebanon carried with it significant lessons, among those were the hefty bill, sliced out of US tax money, to guarantee Israel's qualitative edge over the Arabs in the balance of strategic armament.

This is money spent and squandered and the reasons are many; most important is that the strategies of camouflage and weapons concealment among civilians offset the strategic advantage of acquiring qualitatively superior weaponry.

These strategies were employed by Hezbollah, and are applicable to any armed group in the Arab world provided it hijacks a society and sets itself as a state within a State.

Another reason concerns missiles as a weapon, not against aircraft, but for proving the ineffectiveness and infeasibility of the security fence Israel believed would protect it and bring calm and peace.

These miscalculations became obviously naïve and dangerous not only to the Israeli government, but to the US administration as well. And due to the current concession on a need for an alternative, certain parties see this as an opportunity to work to push Washington and Tel Aviv toward pursuing an Arab-Israeli peace.

The revival of the Arab initiative which had stemmed from the Beirut Summit which involved Arab recognition of Israel in exchange for its withdrawal to the 1967 boarders and ending the occupation is attracting renewed interest and creative attempts to update it to replace the failed Israeli unilateral solution.

Another idea along the line of renewed and creative handling of Israel's obsession and its priorities namely: security guarantees; points to Lebanon, which will act as source for new ideas based on material, on-the-ground international guarantees through the international presence in resolutions and troops on the ground.

The principal problem with these concepts is that Israel is not willing to pay for its share of the peace bill. A spoilt child that has depended on the US for decades to pick up its war bills in the name of its 'fragility' in a 'hostile' environment, depends on the US to exempt it from the expense of peace, even at the risk of being a burden. But the current circumstances call for Israel to reconsider.

The Israelis know well what is expected of them with regards to the Palestinians if they wanted peace. The Palestinians, too, know what they should do among themselves and toward Israel if peace was their option.

Palestinian President Mahmoud Abbas represents the highest-caliber vessel to the desired destination. However, he is expected to be more firm with Hamas if he plans to be the driving force for peace for the Palestinian Authority and the Hamas movement in the face of an endless inferno of destruction. For those who count on their ability to rob Israelis of serenity and sleep as punishment for the occupation and their oppressive practices, overlook the fact that this option also denies Palestinians the right to the simplest forms of normal life due to exhausting wars that have not brought an end to the occupation.

The Palestinian president was right to draw the line between the issues of Palestine and Lebanon. He was also right to remain at the helm to cater to Hamas's needs, since it is critical for everyone, especially the US administration, to realize that coaxing Hamas into moderation calls for a fundamentally different policy based on denying Iran and Syria a chance to hijack the Palestinian issue.

Recently, Lebanon has become the international center of attention, and is now a wide scale international workshop after it departed from the regional schemes through Resolution 1701, which paves the way for Lebanese-Israeli peace without the need to wait for a Syrian-Israeli one, for which Lebanon has been held hostage by Damascus for years.

Despite all its recent attempts to portray itself as a vanguard, Syria is irrelevant to serious discussions of a solution to the Israeli-Arab conflict. Talk of 'Madrid 2' in reference to the early 1990s' peace talks that launched the peace process with Syria as the queen of the negotiations, is mere lip service.

There is no such thing as the 'Madrid 2' project, which satisfies Syrian demands of linking tracks and subjecting the Palestinian and Lebanese tracks to the Syrian one in the name of  'inseparability' and 'comprehensive' peace.

What does exist, however, is the right to a sovereign choice, the right to disengage and the right to not wait or to control tracks, especially the Lebanese track without Damascus's permission.

In other words, all Syrian attempts have failed to restore Lebanon to being a State of domesticated birds, in spite of assassinations, conspiracies, the manipulation of groups within it, fomenting wars inside and against it, instigating civil war, and using it as a bargaining chip in negotiations with Israel on the Golan Heights. Anyone who tries to talk to Damascus about a Syrian role in Lebanon is now viewed as an attempt to open a gap for the Syrian regime to sneak back and resume its pulling on the strings of Lebanon.

Damascus's mission in Lebanon now lies in refraining from smuggling arms to Lebanese and Palestinian individuals and groups with the aim of fomenting wars and confrontations in a revolting exploitation and abuse of the Palestinian issue and of Lebanon.

Furthermore, the role of Hezbollah warrants examination and scrutiny following the destructive outcome of the Syrian-Iranian relationship. Hezbollah Leader Hassan Nasrallah stated last Sunday in a televised speech that "The party's leadership did not expect, even a 1% chance, that the abduction operation of two Israeli soldiers would lead to a war of this scale and magnitude; a war that is unprecedented in the history of wars," adding "Had we known that the operations would lead to this result, we certainly would not have carried it out."

Let us consider these words as a pledge against committing the same mistake, a pledge against misjudgment. Let us consider it as a sort of apology for the consequences of the adventure of kidnapping two Israeli soldiers across the Lebanese-Israeli boarders that led to the destruction of the country. Let us say that it is an attempt to comfort and genuinely express condolences.

But Nasrallah's speech is not enough. He is required to show his true character, his identity, and his Party's choices when it comes to the Lebanon of tomorrow through deeds and stands he must take today in a very transparent way.

One of the first things Hezbollah should do through Nasrallah is to stop expecting to be forgiven by the people of Lebanon and to be given the blessing for going into another war because of his insistence on his personal right to resist.

No Party, faction, or militia has the right to resist since resistance and ending occupation is the right of the State. To repeat, Hezbollah has no right to resist, but is required to abandon these very claims after involving Lebanon in a war that killed innocents, displaced thousands and destroyed the infrastructure, not just as a result of the Israeli terrorism, violence, barbarism and lack of morals in using cluster bombs, but also because Hezbollah concealed Iranian-made missiles it received through Syria inside the houses and bodies of Lebanese children.

Hezbollah now has a moral commitment to simply respect the great deal of patience the Lebanese people have exercised in dealing with it.

It also has a clear choice if it wants to prove its Lebanese identity and get rid of its reputation that it agrees to be used to satisfy Syrian and Iranian ends. The choice is to truly shift into being a political party, and instead of ingeniously hiding arms, to surrender them to the Lebanese army, as Nasrallah knows more than anyone else the outcome of not surrendering the arms to the army, and the outcome of his continuous effort to overthrow the government of Fouad Siniora, and the outcome of his opposition to international aid to the Lebanese army in policing the boarders with Israel.

Misjudging once could be a mistake, but adopting a strategy that clearly provokes another war is a conspiracy. The people of Lebanon deserve comfort and peace and do not want to be used as a bargaining chip.

The Arabs' celebration of 'victory' is a delusion conjured by those who use selling-words and shout them over the remains of Lebanon;  including Hezbollah.

Now that we all, including Nassrallah, know that this war was not a war of strategic victory, but a war of miscalculation, then it is safe to say that it is unfair for Lebanon to be embattled for walking the road toward peace, following the footsteps of Egypt Jordan, and Syria, which would have liked to do that itself. It is unfair for Lebanon to be embattled for seeking to achieve its aims separately from those of Palestine efforts to end the occupation, or Syria's efforts to reclaim the Golan Heights.
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