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The Palestinian Cause and the relationship with Iraq are at the forefront of the Arabs' search into what should be done regionally and internationally in face of Iran's increasing power and danger. This is a sound stance but it requires unconventional thinking and the abandonment of traditional thinking methods. The first serious contribution to a change of this sort would be the necessity to devise Arab strategies that would take into consideration the possibility of inking an agreement between Iran and the West, instead of assuming an Iranian-American confrontation. The strategies shall be based on expecting the worst from the Palestinian, Iraqi, and Lebanese issues. There shall be visions that the US will never learn from its mistakes, will never awake to the dangers of its policies, and will never care for any friend or ally, except to serve its immediate interests.

In other words, Arab leaderships, who consider themselves part of the moderation camp, and search for an effective strategy against radicalism, face a predicament in which features of moderation and radicalism are blurred by treacherous regional and international alliances. These leaderships find themselves oscillating between confusion and bewilderment.

Therefore, it is crucial that these leaderships reconsider themselves, their environment, and their alliances, in order to avoid missing opportunities and plunging into the vortex of erroneous predictions and assumptions.

Regarding the Palestinian issue, the 61st UN General Assembly meeting was a combination of achievements and missed opportunities. In fact, on a collective and individual level, the Palestinian Cause has captured international attention, as a result of an Arab strategy, after it had been neglected.

It should be noted that the Greek Presidency of the UN Security Council this month has exerted significant efforts to respond to the Arab League's request to hold a ministerial session, focusing on revitalizing the search for true peace, instead of becoming lost in the maze of the dormant peace process.

The efforts of the Arab League Secretary General Amr Moussa also succeeded in discussing the Arab-Israeli conflict and pushing the Quartet to convene a ministerial meeting at the UN Security Council, which, nevertheless, failed to install a mechanism that mainly deals with the Palestinian Cause.

Alongside the Arab League efforts, Saudi, Egyptian and Jordanian diplomacies moved on all levels to revive US and international interest in the Palestinian issue as the key for resolving the Arab-Israeli conflict, and reach stability in the region.

Jordanian King Abdullah II moved and coordinated within the region before sending an envoy to Washington with a clear message that moderation in the Arab arena is threatened unless the American administration immediately and urgently shows clear interest in the Palestinian file and gives the vision of a Palestinian State a serious, effective and honest push.

US President George Bush comprehended the Arab message emanating from the ranks of moderation, and responded in his address to the General Assembly; and during his meeting with Palestinian President Mahmoud Abbas. Essentially, he said that he is committed to the vision of a Palestinian State alongside Israel, and that this vision remains one of his presidency's key objectives.

Bush also stated the Palestinian State should "enjoy geographical integration", adding that he charged his foreign secretary, Condoleezza Rice, with the task of steering diplomatic efforts to establish a Palestinian State, and that he found a courageous partner and a "man of peace" in Mahmoud Abbas during the negotiations with Israel's Prime Minister Ehud Olmert. 

In these negotiations, Bush indicated to Olmert that it is high time to forego equivocation and the refusal of negotiations under the pretext of the absence of a real negotiations partner.

What George Bush did not give to Mahmoud Abbas was any compromise or bargaining on terms of forming a Palestinian national unity government, comprising the Hamas movement, saying that he is not against the formation of a Palestinian national unity government if Hamas complies with the Quartet's conditions, namely: upholding past agreements, renouncing violence, and acknowledging Israel's right to exist. Bush also is reported to have said that he completely rules out any dealing with a Palestinian government that seeks the destruction and the annihilation of Israel.

At the same time, Mahmoud Abbas' focus on the formation of a Palestinian national unity government during his high-profile meeting with George Bush, which lasted for over an hour, was the subject of intense Arab criticism, leading some to claim that Abbas wasted a rare opportunity and even fell into a trap laid by Hamas, and that he has given Israel the pretext to avoid compromises.

According to these criticisms, Abbas was too good-intentioned, and has wasted a lot of time with the US president in outlaying the details of his vague agreements with Hamas, while he was supposed to have understood that it was out of the question for the US or Israel to agree to joint negotiations with him as long as Hamas refused the terms of the international Quartet, which comprises the EU, Russia and the UN.

This means that instead of working toward his own interests, Mahmoud Abbas served the interests of Hamas and Israel; represented by their agreement on the ground to reject partnership and negotiations and rule out moderation.

And instead of putting the US and Israel on the defensive by demanding that they revise their policies, and holding them responsible for pushing the Palestinian issue to a new level, the Palestinian president unwittingly provided them with a valuable trump card with the words, 'The Palestinian government is the problem' written on it.

There are many aspects to George Bush's problematic approach to the Palestinian file. Within his administration lies an extremism that almost matches that of Israel's, particularly through Deputy National Security Advisor Eliot Abrams, as well as, Deputy President Dick Cheney, famous for his succumbing to Israel.

But Bush's problem does not end at Israel's refusal to seriously negotiate possible solutions to the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, but it stems from the implicit Israeli-Syrian agreements, as well as from hopes and illusions.

The Israeli lobby in the US comprises main groups that insist that Israel's most critical safety valve is the ruling regime in Syria. The Israeli lobby also believes that Syria could be separated from Iran. These groups are not the least bit concerned with Palestine or Lebanon, or with US commitments.

As far as isolating Damascus from Tehran, there is an Israeli 'party of fools' which believes that enticing the Syrian government with entering into negotiations with Israel on the Golan Heights is what is needed to isolate Damascus from Tehran. This party is ignorant of the fact that the Iranian regime serves as a safety valve for the regime in Damascus.

But what is to become of Tehran; and is it actually above accountability?

The interpretation of some is that the Islamic Republic is at its best possible state, and that it will manipulate Western divisions in favor of Russian and Chinese energy considerations toward its interest, and to an extent that will eventually enable it to acquire military nuclear capacities.

In this context, the Iranian Ambassador was reported to have been seen in a reception in New York asking his Chinese counterpart: 'what is it that I can do?' The Chinese diplomat responded as he bowed by saying: 'what is it that you want me to do?'

Nevertheless, another opinion exists, based on information that there is US and British determination to prevent Iran, under any circumstances, from acquiring a nuclear bomb, and to prevent divisions among the six States (the US, Britain, Germany, France, China and Russia) that warned Iran and offered it the incentives package.

Those supporting this view say that Britain has initiated measures through banking and other privately-owned sectors to impose commercial sanctions and restrictions on investments and the transfer of funds to Iran. While the British government has denied issuing such instructions to the private sector, the Iranians demanded clarification from the British, leaving an impression that they were actually alarmed by this course of action.

Britain is a historical ally of Iran, which offered it and its oil sector protection for several years. Hence, preventing Iran from using any banking facilities and denying it the benefit of its oil revenues leads it to realize that this is a step on the road to the greater confrontation.

The West, particularly the Americans and the British, sent several messages to Iran through Iran's allies, advising it to accept the incentives package, and warning it that it would be a completely false belief that the Chinese and Russian support for Iran would translate into readiness to enter by its side into a military conflict with the West.

For their part, Arabs, in the midst of sorting friends from foes and the weighing of the Iranian threat against the Israeli one, have realized that Iraq is an important link. For this reason, some have grown to realize the importance of better Arab participation in dealing with Iraq to prevent it from falling pray to Iran.

Efforts to reclaim Iraq into the Arab fold entail parting with failed traditions, coming forward to absolve Iraq from its past incurred debts, and openly confronting the daily terrorism that takes the lives of innocent people from all sects.

Exploring and weighing options and challenges is positive and essential. Nevertheless, what should be paid attention to is that there are indications of weakness masked as strength in several arenas.

There are warranted fears, intimidation used to extort compromises, extremism cloaked under secret bargaining, and moderation only known to it advocates as a means of moving to the next station in a life-long journey with power.
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